
 

 

Selected Readings of International Relations Theory 
 

VOL II 

 

Zhongqi Pan 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(For Fudan students personal use only!) 

 

 

 

School of International Relations and Public Affairs 

Fudan University 
 



 1 

Contents 
 

Vol 1 Critical Debates: Evolution of International Relations Theory PP 

1.  Jack Snyder, “One World, Rival Theories,” Foreign Policy, No. 145 
(November/December 2004), pp. 53-62.  

1 

2.  Stephen Walt, “International Relations: One World, Many Theories,” 
Foreign Policy, No. 110 (Spring 1998), pp. 29-46.  

11 

3.  Joseph Nye, “Neorealism and Neoliberalism,” World Politics, Vol. 40, No. 
2 (January 1988), pp. 235-251.  

17 

4.  John Lewis Gaddis, “International Relations Theory and the End of the 
Cold War,” International Security, Vol. 17, No. 3 (Winter 1992/93), pp. 5-
58.  

35 

 Theory and the Levels of Analysis  

5.  David Singer, “The Level-of-Analysis Problem in International 
Relations,” World Politics, Vol. 14, No. 1 (October 1961), pp. 77-92.  

90 

 Realism  

6.  Kenneth Waltz, “Realist Thought and Neorealist Theory,” Journal of 
International Affairs, Vol. 44, No. 1 (Summer 1990), pp. 21-37.  

107 

7.  Kenneth Waltz, “Structural Realism after the Cold War,” International 
Security, Vol. 25, No. 1 (Summer 2000), pp. 5-41.  

124 

8.  John Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of International Institutions,” 
International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95), pp. 5-49.  

161 

9.  John G. Ruggie, “The False Premise of Realism,” International Security, 
Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 62-70.  

207 

10.  Richard J. Harknett and Hasan B. Yalcin, “The Struggle for Autonomy: A 
Realist Structural Theory of International Relations”, International Studies 
Review, Vol. 14, No. 4 (2012), pp. 499-521.  

217 

 Liberalism  

11.  Robert Keohane and Lisa Martin, “The Promise of Institutionalist 
Theory,” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 39-51.  

240 

12.  Robert Jervis, “Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation: Understanding 
the Debate,” International Security, Vol. 24, No. 1 (Summer 1999), pp. 
42-63.  

254 



 2 

13.  Helen Milner, “International Theories of Cooperation among Nations: 
Strengths and Weaknesses,” World Politics, Vol. 44, No. 3 (April 1992), 
pp. 466-496.  

276 

14.  Robert Axelrod and Robert Keohane, “Achieving Cooperation under 
Anarchy: Strategies and Institutions,” World Politics, Vol. 38, No. 1 
(October 1985), pp. 226-254.  

308 

Vol 2 Constructivism PP 

15.  Ted Hopf, “The Promise of Constructivism in International Relations,” 
International Security, Vol. 23, No. 1 (Summer 1998), pp. 171-200.  

1 

16.  Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy is What States Make of It: The Social 
Construction of Power Politics,” International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 
2 (Spring 1992), pp. 391-425.  

32 

17.  Jeffery Checkel, “The Constructivist Turn in International Relations 
Theory,” World Politics, Vol. 50, No. 2 (January 1998), pp. 324-348.  

68 

18.  Dale Copeland, “The Constructivist Challenge to Structural Realism,” 
International Security, Vol. 25, No. 2 (Fall 2000), pp. 187-212.  

93 

 Radicalism  

19.  Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, “Manifesto of the Communist Party,” 
http://www.marxists.org/archive/marx/works/download/pdf/Manifesto.pdf.  

120 

20.  Vladimir Lenin, “Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism,” 
http://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1916/imp-hsc/.  

139 

21.  Theotonio Dos Santos, “The Structure of Dependence,” The American 
Economic Review, Vol. 60, No. 2 (May 1970), pp. 231-236. 

143 

22.  Immanuel Wallerstein, “Dependence in an Interdependent World: The 
Limited Possibilities of Transformation within the Capitalist World 
Economy”, African Studies Review, Vol. 17, No. 1, April 1974, pp. 1-
26.  

150 

23.  Immanuel Wallerstein, “The Rise and Future Demise of the World 
Capitalist System: Concepts for Comparative Analysis”, Comparative 
Studies in Society and History, Vol. 16, No. 4, September 1974, pp. 
387-415. 

177 

Vol 3 The International System PP 

24.  Kenneth Waltz, “The Emerging Structure of International Politics,” 
International Security, Vol. 18, No. 2 (Fall 1993), pp. 44-79.  

1 

zhongqi_pan
Highlight



 3 

25.  Robert Powell, “Anarchy in International Relations Theory: The 
Neorealist-Neoliberal Debate,” International Organization, Vol. 48, No. 2 
(Spring 1994), pp. 313-344.  

37 

26.  Barry Buzan, “From International System to International Society: 
Structural Realism and Regime Theory Meet the English School,” 
International Organization, Vol. 47, No.3 (Summer 1993), pp. 327-352.  

70 

 The State  

27.  Andreas Osiander, “Sovereignty, International Relations, and the 
Westphalian Myth,” International Organization, Vol. 55, No. 2 (Spring 
2001), pp. 251–287.  

97 

28.  Robert Putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-
Level Games,” International Organization, Vol. 42, No. 3 (Summer 
1988), pp. 427-460.  

134 

 The Individual  

29.  Daniel L. Byman and Kenneth M. Pollack, “Let Us Now Praise Great 
Men: Bringing the Statesman Back In,” International Security, Vol. 25, 
No. 4 (Spring 2001), pp. 107-146.  

169 

30.  Margaret Hermann, “Explaining Foreign Policy Behavior Using the 
Personal Characteristics of Political Leaders,” International Studies 
Quarterly, Vol. 24, No.1 (March 1980), pp. 7-46.  

210 

31.  Thomas Risse-Kappen, “Public Opinion, Domestic Structure, and Foreign 
Policy in Liberal Democracies,” World Politics, Vol.43, No. 4 (July 1991), 
pp. 479-512.  

251 

Vol 4 International Security PP 

32.  Arnold Wolfers, “National Security as an Ambiguous Symbol,” in Arnold 
Wolfers, ed., Discord and Collaboration (Baltimore, MD.: The Johns 
Hopkins University Press, 1962), pp. 147-165.  

1 

33.  Samuel Huntington, “The Clash of Civilizations?” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 
72, No.3 (Summer 1993), pp. 22-49.  

24 

34.  David Baldwin, “The Concept of Security,” Review of International 
Studies, Vol. 23, No. 1 (January 1997), pp. 5-26.  

52 

 International Political Economy  

35.  David Baldwin, “Interdependence and Power: A Conceptual Analysis,” 
International Organization, Vol. 34, No. 4 (Autumn 1980), pp. 471-506.  

74 



 4 

36.  Dale Copeland, “Economic Interdependence and War: A Theory of Trade 
Expectations,” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 4 (Spring 1996), pp. 5-
41.  

111 

 Global Governance  

37.  Margaret P. Karns, Karen A. Mingst, and Kendall W. Stiles, “The 
Challenges of Global Governance”, in Margaret P. Karns, Karen A. 
Mingst, and Kendall W. Stiles, International Organizations: The Politics 
and Processes of Global Governance, 3rd edition, Boulder, CO: Lynne 
Rienner, 2015, pp. 1-41.  

149 

38.  John Gerard Ruggie, “Global Governance and ‘New Governance Theory’: 
Lessons from Business and Human Rights”, Global Governance, Vol. 20, 
No. 1, 2014, pp. 5-17.  

195 

39.  Klaus Dingwerth and Philipp Pattberg, “Global Governance as a 
Perspective on World Politics”, Global Governance, Vol. 12, No. 2, 2006, 
pp. 185-203. 

208 

40.  Kenneth Waltz, “Globalization and Governance,” Political Science and 
Politics, Vol. 32, No. 4 (December 1999), pp. 693-700.  

227 

 



 

 
The Promise of Constructivism in International Relations Theory
Author(s): Ted Hopf
Source: International Security, Vol. 23, No. 1 (Summer, 1998), pp. 171-200
Published by: The MIT Press
Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539267
Accessed: 26-01-2018 10:14 UTC

 
JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide

range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and

facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.

 

Your use of the JSTOR archive indicates your acceptance of the Terms & Conditions of Use, available at

http://about.jstor.org/terms

The MIT Press is collaborating with JSTOR to digitize, preserve and extend access to
International Security

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:14:01 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL II - 1



 The Promise of Ted Hopf
 Constructivism in

 International Relations
 Theory

 A challenger to the

 continuing dominance of neorealism and neoliberal institutionalism in the

 study of international relations in the United States, constructivism is regarded

 with a great deal of skepticism by mainstream scholars.1 While the reasons for
 this reception are many, three central ones are the mainstream's miscasting of

 constructivism as necessarily postmodern and antipositivist; constructivism's

 own ambivalence about whether it can buy into mainstream social science

 methods without sacrificing its theoretical distinctiveness; and, related to this

 ambivalence, constructivism's failure to advance an alternative research pro-

 gram. In this article, I clarify constructivism's claims, outline the differences

 between "conventional" and "critical" constructivism, and suggest a research

 agenda that both provides alternative understandings of mainstream interna-

 Ted Hopf is Visiting Professor of Peace Research, The Mershon Center, Ohio State University. He is the
 author of Peripheral Visions: Deterrence Theory and American Foreign Policy in the Third World,
 1965-1990 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1994) and is at work on Constructing Foreign
 Policy at Home: Moscow 1955-1999, in which a theory of identity and international relations is developed
 and tested. He can be reached by e-mail at <<hopf.2@osu.edu>>.

 I am most grateful to Matt Evangelista and Peter Katzenstein who both read and commented on
 many less-than-inspiring drafts of this work, and, more important, supported my overall research
 agenda. I am also thankful to Peter Kowert and Nicholas Onuf for inviting me to Miami in the
 winter of 1997 to a conference at Florida International University at which I was compelled to
 come to grips with the difference between critical and conventional constructivisms. I also
 benefited from especially incisive and critical comments from Henrikki Heikka, Badredine Arfi,
 Robert Keohane, James Richter, Maria Fanis, Ned Lebow, Pradeep Chhibber, Richard Herrmann,
 David Dessler, and one anonymous reviewer. I would also like to salute the members of my
 graduate seminar in international relations theory at the University of Michigan, in particular, Irfan
 Nooruddin, Frank Penirian, Todd Allee, and Jonathan Canedo helped me figure out the relation-
 ship between the mainstream and its critics.

 1. The canonical neorealist work remains Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Read-
 ing, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979). The debate between neorealism and neoliberal institutionalism
 is presented and summarized in David A. Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism (New York:
 Columbia University Press, 1993). Constructivist challenges can be found in Nicholas Greenwood
 Onuf, World of Our Making: Rules and Rule in Social Theory and International Relations (Columbia:
 University of South Carolina Press, 1989); Peter J. Katzenstein, ed., The Culture of National Security:
 Norms and Identity in World Politics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996); and Yosef Lapid
 and Friedrich V. Kratochwil, eds., The Return of Ctulture and Identity in IR Theory (Boulder, Colo.:
 Lynne Rienner, 1996).

 Ihnternational Security, Vol. 23, No. 1 (Summer 1998), pp. 171-200
 ? 1998 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
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 tional relations puzzles and offers a few examples of what constructivism can

 uniquely bring to an understanding of world politics.

 Constructivism offers alternative understandings of a number of the central

 themes in international relations theory, including: the meaning of anarchy and

 balance of power, the relationship between state identity and interest, an

 elaboration of power, and the prospects for change in world politics. Construc-

 tivism itself should be understood in its conventional and critical variants, the

 latter being more closely tied to critical social theory. The conventional con-

 structivist desire to present an alternative to mainstream international relations

 theory requires a research program. Such a program includes constructivist

 reconceptualizations of balance-of-threat theory, the security dilemma, neolib-

 eral cooperation theory, and the democratic peace. The constructivist research
 program has its own puzzles that concentrate on issues of identity in world

 politics and the theorization of domestic politics and culture in international

 relations theory.

 Conventional Constructivism and Issues in Mainstream
 International Relations Theory

 Since constructivism is best defined in relation to the issues it claims to

 apprehend, I present its position on several of the most significant themes in

 international relations theory today.

 ACTORS AND STRUCTURES ARE MUTUALLY CONSTITUTED

 How much do structures constrain and enable the actions of actors, and how

 much can actors deviate from the constraints of structure? In world politics, a

 structure is a set of relatively unchangeable constraints on the behavior of

 states.2 Although these constraints can take the form of systems of material
 dis/incentives, such as a balance of power or a market, as important from a

 constructivist perspective is how an action does or does not reproduce both

 the actor and the structure.3 For example, to the extent that U.S. appeasement

 in Vietnam was unimaginable because of U.S. identity as a great power,

 2. Most important for this article, this is the neorealist conceptualization of international structure.
 All references to neorealism, unless otherwise noted, are from Waltz, Theory of International Politics.
 3. Friedrich Kratochwil suggests that this difference in the understanding of structure is because
 structuralism entered international relations theory not through sociolinguistics, but through
 microeconomics. Friedrich V. Kratochwil, "Is the Ship of Culture at Sea or Returning?" in Lapid
 and Kratochwil, The Return of Culture and Identity, p. 211.
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 military intervention constituted the United States as a great power. Appease-

 ment was an unimaginable act. By engaging in the "enabled" action of inter-

 vention, the United States reproduced its own identity of great power, as well

 as the structure that gave meaning to its action. So, U.S. intervention in

 Vietnam perpetuated the international intersubjective understanding of great

 powers as those states that use military power against others.

 Meaningful behavior, or action,4 is possible only within an intersubjective

 social context. Actors develop their relations with, and understandings of,

 others through the media of norms and practices. In the absence of norms,

 exercises of power, or actions, would be devoid of meaning. Constitutive

 norms define an identity by specifying the actions that will cause Others to

 recognize that identity and respond to it appropriately.5 Since structure is

 meaningless without some intersubjective set of norms and practices, anarchy,

 mainstream international relations theory's most crucial structural component,

 is meaningless. Neither anarchy, that is, the absence of any authority above the

 state, nor the distribution of capabilities, can "socialize" states to the desiderata

 of the international system's structure absent some set of meaningful norms

 and practices.6

 A story many use in first-year international relations courses to demonstrate

 the structural extreme, that is, a situation where no agency is imaginable,

 illustrates the point. The scenario is a fire in a theater where all run for the

 exits.7 But absent knowledge of social practices or constitutive norms, struc-

 ture, even in this seemingly overdetermined circumstance, is still indetermi-

 nate. Even in a theater with just one door, while all run for that exit, who goes

 first? Are they the strongest or the disabled, the women or the children, the

 aged or the infirm, or is it just a mad dash? Determining the outcome will

 require knowing more about the situation than about the distribution of ma-

 terial power or the structure of authority. One will need to know about the

 culture, norms, institutions, procedures, rules, and social practices that consti-

 tute the actors and the structure alike.

 4. The critical distinction between action and behavior is made by Charles Taylor, "Interpretation
 and the Sciences of Man," in Paul Rabinow and William M. Sullivan, eds., Interpretive Social Science:
 A Second Look (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1987), pp. 33-81.
 5. Ronald L. Jepperson, Alexander Wendt, and Peter J. Katzenstein, "Norms, Identity, and Culture
 in National Security," in Katzenstein, The Culture of National Security, p. 54.
 6. David Dessler, "What's At Stake in the Agent-Structure Debate?" International Organization, Vol.
 43, No. 3 (Summer 1989), pp. 459-460.
 7. Arnold Wolfers, Discord and Collaboration (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press,
 1962).
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 ANARCHY AS AN IMAGINED COMMUNITY

 Given that anarchy is structural, it must be mutually constituted by actors

 employing constitutive rules and social practices, implying that anarchy is as

 indeterminate as Arnold Wolfers's fire. Alexander Wendt has offered a con-

 structivist critique of this fundamental structural pillar of mainstream interna-

 tional relations theory.8 But still more fundamentally, this move opens the

 possibility of thinking of anarchy as having multiple meanings for different

 actors based on their own communities of intersubjective understandings and

 practices. And if multiple understandings of anarchy are possible, then one can

 begin to theorize about different domains and issue areas of international

 politics that are understood by actors as more, or less, anarchic.

 Self-help, the neorealist inference that all states should prefer security inde-

 pendence whenever possible, is a structurally determined behavior of an actor

 only to the extent that a single particular understanding of anarchy prevails.9

 If the implications of anarchy are not constant across all relationships and issue

 areas of international politics, then a continuum of anarchies is possible. Where

 there are catastrophic consequences for not being able to rely on one's own

 capacity to enforce an agreement, such as arms control in a world of offensive

 military advantage, neorealist conceptualizations of anarchy are most apt. But

 where actors do not worry much about the potential costs of ceding control

 over outcomes to other states or institutions, such as in the enforcement of

 trade agreements, this is a realm of world politics where neorealist ideas of

 anarchy are just imaginary.

 IDENTITIES AND INTERESTS IN WORLD POLITICS

 Identities are necessary, in international politics and domestic society alike, in

 order to ensure at least some minimal level of predictability and order.'0
 Durable expectations between states require intersubjective identities that are

 sufficiently stable to ensure predictable patterns of behavior. A world without

 8. Alexander Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Power
 Politics," International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 2 (Spring 1992), 391-425.
 9. Elizabeth Kier, for example, shows how the same "objective" external structural arrangement
 of power cannot account for French military strategy between the two world wars. Elizabeth Kier,
 "Culture and French Military Doctrine before World War II," in Katzenstein, The Culture of National
 Security, pp. 186-215.
 10. The focus on identity does not reflect a lack of appreciation for other elements in the construc-
 tivist approach, such as norms, culture, and institutions. Insofar as identities are the most proxi-
 mate causes of choices, preferences, and action, I concentrate on them, but with the full recognition
 that identities cannot be understood without a simultaneous account of normative, cultural, and
 institutional context.
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 identities is a world of chaos, a world of pervasive and irremediable uncer-

 tainty, a world much more dangerous than anarchy. Identities perform three

 necessary functions in a society: they tell you and others who you are and they

 tell you who others are.11 In telling you who you are, identities strongly imply

 a particular set of interests or preferences with respect to choices of action in

 particular domains, and with respect to particular actors.

 The identity of a state implies its preferences and consequent actions.12 A

 state understands others according to the identity it attributes to them, while

 simultaneously reproducing its own identity through daily social practice. The

 crucial observation here is that the producer of the identity is not in control of

 what it ultimately means to others; the intersubjective structure is the final

 arbiter of meaning. For example, during the Cold War, Yugoslavia and other

 East European countries often understood the Soviet Union as Russia, despite

 the fact that the Soviet Union was trying hard not to have that identity. Soviet

 control over its own identity was structurally constrained not only by East

 European understanding, but also by daily Soviet practice, which of course

 included conversing with East Europeans in Russian.

 Whereas constructivism treats identity as an empirical question to be theo-

 rized within a historical context, neorealism assumes that all units in global

 politics have only one meaningful identity, that of self-interested states. Con-

 structivism stresses that this proposition exempts from theorization the very

 11. Henri Tajfel, Human Groups and Social Categories: Studies in Social Psychology (Cambridge, U.K.:
 Cambridge University Press, 1981), p. 255. Although there are many accounts of the origin of
 identity, I offer a cognitive explanation because it has minimal a priori expectations, assuming only
 that identities are needed to reduce complexity to some manageable level.
 12. Dana Eyre and Mark Suchman, for example, find that, controlling for rational strategic need,
 domestic coalition politics, and superpower manipulation, countries in the third world prefer
 certain weapons systems over others because of their understanding of what it means to be
 "modern" in the twentieth century. Dana P. Eyre and Mark C. Suchman, "Status, Norms, and the
 Proliferation of Conventional Weapons: An Institutional Theory Approach," in Katzenstein, The
 Culture of National Security, pp. 73-113. Other examples of empirical research that have linked
 particular identities to particular sets of preferences are "civilized" identities driving attitudes
 toward weapons of mass destruction; notions of what constitutes "humanitarian" shaping deci-
 sions to intervene in other states; the identity of a "normal" state implying particular Soviet foreign
 policies; and "antimilitarist" identities in Japan and German shaping their post-World War II
 foreign policies. These arguments can be found in Richard Price and Nina Tannenwald, "Norms
 and Deterrence: The Nuclear and Chemical Weapons Taboos," pp. 114-152; Martha Finnemore,
 "Constructing Norms of Humanitarian Intervention," pp. 153-185; Robert Herman, "Identity,
 Norms, and National Security: The Soviet Foreign Policy Revolution and the End of the Cold War,"
 pp. 271-316; and Thomas U. Berger, "Norms, Identity, and National Security in Germany and
 Japan," pp. 317-356. All of the above are in Katzenstein, The Culture of National Security. On identity
 and mutual intelligibility, see Roxanne Lynn Doty, "The Bounds of 'Race' in International Rela-
 tions," Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 22, No. 3 (Winter 1993), p. 454.
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 fundamentals of international political life, the nature and definition of the

 actors. The neorealist assumption of self-interest presumes to know, a priori,

 just what is the self being identified. In other words, the state in international

 politics, across time and space, is assumed to have a single eternal meaning.

 Constructivism instead assumes that the selves, or identities, of states are a

 variable; they likely depend on historical, cultural, political, and social context.

 Constructivism and neorealism share the assumption that interests imply

 choices, but neorealism further assumes that states have the same a priori

 interests. Such a homogenizing assumption is possible only if one denies that

 interests are the products of the social practices that mutually constitute actors

 and structures.13 Given that interests are the product of identity, that is, having

 the identity "great power" implies a particular set of interests different from

 those implied by the identity "European Union member," and that identities

 are multiple, constructivist logic precludes acceptance of pregiven interests.14
 By making interests a central variable, constructivism explores not only how

 particular interests come to be, but also why many interests do not. The

 tautological, and therefore also true, most common, and unsatisfying explana-

 tion is that interests are absent where there is no reason for them, where

 promised gains are too meager. Constructivism, instead, theorizes about the

 meaning of absent interests. Just as identities and interests are produced

 through social practices, missing interests are understood by constructivists as

 produced absences, omissions that are the understandable product of social

 practices and structure. The social practices that constitute an identity cannot

 imply interests that are not consistent with the practices and structure that

 constitute that identity. At the extreme, an actor would not be able to imagine

 an absent interest, even if presented with it.15

 13. Robert Keohane calls the failure to contextualize interests one of the major weaknesses of
 mainstream international relations theory. Robert 0. Keohane, "International Institutions: Two
 Approaches," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 32, No. 4 (December 1988), pp. 390-391.
 14. Jeffrey Legro, for example, has shown how the preferences of great powers before and during
 World War II with respect to the use and nonuse of strategic bombing, and chemical and submarine
 warfare, are unfathomable without first understanding the identities of the military organizations
 responsible for shaping those preferences. Jeffrey W. Legro, "Culture and Preferences in the
 International Cooperation Two-Step," American Political Science Review, Vol. 90, No. 1 (March 1996),
 pp. 118-137.
 15. See, for example, Tannenwald, "Norms and Deterrence," and Kier, "Culture and French
 Military Doctrine before World War II," p. 203. For a brilliant account of how social structure
 enables and impedes the construction of identity and interest, see Jane K. Cowan, "Going Out for
 Coffee? Contesting the Grounds of Gendered Pleasures in Everyday Sociability," in Peter Loizos
 and Evthymios Papataxiarchis, eds., Contested Identities: Gender and Kinship in Modern Greece
 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1991), pp. 196-197.
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 The consequences of this treatment of interests and identities work in the

 same direction as constructivism's account of structure, agency, and anarchy:

 states are expected to have (1) a far wider array of potential choices of action

 before them than is assumed by neorealism, and (2) these choices will be

 constrained by social structures that are mutually created by states and struc-

 tures via social practices. In other words, states have more agency under

 constructivism, but that agency is not in any sense unconstrained. To the

 contrary, choices are rigorously constrained by the webs of understanding of

 the practices, identities, and interests of other actors that prevail in particular

 historical contexts.

 THE POWER OF PRACTICE

 Power is a central theoretical element for both mainstream and constructivist

 approaches to international relations theory, but their conceptualizations of

 power are vastly different. Neorealism and neoliberal institutionalism assume

 that material power, whether military or economic or both, is the single most

 important source of influence and authority in global politics.16 Constructivism
 argues that both material and discursive power are necessary for any under-

 standing of world affairs. I emphasize both because often constructivists are

 dismissed as unRealistic for believing in the power of knowledge, ideas,

 culture, ideology, and language, that is, discourse.17 The notion that ideas are
 a form of power, that power is more than brute force, and that material and

 discursive power are related is not new. Michel Foucault's articulation of the

 power/knowledge nexus, Antonio Gramsci's theory of ideological hegemony,

 and Max Weber's differentiation of coercion from authority are all precursors

 to constructivism's position on power in political life.18 Empirical work exists

 16. A rare effort in the mainstream literature to break away from this focus on material power is
 Judith Goldstein and Robert 0. Keohane, eds., Ideas and Foreign Policy (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
 University Press, 1993).
 17. As R.B.J. Walker has clarified, "To suggest that culture and ideology are crucial for the analysis
 of world politics is not necessarily to take an idealist position.... On the contrary, it is important
 to recognize that ideas, consciousness, culture, and ideology are bound up with more immediately
 visible kinds of political, military, and economic power." In R.B.J. Walker, "East Wind, West Wind:
 Civilizations, Hegemonies, and World Orders," in Walker, ed., Culture, Ideology, and World Order
 (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1984), p. 3. See also Onuf, World of Our Making, p. 64. Joseph
 Nye's conceptualization of "soft" power could be usefully read through a constructivist interpre-
 tation. See Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Bound to Lead: The Changing Nature of American Power (New York:
 Basic Books, 1991), esp. pp. 173-201.
 18. Colin Gordon, ed., Power/Knowledge: Selected Interviews aned Other Writinigs, 1972-1997, by Michel
 Foucault (Brighton, Sussex, U.K.: Harvester Press, 1980); Antonio Gramsci, Selectionis from the Prison
 Notebooks, trans. and ed., Quinton Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith (New York: International
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 in both international relations theory and security studies that demonstrates

 the need to appreciate both the material and the discursive aspects of power.19
 Given that the operation of the material side of power is familiar from the

 mainstream literature, here I concentrate on the discursive side, the power of

 practice in constructivism.

 The power of social practices lies in their capacity to reproduce the intersub-

 jective meanings that constitute social structures and actors alike. The U.S.

 military intervention in Vietnam was consistent with a number of U.S. identi-

 ties: great power, imperialist, enemy, ally, and so on. Others observing the

 United States not only inferred U.S. identity from its actions in Vietnam, but

 also reproduced the intersubjective web of meaning about what precisely

 constituted that identity. To the extent, for example, that a group of countries

 attributed an imperialist identity to the United States, the meaning of being an

 imperialist state was reproduced by the U.S. military intervention. In this way,

 social practices not only reproduce actors through identity, but also reproduce

 an intersubjective social structure through social practice. A most important

 power of practice is its capacity to produce predictability and so, order. Social

 practices greatly reduce uncertainty among actors within a socially structured

 community, thereby increasing confidence that what actions one takes will be

 followed by certain consequences and responses from others.20

 An actor is not even able to act as its identity until the relevant community

 of meaning, to paraphrase Karl Deutsch,21acknowledges the legitimacy of that

 Publishers, 1992); and Max Weber, From Max Weber, ed., Hans Gerth and C. Wright Mills (New
 York: Oxford University Press, 1946).
 19. Price and Tannenwald show that even power as material as nuclear missiles and chemical
 artillery had to be understood and interpreted before it had any meaning. In Price and Tannen-
 wald, "Norms and Deterrence." Robert Cox has provided an account of the rise, reproduction, and
 demise of nineteenth-century British supremacy, and the rise and reproduction of U.S. dominance
 in the twentieth century through a close reading of the interaction between material and discursive
 power. Robert W. Cox, "Social Forces, States, and World Orders: Beyond International Relations
 Theory," Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 10, No. 1 (Spring 1981), pp. 126-155.
 20. Onuf sees these reproducible patterns of action as the product of "reflexive self-regulation,"
 whereby agents refer to their own and other's past and anticipated actions in deciding how to act.
 Onuf, World of Our Making, p. 62.
 21. Karl W. Deutsch, Nationalism and Social Communication: An Inquiry into the Foundations of
 Nationality (New York: MIT Press, 1953), pp. 60-80. Deutsch was a constructivist long ahead of his
 time to the extent that he argued that individuals could not engage in meaningful action absent
 some community-wide intersubjectivity. Another work constructivist in essence is Robert Jervis's
 The Logic of Images in International Relations (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1970).
 Applying Erving Goffmann's self-presentation theory to international politics, Jervis pointed out
 that state actions, such as gunboat diplomacy, were meaningless unless situated in a larger
 intersubjective community of diplomatic practice.
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 action, by that actor, in that social context. The power of practice is the power

 to produce intersubjective meaning within a social structure. It is a short step

 from this authorizing power of practice to an understanding of practice as a

 way of bounding, or disciplining interpretation, making some interpretations

 of reality less likely to occur or prevail within a particular community.22 The

 meanings of actions of members of the community, as well as the actions of

 Others, become fixed through practice; boundaries of understanding become

 well known. In this way, the ultimate power of practice is to reproduce and

 police an intersubjective reality.23 Social practices, to the extent that they autho-
 rize, discipline, and police, have the power to reproduce entire communities,

 including the international community, as well as the many communities of

 identity found therein.24

 State actions in the foreign policy realm are constrained and empowered by

 prevailing social practices at home and abroad. Richard Ashley, for example,

 writes of a foreign policy choice as being a kind of social practice that at once

 constitutes and empowers the state, defines its socially recognized competence,

 and secures the boundaries that differentiate the domestic and international

 economic and political spheres of practice and, with them, the appropriate

 domains in which specific actors may secure recognition and act competently.

 Finally, Ashley concludes, foreign policy practice depends on the existence of

 intersubjective "precedents and shared symbolic materials-in order to impose

 interpretations upon events, silence alternative interpretations, structure prac-

 tices, and orchestrate the collective making of history."25

 Although I have necessarily concentrated on articulating how discursive

 power works in this section, the power to control intersubjective under-

 standing is not the only form of power relevant to a constructivist approach

 to world politics. Having resources that allow oneself to deploy discursive

 power-the economic and military wherewithal to sustain institutions neces-

 22. See Doty, "The Bounds of Race," p. 454; and Carol Cohn, "Sex and Death in the Rational World
 of Defense Intellectuals," Signs: Journal of Women in Culture and Society, Vol. 12, No. 32 (Summer
 1987), pp. 687-718.
 23. See Richard K. Ashley, "Untying the Sovereign State: A Double Reading of the Anarchy
 Problematique," Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 17, No. 2 (Summer 1988), p. 243,
 for a discussion of this process.
 24. Richard K. Ashley, "The Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space: Toward a Critical Social Theory of
 International Politics, " Alternatives, Vol. 12, No. 4 (October-December 1987), p. 409.
 25. Richard K. Ashley, "Foreign Policy as Political Performance," International Studies Notes (1988),
 p. 53.
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 sary for the formalized reproduction of social practices-is almost always part

 of the story as well.

 CHANGE IN WORLD POLITICS

 Constructivism is agnostic about change in world politics.26 It restores much

 variety and difference to world affairs and points out the practices by which

 intersubjective order is maintained, but it does not offer any more hope for

 change in world politics than neorealism. Constructivism's insight that anarchy

 is what states make of it, for example, implies that there are many different

 understandings of anarchy in the world, and so state actions should be more

 varied than only self-help. But this is an observation of already-existing reality,

 or, more precisely, a set of hypotheses about the same. These different under-

 standings of anarchy are still rooted in social structures, maintained by the

 power of practice, and quite impervious to change. What constructivism does

 offer is an account of how and where change may occur.

 One aspect of constructivist power is the power to reproduce, discipline, and

 police. When such power is realized, change in world politics is very hard

 indeed. These intersubjective structures, however, although difficult to chal-

 lenge, are not impregnable. Alternative actors with alternative identities, prac-

 tices, and sufficient material resources are theoretically capable of effecting

 change. Robert Cox's account of British and American supremacy, for example,

 perhaps best illustrates the extraordinary staying power of a well-articulated

 ideological hegemony, but also its possible demise. And Walker rightly ob-

 serves that constructivism, to the extent that it surfaces diversity, difference,

 and particularity, opens up at least potential alternatives to the current prevail-

 ing structures.27 Constructivism conceives of the politics of identity as a con-
 tinual contest for control over the power necessary to produce meaning in a

 social group. So long as there is difference, there is a potential for change.

 Thus, contrary to some critics28 who assert that constructivism believes that
 change in world politics is easy, that "bad" neorealist structures need only be

 thought away, in fact constructivism appreciates the power of structure, if for

 no other reason then it assumes that actors reproduce daily their own con-

 straints through ordinary practice. Constructivism's conceptualization of the

 26. Critical constructivism denies this vigorously.
 27. R.B.J. Walker, "Realism, Change, and International Political Theory," International Studies Quar-
 terly, Vol. 31, No. 1 (March 1987), pp. 76-77.
 28. See, for example, John J. Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of International Institutions,"
 International Security, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Winter 1994/1995), pp. 5-49, esp. 37-47.
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 relationship between agency and structure grounds its view that social change

 is both possible and difficult. Neorealism's position that all states are meaning-

 fully identical denies a fair amount of possible change to its theoretical struc-

 ture.

 In sum, neorealism and constructivism share fundamental concerns with the

 role of structure in world politics, the effects of anarchy on state behavior, the

 definition of state interests, the nature of power, and the prospects for change.

 They disagree fundamentally, however, on each concern. Contra neorealism,

 constructivism assumes that actors and structures mutually constitute each

 other; anarchy must be interpreted to have meaning; state interests are part of

 the process of identity construction; power is both material and discursive; and

 change in world politics is both possible and difficult.

 Constructivisms: Conventional and Critical

 To the degree that constructivism creates theoretical and epistemological dis-

 tance between itself and its origins in critical theory, it becomes "conventional"

 constructivism. Although constructivism shares many of the foundational ele-

 ments of critical theory, it also resolves some issues by adopting defensible

 rules of thumb, or conventions, rather than following critical theory all the way

 up the postmodern critical path.29 I situate constructivism in this way to
 highlight both its commonalities with traditional international relations theory

 and its differences with the critical theory with which it is sometimes mislead-

 ingly conflated.30 Below I sketch out the relationship between conventional
 constructivism and critical social theory by identifying both those aspects of

 critical theory that constructivism has retained and those it has chosen to

 conventionalize. The result, conventional constructivism, is a collection of

 principles distilled from critical social theory but without the latter's more

 consistent theoretical or epistemological follow-through. Both critical and con-

 ventional constructivism are on the same side of the barricades in Yosef Lapid's

 characterization of the battle zone: the fixed, natural, unitary, stable, and

 29. Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzenstein differentiate the kind of "sociological" analysis performed
 in their volume from the "radical constructivist position" of Richard Ashley, David Campbell, R.B.J.
 Walker, and Cynthia Weber. See Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzenstein, "Norms, Identity, and Cul-
 ture," p. 46, notes 41 and 42.
 30. As, for example, in Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of International Institutions," wherein
 constructivism, reflectivism, postmodernism, and poststructuralism are all reduced to "critical
 theory," p. 37, note 128.
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 essence-like, on the one (mainstream international relations theory) hand, and

 the emergent, constructed, contested, interactive, and process-like, on the other

 (constructivist) one.31

 Conventional and critical constructivism do share theoretical fundamentals.

 Both aim to "denaturalize" the social world, that is, to empirically discover

 and reveal how the institutions and practices and identities that people take

 as natural, given, or matter of fact, are, in fact, the product of human agency,

 of social construction.32 Both believe that intersubjective reality and meanings
 are critical data for understanding the social world.33 Both insist that all data

 must be "contextualized," that is, they must be related to, and situated within,

 the social environment in which they were gathered, in order to understand

 their meaning.34 Both accept the nexus between power and knowledge, the

 power of practice in its disciplinary, meaning-producing, mode.35 Both also

 accept the restoration of agency to human individuals. Finally, both stress the

 reflexivity of the self and society, that is, the mutual constitution of actor and

 structure.36

 Perhaps where constructivism is most conventional is in the area of meth-

 odology and epistemology. The authors of the theoretical introduction to The

 Culture of National Security, for example, vigorously, and perhaps defensively,

 deny that their authors use "any special interpretivist methodology."37 The

 authors are careful to stress that they do not depart from "normal science" in

 this volume, and none of the contributors either deviates from that ground or

 questions whether it is appropriate.38 This position is anathema to critical

 theory which, as part of its constitutive epistemology, has a lengthy bill of

 particulars against positivism.

 31. Yosef Lapid, "Culture's Ship: Returns and Departures in International Relations Theory," in
 Lapid and Kratochwil, The Return of Culture and Identity, pp. 3-20.
 32. Mark Hoffman, "Critical Theory and the Inter-Paradigm Debate," Millennium: Journal of Inter-
 national Studies, Vol. 16, No. 2 (Summer 1987), pp. 233-236.
 33. Ashley, "The Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space," p. 403.
 34. In this respect, both critical and conventional constructivism can be understood as sharing an
 interpretivist epistemology, more generally. See Taylor, "Interpretation and the Sciences of Man."
 35. James Der Derian, On Diplomacy. A Genealogy of Western Estrangement (Oxford, U.K.: Basil
 Blackwell, 1987), p. 4.
 36. R.B.J. Walker, "World Politics and Western Reason: Universalism, Pluralism, Hegemony," in
 Walker, Culture, Ideology, and World Order, p. 195; and Ashley, "The Geopolitics of Geopolitical
 Space," pp. 409-410.
 37. Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzenstein, "Norms, Identity, and Culture," p. 67.
 38. The only, even partial, exceptions are Price and Tannenwald, "Norms and Deterrence," and
 Michael N. Barnett, "Institutions, Roles, and Disorder: The Case of the Arab States System,"
 International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 37, No. 3 (September 1993), pp. 271-296.
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 Conventional constructivism, while expecting to uncover differences, iden-

 tities, and multiple understandings, still assumes that it can specify a set of

 conditions under which one can expect to see one identity or another. This is

 what Mark Hoffman has called "minimal foundationalism, accepting that a

 contingent universalism is possible and may be necessary." In contrast, critical

 theory rejects either the possibility or the desirability of a minimal or contin-

 gent foundationalism.39 Ashley chides all noncritical approaches for "anticipat-
 ing analysis coming to a close." In allowing for such premature closure, the

 analyst participates in the normalization or naturalization of what is being

 observed, and risks hiding the patterns of domination that might be revealed

 if closure could only be deferred.40 To reach an intellectually satisfying point
 of closure, constructivism adopts positivist conventions about sample charac-

 teristics, methods of difference, process tracing, and spuriousness checks. In

 making this choice, critical theorists argue, constructivism can offer an under-

 standing of social reality but cannot criticize the boundaries of its own under-

 standing, and this is precisely what critical theory is all about.41

 So, for example, Thomas Berger makes claims about Japanese and German

 national identities that imply a certain outcome for an indefinite period of time

 to come.42 Such a claim requires the presumed nonexistence of relevant unob-
 servables, as well as the assumption that the practices, institutions, norms, and

 power relations that underlay the production of those identities are somehow

 fixed or constant. Critical theorists would see this as an illusion of control; none

 of these factors can be so easily immobilized for either analysis or prediction.

 This difference manifests itself as well in how critical and conventional

 constructivism understand identity. Conventional constructivists wish to dis-

 cover identities and their associated reproductive social practices, and then

 offer an account of how those identities imply certain actions. But critical

 theorists have a different aim. They also wish to surface identities, not to

 articulate their effects, but to elaborate on how people come to believe in a

 39. Mark Hoffman, "Restructuring, Reconstruction, Reinscription, Rearticulation: Four Voices in
 Critical International Theory," Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Spring
 1991), p. 170. David Campbell argues that no identity (or any other theoretical element for that
 matter) may be allowed to be fixed or final. It must be critically deconstructed as soon as it acquires
 a meaning. David Campbell, "Violent Performances: Identity, Sovereignty, Responsibility," in Lapid
 and Kratochwil, The Return of Culture and Identity, pp. 164-166. See also Stephen J. Rosow, "The
 Forms of Internationalization: Representation of Western Culture on a Global Scale," Alternatives,
 Vol. 15, No. 3 (July-September 1990), p. 289, for differences on this issue.
 40. Ashley, "The Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space," p. 408.
 41. Hoffman, "Restructuring, Reconstruction, Reinscription, Rearticulation," p. 232.
 42. Berger, "Norms, Identity, and National Security in Germany and Japan."
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 single version of a naturalized truth. In other words, critical theory aims at

 exploding the myths associated with identity formation, whereas conventional
 constructivists wish to treat those identities as possible causes of action. Critical

 theory thus claims an interest in change, and a capacity to foster change, that

 no conventional constructivist could make.

 In addition, and in a related vein, critical theorists self-consciously recognize

 their own participation in the reproduction, constitution, and fixing of the

 social entities they observe.43 They realize that the actor and observer can never
 be separated. Conventional constructivists ignore this injunction, while largely

 adopting interpretivist understandings of the connectivity of subjects with

 other subjects in a web of intersubjective meaning. The observer never becomes

 a subject of the same self-reflective critical inquiry.

 Conventional and critical constructivists also split over the origins of iden-

 tity.44 Whereas conventional constructivists accommodate a cognitive account

 for identity, or offer no account at all, critical constructivists are more likely to

 see some form of alienation driving the need for identity. As remarked above,

 conventional constructivism accepts the existence of identities and wants to

 understand their reproduction and effects, but critical constructivists use criti-

 cal social theory to specify some understanding of the origin of identity.

 Tzvetan Todorov and Ashis Nandy, for example, assume that European iden-

 tities were incomplete (indeed, every self is incomplete without an other) until

 they encountered peoples in the Americas and India, respectively.45 The neces-
 sity of difference with an other to produce one's own identity is found in

 Hegel's bondsman's tale, where the more powerful slaveowner can neither

 know his own identity nor exercise his superior power until his slave, his other,

 helps him construct that identity through practice. Perhaps conventional con-

 structivism could accept this assumption: the need for others to construct

 oneself, but critical constructivism moves beyond this position with the aid of

 Nietzsche, Freud, and Lacan.46 The former allows difference to reign, whereas

 43. Cynthia Weber points this out as a very important distinction between her approach to the
 state and more modernist approaches. Weber similarly separates conventional constructivists from
 critical theorists. Max Weber, Simulating Sovereignty: Intervention, the State, and Symbolic Exchange
 (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1995), p. 3.
 44. For a review of this issue see Friedrich Kratochwil, "Is the Ship of Culture at Sea or Returning?"
 pp. 206-210.
 45. The discussion of the work of Todorov and Nandy is in Naeem Inayatullah and David L.
 Blaney, "Knowing Encounters: Beyond Parochialism in International Relations Theory," in Lapid
 and Kratochwil, The Return of Culture and Identity, pp. 65-84.
 46. For an account of identity based on these three theorists, see Anne Norton, Reflections on
 Political Identity (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1988).
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 the latter implies either the assimilation of the other, if deemed equal, or his

 oppression, if inferior.47

 Critical theory's approach toward identity is rooted in assumptions about

 power.48 Critical theorists see power being exercised in every social exchange,

 and there is always a dominant actor in that exchange. Unmasking these power

 relations is a large part of critical theory's substantive agenda; conventional

 constructivism, on the other hand, remains "analytically neutral" on the issue

 of power relations. Although conventional constructivists share the idea that

 power is everywhere, because they believe that social practices reproduce

 underlying power relations, they are not necessarily interested in interrogating

 those relations. Critical theory's assumption that all social relations are in-

 stances of hierarchy, subordination, or domination ironically appears similar

 to the expectations of realists and neorealists about world politics.49 The dif-

 ferent conceptualizations of power imply different theoretical agendas.

 Whereas conventional constructivism is aimed at the production of new

 knowledge and insights based on novel understandings, "critical theory ana-

 lyzes social constraints and cultural understandings from a supreme human

 interest in enlightenment and emancipation."50

 Although conventional and critical constructivism share a number of posi-

 tions-mutual constitution of actors and structures, anarchy as a social con-

 struct, power as both material and discursive, and state identities and interests

 as variables-conventional constructivism does not accept critical theory's

 ideas about its own role in producing change and maintains a fundamentally

 different understanding of power.51

 47. Inayatullah and Blaney, "Knowing Encounters," pp. 65-66. For a very useful analysis of how
 different accounts of identity have made their way through feminist theorizing, see Allison Weir,
 Sacrificial Logics: Feminist Theory and the Critique of Identity (New York: Routledge, 1996).
 48. My views on the differences separating critical and conventional constructivist positions on
 power were shaped in conversation with Jim Richter.
 49. See Arturo Escobar, "Discourse and Power in Development: Michel Foucault and the Relevance
 of His Work to the Third World," Alternatives, Vol. 10, No. 4 (October-December 1984), esp.
 pp. 377-378.

 50. This is taken from Andrew Linklater, "The Question of the Next Stage in International Relations
 Theory: A Critical-Theoretical Point of View," Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 21,
 No. 1 (Spring 1992), p. 91, and is based on his interpretation of Jurgen Habermas. For a view on
 precisely the point of the emancipatory power of critical theory, see Chris Brown, "'Turtles All the
 Way Down': Anti-Foundationalism, Critical Theory, and International Relations," Millennium: Jour-
 nal of International Studies, Vol. 23, No. 2 (Summer 1994), p. 219.
 51. For an alternative account of international relations theory from a critical theory perspective
 in which conventional constructivism's positions can be found as well, see Richard K. Ashley,
 "Three Modes of Economism," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 27, No. 4 (December 1983),
 pp. 477-491. On the construction of anarchy, in particular, see Ashley, "Untying the Sovereign
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 A Constructivist Research Agenda

 This section aims at moving constructivism from the margins52 by articulating

 a loosely Lakatosian research program for a constructivist study of interna-

 tional relations.53 I present this research agenda in three sections. The first step
 is to show that constructivism offers competing understandings of some key

 puzzles from mainstream international relations theory. The second move is to

 suggest what new and innovative puzzles constructivism promises to raise.

 The last step is for constructivism to point out its own weaknesses.

 MAINSTREAM PUZZLES, CONSTRUCTIVIST SOLUTIONS

 Constructivism can provide alternative accounts of the balance of threat, secu-

 rity dilemmas, neoliberal institutionalist accounts of cooperation under anar-

 chy, and the liberal theory of the democratic peace.

 BALANCE OF THREAT. Neorealism tells us that states ally against power.

 Steven Walt rightly observed that this is empirically wrong. He suggested,

 instead, that states ally against threats. The attempted fix was to claim that

 states will balance, not against power, but against particular kinds of power.

 The latter is the power possessed by a relatively capable, geographically

 proximate state with offensive military capabilities and perceived hostile in-

 tentions.54 Whereas geographical proximity and offensive military capacity can
 be established a priori, perceived intentions threaten tautology. Several con-

 structivist scholars have pointed to balance of threat as one of the mainstream

 State," p. 253. In addition, conventional constructivism is more willing to accept the ontological
 status of the state when theorizing, whereas critical theory demands that the state remain a zone
 of contestation, and should be understood as such; its autonomous existence should not be
 accepted. For the former conventional view, see Alexander Wendt, "Constructing International
 Politics," International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), p. 72. For the critical view of the
 state, see Ashley, "Untying the Sovereign State," pp. 248-251.
 52. For the challenge to constructivists to develop a research program or be marginalized, see
 Keohane, "International Institutions," p. 392. For criticism in a similar vein, see Thomas J. Bier-
 steker, "Critical Reflections on Post-Positivism in International Relations," International Studies
 Quarterly, Vol. 33, No. 3 (September 1989), p. 266.
 53. It is a loose adaptation because, while I adopt Lakatosian criteria for what constitutes a
 progressive and degenerative shift in a research program, I do not adopt his standards of falsifica-
 tionism or their associated "protective belts" of auxiliary hypotheses. See Imre Lakatos, "Falsifica-
 tion and the Methodology of Scientific Research Programmes," in Imre Lakatos and Alan
 Musgrave, eds., Criticism and the Growth of Knowledge (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University
 Press, 1970), pp. 91-196.

 54. Stephen M. Waltz, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University Press, 1987, p. 5. By
 acknowledging that "one cannot determine a priori . . . which sources of threat will be most
 important in any given case; one can say only that all of them are likely to play a role," Waltz
 does not offer a nontautological means for specifying threat. Quotation on p. 26.
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 accounts most susceptible to a constructivist alternative.55 What is missing here

 is a theory of threat perception, and this is precisely what a constructivist

 account of identity offers.

 Distribution of power cannot explain the alliance patterns that emerged after

 World War II; otherwise, the United States would have been balanced against,

 not the Soviet Union. Instead, the issue must be how France, Britain, Germany,

 and the United States came to understand Soviet military capabilities and

 geographical proximity as threatening. The neorealist account would be that

 the Soviet Union demonstrated by its behavior that it was an objective threat

 to Western Europe. A constructivist account would be that the state identities

 of Western Europe, the United States, and the Soviet Union, each rooted in

 domestic sociocultural milieus, produced understandings of one another based

 on differences in identity and practice. The potential advantage of this ap-

 proach is that it is more likely to surface differences in how the Soviet threat

 was constructed in different sites than is the neorealist approach, which ac-

 cords objective meaning to Soviet conduct.

 Let us imagine, for example, that the United States balanced against the

 Soviet Union because of the latter's communist identity, and what that meant

 to the United States. If true, it means that other possible Soviet identities, such

 as an Asian, Stalinist, Russian, or authoritarian threat, were not operative. So

 what? First, how the United States understood the Soviet threat, as communist,

 not only explains the anticommunist direction of U.S. actions in the Cold War,

 but it also tells us that the United States understood itself as the anticommunist

 protector of a particular set of values both at home and abroad. Second, how

 the United States constructed the Soviet communist threat needs to be under-

 stood in relation to how Western Europeans understood that threat. If, for

 example, France understood the Soviet threat as a Russian threat, as an in-

 stance of superior Russian power in Europe, then France would not readily

 join in U.S. anticommunist ventures against the Soviet Union. In particular,

 whereas the United States saw the third world during the Cold War as an arena

 for battling communism, as in Vietnam, Europeans very rarely understood it

 in those terms, instead regarding third world states as economic actors or as

 former colonies.

 55. See Thomas Risse-Kappen, "Collective Identity in a Democratic Community: The Case of
 NATO," in Katzenstein, The Culture of National Security, pp. 361-368; Barnett, "Identity and Alli-
 ances," pp. 401-404; Peter J. Katzenstein, "Introduction: Alternative Perspectives on National
 Security," in Katzenstein, The Culture of National Security, pp. 27-28; Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzen-
 stein, "Norms, Identity, and Culture, p. 63; and Wendt, "Constructing International Politics," p. 78.
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 SECURITY DILEMMAS. Security dilemmas are the products of presumed un-

 certainty.56 They are assumed to be commonplace in world politics because

 states presumably cannot know, with sufficient certainty or confidence, the

 intentions of others. But as important as the security dilemma is to under-

 standing conflictual relations among states, we do not see much evidence of

 security dilemmas among many pairs or groups of states: members of the same

 alliance, members of the same economic institution, perhaps two peaceful

 states or two neutral states, and so on. In the study of world politics, uncer-

 tainty might be best treated as a variable, not a constant. Constructivism can

 provide an understanding of what happens most of the time in relations

 between states, namely, nothing threatening at all. By providing meaning,

 identities reduce uncertainty.57

 States understand different states differently. Soviet and French nuclear

 capabilities had different meanings for British decision makers. But of course

 certainty is not always a source of security. Knowing that another state is an

 aggressor resolves the security dilemma, but only by replacing it with certain

 insecurity, an increased confidence that the other state is in fact threatening.

 As Richard Ashley, bowing generously to Karl Deutsch, pointed out, politics

 itself is impossible in the absence of "a background of mutual understandings

 and habitual practices that orients and limits the mutual comprehension of

 practices, the signification of social action."58 Constructivism's empirical mis-

 sion is to surface the "background" that makes uncertainty a variable to

 understand, rather than a constant to assume.

 NEOLIBERAL COOPERATION. Neoliberalism offers compelling arguments

 about how states can achieve cooperation among themselves. Simple iterative

 interaction among states, even when they prefer to exploit one another, may

 still lead to cooperative outcomes. The conditions minimally necessary for such

 outcomes include transparency of action, capacity to monitor any noncoopera-

 tive behavior and punish the same in a predictable fashion, a sufficiently low

 discount (high appreciation) rate for future gains from the relationship, and an

 expectation that the relationship will not end in the foreseeable future.59

 56. Robert Jervis, "Cooperation under the Security Dilemma," World Politics, Vol. 30, No. 2 (March
 1978), pp. 167-214.
 57. I thank Maria Fanis for bringing home to me the importance of thinking about world politics
 in this way.
 58. Ashley, "Three Modes," p. 478; see also Ashley, "The Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space," p. 414.
 59. Kenneth A. Oye, "Explaining Cooperation under Anarchy: Hypotheses and Strategies," in
 Kenneth A. Oye, ed., Cooperation under Anarchy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1986),
 pp. 1-24.
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 International institutions, whether in the form of regimes, laws, treaties, or

 organizations, help provide these necessary conditions for cooperation. By

 having rules about what constitutes a violation of a relationship, institutions

 help increase the confidence of each state that it will not be exploited and that

 its own cooperative move will be reciprocated. By establishing formal mecha-

 nisms of surveillance, institutions enable states to see what other states are

 doing, again enhancing confidence that a defection will be seen and a coop-

 erative action will be followed by the same. By creating rules and procedures

 for surveillance and sanction, all parties can have greater confidence that

 violations will be punished. By formalizing these relationships, institutions

 help reduce each state's discount rate for future gains while increasing each

 state's expectation that the relationship will continue into the future.60

 Constructivism shares neoliberalism's conclusion that cooperation is possible

 under anarchy, but offers a very different account of how that outcome

 emerges. Robert Keohane presents as the heart of neoliberalism two funda-

 mental assumptions: there are potentially beneficial agreements among states

 that have not been reached, and they are hard to achieve.61 A constructivist
 approach might begin by investigating how states understand their interests

 within a particular issue area. The distribution of identities and interests of the

 relevant states would then help account for whether cooperation is possible.

 The assumption of exogenous interests is an obstacle to developing a theory

 of cooperation.

 Sitting down to negotiate a trade agreement among friends (as opposed to

 adversaries or unknowns) affects a state's willingness to lead with a coopera-

 tive move. Perhaps it would no longer understand its interests as the unilateral

 exploitation of the other state. Instead it might see itself as a partner in pursuit

 of some value other than narrow strategic interest. In Logic of Collective Action,

 Mancur Olson bracketed a host of situations where cooperation was relatively

 easy, despite large numbers of players, the absence of a group large enough to

 provide a public good, but sufficiently small to avert coordination problems

 (a k-group), no hegemonic leadership, and so on. These were situations where

 communities of identity existed such that the players were not in a noncoop-

 erative game in the first place. Too little attention has been paid to this insight.

 60. The regimes literature is vast. For an early foundational volume that includes theoretical
 specification, empirical illustration, and some self-critique, see Stephen D. Krasner, ed., International
 Regimes (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1983). Elaboration of the market failure logic is in
 Robert 0. Keohane, After Hegemony (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1984).
 61. Keohane, "International Institutions," p. 386.
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 A constructivist account of cooperation would reconstruct such intersubjective

 communities as a matter of course.

 When a neoliberal writes of difficulty in reaching an agreement, she usually

 has one particular problem in mind: uncertainty. Many of the institutional

 mechanisms described above are aimed at reducing uncertainty among states:

 provision of transparency; facilitation of iteration; enabling of decomposition;

 and of course the development of rules, monitoring capabilities, and adjudica-

 tion procedures. A constructivist would agree that these are all very important,

 but that a prior issue must be raised: Is it not likely that the level of certainty

 is a variable associated with identity and practice, and that, ceteris paribus, the

 less certainty one has, the more institutional devices are necessary to produce

 cooperation, the harder that cooperation will be to achieve, and the more likely

 it will be to break down?

 Neoliberalism has concluded that an important part of ensuring compliance

 with agreements is the development of reputations for reliability.62 One of the

 most important components of discursive power is the capacity to reproduce

 order and predictability in understandings and expectations. In this respect,

 identities are a congealed reputation, that is, the closest one can get in social

 life to being able to confidently expect the same actions from another actor

 time after time. Identities subsume reputation; being a particular identity is

 sufficient to provide necessary diagnostic information about a state's likely

 actions with respect to other states in particular domains.63

 On the other side of the life cycle, neoliberals argue that institutions die

 when members no longer "have incentives to maintain them."64 But one of the
 more enduring puzzles for neoliberals is why these institutions persist past the

 62. On the critical importance of a theory of reputation to account for economic transactions, such

 as contracts, see David M. Kreps, "Corporate Culture and Economic Theory," in James E. Alt and
 Kenneth A. Shepsle, eds., Perspectives on Positive Political Economy (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge
 University Press, 1990), pp. 90-143. Formal game-theoretic work on reputation consistently shows
 that it should matter, and it does, but only when assumed to do so. Empirical work in international
 relations has shown that reputations do not work as hypothesized by most international relations
 theory. See Jonathan Mercer, Reputation and International Politics (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University
 Press, 1996); Ted Hopf, Peripheral Visions: Deterrence Theory and American Foreign Policy in the Third
 World, 1965-1990 (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1994); Richard Ned Lebow, Between
 Peace and War: The Nature of International Crisis (Baltimore, Md.: Johns Hopkins University Press,
 1981); and Jervis, Logic of Images in International Relations.
 63. For a recognition that "shared focal points," a la Thomas Schelling, have much in common
 with intersubjective reality and its capacity to promote cooperative solutions to iterative games,
 see Geoffrey Garrett and Barry R. Weingast, "Ideas, Interests, and Institutions: Constructing the
 European Community's Internal Market," in Goldstein and Keohane, Ideas and Foreign Policy,
 pp. 173-206.
 64. Keohane, "International Institutions," p. 387.
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 point that great powers have an apparent interest in sustaining them. Their

 answers include lags caused by domestic political resistance to adjustment, the

 stickiness of institutional arrangements, and the transaction costs entailed in

 the renegotiation of agreements and the establishment of a new order.65 An

 alternative constructivist hypothesis would be that if the identities being re-

 produced by the social practices constituting that institution have gone beyond

 the strategic game-playing self-regarding units posited by neoliberals, and

 have developed an understanding of each other as partners in some common

 enterprise, then the institution will persist, even if apparent underlying power

 and interests have shifted.66 Duncan Snidal, in his formal representation of

 what is most likely to happen as a hegemon falters, includes as an untheorized

 variable "interest in the regime," with the obvious positive relationship be-

 tween interest in the regime and willingness to expend resources to maintain

 it after hegemonic decline.67 Constructivist research, through exploring the
 nature of the norms, practices, and identities constituting membership in some

 institution, can provide some measurable substantive content for that variable.

 Although constructivists and neoliberals agree that anarchy does not pre-

 clude cooperation among states, how they understand the emergence and

 reproduction of such cooperation yields very different accounts and research

 agendas.

 THE DEMOCRATIC PEACE. The observation that democratic states have not

 fought each other is an empirical regularity in search of a theory. Neither

 structural nor normative accounts fare very well.68 The former requires assum-

 ing a consistently bellicose executive being constrained by a pacific public and

 its duly-elected representative institutions-but only when democratic adver-

 65. On lags and stickiness, see Stephen D. Krasner, State Power and the Structure of International
 Trade," World Politics, Vol. 28, No. 3 (April 1976), pp. 317-343. On transaction costs, see Keohane,
 After Hegemony.
 66. Another constructivist hypothesis offers itself here: institutionalized cooperation will be more
 likely to endure to the extent that the identities of the members of that institution are understood
 as common and they are reproduced by a thick array of social practices. This is meant as a
 continuum, with narrow self-interest being arrayed at one end of the spectrum, neoliberal institu-
 tionalization of self-interested cooperation in the middle, community of identity toward the other
 end, and harmony at the other pole.
 67. Duncan Snidal, "The Limits of Hegemonic Stability Theory," International Organization, Vol. 39,
 No. 4 (Autumn 1985), esp. pp. 610-611.
 68. For a comprehensive review of the most recent literature on the democratic peace, and an
 empirical test that shows that satisfaction with the status quo (a variable subject to constructivist
 interpretation) is the single most important factor affecting the use of force, by democracies and
 authoritarian states alike, see David L. Rousseau, Christopher Gelpi, and Dan Reiter, "Assessing
 the Dyadic Nature of the Democratic Peace, 1918-1988," American Political Science Review, Vol. 90,
 No. 3 (September 1996), p. 527.
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 saries are about. The latter has more promise, but its naturalization of certain

 aspects of liberalism-the market, nonviolent resolution of differences, the

 franchise, the First Amendment-and its crucial assumption that these norms

 actually matter to decision makers in democratic states when making choices

 about war and peace with other democracies, are untenable and untested,

 respectively.

 Constructivism is perfectly suited to the task of testing and fundamentally

 revising the democratic peace.69 Its approach aims at apprehending how the

 social practices and norms of states construct the identities and interests of the

 same. Ergo, if democracies do not fight each other, then it must be because of

 the way they understand each other, their intersubjective accounts of each

 other, and the socio-international practices that accompany those accounts.70
 But constructivism could offer a more general account of zones of peace, one

 not limited to democracies. Different periods of the histories of both Africa and

 Latin America have been marked by long stretches of little or no warfare

 between states. These pacific periods are obviously not associated with any

 "objective" indicators of democracy. By investigating how African and Latin

 American states constructed themselves and others, it might be possible to

 understand these neglected zones of "authoritarian peace."

 Constructivist Puzzles

 Constructivism offers an account of the politics of identity.71 It proposes a way
 of understanding how nationalism, ethnicity, race, gender, religion, and sexu-

 ality, and other intersubjectively understood communties, are each involved in

 an account of global politics. Understanding how identities are constructed,

 what norms and practices accompany their reproduction, and how they con-

 struct each other is a major part of the constructivist research program.

 69. For a very well developed research design to test constructivist versus mainstream accounts
 of the democratic peace, see Colin Kahl, "Constructing a Separate Peace: Constructivism, Collective
 Liberal Identity, and the Democratic Peace," Security Studies (forthcoming).
 70. For accounts of the democratic peace that focus on its contextual intersubjective characters,
 see Ido Oren, "The Subjectivity of the 'Democratic' Peace: Changing U.S. Perceptions of Imperial
 Germany," International Security, Vol. 20, No. 2 (Fall 1995), pp. 147-184; Thomas Risse-Kappen,
 Cooperation among Democracies, p. 30; and Risse-Kappen, "Collective Identity in a Democratic
 Community," pp. 366-367.
 71. I do not try to compile a comprehensive set of questions for constructivists, but instead merely
 elaborate general themes for research, themes that do not have a prominent place in mainstream
 international relations theory.
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 Although nationalism and ethnicity are receiving more attention in main-

 stream international relations theory, attention to gender, sexuality, race, and

 religion have received much less, and certainly none of them is part of either

 neorealist or neoliberal accounts of how the world works.72 Constructivism

 promises to deal with these issues, not merely because they are topical or

 heretofore undervalued, but because as varieties of identity, they are central to

 how constructivism generates understandings of social phenomena. Construc-

 tivism assumes, a priori, that identities are potentially part of the constitutive

 practices of the state, and so, productive of its actions at home and abroad.73

 One of the most important by-products of this concern with identity politics

 is the return of differences among states. The same state is, in effect, many

 different actors in world politics, and different states behave differently toward

 other states, based on the identities of each. If true, then we should expect

 different patterns of behavior across groups of states with different identities

 and interests.74 Although it is tempting to assert that similarity breeds coop-
 eration, it is impossible to make such an a priori claim. Identities have much

 more meaning for each state than a mere label. Identities offer each state an

 understanding of other states, its nature, motives, interests, probable actions,

 attitudes, and role in any given political context.

 Understanding another state as one identity, rather than another, has conse-

 quences for the possible actions of both. For example, Michael Barnett has

 speculated that the failure of deterrence against Iraq in Kuwait in 1990 is

 because Saudi Arabia was seen as an "Arab," rather than a "sovereign," state.

 Iraq's understanding of Saudi Arabia as an Arab state implied that Riyadh

 would never allow U.S. forces to deploy on Arab territory. If, instead, Iraq had

 72. For a critical view of neorealism's belated efforts to capture nationalism, see Yosef Lapid and
 Friedrich Kratochwil, "Revisiting the 'National': Toward an Identity Agenda in Neorealism?, in
 Lapid and Kratochwil, The Return of Culture and Identity, pp. 105-126. For a most imaginative
 critical constructivist treatment of nationalism, see Daniel Deudney, "Ground Identity: Nature,
 Place, and Space in Nationalism," in ibid., pp. 129-145; see also Roxanne Lynn Doty, "Sovereignty
 and the Nation: Constructing the Boundaries of National Identity," in Thomas J. Biersteker and
 Cynthia Weber, eds., State Sovereignty as Social Construct (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University
 Press, 1996) pp. 121-147.
 73. For example, J. Ann Tickner observes that contemporary masculinized Western understandings
 of themselves lead to feminized portrayals of the South as "emotional and unpredictable. Tickner,
 "Identity in International Relations Theory: Feminist Perspectives," in Lapid and Kratochwil, The
 Return of Culture and Identity, pp. 147-162.
 74. For example, Risse-Kappen, "Collective Identity in a Democratic Community," finds a common
 identity within the North Atlantic Treaty Organization; see also Iver B. Neumann and Jennifer M.
 Welsh, "The Other in European self-definition," Review of International Studies, Vol. 17, No. 4
 (October 1991), pp. 327-348, for an exploration of "Christian" and "European" states versus
 "Islamic" "Asiatic" Turkey.
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 understood Saudi Arabia as a sovereign state, in a realist world, it would have

 perhaps expected Saudi balancing against Iraqi actions in Kuwait, including

 U.S. military intervention, and would have been deterred.75 In other words,

 neorealist predictions of balancing behavior, such as that of Saudi Arabia, rely

 on a single particular identity being ascribed to that country by Iraq. But if

 alternative identities are possible, as constructivism suggests, the neorealist

 world is smaller than alleged.

 Or another state may not be seen as another "state" at all, but instead as an

 ally, friend, enemy, co-guarantor, threat, a democracy, and so on.76 Finally,

 constructivism's expectation of multiple identities for actors in world politics

 rests on an openness to local historical context. This receptivity to identities

 being generated and reproduced empirically, rather than resting on pregiven

 assumptions, opens up the study of world politics to different units alto-

 gether.77 Hypothesizing differences among states allows for movement beyond
 the typical binary characterizations of mainstream international relations:

 democratic-nondemocratic, great power-non-great power, North-South, and

 so forth. While these common axes of analysis are certainly relevant, construc-

 tivism promises to explain many other meaningful communities of identity

 throughout world politics.

 A third constructivist promise is to return culture and domestic politics to

 international relations theory. To the extent that constructivism is ontologically

 agnostic-that is, it does not include or exclude any particular variables as

 meaningful-it envisions no disciplinary divides between international rela-

 tions and comparative subfields (or any fields for that matter). Constructivism

 has no inherent focus on "second image" accounts of world politics. In fact,

 an appropriate criticism would be that it has remained far too long at the

 systemic level of analysis.78 Nevertheless, constructivism provides a promising

 75. Michael N. Barnett, "Institutions, Roles, and Disorder: The Case of the Arab States System,"
 International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 37, No. 3 (September 1993), pp. 271-296.
 76. See Risse-Kappen, "Collective Identity in a Democratic Community," and Michael N. Barnett,
 "Sovereignty, Nationalism, and Regional Order in the Arab System," International Organization,
 Vol. 49, No. 3 (Summer 1995), pp. 479-510, for examples.
 77. Yale Ferguson and Richard Mansbach, for example, offer a rich variety of "polities," such as
 city-states, civilizations, polis, empires, kingdoms, caliphates, each of which had and, in some
 cases, has and will have, meaningful identities in world politics. Ferguson and Mansbach, "Past
 as Prelude," pp. 22-28, and Sujata Chakrabarti Pasic, "Culturing International Relations Theory,"
 both in Lapid and Kratochwil, The Return of Culture and Identity, pp. 85-104.
 78. Keohane, in "International Institutions," p. 392, has made this observation about "reflectivist"
 scholarship.. For similar laments, see Dessler, "What's At Stake," p. 471; and Barnett, "Institutions,
 Roles, and Disorder," p. 276. Alexander Wendt acknowledges he has "systematically bracketed"
 domestic factors in Wendt, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It," p. 423.
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 approach for uncovering those features of domestic society, culture, and poli-

 tics that should matter to state identity and state action in global politics. There

 are many different ways in which a constructivist account can operate at the

 domestic level. I mention only several here.

 Any state identity in world politics is partly the product of the social

 practices that constitute that identity at home.79 In this way, identity politics at

 home constrain and enable state identity, interests, and actions abroad. Ashis

 Nandy has written about the close connection between Victorian British gen-

 erational and gender identities at home and the colonization of India. Victorian

 Britain drew a very strict line between the sexes and also between generations,

 differentiating the latter into young and old, productive and unproductive,

 respectively. British colonial dominance was understood as masculine in rela-

 tionship to Indian's feminine submission, and Indian culture was understood

 as infantile and archaic. In these ways Victorian understandings of itself made

 India comprehensible to Britain in a particular way.80 Whereas conventional

 accounts of colonialism and imperialism rely on disparities in relative material

 power to explain relations of domination and subordination, constructivists

 would add that no account of such hierarchical outcomes is complete without

 exploring how imperial identities are constructed both at home and with

 respect to the subordinated Other abroad.81 Even if material power is necessary
 to produce imperialism, its reproduction cannot be understood without inves-

 tigating the social practices that accompanied it and the discursive power,

 especially in the form of related identities, they wielded.

 Within the state itself might exist areas of cultural practice, sufficiently

 empowered through institutionalization and authorization, to exert a constitu-

 tive or causative influence on state policy.82 The state's assumed need to
 construct a national identity at home to legitimize the state's extractive author-

 ity has effects on state identity abroad. A more critical constructivist account

 79. Two works that make the connection between domestic identity construction at home and state
 identity are Audie Klotz, Norms in international relations: the struggle against apartheid (Ithaca, N.Y.:
 Cornell University Press, 1995); and Peter J. Katzenstein, Cultural Norms and National Security
 (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1996).
 80. Inayatullah and Blaney, "Knowing Encounters," pp. 76-80.
 81. Compare this, for example, to Richard Cottam's very interesting account of imperial British
 images of Egypt. The critical difference is that Cottam does not see British constructions of
 themselves or their society's parts as relevant to an understanding of British images of Egyptians.
 Richard Cottam, Foreign Policy Motivation: A General Theory and Case Study (Pittsburgh: University
 of Pittsburgh Press, 1977).
 82. One might say this about the French military between World Wars I and II. See Kier, "Culture
 and French Military Doctrine before World War II."
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 might begin by positing the state's need for an Other in world politics, so as

 to justify its own rule at home.83
 A last promise of constructivism concerns not so much research issues as

 research strategy. Constructivism offers a heterogamous research approach:

 that is, it readily combines with different fields and disciplines. Constructivism

 itself is the product of structural linguistics, postmodern political theory, criti-

 cal theory, cultural and media studies, literary criticism, and no doubt others.

 Far from claiming primacy as a theory of international politics, constructivism

 lends itself to collaboration with other approaches, both within political science

 and outside. Literatures in decision making, political culture, socialization, and

 experimental cognitive and social psychology would seem to be most promis-

 ing partners.

 CONSTRUCTIVIST PROBLEMS

 A constructivist research program, like all others, has unexplained anomalies,

 but their existence need not necessitate the donning of protective belts of any

 sort. Conventional constructivism has one large problem that has several parts.

 Friedrich Kratochwil has observed that no theory of culture can substitute for

 a theory of politics.84 Paul Kowert and Jeffrey Legro have pointed out that
 there is no causal theory of identity construction offered by any of the authors

 in the Katzenstein volume.85 Both criticisms are as accurate as they are differ-

 ent, and imply different remedies.

 Kratochwil's statement reinforces the point that constructivism is an ap-

 proach, not a theory. And if it is a theory, it is a theory of process, not sub-

 stantive outcome. In order to achieve the latter, constructivism must adopt

 some theory of politics to make it work. Critical theory is far more advanced

 in this regard than conventional constructivism, but it comes at a price, a price

 that one may or may not be willing to pay, depending on empirical, theoretical,

 and/or aesthetic interests. I have described how differently critical and con-

 ventional constructivism treat the origins of identity and the nature of power.

 83. This is done by David Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics
 of Identity (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1992) and Jim George, Discourses of Global
 Politics: A Critical (Re)Introduction to International Relations (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner, 1994).
 84. Kratochwil, "Is the Ship of Culture at Sea or Returning?" p. 206.
 85. Paul Kowert and Jeffrey Legro, "Norms, Identity, and Their Limits: A Theoretical Reprise," in
 Katzenstein, The Culture of National Security, p. 469. For other critical reviews of constructivism and
 world politics, see Jeffrey T. Checkel, "The Constructivist Turn in International Relations Theory,"
 World Politics, Vol. 50, No. 2 (January 1998), pp. 324-348, and Emanuel Adler, "Seizing the Middle
 Ground: Constructivism in World Politics," European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 3, No. 3
 (1997), pp. 319-363.
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 It is here that critical theory finds its animating theory of politics. By assuming

 that the identities of the Self and Other are inextricably bound up in a rela-

 tionship of power, and that the state is a dominating instrument, critical

 theorists can offer theoretically informed accounts of the politics of identity: at

 least along the dimensions specified, that of hierarchy, subordination, domina-

 tion, emancipation, and state-society struggle.

 The price paid for such theories of politics, however, is an ironic one that

 naturalizes certain "realities," privileging social relations of dominance and

 hierarchy. Of course, critical theory asserts its ultimate openness to variation

 and change, but the point here is that its theory of politics, a priori, is more

 closed than that of its conventional version, which stands accused of theoretical

 underspecification. The problem of underspecification exists because conven-

 tional constructivism, as a theory of process, does not specify the existence, let

 alone the precise nature or value, of its main causal/constitutive elements:

 identities, norms, practices, and social structures. Instead, constructivism spe-

 cifies how these elements are theoretically situated vis-a-vis each other, pro-

 viding an understanding of a process and an outcome, but no a priori

 prediction per se. The advantages of such an approach are in the nonpareil

 richness of its elaboration of causal/constitutive mechanisms in any given

 social context and its openness (and not just in the last instance, as in critical

 theory) to the discovery of other substantive theoretical elements at work. The

 cost here, however, is the absence of a causal theory of identity.

 The dilemma is that the more conventional constructivism moves to furnish

 such a causal theory, the more it loses the possibility of maintaining the

 ontological openness that its interpretivist methods afford. But the dilemma is

 a continuum, not a binary opposition. Conventional constructivists can and do

 specify their theoretical elements in advance in practice. Just to take one

 example, not a single author in the Katzenstein volume assessed gender, class,

 or race in any of their analyses. This observation (not criticism) is intended to

 underline how conventional constructivists already bound their a priori theo-

 retical domains according to empirical interest and theoretical priors. More-

 over, conventional constructivists can make predictions, if they choose. Their

 only constraint is just how durable they believe the social structures to be that

 they have demonstrated are constraining the reproduction of identities, inter-

 ests, norms, and practices, in some social context. For example, when Risse-

 Kappen argues that North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) members

 regard each other as liberal allies, rather than as realist states balancing against

 a threat, he is making a prediction: if NATO members see each other as liberal

 allies, NATO will persist beyond the point where the threat disappears.
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 One obstacle to the development of a causal model of identity is conven-

 tional constructivism's silence on the issue of intentionality. Critical theorists

 confidently declare their indifference to the issue: establishing causality is an

 illusory goal. Kowert and Legro point out the failure of any author in the

 Katzenstein volume to establish more than a correlative relationship between

 an identity and an outcome. In fact, the authors do far more than that: they

 control for alternative explanations and they show the connection between

 norms and interests and outcomes. But what is missing is the decision based

 on the identity. Here again, constructivist heterogamy allows for an attempted

 fix. The answer may lie in trying to marry constructivist process to psychologi-

 cal process. Kowert and Legro discuss the possibility in terms of the experi-

 mental social psychological work of Marilyn Brewer and Jonathan Turner.86 To
 the extent it is possible to establish a causal link between a particular identity,

 such as Japanese antimilitarism, and an interest in opposing Japanese military

 expenditures (or between belief in a norm, such as humanitarian intervention-

 ism, and an action to fulfill that norm), it might be attainable through ongoing

 work on the connection between identity and behavior in social psychology.

 The last problem with constructivism is really not so much a problem as it

 is an advantage. Constructivism's theory of process and commitment to inter-

 pretivist thick description place extraordinary demands on the researcher to

 gather mountains of elaborate empirical data. To reconstruct the operation of

 identity politics, even in a limited domain for a short period, requires thou-

 sands of pages of reading, months of interviews and archival research, and a

 host of less conventional activities, such as riding public transportation, stand-

 ing in lines, and going to bars and caf6s to participate in local practices. (The

 latter need not be so onerous.) The point here is that the evidence necessary

 to develop an understanding of, say, a national identity, its relation to domestic

 identities, the practices that constitute both, implied interests of each, and the

 overall social structure is necessarily vast and varied. Constructivism is no

 shortcut.

 The Constructivist Promise

 The assumptions that underlay constructivism account for its different under-

 standing of world politics. Since actors and structures are mutually con-

 structed, state behavior in the face of different distributions of power or

 86. Ibid., p. 479.
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 anarchy is unknowable absent a reconstruction of the intersubjective meaning

 of these structures and actors. Since actors have multiple identities, and these

 identities imply different interests, the a priori and exogenous attribution of

 identical interests to states is invalid. Since power is both material and discur-

 sive, patterned behavior over time should be understood as a result of material

 or economic power working in concert with ideological structures, social prac-

 tices, institutionalized norms, and intersubjective webs of meaning. The great-

 est power of all is that which disciplines actors to naturally imagine only those

 actions that reproduce the underlying arrangements of power-material and

 discursive. Since constructivist social structures are both enduring and muta-

 ble, change in world politics is considered both difficult and possible.

 A conventional constructivist recasting of mainstream international relations

 puzzles is based on the implications of its assumptions. Since what constitutes

 a threat can never be stated as an a priori, primordial constant, it should be

 approached as a social construction of an Other, and theorized at that level.

 Since identities, norms, and social practices reduce uncertainty, the security

 dilemma should not be the starting point for analyzing relations among states.

 Since states are already situated in multiple social contexts, any account of

 (non)cooperation among them should begin by exploring how their under-

 standings of each other generate their relevant interests. Since communities of

 identity are expected to exist, patterns of behavior that spur scholars to con-

 sider a liberal peace should instead provoke us to consider zones of peace more

 generally.

 A conventional constructivist account of politics operates between main-

 stream international relations and critical theory. Conventional constructivism

 rejects the mainstream presumption that world politics is so homogenous that

 universally valid generalizations can be expected to come of theorizing about

 it. It denies the critical constructivist position that world politics is so hetero-

 geneous that we should presume to look for only the unique and the differen-

 tiating. Contrary to both these two approaches, conventional constructivism

 presumes we should be looking for communities of intersubjectivity in world

 politics, domains within which actors share understandings of themselves and

 each other, yielding predictable and replicable patterns of action within a

 specific context.

 Mainstream international relations theory treats world politics as an inte-

 grated whole, undifferentiated by either time or territory. Critical theory re-

 gards world politics as an array of fragments that can never add up to a whole,

 and regards efforts to construct such a whole as a political move to impose
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 some kind of rationalistic, naturalized order on irrepressible difference. Con-

 ventional constructivism, on the other hand, regards the world as a compli-

 cated and vast array of different domains, the apprehension of all of which

 could never yield a fully coherent picture of international politics. The failure

 to account for any one of them, however, will guarantee a theoretically unsat-

 isfying understanding of the world. In effect, the promise of constructivism is

 to restore a kind of partial order and predictability to world politics that

 derives not from imposed homogeneity, but from an appreciation of difference.

 Corrections:

 In Alexei G. Arbatov, "Military Reform in Russia: Dilemmas, Obstacles, and

 Prospects," Vol. 22, No. 4 (Spring 1998): p. 86 line 13 should read "The quantity

 of military personnel . .. must be sacrificed for higher quality arms"; p. 90 line

 17 should read "Numerical Balance"; p. 92 line 3 should read "reinforcement

 advantages and interdiction capabilities against Russian reinforcements";

 p. 106 line 10 should read "has never been preprogrammed into"; p. 109 line

 11 should read "to find its force levels and structure on a priority basis"; p. 130

 line 1 should read "down to a level of 1.2 million by 1999"; and p. 130 line 25

 should read "are not carried out."
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 Anarchy is what states make of it: the

 social construction of power politics

 Alexander Wendt

 The debate between realists and liberals has reemerged as an axis of contention
 in international relations theory.1 Revolving in the past around competing
 theories of human nature, the debate is more concerned today with the extent
 to which state action is influenced by "structure" (anarchy and the distribution
 of power) versus "process" (interaction and learning) and institutions. Does
 the absence of centralized political authority force states to play competitive
 power politics? Can international regimes overcome this logic, and under what
 conditions? What in anarchy is given and immutable, and what is amenable to
 change?

 The debate between "neorealists" and "neoliberals" has been based on a
 shared commitment to "rationalism."2 Like all social theories, rational choice
 directs us to ask some questions and not others, treating the identities and
 interests of agents as exogenously given and focusing on how the behavior of

 This article was negotiated with many individuals. If my records are complete (and apologies if
 they are not), thanks are due particularly to John Aldrich, Mike Barnett, Lea Brilmayer, David
 Campbell, Jim Caporaso, Simon Dalby, David Dessler, Bud Duvall, Jean Elshtain, Karyn Ertel,
 Lloyd Etheridge, Ernst Haas, Martin Hollis, Naeem Inayatullah, Stewart Johnson, Frank Klink,
 Steve Krasner, Friedrich Kratochwil, David Lumsdaine, M. J. Peterson, Spike Peterson, Thomas
 Risse-Kappen, John Ruggie, Bruce Russett, Jim Scott, Rogers Smith, David Sylvan, Jan Thomson,
 Mark Warren, and Jutta Weldes. The article also benefited from presentations and seminars at the
 American University, the University of Chicago, the University of Massachusetts at Amherst,
 Syracuse University, the University of Washington at Seattle, the University of California at Los
 Angeles, and Yale University.

 1. See, for example, Joseph Grieco, "Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique
 of the Newest Liberal Institutionalism," Intemational Organization 42 (Summer 1988), pp. 485-507;
 Joseph Nye, "Neorealism and Neoliberalism," World Politics 40 (January 1988), pp. 235-51; Robert
 Keohane, "Neoliberal Institutionalism: A Perspective on World Politics," in his collection of essays
 entitled Intemational Institutions and State Power (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1989), pp. 1-20;
 John Mearsheimer, "Back to the Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War," Intemational
 Security 13 (Summer 1990), pp. 5-56, along with subsequent published correspondence regarding
 Mearsheimer's article; and Emerson Niou and Peter Ordeshook, "Realism Versus Neoliberalism:
 A Formulation," American Joumal of Political Science 35 (May 1991), pp. 481-511.

 2. See Robert Keohane, "International Institutions: Two Approaches," Intemational Studies
 Quarterly 32 (December 1988), pp. 379-96.

 Intemational Organization 46, 2, Spring 1992

 ? 1992 by the World Peace Foundation and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology
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 agents generates outcomes. As such, rationalism offers a fundamentally
 behavioral conception of both process and institutions: they change behavior
 but not identities and interests.3 In addition to this way of framing research
 problems, neorealists and neoliberals share generally similar assumptions
 about agents: states are the dominant actors in the system, and they define

 security in "self-interested" terms. Neorealists and neoliberals may disagree
 about the extent to which states are motivated by relative versus absolute gains,

 but both groups take the self-interested state as the starting point for theory.
 This starting point makes substantive sense for neorealists, since they believe

 anarchies are necessarily "self-help" systems, systems in which both central
 authority and collective security are absent. The self-help corollary to anarchy
 does enormous work in neorealism, generating the inherently competitive
 dynamics of the security dilemma and collective action problem. Self-help is
 not seen as an "institution" and as such occupies a privileged explanatory role
 vis-a-vis process, setting the terms for, and unaffected by, interaction. Since
 states failing to conform to the logic of self-help will be driven from the system,
 only simple learning or behavioral adaptation is possible; the complex learning
 involved in redefinitions of identity and interest is not.' Questions about
 identity- and interest-formation are therefore not important to students of
 international relations. A rationalist problematique, which reduces process to

 dynamics of behavioral interaction among exogenously constituted actors,
 defines the scope of systemic theory.

 By adopting such reasoning, liberals concede to neorealists the causal
 powers of anarchic structure, but they gain the rhetorically powerful argument
 that process can generate cooperative behavior, even in an exogenously given,
 self-help system. Some liberals may believe that anarchy does, in fact,
 constitute states with self-interested identities exogenous to practice. Such

 "weak" liberals concede the causal powers of anarchy both rhetorically and
 substantively and accept rationalism's limited, behavioral conception of the
 causal powers of institutions. They are realists before liberals (we might call
 them "weak realists"), since only if international institutions can change

 powers and interests do they go beyond the "limits" of realism.5

 3. Behavioral and rationalist models of man and institutions share a common intellectual
 heritage in the materialist individualism of Hobbes, Locke, and Bentham. On the relationship
 between the two models, see Jonathan Turner, A Theory of Social Interaction (Stanford, Calif.:
 Stanford University Press, 1988), pp. 24-31; and George Homans, "Rational Choice Theory and
 Behavioral Psychology," in Craig Calhoun et al., eds., Structures of Power and Constraint
 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), pp. 77-89.

 4. On neorealist conceptions of learning, see Philip Tetlock, "Learning in U.S. and Soviet
 Foreign Policy," in George Breslauer and Philip Tetlock, eds., Leaming in U.S. and Soviet Foreign
 Policy (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1991), pp. 24-27. On the. difference between behavioral
 and cognitive learning, see ibid., pp. 20-61; Joseph Nye, "Nuclear Learning and U.S.-Soviet
 Security Regimes," Intemational Organization 41 (Summer 1987), pp. 371-402; and Ernst Haas,
 When Knowledge Is Power (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990), pp. 17-49.

 5. See Stephen Krasner, "Regimes and the Limits of Realism: Regimes as Autonomous
 Variables," in Stephen Krasner, ed., Intemational Regimes (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
 1983), pp. 355-68.
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 Yet some liberals want more. When Joseph Nye speaks of "complex
 learning," or Robert Jervis of "changing conceptions of self and interest," or

 Robert Keohane of "sociological" conceptions of interest, each is asserting an
 important role for transformations of identity and interest in the liberal
 research program and, by extension, a potentially much stronger conception of
 process and institutions in world politics.6 "Strong" liberals should be troubled

 by the dichotomous privileging of structure over process, since transformations
 of identity and interest through process are transformations of structure.
 Rationalism has little to offer such an argument,7 which is in part why, in an
 important article, Friedrich Kratochwil and John Ruggie argued that its
 individualist ontology contradicted the intersubjectivist epistemology necessary

 for regime theory to realize its full promise.8 Regimes cannot change identities
 and interests if the latter are taken as given. Because of this rationalist legacy,
 despite increasingly numerous and rich studies of complex learning in foreign

 policy, neoliberals lack a systematic theory of how such changes occur and thus
 must privilege realist insights about structure while advancing their own
 insights about process.

 The irony is that social theories which seek to explain identities and interests
 do exist. Keohane has called them "reflectivist";9 because I want to emphasize
 their focus on the social construction of subjectivity and minimize their image
 problem, following Nicholas Onuf I will call them "constructivist."" Despite
 important differences, cognitivists, poststructuralists, standpoint and postmod-
 ern feminists, rule theorists, and structurationists share a concern with the
 basic "sociological" issue bracketed by rationalists-namely, the issue of
 identity- and interest-formation. Constructivism's potential contribution to a

 strong liberalism has been obscured, however, by recent epistemological
 debates between modernists and postmodernists, in which Science disciplines

 Dissent for not defining a conventional research program, and Dissent
 celebrates its liberation from Science.1" Real issues animate this debate, which

 6. See Nye, "Nuclear Learning and U.S.-Soviet Security Regimes"; Robert Jervis, "Realism,
 Game Theory, and Cooperation," World Politics 40 (April 1988), pp. 340-44; and Robert Keohane,
 "International Liberalism Reconsidered," in John Dunn, ed., The Economic Limits to Modem
 Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), p. 183.

 7. Rationalists have given some attention to the problem of preference-formation, although in
 so doing they have gone beyond what I understand as the characteristic parameters of rationalism.
 See, for example, Jon Elster, "Sour Grapes: Utilitarianism and the Genesis of Wants," in Amartya
 Sen and Bernard Williams, eds., Utilitarianism and Beyond (Cambridge: Cambridge University
 Press, 1982), pp. 219-38; and Michael Cohen and Robert Axelrod, "Coping with Complexity: The
 Adaptive Value of Changing Utility,"American Economic Review 74 (March 1984), pp. 30-42.

 8. Friedrich Kratochwil and John Ruggie, "International Organization: A State of the Art on an
 Art of the State," Intemational Organization 40 (Autumn 1986), pp. 753-75.

 9. Keohane, "International Institutions."
 10. See Nicholas Onuf, World of Our Making (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press,

 1989).

 11. On Science, see Keohane, "International Institutions"; and Robert Keohane, "International
 Relations Theory: Contributions of a Feminist Standpoint," Millennium 18 (Summer 1989), pp.
 245-53. On Dissent, see R. B. J. Walker, "History and Structure in the Theory of International
 Relations," Millennium 18 (Summer 1989), pp. 163-83; and Richard Ashley and R. B. J. Walker,
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 also divides constructivists. With respect to the substance of international
 relations, however, both modern and postmodern constructivists are interested
 in how knowledgeable practices constitute subjects, which is not far from the
 strong liberal interest in how institutions transform interests. They share a
 cognitive, intersubjective conception of process in which identities and inter-
 ests are endogenous to interaction, rather than a rationalist-behavioral one in
 which they are exogenous.

 My objective in this article is to build a bridge between these two traditions
 (and, by extension, between the realist-liberal and rationalist-reflectivist
 debates) by developing a constructivist argument, drawn from structurationist
 and symbolic interactionist sociology, on behalf of the liberal claim that
 international institutions can transform state identities and interests.12 In
 contrast to the "economic" theorizing that dominates mainstream systemic
 international relations scholarship, this involves a "sociological social

 psychological" form of systemic theory in which identities and interests are the
 dependent variable.13 Whether a "communitarian liberalism" is still liberalism
 does not interest me here. What does is that constructivism might contribute
 significantly to the strong liberal interest in identity- and interest-formation
 and thereby perhaps itself be enriched with liberal insights about learning and
 cognition which it has neglected.

 My strategy for building this bridge will be to argue against the neorealist
 claim that self-help is given by anarchic structure exogenously to process.
 Constructivists have not done a good job of taking the causal powers of anarchy
 seriously. This is unfortunate, since in the realist view anarchy justifies
 disinterest in the institutional transformation of identities and interests and
 thus building systemic theories in exclusively rationalist terms; its putative
 causal powers must be challenged if process and institutions are not to be
 subordinated to structure. I argue that self-help and power politics do not
 follow either logically or causally from anarchy and that if today we find
 ourselves in a self-help world, this is due to process, not structure. There is no

 "Reading Dissidence/Writing the Discipline: Crisis and the Question of Sovereignty in Interna-
 tional Studies," Intemational Studies Quarterly 34 (September 1990), pp. 367-416. For an excellent
 critical assessment of these debates, see Yosef Lapid, "The Third Debate: On the Prospects of
 International Theory in a Post-Positivist Era," Intemational Studies Quarterly 33 (September 1989),
 pp. 235-54.

 12. The fact that I draw on these approaches aligns me with modernist constructivists, even
 though I also draw freely on the substantive work of postmodernists, especially Richard Ashley and
 Rob Walker. For a defense of this practice and a discussion of its epistemological basis, see my
 earlier article, "The Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations Theory," Intemational
 Organization 41 (Summer 1987), pp. 335-70; and Ian Shapiro and Alexander Wendt, "The
 Difference That Realism Makes: Social Science and the Politics of Consent," forthcoming in
 Politics and Society. Among modernist constructivists, my argument is particularly indebted to the
 published work of Emanuel Adler, Friedrich Kratochwil, and John Ruggie, as well as to an
 unpublished paper by Naeem Inayatullah and David Levine entitled "Politics and Economics in
 Contemporary International Relations Theory," Syracuse University, Syracuse, N.Y., 1990.

 13. See Viktor Gecas, "Rekindling the Sociological Imagination in Social Psychology," Joumal
 for the Theory of Social Behavior 19 (March 1989), pp. 97-115.
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 "logic" of anarchy apart from the practices that create and instantiate one

 structure of identities and interests rather than another; structure has no

 existence or causal powers apart from process. Self-help and power politics are

 institutions, not essential features of anarchy. Anarchy is what states make of it.

 In the subsequent sections of this article, I critically examine the claims and

 assumptions of neorealism, develop a positive argument about how self-help

 and power politics are socially constructed under anarchy, and then explore
 three ways in which identities and interests are transformed under anarchy: by

 the institution of sovereignty, by an evolution of cooperation, and by inten-
 tional efforts to transform egoistic identities into collective identities.

 Anarchy and power politics

 Classical realists such as Thomas Hobbes, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hans

 Morgenthau attributed egoism and power politics primarily to human nature,
 whereas structural realists or neorealists emphasize anarchy. The difference

 stems in part from different interpretations of anarchy's causal powers.
 Kenneth Waltz's work is important for both. In Man, the State, and War, he
 defines anarchy as a condition of possibility for or "permissive" cause of war,

 arguing that "wars occur because there is nothing to prevent them."14 It is the
 human nature or domestic politics of predator states, however, that provide the
 initial impetus or "efficient" cause of conflict which forces other states to
 respond in kind.15 Waltz is not entirely consistent about this, since he slips
 without justification from the permissive causal claim that in anarchy war is
 always possible to the active causal claim that "war may at any moment
 occur."'16 But despite Waltz's concluding call for third-image theory, the
 efficient causes that initialize anarchic systems are from the first and second
 images. This is reversed in Waltz's Theory of International Politics, in which first-
 and second-image theories are spurned as "reductionist," and the logic of
 anarchy seems by itself to constitute self-help and power politics as necessary

 features of world politics.17
 This is unfortunate, since whatever one may think of first- and second-image

 theories, they have the virtue of implying that practices determine the
 character of anarchy. In the permissive view, only if human or domestic factors
 cause A to attack B will B have to defend itself. Anarchies may contain

 dynamics that lead to competitive power politics, but they also may not, and we
 can argue about when particular structures of identity and interest will emerge.

 14. Kenneth Waltz, Man, the State, and War (New York: Columbia University Press, 1959),
 p. 232.

 15. Ibid., pp. 169-70.

 16. Ibid., p. 232. This point is made by Hidemi Suganami in "Bringing Order to the Causes of
 War Debates," Millennium 19 (Spring 1990), p. 34, fn. 11.

 17. Kenneth Waltz, Theory of Intemational Politics (Boston: Addison-Wesley, 1979).
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 In neorealism, however, the role of practice in shaping the character of anarchy

 is substantially reduced, and so there is less about which to argue: self-help and

 competitive power politics are simply given exogenously by the structure of the

 state system.

 I will not here contest the neorealist description of the contemporary state

 system as a competitive, self-help world;18 I will only dispute its explanation. I

 develop my argument in three stages. First, I disentangle the concepts of

 self-help and anarchy by showing that self-interested conceptions of security

 are not a constitutive property of anarchy. Second, I show how self-help and

 competitive power politics may be produced causally by processes of interac-

 tion between states in which anarchy plays only a permissive role. In both of
 these stages of my argument, I self-consciously bracket the first- and second-

 image determinants of state identity, not because they are unimportant (they
 are indeed important), but because like Waltz's objective, mine is to clarify the

 "logic" of anarchy. Third, I reintroduce first- and second-image determinants

 to assess their effects on identity-formation in different kinds of anarchies.

 Anarchy, self-help, and intersubjective knowledge

 Waltz defines political structure on three dimensions: ordering principles (in
 this case, anarchy), principles of differentiation (which here drop out), and the
 distribution of capabilities.19 By itself, this definition predicts little about state
 behavior. It does not predict whether two states will be friends or foes, will
 recognize each other's sovereignty, will have dynastic ties, will be revisionist or

 status quo powers, and so on. These factors, which are fundamentally
 intersubjective, affect states' security interests and thus the character of their
 interaction under anarchy. In an important revision of Waltz's theory, Stephen

 Walt implies as much when he argues that the "balance of threats," rather than
 the balance of power, determines state action, threats being socially con-
 structed.20 Put more generally, without assumptions about the structure of
 identities and interests in the system, Waltz's definition of structure cannot

 predict the content or dynamics of anarchy. Self-help is one such intersubjec-

 tive structure and, as such, does the decisive explanatory work in the theory.
 The question is whether self-help is a logical or contingent feature of anarchy.

 In this section, I develop the concept of a "structure of identity and interest"
 and show that no particular one follows logically from anarchy.

 A fundamental principle of constructivist social theory is that people act
 toward objects, including other actors, on the basis of the meanings that the

 18. The neorealist description is not unproblematic. For a powerful critique, see David
 Lumsdaine, Ideals and Interests: The Foreign Aid Regime, 1949-1989 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
 University Press, forthcoming).

 19. Waltz, Theory of Intemational Politics, pp. 79-101.
 20. Stephen Walt, The Origins ofAlliances (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1987).
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 objects have for them.21 States act differently toward enemies than they do
 toward friends because enemies are threatening and friends are not. Anarchy
 and the distribution of power are insufficient to tell us which is which. U.S.
 military power has a different significance for Canada than for Cuba, despite
 their similar "structural" positions, just as British missiles have a different
 significance for the United States than do Soviet missiles. The distribution of
 power may always affect states' calculations, but how it does so depends on the
 intersubjective understandings and expectations, on the "distribution of
 knowledge," that constitute their conceptions of self and other.22 If society
 "forgets" what a university is, the powers and practices of professor and
 student cease to exist; if the United States and Soviet Union decide that they
 are no longer enemies, "the cold war is over." It is collective meanings that
 constitute the structures which organize our actions.

 Actors acquire identities-relatively stable, role-specific understandings and

 expectations about self-by participating in such collective meanings.23 Identi-
 ties are inherently relational: "Identity, with its appropriate attachments of
 psychological reality, is always identity within a specific, socially constructed

 21. See, for example, Herbert Blumer, "The Methodological Position of Symbolic Interactionism,"
 in his Symbolic Interactionism: Perspective and Method (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1969),
 p. 2. Throughout this article, I assume that a theoretically productive analogy can be made between
 individuals and states. There are at least two justifications for this anthropomorphism. Rhetori-
 cally, the analogy is an accepted practice in mainstream international relations discourse, and since
 this article is an immanent rather than external critique, it should follow the practice. Substan-
 tively, states are collectivities of individuals that through their practices constitute each other as
 "persons" having interests, fears, and so on. A full theory of state identity- and interest-formation
 would nevertheless need to draw insights from the social psychology of groups and organizational
 theory, and for that reason my anthropomorphism is merely suggestive.

 22. The phrase "distribution of knowledge" is Barry Barnes's, as discussed in his work The
 Nature of Power (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1988); see also Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann, The
 Social Construction of Reality (New York: Anchor Books, 1966). The concern of recent interna-
 tional relations scholarship on "epistemic communities" with the cause-and-effect understandings
 of the world held by scientists, experts, and policymakers is an important aspect of the role of
 knowledge in world politics; see Peter Haas, "Do Regimes Matter? Epistemic Communities and
 Mediterranean Pollution Control," Intemational Organization 43 (Summer 1989), pp. 377-404; and
 Ernst Haas, When Knowledge Is Power. My constructivist approach would merely add to this an
 equal emphasis on how such knowledge also constitutes the structures and subjects of social life.

 23. For an excellent short statement of how collective meanings constitute identities, see Peter
 Berger, "Identity as a Problem in the Sociology of Knowledge," European Joumal of Sociology, vol.
 7, no. 1, 1966, pp. 32-40. See also David Morgan and Michael Schwalbe, "Mind and Self in Society:
 Linking Social Structure and Social Cognition," Social Psychology Quarterly 53 (June 1990), pp.
 148-64. In my discussion, I draw on the following interactionist texts: George Herbert Mead, Mind,
 Self and Society (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1934); Berger and Luckmann, The Social
 Construction of Reality; Sheldon Stryker, Symbolic Interactionism:A Social Structural Version (Menlo
 Park, Calif.: Benjamin/Cummings, 1980); R. S. Perinbanayagam, Signifying Acts: Structure and
 Meaning in Everyday Life (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1985); John Hewitt, Self
 and Society: A Symbolic Interactionist Social Psychology (Boston: Allyn & Bacon, 1988); and Turner,
 A Theory of Social Interaction. Despite some differences, much the same points are made by
 structurationists such as Bhaskar and Giddens. See Roy Bhaskar, The Possibility of Naturalism
 (Atlantic Highlands, N.J.: Humanities Press, 1979); and Anthony Giddens, Central Problems in
 Social Theory (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979).
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 world," Peter Berger argues.24 Each person has many identities linked to

 institutional roles, such as brother, son, teacher, and citizen. Similarly, a state

 may have multiple identities as "sovereign," "leader of the free world,"
 "imperial power," and so on.25 The commitment to and the salience of

 particular identities vary, but each identity is an inherently social definition of

 the actor grounded in the theories which actors collectively hold about
 themselves and one another and which constitute the structure of the social

 world.

 Identities are the basis of interests. Actors do not have a "portfolio" of
 interests that they carry around independent of social context; instead, they
 define their interests in the process of defining situations.26 As Nelson Foote

 puts it: "Motivation ... refer[s] to the degree to which a human being, as a
 participant in the ongoing social process in which he necessarily finds himself,
 defines a problematic situation as calling for the performance of a particular
 act, with more or less anticipated consummations and consequences, and
 thereby his organism releases the energy appropriate to performing it."27
 Sometimes situations are unprecedented in our experience, and in these cases
 we have to construct their meaning, and thus our interests, by analogy or invent
 them de novo. More often they have routine qualities in which we assign

 meanings on the basis of institutionally defined roles. When we say that
 professors have an "interest" in teaching, research, or going on leave, we are
 saying that to function in the role identity of "professor," they have to define
 certain situations as calling for certain actions. This does not mean that they
 will necessarily do so (expectations and competence do not equal perfor-
 mance), but if they do not, they will not get tenure. The absence or failure of
 roles makes defining situations and interests more difficult, and identity

 24. Berger, "Identity as a Problem in the Sociology of Knowledge," p. 111.
 25. While not normally cast in such terms, foreign policy scholarship on national role

 conceptions could be adapted to such identity language. See Kal Holsti, "National Role
 Conceptions in the Study of Foreign Policy," Intemational Studies Quarterly 14 (September 1970),
 pp. 233-309; and Stephen Walker, ed., Role Theory and Foreign Policy Analysis (Durham, N.C.:
 Duke University Press, 1987). For an important effort to do so, see Stephen Walker, "Symbolic
 Interactionism and International Politics: Role Theory's Contribution to International
 Organization," in C. Shih and Martha Cottam, eds., Contending Dramas: A Cognitive Approach to
 Post-War Intemational Organizational Processes (New York: Praeger, forthcoming).

 26. On the "portfolio" conception of interests, see Barry Hindess, Political Choice and Social
 Structure (Aldershot, U.K.: Edward Elgar, 1989), pp. 2-3. The "definition of the situation" is a
 central concept in interactionist theory.

 27. Nelson Foote, "Identification as the Basis for a Theory of Motivation," American
 Sociological Review 16 (February 1951), p. 15. Such strongly sociological conceptions of interest
 have been criticized, with some justice, for being "oversocialized"; see Dennis Wrong, "The
 Oversocialized Conception of Man in Modern Sociology," American Sociological Review 26 (April
 1961), pp. 183-93. For useful correctives, which focus on the activation of presocial but
 nondetermining human needs within social contexts, see Turner, A Theory of Social Interaction, pp.
 23-69; and Viktor Gecas, "The Self-Concept as a Basis for a Theory of Motivation," in Judith
 Howard and Peter Callero, eds., The Self-Society Dynamic (Cambridge: Cambridge University
 Press, 1991), pp. 171-87.
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 confusion may result. This seems to be happening today in the United States
 and the former Soviet Union: without the cold war's mutual attributions of
 threat and hostility to define their identities, these states seem unsure of what
 their "interests" should be.

 An institution is a relatively stable set or "structure" of identities and
 interests. Such structures are often codified in formal rules and norms, but
 these have motivational force only in virtue of actors' socialization to and
 participation in collective knowledge. Institutions are fundamentally cognitive
 entities that do not exist apart from actors' ideas about how the world works.28
 This does not mean that institutions are not real or objective, that they are
 "nothing but" beliefs. As collective knowledge, they are experienced as having
 an existence "over and above the individuals who happen to embody them at
 the moment."29 In this way, institutions come to confront individuals as more or
 less coercive social facts, but they are still a function of what actors collectively
 "know." Identities and such collective cognitions do not exist apart from each
 other; they are "mutually constitutive."30 On this view, institutionalization is a
 process of internalizing new identities and interests, not something occurring
 outside them and affecting only behavior; socialization is a cognitive process,
 not just a behavioral one. Conceived in this way, institutions may be coopera-
 tive or conflictual, a point sometimes lost in scholarship on international
 regimes, which tends to equate institutions with cooperation. There are
 important differences between conflictual and cooperative institutions to be
 sure, but all relatively stable self-other relations-even those of "enemies"-
 are defined intersubjectively.

 Self-help is an institution, one of various structures of identity and interest
 that may exist under anarchy. Processes of identity-formation under anarchy
 are concerned first and foremost with preservation or "security" of the self.
 Concepts of security therefore differ in the extent to which and the manner in
 which the self is identified cognitively with the other,31 and, I want to suggest, it

 28. In neo-Durkheimian parlance, institutions are "social representations." See Serge Moscov-
 ici, "The Phenomenon of Social Representations," in Rob Farr and Serge Moscovici, eds., Social
 Representations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984), pp. 3-69. See also Barnes, The
 Nature of Power. Note that this is a considerably more socialized cognitivism than that found in
 much of the recent scholarship on the role of "ideas" in world politics, which tends to treat ideas as
 commodities that are held by individuals and intervene between the distribution of power and
 outcomes. For a form of cognitivism closer to my own, see Emanuel Adler, "Cognitive Evolution: A
 Dynamic Approach for the Study of International Relations and Their Progress," in Emanuel
 Adler and Beverly Crawford, eds., Progress in Postwar International Relations (New York: Columbia
 University Press, 1991), pp. 43-88.

 29. Berger and Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality, p. 58.
 30. See Giddens, Central Problems in Social Theory; and Alexander Wendt and Raymond Duvall,

 "Institutions and International Order," in Ernst-Otto Czempiel and James Rosenau, eds., Global
 Changes and Theoretical Challenges (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1989), pp. 51-74.

 31. Proponents of choice theory might put this in terms of "interdependent utilities." For a
 useful overview of relevant choice-theoretic discourse, most of which has focused on the specific
 case of altruism, see Harold Hochman and Shmuel Nitzan, "Concepts of Extended Preference,"
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 is upon this cognitive variation that the meaning of anarchy and the distribution
 of power depends. Let me illustrate with a standard continuum of security

 systems."
 At one end is the "competitive" security system, in which states identify

 negatively with each other's security so that ego's gain is seen as alter's loss.
 Negative identification under anarchy constitutes systems of "realist" power
 politics: risk-averse actors that infer intentions from capabilities and worry
 about relative gains and losses. At the limit-in the Hobbesian war of all

 against all-collective action is nearly impossible in such a system because each
 actor must constantly fear being stabbed in the back.

 In the middle is the "individualistic" security system, in which states are
 indifferent to the relationship between their own and others' security. This
 constitutes "neoliberal" systems: states are still self-regarding about their
 security but are concerned primarily with absolute gains rather than relative
 gains. One's position in the distribution of power is less important, and
 collective action is more possible (though still subject to free riding because
 states continue to be "egoists").

 Competitive and individualistic systems are both "self-help" forms of
 anarchy in the sense that states do not positively identify the security of self
 with that of others but instead treat security as the individual responsibility of
 each. Given the lack of a positive cognitive identification on the basis of which
 to build security regimes, power politics within such systems will necessarily
 consist of efforts to manipulate others to satisfy self-regarding interests.

 This contrasts with the "cooperative" security system, in which states identify
 positively with one another so that the security of each is perceived as the
 responsibility of all. This is not self-help in any interesting sense, since the

 "self" in terms of which interests are defined is the community; national
 interests are international interests.33 In practice, of course, the extent to which

 Joumal of Economic Behavior and Organization 6 (June 1985), pp. 161-76. The literature on choice
 theory usually does not link behavior to issues of identity. For an exception, see Amartya Sen,
 "Goals, Commitment, and Identity," Joumal of Law, Economics, and Organization 1 (Fall 1985),
 pp. 341-55; and Robert Higgs, "Identity and Cooperation: A Comment on Sen's Alternative
 Program," Joumal of Law, Economics, and Organization 3 (Spring 1987), pp. 140-42.

 32. Security systems might also vary in the extent to which there is a functional differentiation or
 a hierarchical relationship between patron and client, with the patron playing a hegemonic role
 within its sphere of influence in defining the security interests of its clients. I do not examine this
 dimension here; for preliminary discussion, see Alexander Wendt, "The States System and Global
 Militarization," Ph.D. diss., University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, 1989; and Alexander Wendt
 and Michael Barnett, "The International System and Third World Militarization," unpublished
 manuscript, 1991.

 33. This amounts to an "internationalization of the state." For a discussion of this subject, see
 Raymond Duvall and Alexander Wendt, "The International Capital Regime and the Internation-
 alization of the State," unpublished manuscript, 1987. See also R. B. J. Walker, "Sovereignty,
 Identity, Community: Reflections on the Horizons of Contemporary Political Practice," in R. B. J.
 Walker and Saul Mendlovitz, eds., Contending Sovereignties (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner, 1990),
 pp. 159-85.
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 states' identification with the community varies, from the limited form found in

 "concerts" to the full-blown form seen in "collective security" arrangements.34
 Depending on how well developed the collective self is, it will produce security
 practices that are in varying degrees altruistic or prosocial. This makes
 collective action less dependent on the presence of active threats and less
 prone to free riding.35 Moreover, it restructures efforts to advance one's
 objectives, or "power politics," in terms of shared norms rather than relative
 power.36

 On this view, the tendency in international relations scholarship to view
 power and institutions as two opposing explanations of foreign policy is
 therefore misleading, since anarchy and the distribution of power only have

 meaning for state action in virtue of the understandings and expectations that
 constitute institutional identities and interests. Self-help is one such institution,
 constituting one kind of anarchy but not the only kind. Waltz's three-part
 definition of structure therefore seems underspecified. In order to go from
 structure to action, we need to add a fourth: the intersubjectively constituted
 structure of identities and interests in the system.

 This has an important implication for the way in which we conceive of states

 in the state of nature before their first encounter with each other. Because
 states do not have conceptions of self and other, and thus security interests,

 apart from or prior to interaction, we assume too much about the state of
 nature if we concur with Waltz that, in virtue of anarchy, "international

 political systems, like economic markets, are formed by the coaction of
 self-regarding units."37 We also assume too much if we argue that, in virtue of

 34. On the spectrum of cooperative security arrangements, see Charles Kupchan and Clifford
 Kupchan, "Concerts, Collective Security, and the Future of Europe," International Security 16
 (Summer 1991), pp. 114-61; and Richard Smoke, "A Theory of Mutual Security," in Richard
 Smoke and Andrei Kortunov, eds., Mutual Security (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1991), pp.
 59-111. These may be usefully set alongside Christopher Jencks' "Varieties of Altruism," in Jane
 Mansbridge, ed., Beyond Self-Interest (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1990), pp. 53-67.

 35. On the role of collective identity in reducing collective action problems, see Bruce Fireman
 and William Gamson, "Utilitarian Logic in the Resource Mobilization Perspective," in Mayer Zald
 and John McCarthy, eds., The Dynamics of Social Movements (Cambridge, Mass.: Winthrop, 1979),
 pp. 8-44; Robyn Dawes et al., "Cooperation for the Benefit of Us-Not Me, or My Conscience," in
 Mansbridge, Beyond Self-Interest, pp. 97-110; and Craig Calhoun, "The Problem of Identity in
 Collective Action," in Joan Huber, ed., Macro-Micro Linkages in Sociology (Beverly Hills, Calif.:
 Sage, 1991), pp. 51-75.

 36. See Thomas Risse-Kappen, "Are Democratic Alliances Special?" unpublished manuscript,
 Yale University, New Haven, Conn., 1991. This line of argument could be expanded usefully in
 feminist terms. For a useful overview of the relational nature of feminist conceptions of self, see
 Paula England and Barbara Stanek Kilbourne, "Feminist Critiques of the Separative Model of
 Self: Implications for Rational Choice Theory," Rationality and Society 2 (April 1990), pp. 156-71.
 On feminist conceptualizations of power, see Ann Tickner, "Hans Morgenthau's Principles of
 Political Realism: A Feminist Reformulation," Millennium 17 (Winter 1988), pp. 429-40; and
 Thomas Wartenberg, "The Concept of Power in Feminist Theory," Praxis International 8 (October
 1988), pp. 301-16.

 37. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 91.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:07:20 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL II - 43



 402 International Organization

 anarchy, states in the state of nature necessarily face a "stag hunt" or "security

 dilemma."38 These claims presuppose a history of interaction in which actors

 have acquired "selfish" identities and interests; before interaction (and still in

 abstraction from first- and second-image factors) they would have no experi-
 ence upon which to base such definitions of self and other. To assume

 otherwise is to attribute to states in the state of nature qualities that they can

 only possess in society.39 Self-help is an institution, not a constitutive feature of
 anarchy.

 What, then, is a constitutive feature of the state of nature before interaction?
 Two things are left if we strip away those properties of the self which

 presuppose interaction with others. The first is the material substrate of
 agency, including its intrinsic capabilities. For human beings, this is the body;
 for states, it is an organizational apparatus of governance. In effect, I am
 suggesting for rhetorical purposes that the raw material out of which members

 of the state system are constituted is created by domestic society before states
 enter the constitutive process of international society,40 although this process
 implies neither stable territoriality nor sovereignty, which are internationally

 negotiated terms of individuality (as discussed further below). The second is a
 desire to preserve this material substrate, to survive. This does not entail

 "self-regardingness," however, since actors do not have a self prior to
 interaction with an other; how they view the meaning and requirements of this

 survival therefore depends on the processes by which conceptions of self
 evolve.

 This may all seem very arcane, but there is an important issue at stake: are
 the foreign policy identities and interests of states exogenous or endogenous to

 the state system? The former is the answer of an individualistic or undersocial-
 ized systemic theory for which rationalism is appropriate; the latter is the

 answer of a fully socialized systemic theory. Waltz seems to offer the latter and

 38. See Waltz, Man, the State, and War; and Robert Jervis, "Cooperation Under the Security
 Dilemma," World Politics 30 (January 1978), pp. 167-214.

 39. My argument here parallels Rousseau's critique of Hobbes. For an excellent critique of
 realist appropriations of Rousseau, see Michael Williams, "Rousseau, Realism, and Realpolitik,"
 Millennium 18 (Summer 1989), pp. 188-204. Williams argues that far from being a fundamental
 starting point in the state of nature, for Rousseau the stag hunt represented a stage in man's fall.
 On p. 190, Williams cites Rousseau's description of man prior to leaving the state of nature: "Man
 only knows himself; he does not see his own well-being to be identified with or contrary to that of
 anyone else; he neither hates anything nor loves anything; but limited to no more than physical
 instinct, he is no one, he is an animal." For another critique of Hobbes on the state of nature that
 parallels my constructivist reading of anarchy, see Charles Landesman, "Reflections on Hobbes:
 Anarchy and Human Nature," in Peter Caws, ed., The Causes of Quarrel (Boston: Beacon, 1989),
 pp. 139-48.

 40. Empirically, this suggestion is problematic, since the process of decolonization and the
 subsequent support of many Third World states by international society point to ways in which even
 the raw material of "empirical statehood" is constituted by the society of states. See Robert
 Jackson and Carl Rosberg, "Why Africa's Weak States Persist: The Empirical and the Juridical in
 Statehood," World Politics 35 (October 1982), pp. 1-24.
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 proposes two mechanisms, competition and socialization, by which structure
 conditions state action.4' The content of his argument about this conditioning,
 however, presupposes a self-help system that is not itself a constitutive feature
 of anarchy. As James Morrow points out, Waltz's two mechanisms condition

 behavior, not identity and interest.42 This explains how Waltz can be accused of
 both "individualism" and "structuralism."4' He is the former with respect to
 systemic constitutions of identity and interest, the latter with respect to
 systemic determinations of behavior.

 Anarchy and the social construction of power politics

 If self-help is not a constitutive feature of anarchy, it must emerge causally
 from processes in which anarchy plays only a permissive role.' This reflects a
 second principle of constructivism: that the meanings in terms of which action
 is organized arise out of interaction.45 This being said, however, the situation
 facing states as they encounter one another for the first time may be such that
 only self-regarding conceptions of identity can survive; if so, even if these
 conceptions are socially constructed, neorealists may be right in holding
 identities and interests constant and thus in privileging one particular meaning

 of anarchic structure over process. In this case, rationalists would be right to
 argue for a weak, behavioral conception of the difference that institutions

 make, and realists would be right to argue that any international institutions
 which are created will be inherently unstable, since without the power to

 41. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, pp. 74-77.
 42. See James Morrow, "Social Choice and System Structure in World Politics," World Politics

 41 (October 1988), p. 89. Waltz's behavioral treatment of socialization may be usefully contrasted
 with the more cognitive approach taken by Ikenberry and the Kupchans in the following articles: G.
 John Ikenberry and Charles Kupchan, "Socialization and Hegemonic Power," International
 Organization 44 (Summer 1989), pp. 283-316; and Kupchan and Kupchan, "Concerts, Collective
 Security, and the Future of Europe." Their approach is close to my own, but they define
 socialization as an elite strategy to induce value change in others, rather than as a ubiquitous
 feature of interaction in terms of which all identities and interests get produced and reproduced.

 43. Regarding individualism, see Richard Ashley, "The Poverty of Neorealism," International
 Organization 38 (Spring 1984), pp. 225-86; Wendt, "The Agent-Structure Problem in International
 Relations Theory"; and David Dessler, "What's at Stake in the Agent-Structure Debate?" Inter-
 national Organization 43 (Summer 1989), pp. 441-74. Regarding structuralism, see R. B. J. Walker,
 "Realism, Change, and International Political Theory," International Studies Quarterly 31 (March
 1987), pp. 65-86; and Martin Hollis and Steven Smith, Explaining and Understanding International
 Relations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1989). The behavioralism evident in neorealist theory also
 explains how neorealists can reconcile their structuralism with the individualism of rational choice
 theory. On the behavioral-structural character of the latter, see Spiro Latsis, "Situational Deter-
 minism in Economics," British Journalfor the Philosophy of Science 23 (August 1972), pp. 207-45.

 44. The importance of the distinction between constitutive and causal explanations is not
 sufficiently appreciated in constructivist discourse. See Wendt, "The Agent-Structure Problem in
 International Relations Theory," pp. 362-65; Wendt, "The States System and Global Militarization,"
 pp. 110-13; and Wendt, "Bridging the Theory/Meta-Theory Gap in International Relations,"
 Review of International Studies 17 (October 1991), p. 390.

 45. See Blumer, "The Methodological Position of Symbolic Interactionism," pp. 2-4.
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 transform identities and interests they will be "continuing objects of choice" by

 exogenously constituted actors constrained only by the transaction costs of
 behavioral change.46 Even in a permissive causal role, in other words, anarchy
 may decisively restrict interaction and therefore restrict viable forms of
 systemic theory. I address these causal issues first by showing how self-
 regarding ideas about security might develop and then by examining the

 conditions under which a key efficient cause-predation-may dispose states in
 this direction rather than others.

 Conceptions of self and interest tend to "mirror" the practices of significant
 others over time. This principle of identity-formation is captured by the
 symbolic interactionist notion of the "looking-glass self," which asserts that the
 self is a reflection of an actor's socialization.

 Consider two actors-ego and alter-encountering each other for the first
 time.47 Each wants to survive and has certain material capabilities, but neither
 actor has biological or domestic imperatives for power, glory, or conquest (still

 bracketed), and there is no history of security or insecurity between the two.
 What should they do? Realists would probably argue that each should act on
 the basis of worst-case assumptions about the other's intentions, justifying such
 an attitude as prudent in view of the possibility of death from making a mistake.
 Such a possibility always exists, even in civil society; however, society would be
 impossible if people made decisions purely on the basis of worst-case
 possibilities. Instead, most decisions are and should be made on the basis of
 probabilities, and these are produced by interaction, by what actors do.

 In the beginning is ego's gesture, which may consist, for example, of an
 advance, a retreat, a brandishing of arms, a laying down of arms, or an attack.48
 For ego, this gesture represents the basis on which it is prepared to respond to
 alter. This basis is unknown to alter, however, and so it must make an inference
 or "attribution" about ego's intentions and, in particular, given that this is
 anarchy, about whether ego is a threat.49 The content of this inference will
 largely depend on two considerations. The first is the gesture's and ego's

 46. See Robert Grafstein, "Rational Choice: Theory and Institutions," in Kristen Monroe, ed.,
 The EconomicApproach to Politics (New York: Harper Collins, 1991), pp. 263-64. A good example
 of the promise and limits of transaction cost approaches to institutional analysis is offered by

 Robert Keohane in hisAfter Hegemony (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1984).
 47. This situation is not entirely metaphorical in world politics, since throughout history states

 have "discovered" each other, generating an instant anarchy as it were. A systematic empirical
 study of first contacts would be interesting.

 48. Mead's analysis of gestures remains definitive. See Mead's Mind, Self and Society. See also
 the discussion of the role of signaling in the "mechanics of interaction" in Turner's A Theory of
 Social Interaction, pp. 74-79 and 92-115.

 49. On the role of attribution processes in the interactionist account of identity-formation, see
 Sheldon Stryker and Avi Gottlieb, "Attribution Theory and Symbolic Interactionism," in John
 Harvey et al., eds., New Directions in Attribution Research, vol. 3 (Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence
 Erlbaum, 1981), pp. 425-58; and Kathleen Crittenden, "Sociological Aspects of Attribution,"
 Annual Review of Sociology, vol. 9, 1983, pp. 425-46. On attributional processes in international
 relations, see Shawn Rosenberg and Gary Wolfsfeld, "International Conflict and the Problem of
 Attribution," Journal of Conflict Resolution 21 (March 1977), pp. 75-103.
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 physical qualities, which are in part contrived by ego and which include the

 direction of movement, noise, numbers, and immediate consequences of the

 gesture.50 The second consideration concerns what alter would intend by such
 qualities were it to make such a gesture itself. Alter may make an attributional

 "error" in its inference about ego's intent, but there is also no reason for it to
 assume a priori-before the gesture-that ego is threatening, since it is only
 through a process of signaling and interpreting that the costs and probabilities
 of being wrong can be determined.5" Social threats are constructed, not natural.

 Consider an example. Would we assume, a priori, that we were about to be
 attacked if we are ever contacted by members of an alien civilization? I think
 not. We would be highly alert, of course, but whether we placed our military

 forces on alert or launched an attack would depend on how we interpreted the
 import of their first gesture for our security-if only to avoid making an
 immediate enemy out of what may be a dangerous adversary. The possibility of
 error, in other words, does not force us to act on the assumption that the aliens
 are threatening: action depends on the probabilities we assign, and these are in
 key part a function of what the aliens do; prior to their gesture, we have no
 systemic basis for assigning probabilities. If their first gesture is to appear with a
 thousand spaceships and destroy New York, we will define the situation as
 threatening and respond accordingly. But if they appear with one spaceship,
 saying what seems to be "we come in peace," we will feel "reassured" and will
 probably respond with a gesture intended to reassure them, even if this gesture

 is not necessarily interpreted by them as such.52
 This process of signaling, interpreting, and responding completes a "social

 act" and begins the process of creating intersubjective meanings. It advances
 the same way. The first social act creates expectations on both sides about each
 other's future behavior: potentially mistaken and certainly tentative, but
 expectations nonetheless. Based on this tentative knowledge, ego makes a new
 gesture, again signifying the basis on which it will respond to alter, and again
 alter responds, adding to the pool of knowledge each has about the other, and
 so on over time. The mechanism here is reinforcement; interaction rewards
 actors for holding certain ideas about each other and discourages them from
 holding others. If repeated long enough, these "reciprocal typifications" will
 create relatively stable concepts of self and other regarding the issue at stake in
 the interaction.53

 50. On the "stagecraft" involved in "presentations of self," see Erving Goffman, The Presenta-
 tion of Self in Everyday Life (New York: Doubleday, 1959). On the role of appearance in definitions
 of the situation, see Gregory Stone, "Appearance and the Self," in Arnold Rose, ed., Human
 Behavior and Social Processes (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1962), pp. 86-118.

 51. This discussion of the role of possibilities and probabilities in threat perception owes much
 to Stewart Johnson's comments on an earlier draft of my article.

 52. On the role of "reassurance" in threat situations, see Richard Ned Lebow and Janice Gross
 Stein, "Beyond Deterrence,"JournalofSocialIssues, vol. 43, no. 4, 1987, pp. 5-72.

 53. On "reciprocal typifications," see Berger and Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality,
 pp. 54-58.
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 FIGURE 1. The codetermination of institutions and process

 It is through reciprocal interaction, in other words, that we create and
 instantiate the relatively enduring social structures in terms of which we define

 our identities and interests. Jeff Coulter sums up the ontological dependence of
 structure on process this way: "The parameters of social organization them-
 selves are reproduced only in and through the orientations and practices of
 members engaged in social interactions over time.... Social configurations are
 not 'objective' like mountains or forests, but neither are they 'subjective' like
 dreams or flights of speculative fancy. They are, as most social scientists
 concede at the theoretical level, intersubjective constructions."54

 The simple overall model of identity- and interest-formation proposed in
 Figure 1 applies to competitive institutions no less than to cooperative ones.
 Self-help security systems evolve from cycles of interaction in which each party
 acts in ways that the other feels are threatening to the self, creating
 expectations that the other is not to be trusted. Competitive or egoistic
 identities are caused by such insecurity; if the other is threatening, the self is
 forced to "mirror" such behavior in its conception of the self s relationship to

 54. Jeff Coulter, "Remarks on the Conceptualization of Social Structure," Philosophy of the
 Social Sciences 12 (March 1982), pp. 42-43.
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 that other.55 Being treated as an object for the gratification of others precludes
 the positive identification with others necessary for collective security; con-
 versely, being treated by others in ways that are empathic with respect to the
 security of the self permits such identification.56

 Competitive systems of interaction are prone to security "dilemmas," in
 which the efforts of actors to enhance their security unilaterally threatens the
 security of the others, perpetuating distrust and alienation. The forms of
 identity and interest that constitute such dilemmas, however, are themselves
 ongoing effects of, not exogenous to, the interaction; identities are produced in
 and through "situated activity."57 We do not begin our relationship with the
 aliens in a security dilemma; security dilemmas are not given by anarchy or
 nature. Of course, once institutionalized such a dilemma may be hard to
 change (I return to this below), but the point remains: identities and interests
 are constituted by collective meanings that are always in process. As Sheldon
 Stryker emphasizes, "The social process is one of constructing and reconstruct-
 ing self and social relationships."58 If states find themselves in a self-help
 system, this is because their practices made it that way. Changing the practices
 will change the intersubjective knowledge that constitutes the system.

 Predator states and anarchy as permissive cause

 The mirror theory of identity-formation is a crude account of how the
 process of creating identities and interests might work, but it does not tell us

 why a system of states-such as, arguably, our own-would have ended up with
 self-regarding and not collective identities. In this section, I examine an
 efficient cause, predation, which, in conjunction with anarchy as a permissive
 cause, may generate a self-help system. In so doing, however, I show the key
 role that the structure of identities and interests plays in mediating anarchy's
 explanatory role.

 The predator argument is straightforward and compelling. For whatever
 reasons-biology, domestic politics, or systemic victimization-some states

 55. The following articles by Noel Kaplowitz have made an important contribution to such
 thinking in international relations: "Psychopolitical Dimensions of International Relations: The
 Reciprocal Effects of Conflict Strategies," International Studies Quarterly 28 (December 1984), pp.
 373-406; and "National Self-Images, Perception of Enemies, and Conflict Strategies: Psychopoliti-
 cal Dimensions of International Relations," Political Psychology 11 (March 1990), pp. 39-82.

 56. These arguments are common in theories of narcissism and altruism. See Heinz Kohut,
 Self-Psychology and the Humanities (New York: Norton, 1985); and Martin Hoffmann, "Empathy,
 Its Limitations, and Its Role in a Comprehensive Moral Theory," in William Kurtines and Jacob
 Gewirtz, eds., Morality, Moral Behavior, and Moral Development (New York: Wiley, 1984), pp.
 283-302.

 57. See C. Norman Alexander and Mary Glenn Wiley, "Situated Activity and Identity
 Formation," in Morris Rosenberg and Ralph Turner, eds., Social Psychology: Sociological
 Perspectives (New York: Basic Books, 1981), pp. 269-89.

 58. Sheldon Stryker, "The Vitalization of Symbolic Interactionism," Social Psychology Quarterly
 50 (March 1987), p. 93.
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 may become predisposed toward aggression. The aggressive behavior of these
 predators or "bad apples" forces other states to engage in competitive power

 politics, to meet fire with fire, since failure to do so may degrade or destroy

 them. One predator will best a hundred pacifists because anarchy provides no

 guarantees. This argument is powerful in part because it is so weak: rather than
 making the strong assumption that all states are inherently power-seeking (a

 purely reductionist theory of power politics), it assumes that just one is

 power-seeking and that the others have to follow suit because anarchy permits

 the one to exploit them.

 In making this argument, it is important to reiterate that the possibility of

 predation does not in itself force states to anticipate it a priori with competitive

 power politics of their own. The possibility of predation does not mean that
 "war may at any moment occur"; it may in fact be extremely unlikely. Once a

 predator emerges, however, it may condition identity- and interest-formation

 in the following manner.

 In an anarchy of two, if ego is predatory, alter must either define its security

 in self-help terms or pay the price. This follows directly from the above
 argument, in which conceptions of self mirror treatment by the other. In an
 anarchy of many, however, the effect of predation also depends on the level of

 collective identity already attained in the system. If predation occurs right after
 the first encounter in the state of nature, it will force others with whom it comes

 in contact to defend themselves, first individually and then collectively if they
 come to perceive a common threat. The emergence of such a defensive alliance
 will be seriously inhibited if the structure of identities and interests has already

 evolved into a Hobbesian world of maximum insecurity, since potential allies
 will strongly distrust each other and face intense collective action problems;

 such insecure allies are also more likely to fall out amongst themselves once the
 predator is removed. If collective security identity is high, however, the
 emergence of a predator may do much less damage. If the predator attacks any
 member of the collective, the latter will come to the victim's defense on the
 principle of "all for one, one for all," even if the predator is not presently a
 threat to other members of the collective. If the predator is not strong enough

 to withstand the collective, it will be defeated and collective security will obtain.
 But if it is strong enough, the logic of the two-actor case (now predator and

 collective) will activate, and balance-of-power politics will reestablish itself.
 The timing of the emergence of predation relative to the history of

 identity-formation in the community is therefore crucial to anarchy's explana-
 tory role as a permissive cause. Predation will always lead victims to defend
 themselves, but whether defense will be collective or not depends on the history

 of interaction within the potential collective as much as on the ambitions of the
 predator. Will the disappearance of the Soviet threat renew old insecurities

 among the members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization? Perhaps, but
 not if they have reasons independent of that threat for identifying their security
 with one another. Identities and interests are relationship-specific, not intrinsic
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 attributes of a "portfolio"; states may be competitive in some relationships and
 solidary in others. "Mature" anarchies are less likely than "immature" ones to

 be reduced by predation to a Hobbesian condition, and maturity, which is a
 proxy for structures of identity and interest, is a function of process.59

 The source of predation also matters. If it stems from unit-level causes that

 are immune to systemic impacts (causes such as human nature or domestic
 politics taken in isolation), then it functions in a manner analogous to a

 "genetic trait" in the constructed world of the state system. Even if successful,
 this trait does not select for other predators in an evolutionary sense so much as
 it teaches other states to respond in kind, but since traits cannot be unlearned,

 the other states will continue competitive behavior until the predator is either

 destroyed or transformed from within. However, in the more likely event that
 predation stems at least in part from prior systemic interaction-perhaps as a

 result of being victimized in the past (one thinks here of Nazi Germany or the

 Soviet Union)-then it is more a response to a learned identity and, as such,
 might be transformed by future social interaction in the form of appeasement,
 reassurances that security needs will be met, systemic effects on domestic

 politics, and so on. In this case, in other words, there is more hope that process
 can transform a bad apple into a good one.

 The role of predation in generating a self-help system, then, is consistent
 with a systematic focus on process. Even if the source of predation is entirely
 exogenous to the system, it is what states do that determines the quality of their
 interactions under anarchy. In this respect, it is not surprising that it is classical

 realists rather than structural realists who emphasize this sort of argument. The
 former's emphasis on unit-level causes of power politics leads more easily to a
 permissive view of anarchy's explanatory role (and therefore to a processual
 view of international relations) than does the latter's emphasis on anarchy as a

 "structural cause";60 neorealists do not need predation because the system is
 given as self-help.

 This raises anew the question of exactly how much and what kind of role

 human nature and domestic politics play in world politics. The greater and

 more destructive this role, the more significant predation will be, and the less
 amenable anarchy will be to formation of collective identities. Classical realists,
 of course, assumed that human nature was possessed by an inherent lust for
 power or glory. My argument suggests that assumptions such as this were made
 for a reason: an unchanging Hobbesian man provides the powerful efficient
 cause necessary for a relentless pessimism about world politics that anarchic

 structure alone, or even structure plus intermittent predation, cannot supply.
 One can be skeptical of such an essentialist assumption, as I am, but it does

 59. On the "maturity" of anarchies, see Barry Buzan, People, States, and Fear (Chapel Hill:
 University of North Carolina Press, 1983).

 60. A similar intuition may lie behind Ashley's effort to reappropriate classical realist discourse
 for critical international relations theory. See Richard Ashley, "Political Realism and Human
 Interests," International Studies Quarterly 38 (June 1981), pp. 204-36.
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 produce determinate results at the expense of systemic theory. A concern with

 systemic process over structure suggests that perhaps it is time to revisit the
 debate over the relative importance of first-, second-, and third-image theories

 of state identity-formation.6"
 Assuming for now that systemic theories of identity-formation in world

 politics are worth pursuing, let me conclude by suggesting that the realist-

 rationalist alliance "reifies" self-help in the sense of treating it as something

 separate from the practices by which it is produced and sustained. Peter Berger

 and Thomas Luckmann define reification as follows: "[It] is the apprehension
 of the products of human activity as if they were something else than human

 products-such as facts of nature, results of cosmic laws, or manifestations of
 divine will. Reification implies that man is capable of forgetting his own

 authorship of the human world, and further, that the dialectic between man,
 the producer, and his products is lost to consciousness. The reified world is ...

 experienced by man as a strange facticity, an opus alienum over which he has no

 control rather than as the opus proprium of his own productive activity."62 By

 denying or bracketing states' collective authorship of their identities and
 interests, in other words, the realist-rationalist alliance denies or brackets the
 fact that competitive power politics help create the very "problem of order"
 they are supposed to solve-that realism is a self-fulfilling prophecy. Far from
 being exogenously given, the intersubjective knowledge that constitutes compet-
 itive identities and interests is constructed every day by processes of "social will

 formation."63 It is what states have made of themselves.

 Institutional transformations of power politics

 Let us assume that processes of identity- and interest-formation have created a

 world in which states do not recognize rights to territory or existence-a war of
 all against all. In this world, anarchy has a "realist" meaning for state action: be
 insecure and concerned with relative power. Anarchy has this meaning only in

 virtue of collective, insecurity-producing practices, but if those practices are

 61. Waltz has himself helped open up such a debate with his recognition that systemic factors
 condition but do not determine state actions. See Kenneth Waltz, "Reflections on Theory of
 International Politics: A Response to My Critics," in Robert Keohane, ed., Neorealism and Its Critics
 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), pp. 322-45. The growing literature on the
 observation that "democracies do not fight each other" is relevant to this question, as are two other
 studies that break important ground toward a "reductionist" theory of state identity: William
 Bloom's Personal Identity, National Identity and Intemational Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge
 University Press, 1990) and Lumsdaine's Ideals and Interests.

 62. See Berger and Luckmann, The Social Construction of Reality, p. 89. See also Douglas
 Maynard and Thomas Wilson, "On the Reification of Social Structure," in Scott McNall and Gary
 Howe, eds., Current Perspectives in Social Theory, vol. 1 (Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press, 1980), pp.
 287-322.

 63. See Richard Ashley, "Social Will and International Anarchy," in Hayward Alker and
 Richard Ashley, eds., After Realism, work in progress, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
 Cambridge, and Arizona State University, Tempe, 1992.
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 relatively stable, they do constitute a system that may resist change. The fact

 that worlds of power politics are socially constructed, in other words, does not
 guarantee they are malleable, for at least two reasons.

 The first reason is that once constituted, any social system confronts each of
 its members as an objective social fact that reinforces certain behaviors and

 discourages others. Self-help systems, for example, tend to reward competition
 and punish altruism. The possibility of change depends on whether the
 exigencies of such competition leave room for actions that deviate from the
 prescribed script. If they do not, the system will be reproduced and deviant
 actors will not.64

 The second reason is that systemic change may also be inhibited by actors'
 interests in maintaining relatively stable role identities. Such interests are
 rooted not only in the desire to minimize uncertainty and anxiety, manifested in
 efforts to confirm existing beliefs about the social world, but also in the desire
 to avoid the expected costs of breaking commitments made to others-notably
 domestic constituencies and foreign allies in the case of states-as part of past
 practices. The level of resistance that these commitments induce will depend
 on the "salience" of particular role identities to the actor.65 The United States,
 for example, is more likely to resist threats to its identity as "leader of
 anticommunist crusades" than to its identity as "promoter of human rights."
 But for almost any role identity, practices and information that challenge it are
 likely to create cognitive dissonance and even perceptions of threat, and these
 may cause resistance to transformations of the self and thus to social change.66

 For both systemic and "psychological" reasons, then, intersubjective under-
 standings and expectations may have a self-perpetuating quality, constituting
 path-dependencies that new ideas about self and other must transcend. This
 does not change the fact that through practice agents are continuously
 producing and reproducing identities and interests, continuously "choosing

 now the preferences [they] will have later."67 But it does mean that choices may
 not be experienced with meaningful degrees of freedom. This could be a
 constructivist justification for the realist position that only simple learning is

 64. See Ralph Turner, "Role-Taking: Process Versus Conformity," in Rose, Human Behavior
 and Social Processes, pp. 20-40; and Judith Howard, "From Changing Selves Toward Changing
 Society," in Howard and Callero, The Self-Society Dynamic, pp. 209-37.

 65. On the relationship between commitment and identity, see Foote, "Identification as the
 Basis for a Theory of Motivation"; Howard Becker, "Notes on the Concept of Commitment,"
 American Joumal of Sociology 66 (July 1960), pp. 32-40; and Stryker, Symbolic Interactionism. On
 role salience, see Stryker, ibid.

 66. On threats to identity and the types of resistance that they may create, see Glynis Breakwell,
 Coping with Threatened Identities (London: Methuen, 1986); and Terrell Northrup, "The Dynamic
 of Identity in Personal and Social Conflict," in Louis Kreisberg et al., eds., Intractable Conflicts and
 Their Transfornation (Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse University Press, 1989), pp. 55-82. For a broad
 overview of resistance to change, see Timur Kuran, "The Tenacious Past: Theories of Personal and
 Collective Conservatism," Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization 10 (September 1988), pp.
 143-71.

 67. James March, "Bounded Rationality, Ambiguity, and the Engineering of Choice," Bell
 Journal of Economics 9 (Autumn 1978), p. 600.
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 possible in self-help systems. The realist might concede that such systems are
 socially constructed and still argue that after the corresponding identities and
 interests have become institutionalized, they are almost impossible to trans-
 form.

 In the remainder of this article, I examine three institutional transformations

 of identity and security interest through which states might escape a Hobbesian
 world of their own making. In so doing, I seek to clarify what it means to say

 that "institutions transform identities and interests," emphasizing that the key
 to such transformations is relatively stable practice.

 Sovereignty, recognition, and security

 In a Hobbesian state of nature, states are individuated by the domestic
 processes that constitute them as states and by their material capacity to deter
 threats from other states. In this world, even if free momentarily from the
 predations of others, state security does not have any basis in social recogni-
 tion-in intersubjective understandings or norms that a state has a right to its
 existence, territory, and subjects. Security is a matter of national power,
 nothing more.

 The principle of sovereignty transforms this situation by providing a social
 basis for the individuality and security of states. Sovereignty is an institution,
 and so it exists only in virtue of certain intersubjective understandings and
 expectations; there is no sovereignty without an other. These understandings
 and expectations not only constitute a particular kind of state-the "sovereign"
 state-but also constitute a particular form of community, since identities are
 relational. The essence of this community is a mutual recognition of one
 another's right to exercise exclusive political authority within territorial limits.
 These reciprocal "permissions"68 constitute a spatially rather than functionally
 differentiated world-a world in which fields of practice constitute and are
 organized around "domestic" and "international" spaces rather than around
 the performance of particular activities.69 The location of the boundaries
 between these spaces is of course sometimes contested, war being one practice
 through which states negotiate the terms of their individuality. But this does
 not change the fact that it is only in virtue of mutual recognition that states have

 68. Haskell Fain, Normative Politics and the Community of Nations (Philadelphia: Temple
 University Press, 1987).

 69. This is the intersubjective basis for the principle of functional nondifferentiation among
 states, which "drops out" of Waltz's definition of structure because the latter has no explicit
 intersubjective basis. In international relations scholarship, the social production of territorial
 space has been emphasized primarily by poststructuralists. See, for example, Richard Ashley, "The
 Geopolitics of Geopolitical Space: Toward a Critical Social Theory of International Politics,"
 Alternatives 12 (October 1987), pp. 403-34; and Simon Dalby, Creating the Second Cold War
 (London: Pinter, 1990). But the idea of space as both product and constituent of practice is also
 prominent in structurationist discourse. See Giddens, Central Problems in Social Theory; and Derek
 Gregory and John Urry, eds., Social Relations and Spatial Structures (London: Macmillan, 1985).
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 "territorial property rights."70 This recognition functions as a form of "social

 closure" that disempowers nonstate actors and empowers and helps stabilize

 interaction among states.71
 Sovereignty norms are now so taken for granted, so natural, that it is easy to

 overlook the extent to which they are both presupposed by and an ongoing arti-

 fact of practice. When states tax "their" "citizens" and not others, when they

 "protect" their markets against foreign "imports," when they kill thousands of

 Iraqis in one kind of war and then refuse to "intervene" to kill even one person

 in another kind, a "civil" war, and when they fight a global war against a regime

 that sought to destroy the institution of sovereignty and then give Germany

 back to the Germans, they are acting against the background of, and thereby
 reproducing, shared norms about what it means to be a sovereign state.

 If states stopped acting on those norms, their identity as "sovereigns" (if not
 necessarily as "states") would disappear. The sovereign state is an ongoing

 accomplishment of practice, not a once-and-for-all creation of norms that
 somehow exist apart from practice.72 Thus, saying that "the institution of
 sovereignty transforms identities" is shorthand for saying that "regular prac-
 tices produce mutually constituting sovereign identities (agents) and their

 associated institutional norms (structures)." Practice is the core of constructiv-

 ist resolutions of the agent-structure problem. This ongoing process may not be

 politically problematic in particular historical contexts and, indeed, once a

 community of mutual recognition is constituted, its members-even the
 disadvantaged ones73 may have a vested interest in reproducing it. In fact, this
 is part of what having an identity means. But this identity and institution

 remain dependent on what actors do: removing those practices will remove

 their intersubjective conditions of existence.

 70. See John Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity: Toward a Neorealist

 Synthesis," World Politics 35 (January 1983), pp. 261-85. In Mind, Self, and Society, p. 161, Mead
 offers the following argument: "If we say 'this is my property, I shall control it,' that affirmation calls

 out a certain set of responses which must be the same in any community in which property exists. It
 involves an organized attitude with reference to property which is common to all members of the
 community. One must have a definite attitude of control of his own property and respect for the
 property of others. Those attitudes (as organized sets of responses) must be there on the part of all,
 so that when one says such a thing he calls out in himself the response of the others. That which
 makes society possible is such common responses."

 71. For a definition and discussion of "social closure," see Raymond Murphy, Social Closure
 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1988).

 72. See Richard Ashley, "Untying the Sovereign State: A Double Reading of the Anarchy
 Problematique," Millennium 17 (Summer 1988), pp. 227-62. Those with more modernist sensibili-
 ties will find an equally practice-centric view of institutions in Blumer's observation on p. 19 of
 "The Methodological Position of Symbolic Interactionism": "A gratuitous acceptance of the
 concepts of norms, values, social rules and the like should not blind the social scientist to the fact
 that any one of them is subtended by a process of social interaction-a process that is necessary not
 only for their change but equally well for their retention in a fixed form. It is the social process in
 group life that creates and upholds the rules, not the rules that create and uphold group life."

 73. See, for example, Mohammed Ayoob, "The Third World in the System of States: Acute
 Schizophrenia or Growing Pains?" International Studies Quarterly 33 (March 1989), pp. 67-80.
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 This may tell us something about how institutions of sovereign states are
 reproduced through social interaction, but it does not tell us why such a

 structure of identity and interest would arise in the first place. Two conditions
 would seem necessary for this to happen: (1) the density and regularity of
 interactions must be sufficiently high and (2) actors must be dissatisfied with
 preexisting forms of identity and interaction. Given these conditions, a norm of
 mutual recognition is relatively undemanding in terms of social trust, having

 the form of an assurance game in which a player will acknowledge the

 sovereignty of the others as long as they will in turn acknowledge that player's
 own sovereignty. Articulating international legal principles such as those
 embodied in the Peace of Augsburg (1555) and the Peace of Westphalia (1648)
 may also help by establishing explicit criteria for determining violations of the
 nascent social consensus.74 But whether such a consensus holds depends on
 what states do. If they treat each other as if they were sovereign, then over time
 they will institutionalize that mode of subjectivity; if they do not, then that
 mode will not become the norm.

 Practices of sovereignty will transform understandings of security and power

 politics in at least three ways. First, states will come to define their (and our)
 security in terms of preserving their "property rights" over particular territo-
 ries. We now see this as natural, but the preservation of territorial frontiers is
 not, in fact, equivalent to the survival of the state or its people. Indeed, some
 states would probably be more secure if they would relinquish certain
 territories-the "Soviet Union" of some minority republics, "Yugoslavia" of
 Croatia and Slovenia, Israel of the West Bank, and so on. The fact that
 sovereignty practices have historically been oriented toward producing distinct
 territorial spaces, in other words, affects states' conceptualization of what they
 must "secure" to function in that identity, a process that may help account for
 the "hardening" of territorial boundaries over the centuries.75

 Second, to the extent that states successfully internalize sovereignty norms,
 they will be more respectful toward the territorial rights of others.76 This
 restraint is not primarily because of the costs of violating sovereignty norms,
 although when violators do get punished (as in the Gulf War) it reminds
 everyone of what these costs can be, but because part of what it means to be a

 74. See William Coplin, "International Law and Assumptions About the State System," World
 Politics 17 (July 1965), pp. 615-34.

 75. See Anthony Smith, "States and Homelands: The Social and Geopolitical Implications of
 National Territory," Millennium 10 (Autumn 1981), pp. 187-202.

 76. This assumes that there are no other, competing, principles that organize political space and
 identity in the international system and coexist with traditional notions of sovereignty; in fact, of
 course, there are. On "spheres of influence" and "informal empires," see Jan Triska, ed.,
 Dominant Powers and Subordinate States (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1986); and Ronald
 Robinson, "The Excentric Idea of Imperialism, With or Without Empire," in Wolfgang Mommsen
 and Jurgen Osterhammel, eds., Imperialism and After: Continuities and Discontinuities (London:
 Allen & Unwin, 1986), pp. 267-89. On Arab conceptions of sovereignty, see Michael Barnett,
 "Sovereignty, Institutions, and Identity: From Pan-Arabism to the Arab State System," unpub-
 lished manuscript, University of Wisconsin, Madison, 1991.
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 ''sovereign'' state is that one does not violate the territorial rights of others
 without "just cause." A clear example of such an institutional effect, convinc-
 ingly argued by David Strang, is the markedly different treatment that weak

 states receive within and outside communities of mutual recognition.77 What
 keeps the United States from conquering the Bahamas, or Nigeria from seizing
 Togo, or Australia from occupying Vanuatu? Clearly, power is not the issue,
 and in these cases even the cost of sanctions would probably be negligible. One
 might argue that great powers simply have no "interest" in these conquests,
 and this might be so, but this lack of interest can only be understood in terms of
 their recognition of weak states' sovereignty. I have no interest in exploiting my
 friends, not because of the relative costs and benefits of such action but because
 they are my friends. The absence of recognition, in turn, helps explain the

 Western states' practices of territorial conquest, enslavement, and genocide
 against Native American and African peoples. It is in that world that only
 power matters, not the world of today.

 Finally, to the extent that their ongoing socialization teaches states that their

 sovereignty depends on recognition by other states, they can afford to rely more
 on the institutional fabric of international society and less on individual
 national means-especially military power-to protect their security. The

 intersubjective understandings embodied in the institution of sovereignty, in
 other words, may redefine the meaning of others' power for the security of the
 self. In policy terms, this means that states can be less worried about short-term
 survival and relative power and can thus shift their resources accordingly.
 Ironically, it is the great powers, the states with the greatest national means,
 that may have the hardest time learning this lesson; small powers do not have
 the luxury of relying on national means and may therefore learn faster that
 collective recognition is a cornerstone of security.

 None of this is to say that power becomes irrelevant in a community of
 sovereign states. Sometimes states are threatened by others that do not
 recognize their existence or particular territorial claims, that resent the
 externalities from their economic policies, and so on. But most of the time,
 these threats are played out within the terms of the sovereignty game. The fates
 of Napoleon and Hitler show what happens when they are not.

 Cooperation among egoists and transformations of identity

 We began this section with a Hobbesian state of nature. Cooperation for
 joint gain is extremely difficult in this context, since trust is lacking, time
 horizons are short, and relative power concerns are high. Life is "nasty, brutish,
 and short." Sovereignty transforms this system into a Lockean world of
 (mostly) mutually recognized property rights and (mostly) egoistic rather than

 77. David Strang, "Anomaly and Commonplace in European Expansion: Realist and Institu-
 tional Accounts," Intemational Organization 45 (Spring 1991), pp. 143-62.
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 competitive conceptions of security, reducing the fear that what states already
 have will be seized at any moment by potential collaborators, thereby enabling
 them to contemplate more direct forms of cooperation. A necessary condition
 for such cooperation is that outcomes be positively interdependent in the sense
 that potential gains exist which cannot be realized by unilateral action. States

 such as Brazil and Botswana may recognize each other's sovereignty, but they
 need further incentives to engage in joint action. One important source of
 incentives is the growing "dynamic density" of interaction among states in a

 world with new communications technology, nuclear weapons, externalities
 from industrial development, and so on.78 Unfortunately, growing dynamic
 density does not ensure that states will in fact realize joint gains; interdepen-
 dence also entails vulnerability and the risk of being "the sucker," which if
 exploited will become a source of conflict rather than cooperation.

 This is the rationale for the familiar assumption that egoistic states will often
 find themselves facing prisoners' dilemma, a game in which the dominant
 strategy, if played only once, is to defect. As Michael Taylor and Robert
 Axelrod have shown, however, given iteration and a sufficient shadow of the
 future, egoists using a tit-for-tat strategy can escape this result and build
 cooperative institutions.79 The story they tell about this process on the surface
 seems quite similar to George Herbert Mead's constructivist analysis of
 interaction, part of which is also told in terms of "games."8" Cooperation is a
 gesture indicating ego's willingness to cooperate; if alter defects, ego does
 likewise, signaling its unwillingness to be exploited; over time and through
 reciprocal play, each learns to form relatively stable expectations about the

 other's behavior, and through these, habits of cooperation (or defection) form.
 Despite similar concerns with communication, learning, and habit-formation,
 however, there is an important difference between the game-theoretic and
 constructivist analysis of interaction that bears on how we conceptualize the
 causal powers of institutions.

 In the traditional game-theoretic analysis of cooperation, even an iterated
 one, the structure of the game-of identities and interests-is exogenous to
 interaction and, as such, does not change.8' A "black box" is put around
 identity- and interest-formation, and analysis focuses instead on the relation-

 78. On "dynamic density," see Ruggie, "Continuity and Transformation in the World Polity";
 and Waltz, "Reflections on Theory of Intemational Politics." The role of interdependence in
 conditioning the speed and depth of social learning is much greater than the attention to which I
 have paid it. On the consequences of interdependence under anarchy, see Helen Milner, "The
 Assumption of Anarchy in International Relations Theory: A Critique," Review of Intemational
 Studies 17 (January 1991), pp. 67-85.

 79. See Michael Taylor, Anarchy and Cooperation (New York: Wiley, 1976); and Robert
 Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation (New York: Basic Books, 1984).

 80. Mead, Mind, Self and Society.
 81. Strictly speaking, this is not true, since in iterated games the addition of future benefits to

 current ones changes the payoff structure of the game at Ti, in this case from prisoners' dilemma to
 an assurance game. This transformation of interest takes place entirely within the actor, however,
 and as such is not a function of interaction with the other.
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 ship between expectations and behavior. The norms that evolve from interac-
 tion are treated as rules and behavioral regularities which are external to the

 actors and which resist change because of the transaction costs of creating new

 ones. The game-theoretic analysis of cooperation among egoists is at base
 behavioral.

 A constructivist analysis of cooperation, in contrast, would concentrate on
 how the expectations produced by behavior affect identities and interests. The
 process of creating institutions is one of internalizing new understandings of

 self and other, of acquiring new role identities, not just of creating external
 constraints on the behavior of exogenously constituted actors.82 Even if not
 intended as such, in other words, the process by which egoists learn to

 cooperate is at the same time a process of reconstructing their interests in
 terms of shared commitments to social norms. Over time, this will tend to
 transform a positive interdependence of outcomes into a positive interdepen-

 dence of utilities or collective interest organized around the norms in question.
 These norms will resist change because they are tied to actors' commitments to
 their identities and interests, not merely because of transaction costs. A

 constructivist analysis of "the cooperation problem," in other words, is at base
 cognitive rather than behavioral, since it treats the intersubjective knowledge

 that defines the structure of identities and interests, of the "game," as

 endogenous to and instantiated by interaction itself.
 The debate over the future of collective security in Western Europe may

 illustrate the significance of this difference. A weak liberal or rationalist

 analysis would assume that the European states' "portfolio" of interests has
 not fundamentally changed and that the emergence of new factors, such as the

 collapse of the Soviet threat and the rise of Germany, would alter their
 cost-benefit ratios for pursuing current arrangements, thereby causing existing
 institutions to break down. The European states formed collaborative institu-
 tions for good, exogenously constituted egoistic reasons, and the same reasons
 may lead them to reject those institutions; the game of European power politics
 has not changed. A strong liberal or constructivist analysis of this problem

 would suggest that four decades of cooperation may have transformed a
 positive interdependence of outcomes into a collective "European identity" in
 terms of which states increasingly define their "self "-interests.83 Even if egoistic
 reasons were its starting point, the process of cooperating tends to redefine

 those reasons by reconstituting identities and interests in terms of new
 intersubjective understandings and commitments. Changes in the distribution
 of power during the late twentieth century are undoubtedly a challenge to these
 new understandings, but it is not as if West European states have some

 82. In fairness to Axelrod, he does point out that internalization of norms is a real possibility that
 may increase the resilience of institutions. My point is that this important idea cannot be derived
 from an approach to theory that takes identities and interests as exogenously given.

 83. On "European identity," see Barry Buzan et al., eds., The European Security Order Recast
 (London: Pinter, 1990), pp. 45-63.
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 inherent, exogenously given interest in abandoning collective security if the
 price is right. Their identities and security interests are continuously in process,
 and if collective identities become "embedded," they will be as resistant to
 change as egoistic ones.84 Through participation in new forms of social

 knowledge, in other words, the European states of 1990 might no longer be the
 states of 1950.

 Critical strategic theory and collective security

 The transformation of identity and interest through an "evolution of
 cooperation" faces two important constraints. The first is that the process is
 incremental and slow. Actors' objectives in such a process are typically to
 realize joint gains within what they take to be a relatively stable context, and
 they are therefore unlikely to engage in substantial reflection about how to
 change the parameters of that context (including the structure of identities and
 interests) and unlikely to pursue policies specifically designed to bring about
 such changes. Learning to cooperate may change those parameters, but this
 occurs as an unintended consequence of policies pursued for other reasons
 rather than as a result of intentional efforts to transcend existing institutions.

 A second, more fundamental, constraint is that the evolution of cooperation
 story presupposes that actors do not identify negatively with one another.
 Actors must be concerned primarily with absolute gains; to the extent that
 antipathy and distrust lead them to define their security in relativistic terms, it
 will be hard to accept the vulnerabilities that attend cooperation.85 This is
 important because it is precisely the "central balance" in the state system that
 seems to be so often afflicted with such competitive thinking, and realists can
 therefore argue that the possibility of cooperation within one "pole" (for
 example, the West) is parasitic on the dominance of competition between poles
 (the East-West conflict). Relations between the poles may be amenable to
 some positive reciprocity in areas such as arms control, but the atmosphere of
 distrust leaves little room for such cooperation and its transformative conse-
 quences.86 The conditions of negative identification that make an "evolution of
 cooperation" most needed work precisely against such a logic.

 This seemingly intractable situation may nevertheless be amenable to quite a
 different logic of transformation, one driven more by self-conscious efforts to
 change structures of identity and interest than by unintended consequences.
 Such voluntarism may seem to contradict the spirit of constructivism, since

 84. On "embeddedness," see John Ruggie, "International Regimes, Transactions, and Change:
 Embedded Liberalism in a Postwar Economic Order," in Krasner, Intemational Regimes, pp.
 195-232.

 85. See Grieco, "Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation."
 86. On the difficulties of creating cooperative security regimes given competitive interests, see

 Robert Jervis, "Security Regimes," in Krasner, Intemational Regimes, pp. 173-94; and Charles
 Lipson, "International Cooperation in Economic and Security Affairs," World Politics 37 (October
 1984), pp. 1-23.
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 would-be revolutionaries are presumably themselves effects of socialization to
 structures of identity and interest. How can they think about changing that to
 which they owe their identity? The possibility lies in the distinction between the

 social determination of the self and the personal determination of choice,

 between what Mead called the "me" and the "."87 The "me" is that part of

 subjectivity which is defined in terms of others; the character and behavioral
 expectations of a person's role identity as "professor," or of the United States

 as "leader of the alliance," for example, are socially constituted. Roles are not
 played in mechanical fashion according to precise scripts, however, but are

 "taken" and adapted in idiosyncratic ways by each actor.88 Even in the most
 constrained situations, role performance involves a choice by the actor. The "I"
 is the part of subjectivity in which this appropriation and reaction to roles and

 its corresponding existential freedom lie.

 The fact that roles are "taken" means that, in principle, actors always have a

 capacity for "character planning"-for engaging in critical self-reflection and
 choices designed to bring about changes in their lives.89 But when or under what
 conditions can this creative capacity be exercised? Clearly, much of the time it
 cannot: if actors were constantly reinventing their identities, social order would
 be impossible, and the relative stability of identities and interests in the real

 world is indicative of our propensity for habitual rather than creative action.
 The exceptional, conscious choosing to transform or transcend roles has at
 least two preconditions. First, there must be a reason to think of oneself in

 novel terms. This would most likely stem from the presence of new social
 situations that cannot be managed in terms of preexisting self-conceptions.
 Second, the expected costs of intentional role change-the sanctions imposed
 by others with whom one interacted in previous roles-cannot be greater than
 its rewards.

 When these conditions are present, actors can engage in self-reflection and
 practice specifically designed to transform their identities and interests and

 thus to "change the games" in which they are embedded. Such "critical"
 strategic theory and practice has not received the attention it merits from
 students of world politics (another legacy of exogenously given interests
 perhaps), particularly given that one of the most important phenomena in
 contemporary world politics, Mikhail Gorbachev's policy of "New Thinking," is

 87. See Mead, Mind, Self and Society. For useful discussions of this distinction and its
 implications for notions of creativity in social systems, see George Cronk, The Philosophical
 Anthropology of George Herbert Mead (New York: Peter Lang, 1987), pp. 36-40; and Howard,
 "From Changing Selves Toward Changing Society."

 88. Turner, "Role-Taking."
 89. On "character planning," see Jon Elster, Sour Grapes: Studies in the Subversion of Rationality

 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), p. 117. For other approaches to the problem of
 self-initiated change, see Harry Frankfurt, "Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person,"
 Joumal of Philosophy 68 (January 1971), pp. 5-20; Amartya Sen, "Rational Fools: A Critique of the
 Behavioral Foundations of Economic Theory," Philosophy and Public Affairs 6 (Summer 1977), pp.
 317-44; and Thomas Schelling, "The Intimate Contest for Self-Command," The Public Interest 60
 (Summer 1980), pp. 94-118.
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 arguably precisely that.90 Let me therefore use this policy as an example of how
 states might transform a competitive security system into a cooperative one,
 dividing the transformative process into four stages.

 The first stage in intentional transformation is the breakdown of consensus
 about identity commitments. In the Soviet case, identity commitments centered

 on the Leninist theory of imperialism, with its belief that relations between
 capitalist and socialist states are inherently conflictual, and on the alliance

 patterns that this belief engendered. In the 1980s, the consensus within the
 Soviet Union over the Leninist theory broke down for a variety of reasons,
 principal among which seem to have been the state's inability to meet the
 economic-technological-military challenge from the West, the government's
 decline of political legitimacy at home, and the reassurance from the West that
 it did not intend to invade the Soviet Union, a reassurance that reduced the
 external costs of role change.9" These factors paved the way for a radical
 leadership transition and for a subsequent "unfreezing of conflict schemas"
 concerning relations with the West.92

 The breakdown of consensus makes possible a second stage of critical

 examination of old ideas about self and other and, by extension, of the
 structures of interaction by which the ideas have been sustained. In periods of
 relatively stable role identities, ideas and structures may become reified and
 thus treated as things that exist independently of social action. If so, the second
 stage is one of denaturalization, of identifying the practices that reproduce
 seemingly inevitable ideas about self and other; to that extent, it is a form of
 "critical" rather than "problem-solving" theory.93 The result of such a critique
 should be an identification of new "possible selves" and aspirations.94 New

 90. For useful overviews of New Thinking, see Mikhail Gorbachev, Perestroika: New Thinking for
 Our Country and the World (New York: Harper & Row, 1987); Vendulka Kubalkova and Albert
 Cruickshank, Thinking New About Soviet "New Thinking" (Berkeley: Institute of International
 Studies, 1989); and Allen Lynch, Gorbachev's Intemational Outlook: Intellectual Origins and Political
 Consequences (New York: Institute for East-West Security Studies, 1989). It is not clear to what
 extent New Thinking is a conscious policy as opposed to an ad hoc policy. The intense theoretical
 and policy debate within the Soviet Union over New Thinking and the frequently stated idea of
 taking away the Western "excuse" for fearing the Soviet Union both suggest the former, but I will
 remain agnostic here and simply assume that it can be fruitfully interpreted "as if' it had the form
 that I describe.

 91. For useful overviews of these factors, see Jack Snyder, "The Gorbachev Revolution: A
 Waning of Soviet Expansionism?" World Politics 12 (Winter 1987-88), pp. 93-121; and Stephen
 Meyer, "The Sources and Prospects of Gorbachev's New Political Thinking on Security,"
 Intemational Security 13 (Fall 1988), pp. 124-63.

 92. See Daniel Bar-Tal et al., "Conflict Termination: An Epistemological Analysis of Interna-
 tional Cases," Political Psychology 10 (June 1989), pp. 233-55. For an unrelated but interesting
 illustration of how changing cognitions in turn make possible organizational change, see Jean
 Bartunek, "Changing Interpretive Schemes and Organizational Restructuring: The Example of a
 Religious Order,"Administrative Science Quarterly 29 (September 1984), pp. 355-72.

 93. See Robert Cox, "Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International Relations
 Theory," in Keohane, Neorealism and Its Critics, pp. 204-55. See also Brian Fay, Critical Social
 Science (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1987).

 94. Hazel Markus and Paula Nurius, "Possible Selves," American Psychologist 41 (September
 1986), pp. 954-69.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:07:20 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL II - 62



 Anarchy 421

 Thinking embodies such critical theorizing. Gorbachev wants to free the Soviet

 Union from the coercive social logic of the cold war and engage the West in

 far-reaching cooperation. Toward this end, he has rejected the Leninist belief
 in the inherent conflict of interest between socialist and capitalist states and,

 perhaps more important, has recognized the crucial role that Soviet aggressive
 practices played in sustaining that conflict.

 Such rethinking paves the way for a third stage of new practice. In most
 cases, it is not enough to rethink one's own ideas about self and other, since old
 identities have been sustained by systems of interaction with other actors, the

 practices of which remain a social fact for the transformative agent. In order to

 change the self, then, it is often necessary to change the identities and interests

 of the others that help sustain those systems of interaction. The vehicle for
 inducing such change is one's own practice and, in particular, the practice of

 "altercasting"-a technique of interactor control in which ego uses tactics of

 self-presentation and stage management in an attempt to frame alter's
 definitions of social situations in ways that create the role which ego desires

 alter to play.95 In effect, in altercasting ego tries to induce alter to take on a new
 identity (and thereby enlist alter in ego's effort to change itself) by treating alter
 as if it already had that identity. The logic of this follows directly from the
 mirror theory of identity-formation, in which alter's identity is a reflection of

 ego's practices; change those practices and ego begins to change alter's
 conception of itself.

 What these practices should consist of depends on the logic by which the
 preexisting identities were sustained. Competitive security systems are sus-
 tained by practices that create insecurity and distrust. In this case, transforma-
 tive practices should attempt to teach other states that one's own state can be
 trusted and should not be viewed as a threat to their security. The fastest way to
 do this is to make unilateral initiatives and self-binding commitments of

 sufficient significance that another state is faced with "an offer it cannot
 refuse."96 Gorbachev has tried to do this by withdrawing from Afghanistan and
 Eastern Europe, implementing asymmetric cuts in nuclear and conventional

 forces, calling for "defensive defense," and so on. In addition, he has skillfully
 cast the West in the role of being morally required to give aid and comfort to
 the Soviet Union, has emphasized the bonds of common fate between the
 Soviet Union and the West, and has indicated that further progress in

 95. See Goffman, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life; Eugene Weinstein and Paul
 Deutschberger, "Some Dimensions of Altercasting," Sociometry 26 (December 1963), pp. 454-66;
 and Walter Earle, "International Relations and the Psychology of Control: Alternative Control
 Strategies and Their Consequences," Political Psychology 7 (June 1986), pp. 369-75.

 96. See Volker Boge and Peter Wilke, "Peace Movements and Unilateral Disarmament: Old
 Concepts in a New Light," Arms Control 7 (September 1986), pp. 156-70; Zeev Maoz and Daniel
 Felsenthal, "Self-Binding Commitments, the Inducement of Trust, Social Choice, and the Theory
 of International Cooperation," Intemational Studies Quarterly 31 (June 1987), pp. 177-200; and V.
 Sakamoto, "Unilateral Initiative as an Alternative Strategy," World Futures, vol. 24, nos. 1-4, 1987,
 pp. 107-34.
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 East-West relations is contingent upon the West assuming the identity being
 projected onto it. These actions are all dimensions of altercasting, the intention
 of which is to take away the Western "excuse" for distrusting the Soviet Union,
 which, in Gorbachev's view, has helped sustain competitive identities in the
 past.

 Yet by themselves such practices cannot transform a competitive security
 system, since if they are not reciprocated by alter, they will expose ego to a
 "sucker" payoff and quickly wither on the vine. In order for critical strategic
 practice to transform competitive identities, it must be "rewarded" by alter,
 which will encourage more such practice by ego, and so on.97 Over time, this will
 institutionalize a positive rather than a negative identification between the
 security of self and other and will thereby provide a firm intersubjective basis
 for what were initially tentative commitments to new identities and interests.98

 Notwithstanding today's rhetoric about the end of the cold war, skeptics may
 still doubt whether Gorbachev (or some future leader) will succeed in building
 an intersubjective basis for a new Soviet (or Russian) role identity. There are
 important domestic, bureaucratic, and cognitive-ideological sources of resis-
 tance in both East and West to such a change, not the least of which is the
 shakiness of the democratic forces' domestic position. But if my argument
 about the role of intersubjective knowledge in creating competitive structures
 of identity and interest is right, then at least New Thinking shows a greater
 appreciation-conscious or not-for the deep structure of power politics than
 we are accustomed to in international relations practice.

 Conclusion

 All theories of international relations are based on social theories of the
 relationship between agency, process, and social structure. Social theories do
 not determine the content of our international theorizing, but they do structure
 the questions we ask about world politics and our approaches to answering
 those questions. The substantive issue at stake in debates about social theory is
 what kind of foundation offers the most fruitful set of questions and research
 strategies for explaining the revolutionary changes that seem to be occurring in
 the late twentieth century international system. Put simply, what should
 systemic theories of international relations look like? How should they
 conceptualize the relationship between structure and process? Should they be

 97. On rewards, see Thomas Milburn and Daniel Christie, "Rewarding in International
 Politics," Political Psychology 10 (December 1989), pp. 625-45.

 98. The importance of reciprocity in completing the process of structural transformation makes
 the logic in this stage similar to that in the "evolution of cooperation." The difference is one of
 prerequisites and objective: in the former, ego's tentative redefinition of self enables it to try and
 change alter by acting "as if" both were already playing a new game; in the latter, ego acts only on
 the basis of given interests and prior experience, with transformation emerging only as an
 unintended consequence.
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 based exclusively on "microeconomic" analogies in which identities and
 interests are exogenously given by structure and process is reduced to
 interactions within those parameters? Or should they also be based on
 "sociological" and "social psychological" analogies in which identities and

 interests and therefore the meaning of structure are endogenous to process?
 Should a behavioral-individualism or a cognitive-constructivism be the basis for
 systemic theories of world politics?

 This article notwithstanding, this question is ultimately an empirical one in
 two respects. First, its answer depends in part on how important interaction
 among states is for the constitution of their identities and interests. On the one
 hand, it may be that domestic or genetic factors, which I have systematically
 bracketed, are in fact much more important determinants of states' identities
 and interests than are systemic factors. To the extent that this is true, the
 individualism of a rationalist approach and the inherent privileging of structure
 over process in this approach become more substantively appropriate for
 systemic theory (if not for first- and second-image theory), since identities and
 interests are in fact largely exogenous to interaction among states. On the other
 hand, if the bracketed factors are relatively unimportant or if the importance of
 the international system varies historically (perhaps with the level of dynamic
 density and interdependence in the system), then such a framework would not
 be appropriate as an exclusive foundation for general systemic theory.

 Second, the answer to the question about what systemic theories should look
 like also depends on how easily state identities and interests can change as a
 result of systemic interaction. Even if interaction is initially important in
 constructing identities and interests, once institutionalized its logic may make
 transformation extremely difficult. If the meaning of structure for state action
 changes so slowly that it becomes a de facto parameter within which process
 takes place, then it may again be substantively appropriate to adopt the
 rationalist assumption that identities and interests are given (although again,
 this may vary historically).

 We cannot address these empirical issues, however, unless we have a
 framework for doing systemic research that makes state identity and interest an
 issue for both theoretical and empirical inquiry. Let me emphasize that this is
 not to say we should never treat identities and interests as given. The framing of
 problems and research strategies should be question-driven rather than
 method-driven, and if we are not interested in identity- and interest-formation,
 we may find the assumptions of a rationalist discourse perfectly reasonable.
 Nothing in this article, in other words, should be taken as an attack on
 rationalism per se. By the same token, however, we should not let this
 legitimate analytical stance become a de facto ontological stance with respect
 to the content of third-image theory, at least not until after we have determined
 that systemic interaction does not play an important role in processes of state
 identity- and interest-formation. We should not choose our philosophical
 anthropologies and social theories prematurely. By arguing that we cannot

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:07:20 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL II - 65



 424 International Organization

 derive a self-help structure of identity and interest from the principle of
 anarchy alone-by arguing that anarchy is what states make of it-this article

 has challenged one important justification for ignoring processes of identity-
 and interest-formation in world politics. As such, it helps set the stage for
 inquiry into the empirical issues raised above and thus for a debate about
 whether communitarian or individualist assumptions are a better foundation

 for systemic theory.

 I have tried to indicate by crude example what such a research agenda might

 look like. Its objective should be to assess the causal relationship between
 practice and interaction (as independent variable) and the cognitive structures
 at the level of individual states and of systems of states which constitute
 identities and interests (as dependent variable)-that is, the relationship
 between what actors do and what they are. We may have some a priori notion
 that state actors and systemic structures are "mutually constitutive," but this
 tells us little in the absence of an understanding of how the mechanics of
 dyadic, triadic, and n-actor interaction shape and are in turn shaped by "stocks
 of knowledge" that collectively constitute identities and interests and, more
 broadly, constitute the structures of international life. Particularly important in
 this respect is the role of practice in shaping attitudes toward the "givenness"
 of these structures. How and why do actors reify social structures, and under
 what conditions do they denaturalize such reifications?

 The state-centrism of this agenda may strike some, particularly postmodern-
 ists, as "depressingly familiar."99 The significance of states relative to multina-

 tional corporations, new social movements, transnationals, and intergovernmen-
 tal organizations is clearly declining, and "postmodern" forms of world politics
 merit more research attention than they have received. But I also believe, with

 realists, that in the medium run sovereign states will remain the dominant
 political actors in the international system. Any transition to new structures of
 global political authority and identity-to "postinternational" politics-will be
 mediated by and path-dependent on the particular institutional resolution of
 the tension between unity and diversity, or particularism and universality, that
 is the sovereign state.100 In such a world there should continue to be a place for
 theories of anarchic interstate politics, alongside other forms of international
 theory; to that extent, I am a statist and a realist. I have argued in this article,

 however, that statism need not be bound by realist ideas about what "state"
 must mean. State identities and interests can be collectively transformed within
 an anarchic context by many factors-individual, domestic, systemic, or
 transnational-and as such are an important dependent variable. Such a

 99. Yale Ferguson and Richard Mansbach, "Between Celebration and Despair: Constructive
 Suggestions for Future International Theory," Intermational Studies Quarterly 35 (December 1991),

 p.375.
 100. For excellent discussions of this tension, see Walker, "Sovereignty, Identity, Community";

 and R. B. J. Walker, "Security, Sovereignty, and the Challenge of World Politics," Altematives 15
 (Winter 1990), pp. 3-27. On institutional path dependencies, see Stephen Krasner, "Sovereignty:
 An Institutional Perspective," Comparative Political Studies 21 (April 1988), pp. 66-94.
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 reconstruction of state-centric international theory is necessary if we are to

 theorize adequately about the emerging forms of transnational political
 identity that sovereign states will help bring into being. To that extent, I hope
 that statism, like the state, can be historically progressive.

 I have argued that the proponents of strong liberalism and the constructivists

 can and should join forces in contributing to a process-oriented international
 theory. Each group has characteristic weaknesses that are complemented by
 the other's strengths. In part because of the decision to adopt a choice-
 theoretic approach to theory construction, neoliberals have been unable to
 translate their work on institution-building and complex learning into a
 systemic theory that escapes the explanatory priority of realism's concern with
 structure. Their weakness, in other words, is a lingering unwillingness to
 transcend, at the level of systemic theory, the individualist assumption that
 identities and interests are exogenously given. Constructivists bring to this lack
 of resolution a systematic communitarian ontology in which intersubjective
 knowledge constitutes identities and interests. For their part, however,
 constructivists have often devoted too much effort to questions of ontology and
 constitution and not enough effort to the causal and empirical questions of how
 identities and interests are produced by practice in anarchic conditions. As a
 result, they have not taken on board neoliberal insights into learning and social
 cognition.

 An attempt to use a structurationist-symbolic interactionist discourse to
 bridge the two research traditions, neither of which subscribes to such a
 discourse, will probably please no one. But in part this is because the two
 "sides" have become hung up on differences over the epistemological status of
 social science. The state of the social sciences and, in particular, of interna-
 tional relations, is such that epistemological prescriptions and conclusions are
 at best premature. Different questions involve different standards of inference;
 to reject certain questions because their answers cannot conform to the
 standards of classical physics is to fall into the trap of method-driven rather
 than question-driven social science. By the same token, however, giving up the
 artificial restrictions of logical positivist conceptions of inquiry does not force

 us to give up on "Science." Beyond this, there is little reason to attach so much
 importance to epistemology. Neither positivism, nor scientific realism, nor
 poststructuralism tells us about the structure and dynamics of international
 life. Philosophies of science are not theories of international relations. The
 good news is that strong liberals and modern and postmodern constructivists
 are asking broadly similar questions about the substance of international
 relations that differentiate both groups from the neorealist-rationalist alliance.

 Strong liberals and constructivists have much to learn from each other if they
 can come to see this through the smoke and heat of epistemology.
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Review Article

THE CONSTRUCTIVE TURN IN
INTERNATIONAL

RELATIONS THEORY
By JEFFREY T. CHECKEL*

Martha Finnemore. National Interests in International Society. Ithaca, N.Y.:
Cornell University Press, 1996,149 pages.

Peter Katzenstein, ed. The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in
World Politics. New York: Columbia University Press, 1996, 562 pages.

Audie Klotz. Norms in International Relations: The Struggle against Apartheid.
Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1995,183 pages.

FOR the past decade a central locus of contention within interna-
tional relations has been the neorealist-neoliberal debate. This ex-

change has been fruitful and cumulative, allowing proponents of the
two research programs to sharpen arguments while simultaneously
shedding light on key issues of world politics, for example, the condi-
tions under which relative or absolute gains-seeking behavior occurs.1

By and large, the constructivists under review would concur with
such a characterization. Their critique of neorealists and neoliberals
concerns not what these scholars do and say but what they ignore: the
content and sources of state interests and the social fabric of world pol-
itics. Reaching back to earlier theoretical traditions (the English school,

* Earlier versions of this essay were presented at the 1996 annual convention of the American Po-
litical Science Association, and at the workship on "Structural Change in International Politics," spon-
sored by the German Political Science Association, February 1997. For comments, I thank Andrew
Cortell, Aaron Hoffman, Jeff Legro, Thomas Risse, and Alex Wendt. The financial support of the
Alexander von Humboldt-Stiftung and German Marshall Fund is gratefully acknowledged.

1 See Robert Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984); David Baldwin, ed., Neorea/ism and Neoliberalism: The
Contemporary Debate (New York: Columbia University Press, 1993); Robert Powell, "Anarchy in In-
ternational Relations Theory: The Neorealist-Neoliberal Debate (Review Article)," International Or-
ganization 48 (Spring 1994); and "Promises, Promises: Can Institutions Deliver?" International Security
20 (Summer 1995).

World Politics 50 (January 1998), 324-48

ht
tp

s:
//

do
i.o

rg
/1

0.
10

17
/S

00
43

88
71

00
00

81
33

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
tt

ps
://

w
w

w
.c

am
br

id
ge

.o
rg

/c
or

e.
 o

rg
 1

, o
n 

26
 Ja

n 
20

18
 a

t 1
0:

59
:2

6,
 s

ub
je

ct
 to

 th
e 

Ca
m

br
id

ge
 C

or
e 

te
rm

s 
of

 u
se

, a
va

ila
bl

e 
at

 h
tt

ps
://

w
w

w
.c

am
br

id
ge

.o
rg

/c
or

e/
te

rm
s.

VOL II - 68

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0043887100008133
https://www.cambridge.org/core
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms


CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 325

some versions of liberalism) and reaching out to new disciplinary foun-
dations (sociology), constructivists seek to expand theoretical discourse.

Regarding both the books under review and constructivism more
generally, this essay advances three claims. First, I argue that construc-
tivism has succeeded in broadening the theoretical contours of IR. By
exploring issues of identity and interest bracketed by neoliberalism and
neorealism, constructivists have demonstrated that their sociological
approach leads to new and meaningful interpretations of international
politics. Moreover, constructivists have rescued the exploration of iden-
tity from postmodernists. By arguing for its importance using methods
accepted by the majority of scholars, they have been able to challenge
mainstream analysts on their own ground. Second and more critically, I
show that constructivism lacks a theory of agency. As a result, it over-
emphasizes the role of social structures and norms at the expense of the
agents who help create and change them in the first place.

Third, I argue that constructivism remains a method more than any-
thing else. The central challenge for these scholars is theory develop-
ment. Having demonstrated that social construction matters, they must
now address when, how, and why it occurs, clearly specifying the actors
and mechanisms bringing about change, the scope conditions under
which they operate, and how they vary across countries. To accomplish
this task, constructivists must integrate their insights and assumptions
with middle-range theory. Otherwise, the empirical ad hocism that
plagues their current work will remain.

The essay is organized as follows. It begins by defining construc-
tivism and its approach to the study of global politics. Next, it consid-
ers the empirical contribution of constructivists, focusing on the three
books under review. Finally, the review explores several issues construc-
tivists must address if they are to mount a sustained challenge to their
competitors in contemporary IR.

THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

The constructivist critique of neorealism and neoliberalism reaches well
beyond the level-of-analysis argument of either Image I (individual) or
Image II (domestic politics) theorists. Constructivism is concerned not
with levels per se but with underlying conceptions of how the social
and political world works. It is not a theory but an approach to social
inquiry based on two assumptions: (1) the environment in which
agents/states take action is social as well as material; and (2) this setting
can provide agents/states with understandings of their interests (it can
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326 WORLD POLITICS

"constitute" them). Put differently, these scholars question the materi-
alism and methodological individualism upon which much contempo-
rary IR scholarship has been built.

The first assumption reflects a view that material structures, beyond
certain biological necessities, are given meaning only by the social con-
text through which they are interpreted. Consider nuclear weapons—
the ultimate material capability. Constructivists argue that it is not such
weapons themselves that matter. After all, the United States worries
very little about the large quantity of nuclear weapons held by the
British; however, the possibility that North Korea might come into
possession of even one or two generates tremendous concern.2

The second assumption addresses the basic nature of human agents
and states, in particular, their relation to broader structural environ-
ments. Constructivists emphasize a process of interaction between
agents and structures; the ontology is one of mutual constitution, where
neither unit of analysis—agents or structures—is reduced to the other
and made "ontologically primitive." This opens up what for most theo-
rists is the black box of interest and identity formation; state interests
emerge from and are endogenous to interaction with structures.3

Constructivists thus question the methodological individualism that
underpins both neoliberalism and neorealism. This agent-centered
view asserts that all social phenomena are explicable in ways that in-
volve only individual agents and their goals and actions; the starting
point of the analysis is actors (states) with given properties. Ontologi-
cally, the result is to reduce one unit of analysis—structures—to the
other—agents.4

Also implicit in many constructivist accounts is a model of human
and state behavior where rule-governed action and logics of appropri-
ateness prevail. Such logics involve reasoning by analogy and metaphor
and are not about ends and means. Under them, agents ask "What kind
of situation is this?" and "What should I do now?"—with norms help-
ing to supply the answers. Norms therefore constitute states/agents,
providing them with understandings of their interests.5

2 Alexander Wendt, "Constructing International Politics," International Security 20 (Summer 1995), 73.
3 For an excellent discussion of this black box for neoliberals and neorealists written by a theorist

sympathetic to their enterprise, see Powell (fn. 1), 317-24.
4 On neoliberalism's methodological individualism, see Vblker Rittberger, Andreas Hasendever, and

Peter Mayer, "Interests, Power, Knowledge: The Study of International Regimes," Menbon Interna-
tional Studies Review 40 (October 1996), 183-87. For that of neorealism, see Alexander Wendt, "The
Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations Theory," International Organization 41 (Summer
1987), 340-^4.

s On logics of appropriateness, see James March and Johan Olsen, Rediscovering Institutions: Tbt
OrganizationalBasis of Politics (New York: Free Press, 1989).
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CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 327

Scholars of rational choice, by contrast, use a behavioral model based
on utility maximization: when confronted with various options, an
agent picks the one that best serves its objectives and interests. Much
rational choice research ("thick" rationalism) also makes assumptions
about the content of these interests, typically that they are material
goods such as power or wealth. State (agent) interests are given a priori
and exogenously. Norms and social structures at most constrain the
choices and behavior of self-interested states, which operate according
to a logic of consequences (means-ends calculations).6

It is important to note that constructivists do not reject science or
causal explanation; their quarrel with mainstream theories is ontologi-
cal, not epistemological. The last point is key, for it suggests that con-
structivism has the potential to bridge the still vast divide separating
the majority of IR theorists from postmodernists. With the latter, con-
structivists share many substantive concerns (role of identity and dis-
course, say) and a similar ontological stance; with the former, they share
a largely common epistemology. Constructivists thus occupy a middle
ground between rational choice theorists and postmodern scholars.7

To illuminate these differences between constructivists and other
schools, it is helpful to explore their understanding of central terms.
Consider "norms," a concept that has gained much currency in IR schol-
arship over the past decade. While realists see norms as lacking causal
force, neoliberal regime theory argues that they play an influential rule
in certain issue-areas. However, even for neoliberals, norms are still a
superstructure built on a material base: they serve a regulative function,
helping actors with given interests maximize utility. Agents (states) cre-
ate structures (norms and institutions).8 For constructivists, by contrast,
norms are collective understandings that make behavioral claims on

6 On the last point, see Barry Weingast, "A Rational Choice Perspective on the Role of Ideas:
Shared Belief Systems and State Sovereignty in International Cooperation," Politics and Society 23
(December 1995); and Dennis Chong, "Rational Choice Theory's Mysterious Rivals," in Jeffrey Fried-
man, ed., The Rational Choice Controversy: Economic Models of Politics Reconsidered (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1996). Useful introductions to rational choice are Jon Elster, "The Market and the
Forum," in Elster, ed., Foundations of Social Choice Theory (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1986); James Morrow, Game Theory for Political Scientists (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1994),
chap. 2; and Donald Green and Ian Shapiro, Pathologies of Rational Choice Theory: A Critique of Appli-
cations in Political Science (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994), chap. 2.

7 See, among others, Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics (New York: Cambridge
University Press, forthcoming), chaps. 1-2. There is a good bit of confusion regarding these central
tenets of constructivism; see, for example, John Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of International In-
stitutions," International Security 19 (Winter 1994-95), 37-47.

8 For example, Stephen Krasner, ed., International Regimes (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
1983). My comparisons here are limited to mainstream IR, since it has been vastly more influential than
postmodern work in shaping the field.
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328 WORLD POLITICS

actors. Their effects reach deeper: they constitute actor identities and
interests and do not simply regulate behavior. As explanatory variables,
their status moves from intervening to independent (Finnemore, chaps.
3,4; Klotz, chap. 6, for example). Norms are no longer a superstructure
on a material base; rather, they help to create and define that base. For
constructivists, agents (states) and structures (global norms) are inter-
acting; they are mutually constituted.9

Taken together, these moves by constructivists—their questioning of
methodological individualism and materialism, along with a continu-
ing commitment to the scientific enterprise—have brought a breath of
fresh air to thinking about world politics, in ways accessible to nearly
all scholars. A key issue, however, is whether such new perspectives
allow these researchers to explain important international puzzles
and phenomena and thereby demonstrate the empirical value of their
approach.

PUZZLES AND ANOMALIES IN WORLD POLITICS:
THE CONSTRUCTIVIST CONTRIBUTION

The books under review seek to make empirical contributions in three
areas: the role of international institutions and organizations (Finne-
more); international security (Katzenstein volume); and the effects of
international norms (Klotz). To evaluate their success, it is necessary to
establish a baseline for comparison.

On international institutions, the dominant school for well over a
decade has been neoliberal institutionalism. Since the publication of
Keohants After Hegemony, these scholars have shown increasing sophis-
tication in exploring the conditions under which institutions are created
in the first place and the various roles they play in world politics.10

Partly out of a concern for theoretical parsimony, neoliberal institu-
tionalists have purposely bracketed several issues, including the sources
of state interests, which are given by assumption. These scholars also
grant only a limited role to institutions, considering them to be the cre-
ation of self-interested states that at most constrain choices and strate-

' Strictly speaking, my discussion of norms as intervening or independent variables is not correct, as
constitutive effects (A enables or makes possible B) are not captured by standard causal terminology (A
causes B). See Wendt (fn. 2), 72. In practice, however, empirical constructivists use the terms inter-
changeably, see, for example, Mlada Bukovansky, "American Identity and Neutral Rights: From Inde-
pendence to the War of 1812," International Organization 51 (Spring 1997).

10 See, among others, Keohane (fn. 1); Lisa Martin, Coercive Cooperation: Explaining Multilateral
Economic Sanctions (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992); and Beth A. Simmons, "Why Inno-
vate? Founding the Bank for International Settlements," World Politics 45 (April 1993).
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CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 329

gies. Virtually ignored is the possibility that the effects of institutions
reach deeper, to the level of interests and identity.

The baseline for the second issue-area—international security—is
difficult to establish with precision, given the turbulence stirred up
within this subfield by the end of the cold war. Certainly realism and
rationalism have been and remain dominant here, but scholars have re-
fined their analyses by paying more attention to domestic politics.

Important studies have enriched our understanding of security by
exploring the role of ideology and threat perception, coalition politics,
cognitive variables, and perceptions. While some accuse these scholars
of smuggling into their analyses sociological and cultural variables em-
phasized by constructivists, they are nonetheless still united in a com-
mon commitment to rationalism and materialism. On the former, key
actors (elite decision makers or groups within the state) make cost/ben-
efit calculations and choose strategies designed to maximize certain in-
terests; on the latter, perceptual, ideational, and cultural factors are
ultimately parasitic on a material base.11

Research on international norms, the third area addressed by the
books under review, has been heavily influenced by regime analysis.
These scholars have typically demonstrated that regime norms con-
strain the behavior of states; they are an explanatory variable that inter-
venes between underlying power distributions and outcomes.12

Work on epistemic communities and, more recently, on transna-
tional policy networks has brought research on international regimes
closer to the insights offered by constructivists. It does so by suggesting
that regime norms have deeper cognitive effects. Studies of this sort are
arguably still a minor current within regime theory; they are also beset
by a number of problems. Moreover, these scholars, especially those
working on epistemic communities, embrace a largely agent-centered
view, where state decision makers calculate and reason in response to a
changing material environment.13

11 See, among others, Stephen Walt, The Origins of Alliances (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
1987); Jack Snyder, Myths of Empire: Domestic Politics and International Ambition (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell
University Press, 1991); and William Wohlforth, "Realism and the End of the Cold War," Interna-
tional Security 19 (Winter 1994-95).

u Mark Zacher, Governing Global Networks: International Regimes for Transportation and Communi-
cations (New Yorlc Cambridge University Press, 1996), for example. An excellent, synthetic review of
the regime literature is Rittberger, Hasenclever, and Mayer (fh. 4).

13 See Peter Haas, Saving the Mediterranean: The Politics of International Environmental Cooperation
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1990); and Kathryn Sikkink, "Human Rights, Principled
Issue-Networks and Sovereignty in Latin America," International Organization 47 (Summer 1993).
For critiques, see Checkel, Ideas and International Political Change: Soviet/Russian Behavior and the End
of the Cold War (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997), chaps. 1, 7; and Helen Milner, "Interna-
tional Theories of Cooperation: Strengths and Weaknesses," World Politics 44 (April 1992).
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330 W O R L D P O L I T I C S

CONSTRUCTING NATIONAL INTERESTS

With this background, the task is to assess the contribution of the con-
structivists, beginning with the book by Finnemore. She questions two
assumptions upon which most work on international institutions and
IR more generally rests: the definition of state interests and rational
means-ends calculations as the dominant mode of human interaction
(p. x). In ontological terms, she seeks to move scholarship away from
agent-oriented approaches (neoliberalism, for example) by paying more
attention to the structure side of the agent-structure debate (p. 7).

In an excellent opening chapter, Finnemore argues that a construc-
tivist logic of appropriateness is just as plausible a predictor of human
and state behavior as the rationalists' logic of consequences. When one
makes actor and state interests the dependent variable, as she does, such
logics of appropriateness can be key in determining their content. From
where do such logics come? Systemic norms propagated by interna-
tional organizations are one possible answer; they provide states with
direction and goals for action.

The core of the book is three case studies of how international insti-
tutions (and, in one case, an international nongovernmental organiza-
tion) were able to reconstitute state interests. These not only make for
fascinating reading, but they also offer fresh insights into how institu-
tions matter in world politics. They are also carefully argued, typically
using two streams of evidence: (1) correlations between the emergence
of new systemic norms and changes in state interests and practice; and
(2) analysis of discourse to see if actions are justified in ways consistent
with the values and rules embedded in the norms. These data, along
with attention to alternative explanations, allow Finnemore to build a
plausible case.

Her study of the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cul-
tural Organization (UNESCO) is representative. Finnemore's puzzle is to
explain why so many countries—developing and developed—created
similarly stuctured science policy bureaucracies in a relatively brief pe-
riod. She begins with a rigorous consideration of alternative explana-
tions for their creation, for example, that they were established at the
behest of powerful domestic constituencies. After testing these quanti-
tatively and finding them lacking, Finnemore advances her own norms-
based argument.

She starts at the international level, documenting how a norm pre-
scribing the creation of national science units initially took hold at UN-
ESCO and was later consolidated there. On the latter, part of the
evidence is a careful study of the changing discourse within UNESCO
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CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 331

and among its member states. In particular, she notes how, over time,
the notion that such units were needed took on a prescriptive status and
came to be taken for granted.14

Finnemore then turns to the state level, establishing correlations be-
tween the norms promoted by UNESCO and the creation of science bu-
reaucracies by a number of states. To move beyond correlations,
however, she considers several cases (Lebanon, East Africa) in more
detail, analyzing the personal and organizational pathways through
which the UNESCO norms diffused to these states. While the evidence
here is a bit weaker (Finnemore conducted no fieldwork in the respec-
tive countries), it is nonetheless sufficient to allow her to make a plau-
sible case that the norms were causally important for the change in
science policy. Put differently, norms embodying certain logics of ap-
propriateness had provided states with a new understanding of their in-
terests (chap. 2).

Analysis of this sort moves one beyond the understanding of insti-
tutions provided by neoliberal institutionalists in at least two ways.
First, by endogenizing interest formation, Finnemore sheds much-
needed light on a crucial issue ignored by neoliberals: how states come
to define their interests in certain ways. International organizations can
teach states to value certain goals: national science bureaucracies in the
case of UNESCO and poverty alleviation as a policy objective in the case
of the World Bank. Finnemore carefully argues that these new interests
arose in the absence of domestic constituencies or powerful countries
favoring them. Instead, they were diffused to states by systemic norms,
from the outside, as it were. Materialist and rationalist explanations
cannot account for such value and behavioral change.

Second, the book demonstrates that international organizations are
not empty vessels that simply reduce transaction costs, as portrayed by
neoliberals. They are purposive entities that are able, in some cases, to
trump states and their power. Indeed, Finnemore's rich source material
at the international level gives her cases a sense of dynamism and his-
tory in the making that is typically absent from neoliberal accounts of
institutions. She has thus provided a theoretically informed and empir-
ically substantiated argument for how institutions not only constrain
but also constitute states and their interests, solving what is a puzzle for
other theorists.15

"The documentation and data come chiefly from archives at UNESCO's Paris headquarters.
15 For a similar argument, see David Strang and Patricia Mei Yin Chang, "The International Labor

Organization and the Welfare State: Institutional Effects on National Welfare Spending, 1960-80,"
International Organization 47 (Spring 1993).
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332 WORLD POLITICS

The book also fills a gap in constructivism: failure to tell us why cer-
tain norms arise at particular times. Finnemore provides an answer by
exploring the role of moral entrepreneurs: committed individuals who
happen to be in the right place at the right time to instill their beliefs in
larger global social structures (pp. 24-28, chap. 4, pp. 137-39).16

Finnemore's account is not without weaknesses, however. Most im-
portant, it is not clear what one does with her argument, with so much
resting on contingencies and idiosyncratic variables. While Finnemore
has demonstrated that social construction is causally important, she has
failed to specify systematically when, how, and why this occurs. To be
fair, one book cannot do everything. All the same, the critical next step
should be the development of a specifically constructivist theory of in-
ternational institutions, one that would elaborate such scope conditions.

A second weakness is the degree to which Finnemore's analysis is con-
sistent with constructivism's mutual constitution of agents and structures.
Now, exactly how one operationalizes mutual constitution is a dilemma
for all empirical constructivists. Finnemore's solution is a bracketing
strategy, where she first brackets agency and then, structures; her case
studies are broadly faithful to this approach (pp. 24-25, chaps. 2-4).

The problem is the wrong choice of agents: the entrepreneurs who
are responsible for the creation of norms in the first place. To analyze
the process of mutual constitution that led to a change of national in-
terests within particular states (her dependent variable), the agents she
should be exploring, especially given her emphasis on global norms as
the structures, are groups and individuals in those same states. If
Finnemore had focused on these agents, it would have led her to ex-
plore several important issues, for example, the feedback effects of state
(agent) behavior on the norms themselves.

A final difficulty is unavoidable given Finnemore's emphasis on sys-
temic social structures: the neglect of domestic politics. A question that
immediately comes to mind when reading her analysis is why norms
diffuse differentially, that is, why they have so much greater impact in
some countries than in others. Through what mechanisms do global
norms work their effects domestically? Finnemore alludes to these is-
sues at several points but provides no clear answers (pp. 125,137). This
is odd, since it is the constructivists, with their attention to practice and
interaction, who should be keying upon process and mechanisms.17

16 On moral entrepreneurs and the development of norms, see also Ann Florini, "The Evolution of
International Norms," International Studies Quarterly 40 (September 1996).

17 Indeed, Wendt himself stresses the importance of mechanisms and process in causal construc-
tivist theorizing, Wendt (fn. 7), chap. 2,91-96.
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CULTURE AND SECURITY

In a curious way, the Katzenstein volume is both very ambitious and
very cautious. The former is seen in its willingness to question, from a
sociological perspective, the very microeconomic disciplinary founda-
tions of IR, and to do so on empirical issues that realists will recognize
as their own. At the same time, Katzenstein and his contributors do not
advance an alternative theory of national security; in contrast to many
of the better edited volumes, this one does not even provide a common
theoretical framework used by all contributors.18

It does offer extraordinarily fresh thinking about security, however,
along with richly detailed case studies. Among the familiar security
questions explored in a new way are the proliferation of conventional
weaponry, the role of deterrence in the nonuse of nuclear and chemical
weapons, the sources of military doctrine, the Soviet cold war endgame,
and alliance dynamics in both the North Atlantic and the Middle East.

Chapter 1 (Katzenstein) and especially chapter 2 (Jepperson,
Wendt, and Katzenstein) should be required reading in any graduate
seminar on security or IR more generally. This is not because Katzen-
stein et al. have decisively trumped mainstream theorists or because
they have everything right. Rather, the essays are extremely helpful in
explaining how the theoretical schools (neorealism, neoliberalism, con-
structivism) differ and why it matters (chap. 1) and for making sense of
a sociological approach to national security (chap. 2). Moreover, these
scholars are interested in dialogue; the goal is not to demonize existing
approaches but to note their limitations.19

The volume's sociological approach to national security involves re-
laxing the two core assumptions of neorealism and neoliberalism,
which are (1) that the environment of states can be conceived solely in
terms of physical capabilities and (2) that institutions and structures
only constrain the behavior of states with fixed interests. Relaxing the
first assumption opens the possibility of social structures being causally
important in world politics, while relaxing the second suggests that the
effects of these structures may reach beyond behavioral constraint to
identity and interest formation. In other words, just like Finnemore,
this is a challenge to the materialism and methodological individualism
that dominate the discourse in mainstream IR (Katzenstein, 16-17).

18 In addition to the edited volume, Katzenstein has published a monograph that makes many sim-
ilar sociological claims. See Peter Katzenstein, Cultural Norms and National Security: Police and Military
in Postwar Japan (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 1996).

" See also ibid., chap. 2.
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334 WORLD POLITICS

Given this stance, the volume needs to address two key questions:
(1) the content and properties of the social structures having such pro-
found effects on agents; and (2) the causal mechanisms through which
these structures have their affects. The social structures doing the ex-
planatory work are norms and, to a lesser extent, culture. The former
are defined as collective expectations about proper behavior for a given
identity (Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzenstein, 54). That this is the same
definition as used by Finnemore and Klotz is one indicator, among oth-
ers, that a constructivist research program is beginning to consolidate
itself in IR.20

The presence of these normative structures is established through a
variety of well-established and standard methodological techniques, for
example, interview data, qualitative content analysis of primary sources,
statistical studies. The research strategy is broadly similar to Finne-
more's: document the presence of the social structures; note a correla-
tion between these and new state interests; examine changing discourse
as further evidence of these normative effects; and, finally, strengthen
the case by considering alternative explanations, usually drawn from
neorealist and neoliberal theories.

Risse-Kappen's chapter on the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
is a good example of the general approach. His puzzle is to explain
NATO's initial formation and endurance—events that are anomalous, he
argues, from the standpoint of both traditional and more sophisticated
realist theories of alliances. In the first part of his essay Risse-Kappen
discusses these likely alternative explanations and carefully documents
their shortcomings.

Next, he develops his own liberal constructivist approach, where the
norms that govern the domestic decision-making process within liberal
systems come to regulate the interactions among democracies in inter-
national institutions such as NATO. Democracies, Risse-Kappen argues,
"externalize their internal norms when cooperating with each other.
Power asymmetries will be mediated by norms of democratic decision-
making among equals emphasizing persuasion, compromise and the
non-use of force or coercive power." He then deduces four different
ways such norms will influence the interaction process among demo-
cratic allies (pp. 268-71).21

20 Definitional congruence in key concepts of a research program is often seen as a sign of its grow-
ing maturity. See Milner (fh. 13).

21 Students of the democratic peace literature will recognize this as a constructivist extension of their
domestic norms argument. See Zeev Maoz and Bruce Russett, "Normative and Structural Causes of
the Democratic Peace," American Political Science Review 87 (September 1993).
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Risse-Kappen illustrates the argument by showing how the interests
in play, both in the formation of NATO and during several key crises
(Suez 1956, Cuba 1962), were shaped by the democratic normative
context in which they evolved. In other words, the interests of states
and alliance decision makers (the agents) were being constituted by
these democratic norms (the structures). His evidence is carefully culled
from secondary and, especially, primary sources, for example, the U.S.
government's Foreign Relations of the United States series and materials
in the National Security Archive. This allows him to dissect the deci-
sion-making process, snowing how norms affected the preferences and
interests of various alliance partners.22

The essay by Risse-Kappen is not at all atypical for the Katzenstein
volume, which contains a number of carefully argued studies docu-
menting the impact of norms. Unfortunately, the volume is much
weaker at theorizing the causal mechanisms that give these social struc-
tures such powerful constitutive effects. This is a fair criticism to make,
as the authors clearly commit themselves to a largely causal epistemol-
ogy (Katzenstein, 4-5, 7; Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzenstein, 52-53,
65-68). However, as Katzenstein himself admits in the book's conclud-
ing essay, structural theories such as sociological institutionalism, which
is accorded a central role in the volume, neglect important processes
that translate structural effects (pp. 512—13).23

One result is that the role of agency, while highlighted empirically in
many of the chapters, is neglected theoretically. The volume short-cir-
cuits one loop in the constructivist method: the causal arrows flow pri-
marily from structures to agents. Mutual constitution, however, implies
they also flow from agents to structures. Some constructivists might
object that such sequential (structures to agents then agents to struc-
tures) causal language misconstrues the essence of their ontology: the
simultaneous, mutual constitution of agents and structures. However,
the empirical application of mutual constitution by these scholars fol-
lows precisely the sequential logic outlined here.24

Despite such shortcomings, this is a very important volume. Its com-
mitment to causal analysis and standard methodologies contributes to a
productive dialogue with neorealists and neoliberals; for the most part,
these scholars are all talking the same language. In addition, the case

22 Risse-Kappen has elaborated these arguments in a separate monograph; Risse-Kappen, Coopera-
tion among Democracies: The European Influence on U.S. Foreign Policy (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1995).

23 In his own book, Katzenstein pays much greater attention to mapping such processes, although a
lack of explicit theorizing about them is still evident. Katzenstein (fh. 18), chaps. 3-6.

24 See Finnemore's bracketing strategy (p. 25); Wendt (fh. 4), 364-65; and fh. 9 above.
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studies (chaps. 3-11) offer new and meaningful insights. For some au-
thors, this means demonstrating that particular security outcomes can
be explained only when realist analyses are supplemented with con-
structivist approaches (Hermans chapter on Soviet foreign policy under
Gorbachev; Risse-Kappen's essay on NATO).

Other contributors, however, go a step further and argue that their
constructivist approach supplants rationalist and materialist accounts.
For example, in a superbly argued essay, Alastair Johnston shows that
the persistence of China's realpolitik over several centuries can be un-
derstood only in terms of a constructivist explanation that subsumes
structural realism (Katzenstein, chap. 7).

Finally, in an innovation rare in any edited volume, Katzenstein has
included an essay (chap. 12 by Kowert and Legro) that reflects critically
on the book as a whole. This excellent chapter provides the sense of
cumulation and summary that is missing when one reads across the
various contributions. It achieves this not by championing the con-
structivist cause but by critically evaluating the volume's shortcomings.
For developing a more coherent constructivist research program, this is
precisely what is needed. Katzenstein et al. are to be applauded for in-
cluding such a chapter.

GLOBAL NORMS AND THE DEMISE OF APARTHEID

The puzzle Audie Klotz seeks to explain is why a large number of in-
ternational organizations and states adopted sanctions against the
Apartheid regime in South Africa despite strategic and economic in-
terests that had fostered strong ties with it in the past. Klotz argues that
the emergence of a global norm of racial equality is at the heart of the
explanation: it led states to redefine interests even though they had ma-
terial incentives not to do so. This demonstrates a constitutive role for
norms, she argues, where they affect state identity and do not simply
regulate behavior (chaps. 1-2).

The case studies on the United States, Britain, and Zimbabwe
(chaps. 6-8) make for especially fascinating reading. Klotz's extensive
empirical research and attention to domestic politics allow her to ex-
plore how this global norm first reached the national level and the ef-
fects it then had on the interests of various groups and individuals. In
contrast to Finnemore and many contributors to the Katzenstein vol-
ume, Klotz offers much more process-level evidence on how norms ac-
tually reconstituted state interests.

The book thus fills in important gaps in both regime theory and
constructivism. Concerning the former, Klotz demonstrates in a nicely
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CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 337

argued section that neoliberal regime analysis shortchanges the role
norms play in international politics. This is not to argue that the neo-
liberals have it all wrong (Klotz does not say this); rather, their view of
norms as constraints on states, as opposed to constituting them, is only
half the story. Empirically, she shows how this theoretical move can ac-
tually be carried out (pp. 13—33). In an important sense, Klotz is em-
piricizing the abstract critiques of regime theory advanced by Friedrich
Kratochwil and John Ruggie over the past decade.25

The author is also to be commended for flagging an issue that con-
structivist research must address. As Klotz puts it: "The crucial ques-
tion is then how a contested norm . . . becomes institutionalized, both
globally and domestically" (pp. 24-25). Indeed, after reading enough of
this work, one senses that there are all too many norms floating around
"out there" that somehow insinuate themselves "in here," that is, in the
domestic arena. (While Finnemore furthers our understanding of how
norm institutionalization works in international institutions, she ne-
glects the question of domestic diffusion mechanisms and processes.)

Klotz addresses this issue by elaborating three transmission mecha-
nisms that link norms and policy choice: community and identity; rep-
utation and communication; and discourse and institutions. While
these are ultimately underspecified (one would want to know what
mechanisms under what conditions are likely to be at work in a partic-
ular national setting), this is nonetheless a foundation upon which
other scholars should build. By elaborating causal mechanisms that
specify diffusion pathways, constructivists will move away from the cor-
relational analyses too often evident in their work; process tracing of
this sort is a method whose time has come for constructivism.

Three weaknesses limit the impact of Klotz's book, however. First,
the ontology is not one of mutual constitution, not even in its bracket-
ing form—comments to the contrary notwithstanding (Klotz, 168-69,
172). Instead, like both Finnemore and many of the Katzenstein case
studies, this is a study of how social structures, a global norm of racial
equality, reconstituted agents.

Second, the analysis is too often correlational (pp. 158-61, for exam-
ple). In part, this results from a failure to specify more systematically
the causal mechanisms operating at the domestic level (Klotz, 24-33).
However, it is also an artifact of the source material, which is primarily
secondary. Given the arguments that Klotz wishes to make about the

25 Friedrich Kratochwil and John Ruggie, "International Organization: A State of the Art on an Art
of the State," International Organization 40 (Autumn 1986); and Friedrich Kratochwil, Rules, Norms
ami Decisions: On the Conditions of Practical and Legal Reasoning in International Relations and Domes-
tic Affairs (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989).
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effects of global norms on various groups within states, archival, mem-
oir, or interview data would seem essential.

For the congressional representatives in her U.S. study, to take one
case, it matters tremendously for the argument whether their views, in
the presence of the global norm, were changing because they feared ad-
verse electoral consequences (the rationalists' means-ends calculations)
or because they learned new values and beliefs (the constructivists' logic
of appropriateness) (Klotz, chap. 6). Klotz's correlations tell us that the
views were changing but not why this occurred; the necessary process
tracing is never fully carried out in the substantive chapters.

Third, the theory-building potential inherent in the book's ambi-
tious cross-national design goes unrealized. Klotz presents no theory
that might predict her results or explain similar dynamics in other
countries, if one wished to extend the study. This is unfortunate: in the
end, one is still left wondering why regimes and norms have such pow-
erful constitutive effects in some states but not in others.26

SUMMARY

Two conclusions follow from the above. Most important, construc-
tivists have convincingly shown the empirical value of their approach,
providing new and meaningful interpretations on a range of issues of
central concern to students of world politics. At the same time, con-
structivist theorizing is in a state of disarray. These researchers, much
like the rational choice scholars they criticize, have made too rapid a
leap from ontology and methods to empirics, to the neglect of theory
development. This matters tremendously. As a central architect of con-
structivism has recently put it: "If parsimony is over-rated as a theoreti-
cal virtue... cumulation is surely underappreciated." And cumulation, it
might be added, if it is to be efficient and productive, requires theory.27

AGENCY, THEORY BUILDING, AND THE
CONSTRUCTIVIST ENTERPRISE

My purpose in this last section is twofold. I begin by highlighting three
issues that should be easy for constructivists to fix. Two, more difficult

26 By "theory" I mean middle-range theory and its development, which should be the goal of prob-
lem-driven empirical research. See, for example, Thomas Risse-Kappen, ed., Bringing Transnational
Relations Back In: Non-State Actors, Domestic Structures and International Institutions (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 1995).

27 For the quote, see Wendt (fn. 7), chap. 1,15. A central message of one recent and influential cri-
tique of rational choice is precisely its neglect of theory development, particularly of the middle-range
sort. See Green and Shapiro (fn. 6), 188; and idem, "Pathologies Revisited; Reflections on Our Crit-
ics," in Friedman (fn. 6).
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CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 339

questions are then explored: the role of agency and the need for theory.
Without more sustained attention to agency, these scholars will find
themselves unable to explain where their powerful social structures
(norms) come from in the first place and, equally important, why and
how they change over time. Without theory, especially at the domestic
level, constructivists will not be able to explain in a systematic way how
social construction actually occurs or why it varies cross nationally.

THE THREE EASY FIXES

Constructivists need, first, to pay greater attention to research design.
As noted, much of the empirical work examines single countries or is-
sues. Cross-national or longitudinal designs would help reduce the
problem of overdetermination that is evident in many constructivist
analyses, where social structures, usually norms, are invoked as one of
several causal variables with little or no insight given on how much of
the outcome they explain (Katzenstein, chaps. 4, 8,10; and Klotz, 114,
162, passim). It would also be useful to consider cases when the "dog
doesn't bark," that is, where state identity/interests, in the presence of a
norm, do not change.28

Second, these scholars should give equal attention to the bad things
in world politics that are socially constructed. There is a tendency in the
recent work to consider only ethically good norms, such as those im-
posing a stigma on the use of nuclear or chemical weapons, those that
helped bring the cold war to an end, or the global norms that facilitated
the demise of Apartheid. Some constructivists are aware of this prob-
lem (Finnemore, 6,31—32; Kowert and Legro, in Katzenstein 485—86),
but future work must address it. It will not only protect these scholars
from getting caricatured as peaceniks by theoretical opponents, but it
will also direct their attention to important unexplored issues such as
the role of social construction in ethnic conflict and war.29

28 On the last point, Klotz's cross-national focus is an important step in this direction. For addi-
tional constructivist research utilizing single-country/issue designs, see Ray Koslowski and Friedrich
Kratochwil, "Understanding Change in International Politics: The Soviet Empire's Demise and the
International System," International Organization 48 (Spring 1994); Richard Price, "A Genealogy of
the Chemical Weapons Taboo," International Organization 49 (Winter 1995); Thomas Biersteker and
Cynthia Weber, eds., State Sovereignty as Social Construct (New York: Cambridge University Press,
1996); Bukovansky (fn. 9); Nina Tannenwald, "The Nuclear Taboo: The Normative Basis of Deter-
rence" (Manuscript, Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University, April 1996); and
Jutta Weldes, "Constructing National Interests," European Journal of International Relations 2 (Sep-
tember 1996).

w On the last point, see Lars-Erik Cederman, "From Primordialism to Constructivism: The Quest
for Flexible Models of Ethnic Conflict" (Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Po-
litical Science Association, San Francisco, September 1996). A particularly egregious example of the
caricaturing is Mearsheimer (fh. 7).
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340 WORLD POLITICS

Third, constructivists must take greater care in defining key terms,
for example, institutionalization. This word is invoked in nearly every
analysis of norms (Finnemore, 126; Katzenstein, 56, 96-97,129,143,
161,472,484; Klotz, 24-26), but the reader is given no explanation of
what the process entails. In what institutions—or individuals—do
norms reside? Must norms be internalized first by individuals through
a socialization and learning process? If so, constructivists should pay
greater attention to developing the often implicit cognitive models in
their analyses. Or, does institutionalization occur at a higher level of ag-
gregation, through bureaucratic and legal processes that affect society
as a whole. If this is the level under examination, constructivists could
benefit from the insights of historical institutionalists and of those in
the ideas literature who have studied such dynamics.30

THE CHALLENGES AHEAD

Ontology and theory building are the central challenges for construc-
tivists.

BRINGING AGENCY BACK IN

This move is necessary if mutual constitution is to be taken seriously as
a way of thinking about the social world. I appreciate the reasoning of
some that a neglect of agency is legitimate, at present, as a corrective to
the extreme agent orientation of most mainstream IR (Finnemore,
chap. 1). Moreover, it has proved very difficult to apply mutual consti-
tution in empirical research.

All the same, constructivists should want to avoid the charge that
they are reducing one unit of analysis—agents (states, decision mak-
ers)—to the other—structures (norms). One result of this reduction is
a failure to explore how norms arise in the first place (and the role of
agency and power in this process), and how, through interactions with
particular agents, norms change over time.31

An example clarifies the importance of the last point. Post-cold war
Europe has witnessed the emergence of norms advancing more inclu-
sive conceptions of national membership (citizenship laws, rights of na-

30 See F r a n k L o n g s t r e t h e t al . , Structuring Politics: Historical Institutionalism in Comparative Analy-
sis ( N e w Y o r k C a m b r i d g e Univers i ty Press , 1992) ; a n d J u d i t h Go lds t e in , Ideas, Interests and American
Trade Policy ( I thaca, N.Y. : Corne l l Universi ty Press, 1993) . N o t surprisingly, it is Katzens te in , t he c o m -
parativist, who has offered the most careful constructivist account of domestic norm institutionaliza-
tion. See Katzenstein (fn. 18), chaps. 1-3,5, 7.

31 Dessler's transformative model of international structure should be especially relevant to con-
structivists as they rethink the role of agency in their analyses. See David Dessler, "What's at Stake in
the Agent-Structure Debate?" International Organization 43 (Summer 1989).
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CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 341

tional minorities). Promoted initially by nongovernmental actors and
more recently by the Strasbourg-based Council of Europe, the content
of these norms has now been modified significantly as a result of Rus-
sia's instrumental exploitation of them in a bid to reassert its dominance
among the former Soviet states. The constructivists' normative struc-
tures are themselves being reshaped by the activities of purposeful
agents.32

Three reasons explain why agency has fallen through the ontological
cracks for constructivists. First, many constructivists rely upon the in-
sights of sociological institutionalism for their thinking about the so-
cial world. Those insights, however, are based upon a particular branch
of organization theory that systematically excludes questions of agency,
interest, and power.33

Second, because of their focus on collectively held, intersubjective
understandings (norms), most constructivists, not surprisingly, are less
interested in questions of individual agency. Yet the evolutionary devel-
opment of norms suggests that, at some early point in their life histo-
ries, they may not be collective in any meaningful sense; particular
individuals (Finnemore's moral entrepreneurs, for example) may play
key roles at early stages. Thus, social construction at the level of agents
is—or rather, should be—a relevant concern for these scholars.34

Finally, Wendt, who has been so influential in developing construc-
tivism, has explicitly bracketed individual agency as a factor to be ex-
plained by mutual constitution. For Wendt, a key distinction is between
the corporate and social identity of states, with the former deempha-
sized because "its roots [are] in domestic politics." Since he assumes a
unitary state, corporate identity includes and subsumes that of the in-
dividual. The result is that social construction at the level of individual
agents or, more generally, at any domestic level is neglected. While sev-
eral theorists have criticized Wendt for this stance, no clear under-
standing of how to rectify it has emerged.35

32 Checkel, "Norms, Institutions and National Identity in Contemporary Europe" (Manuscript, Oc-
tober 1997).

33 See Paul DiMaggio, "Interest and Agency in Institutional Theory," in Lynne Zucker, ed., Institu-
tional Patterns and Organizations: Culture and Environment (Cambridge: Ballinger Publishing, 1988);
Paul DiMaggio and Walter Powell, eds., Tie New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1991), chaps. 1,4; Frank Dobbin, "Cultural Models of Organization: The
Social Construction of Rational Organizing Principles," in Diana Crane, ed., The Sociology of Culture:
Emerging Theoretical Perspectives (Cambridge: Blackwell Publishers, 1994).

34 See also the discussion of norm reproduction in Florini (fn. 16), 374-75,377-80.
35 Alexander Wendt, "Collective Identity Formation and the International State," American Political

Science Review 88 (June 1994); and, for the quote, idem, "Identity and Structural Change in Interna-
tional Politics," in Friedrich Kratochwil and Yosef Lapid, eds., The Return of Culture and Identity in
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It is ironic that constructivists therefore find themselves in a predica-
ment all too familiar to rational choice scholars: their ontology has led
them to neglect key issues. The agent-centered approach of rational
choice provides a clear perspective on the microfoundations of human
behavior, but much less clarity on how this connects with the broader
institutional and social context. The dilemma then is how to get from
microfoundations to outcomes.36

Constructivists, despite their arguments about mutually constituting
agents and structures, have advanced a structure-centered approach in
their empirical work. Moreover, Wendt's theoretical stance has led to a
neglect of domestic agency. The result is that constructivism, while
good at the macrofoundations of behavior and identity (norms, social
context), is very weak on the microlevel. It fails to explore systemati-
cally how norms connect with agents.37

SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION AND THEORY BUILDING

To explore such connections, constructivists will need to engage in the-
ory development. At present, constructivism is, like rational choice,
nothing more than a method. It leads one to ask certain questions and
make certain assumptions. However, constructivists should surely want
more. In fact, in the volumes under review, there is a persistent call pre-
cisely for greater specification of constructivism (Finnemore, 130-31;
Kowert and Legro, in Katzenstein, 469-83; Klotz, 26-33).38

The missing element is substantive, middle-range theory, which
would provide constructivists with a set (or better, competing sets) of
research questions and hypotheses that could be tested in various cross-
national and longitudinal studies. The need for theory is especially ev-
ident at the domestic level, where the constructivist "norm" is empirical
ad hocism with all sorts of implicit models of domestic politics and key
actors being invoked.39

IR Theory (London: Lynne Rienner, 1996), 50-51. For critiques, see Sujuta Pasic, "Culturing Interna-
tional Relations Theory: A Call for Extension," in Kratochwil and Lapid, 87-90; and Cederman (fh.
29), 13-19.

36 Rational choice instirutionalism represents an effort to address this dilemma. See Norman Scho-
field, "Rational Choice and Political Economy," in Friedman (fn. 6), 192-93,207-8; and Peter Hall
and Rosemary Taylor, "Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms," Political Studies AA
(December 1996), 958-62.

37 On the micro versus the macrofoundations of behavior and identity and the tensions between the two,
see "Symposium: The Role of Theory in Comparative Politics," World Politics 48 (October 1995), 13—15.

38 After earlier confusion, Wendt also now argues that constructivism is not a theory. Wendt (fh. 7),
chap. 1.

39 All the books reviewed are strongest, theoretically, at the systems level, in large part because they
draw upon an already well developed sociological literature that is systemic in orientation. See Martha
Finnemore, "Norms, Culture and World Politics: Insights from Sociology's Institutionalism," Interna-
tional Organization 50 (Spring 1996).
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CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 343

If constructivists are to theorize at the domestic level, they will need
to address three issues. How deep within a policy does one need to go
with a constructivist analysis? How is such an analysis actually carried
out? Under what conditions is a constructivist approach, as opposed to a
rationalist one, even necessary to explain the effects of social structures?

Progress on the first issue requires specification of political actors,
that is, some model of domestic politics within the state. There are all
sorts of domestic frameworks available (pluralist, institutional, and so
on), but these are well known and need not be discussed. Rather, I wish
to suggest that constructivists have already uncovered abundant evi-
dence that the state-level penetration of international social structures
varies cross nationally. The how deep question clearly matters.40

A few examples will clarify the point. Although Finnemore is not
explicit on this score, one can infer from her empirical chapters that
normative effects are limited to state bureaucrats (Finnemore, chaps. 2,
4). In the Katzenstein volume, some authors find norms held broadly
within a polity (Berger on postwar Germany and Japan), while others
see their effects confined to political and academic elites (Herman on
the USSR) or to state decision makers (Risse-Kappen on NATO;
Katzenstein, chaps. 9, 8,10). Klotz's cross-national design uncovers ev-
idence of normative effects at the level of political elites in one instance
(the U.S.); in her British case, however, such influences are partly
blocked by deeper, historically constructed national discourses (Klotz,
chaps. 6, 7).

To make sense of and explain such diversity, constructivists will need
to theorize the varying processes through which social construction oc-
curs. The insights gained from Klotz s partial move in this direction in-
dicate its importance. Here, constructivism would benefit greatly from
utilizing methods developed by IR scholars seeking to place greater em-
phasis on process.41

Having established that social construction occurs at various levels
within the state, the second question can be addressed: how does one
conduct such an analysis? For present purposes, assume three domestic
levels: society, state institutions, and individual decision makers. Fur-
thermore, due to space limitations, consider only the individual level.
What does it mean to explore the social construction of individual de-
cision makers? Theoretically, it is to explore how social structures inter-

* Milner's (fh. 13) advice to mainstream IR theorists on how to conceptualize domestic politics is
relevant here as well.

11 Peter Evans, ed., Double-Edged Diplomacy: International Bargaining and Domestic Politics (Berke-
ley: University of California Press, 1993); Haas (fh. 13); Sikkink (fn. 13); and Risse-Kappen (fh. 26),
among others.
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344 WORLD POLITICS

act with and fundamentally affect the identities of these agents, how
certain logics of appropriateness come to govern their behavior.

For constructivists, this means being able to explain how the inter-
ests and identities of particular agents, in the presence of norms,
change—or, equally important, do not change over time. Despite its
centrality, this issue, which directly addresses the cognitive microfoun-
dations of constructivism, has not received the attention it should, es-
pecially in the empirical literature. However, a review of this work
suggests three possibilities.

One is a learning argument drawn from cognitive psychology. Just
such a dynamic is implicit in Finnemore's book, where agents (state
elites), through exposure to norms, are taught new identities and inter-
ests. Because interests are changing, one can infer that this is a con-
structivist claim about complex, rather than simple, learning. (In the
latter, new information allows actors to pursue given interests more ef-
fectively; it can be accommodated within a rationalist framework.)42

The problem for such arguments is that when one introduces the re-
ality and friction of domestic politics, complex learning typically breaks
down. Absent such processes, one is back in the rationalists' world of
simple learning. This politics-learning tension is well established both
theoretically and empirically, with the basic insight being that learning
becomes less likely as the circle of actors grows.43

Symbolic interactionist theory in sociology provides a second possi-
ble way to probe these constructivist microfoundations. Here, individ-
ual identities and interests are formed through a process of interaction,
with two mechanisms being key: imitation and social learning. Since
imitation does not involve interaction (and, thus, mutual constitution), it
is the social learning dynamic that plays a more central role in the con-
structivist accounts. Social learning, much like the cognitive/individual
sort just discussed, can be simple or complex, but given the constructivist
emphasis on identity change, the focus is again on the latter. Specifically,
complex social learning occurs when identities and interests are learned
in response to how actors are treated by significant others.44

42 Personal communication, Martha Finnemore, September 1996. See also Thomas Risse-Kappen,
"Democratic Peace—Warlike Democracies? A Social Constructivist Interpretation of the Liberal Ar-
gument," European Journal of International Relations 1 (December 1995). On the learning literature
more generally, see Jack Levy, "Learning and Foreign Policy: Sweeping a Conceptual Minefield (Re-
view Article)," International Organization 48 (Spring 1994).

Ai On the learning theory—politics connection, see Richard Anderson, "Why Competitive Politics
Inhibits Learning in Soviet Foreign Policy," in George Breslauer and Philip Tedock, eds., Learning in
U.S. and Soviet Foreign Policy (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1991).

44 See Wendt (fn. 7), chap. 7; and idem, "Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The Social Construc-
tion of Power Politics," International Organization 46 (Spring 1992). Symbolic interactionist theory
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CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 345

While intriguing, this line of reasoning has not yet been integrated
with empirical research. When and if this occurs, the same problem as dis-
cussed above will confront constructivists: how to maintain complex learn-
ing in settings where the static created by domestic politics hinders it.

Social psychology provides a final possible tool for exploring social
construction at the individual level. Here, the theoretical foundations
are provided by Turner's self-categorization theory, where the focus is
on individual-group interactions. For constructivists, the key process in
Turner's work is depersonalization, for this is how individual identities
and interests change through interaction with a larger social group.45

Unfortunately, this process is so context dependent and unclear (does
depersonalization occur through social learning? through coercion?), it
is not at all certain how constructivists might integrate its insights into
their work. Nor surprisingly, when these scholars have used variants of
self-categorization theory, it has led to unresolved theoretical disputes,
as well as to sloppy empirical work.46

The criticisms and questions raised above should not be viewed as dis-
missive. In addressing an issue of central importance—how to connect
social structures to agents—these scholars are building much-needed
bridges to other literatures. In fairness to constructivists, scholars of ra-
tional choice have been harshly criticized in similar ways for their at-
tempts at the reverse process: connecting their sparse microfoundations
to broader social and normative structures.47

These last comments lead directly to the third question construc-
tivism needs to address more systematically at the domestic level: when
is such an approach, as opposed to a rationalist one, even necessary to
explain the effects of social structures? Because most of the construc-
tivist work to date has been method driven, these scholars have failed to
appreciate that the domestic effects of norms are at times best captured
and explained by rational choice.48

Klotz's U.S. study, for example, suggests that global norms were not
so much transforming the identities of congressional representatives as

has been developed primarily at the individual level, which is why I discuss it here. Wendt, uncon-
vincingly in my view, argues that it can be applied at the level of (unitary) states as well.

<s See John Turner, Rediscovering the Social Group: A Self-Categorization Theory (Oxford: Basil Black-
well, 1987), chap. 3; and Penelope Oakes et al., eds., Stereotyping and Social Reality (Oxford: Blackwell,
1994), chaps. 1,4.

* On the former, compare Jonathan Mercer, "Anarchy and Identity," International Organization 49
(Spring 1995); and Wendt (fn. 7), chap 7. For the sloppy empirical work, see Glenn Chafetz, "The Po-
litical Psychology of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Regime," Journal of Politics 57 (August 1995).

47 For example, Robert Lane, "What Rational Choice Explains," in Friedman (fn. 6).
48 For details, see Checkel, "International Norms and Domestic Politics: Bridging the Rationalist-

Constructivist Divide," European Journal of International Relations 3 (December 1997).
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346 WORLD POLITICS

creating constraints on their behavior (Klotz, chap. 6). In other words, one
is back in the rationalist s world of means-ends calculations (in this in-
stance, a political survival calculus of how best to secure reelection). Now,
Klotz, as well as many contributors to the Katzenstein volume, does rec-
ognize that norms can have instrumental effects such as these. Nonethe-
less, one would want clear indicators of when one dynamic or the other is
likely to prevail. The challenge, then, is to develop scope conditions.49

One is temporal. This is the division-of-labor argument briefly men-
tioned in the Katzenstein volume (Jepperson, Wendt, and Katzenstein,
70; Kowert and Legro, 490-91). Constructivism might be best at ex-
plaining identity and interest formation, but as some later time, when
interests were stable, rationalism might be the right method. Such a so-
lution would have the benefit of making everyone happy: there would
be a legitimate place and time for all approaches. However, the devil
is in the details. Empirically, how does one know a priori when a state
is likely to be in a period of identity formation, where constructivism is
appropriate, as opposed to a time when identities and interests are al-
ready fixed?

A second scope condition is a density-of-interactions argument,
which has been applied primarily to international bargaining. At some
stage in this process, actors may switch from the rationalists' conse-
quential, means-ends logic to a situation in which their preferences are
in genuine flux and open to change through persuasion and communi-
cation. However, the key question is how one predicts such a switch.
What needs to happen and when? Cognitive uncertainty by individual
negotiators? The establishment, through communication and speech,
of some level of collective trust among them? Lacking this specifica-
tion, the same problems arise as with the division-of-labor argument.50

A final scope condition explores the role of domestic institutions.
"Institution," in this case, refers to the bureaucracies, organizations, and
groups that channel and define policy-making within states. In the
three books under review, one sees two very different normative effects
at the domestic level. In some instances, decision makers and elites are

49 For other constructivist accounts portraying similar rationalist logics, see Price and Tannenwald,
in Katzenstein, 138,148-50; and Bukovansky (fn. 9), 21-51. Very similar questions of scope and do-
main are now being asked by several rational choice analysts. See the discussion of "segmented univer-
salism," in Green and Shapiro (fn. 6), 192—93, 204; Michael Taylor, "When Rationality Fails," in
Friedman (fn. 6), 230-33; and Powell (fn. 1), 324.

50 Thomas Risse, "The Cold War's Endgame and German Unification" (A Review Essay), Interna-
tional Security 21 (Spring 1997). This constructivist conception of communication thus extends well
beyond the rationalists' "cheap talk." For an excellent discussion, see James Johnson, "Is Talk Really
Cheap: Prompting Conversation between Critical Theory and Rational Choice," American Political
Science Review 87 (March 1993).
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CONSTRUCTIVIST TURN IN IR THEORY 347

essentially taught (Finnemore) or learn (Herman, in Katzenstein, chap.
8) new beliefs and values in the absence of any obvious domestic pres-
sures; that is, new (constructivist) logics of appropriateness come to
govern their behavior. At other times, norms do not have individual ef-
fects; instead, they mobilize domestic groups that pressure elites to
change policy in ways consistent with the norms (for example, Klotz,
chap. 6). That is, normative effects are operating through (rationalist)
means-ends calculations.

Perhaps this variation is explained and predicted by differences in
political institutions across states. In liberal polities such as the U.S.,
where decision makers have little autonomy from societal groups, the
rationalists' instrumental logic more often captures the domestic effect
of systemic social structures. In states with greater autonomy and insu-
lation from society (say, the former USSR), constructivist logics may
more often capture the unit-level affects of norms.51

CONCLUSIONS

An IBM ad in a recent issue of the Economist shows a well-heeled exec-
utive holding his head and shaking it in despair: "Oh no, another para-
digm shift," he laments. The good news for IR theorists is they face no
such threat from the constructivists reviewed in this essay. However,
this attests not to their failures but to the nature of their goals: dialogue,
a widening of disciplinary foundations, and a commitment to causal
analysis. These scholars are out not to colonize and deconstruct IR but
to revitalize and expand its conceptual lenses.

That one can make so many critical observations about this work
suggests, paradoxically, its achievements. The publication of the books
discussed here, along with the work of scholars such as Wendt, Ruggie,
and Kratochwil, has for the first time given constructivism a critical
mass of research that is both theoretical and empirical. This allows a re-
viewer to probe for lacunae and tensions, as well as synergies in it.

At this point, instead of summarizing, a broader issue needs to be
raised: what kind of constructivism do we want? Some constructivists
might feel this review "mainstreams" them too much. The criticisms on
research design, better specification of key terms, developing middle-

51 For a full theoretical elaboration, see Checkel, "Between Norms and Power: Identity Politics in
the New Europe" (Book manuscript in progress), chap. 2. Recent work on the role of international
norms in U.S. policy-making is consistent with the argument made here. See Andrew Cortell and
James Davis, "How Do International Institutions Matter? The Domestic Impact of International
Rules and Norms," International Studies Quarterly 40 (December 1996).
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348 WORLD POLITICS

range theory, taking domestic politics and agency seriously, after all,
sound like a primer for building a more coherent research program.

There are two reasons for constructivists to move in this direction.
First, judging by many comments to this effect, it is the direction in
which they wish to move. Their emphasis on dialogue and causal analy-
sis suggests a fairly standard concern with building a rigorous and co-
herent body of research that speaks to and plays off other literatures
within IR.

Second, in its present form, it is not clear what one does with con-
structivism. How could Finnemore's insights be applied to other inter-
national institutions—NATO, for example? Why do the transnational
norms, which figure so prominently in Klotz's study, have seemingly no
impact in contemporary China? Answers to such puzzles will come only
when constructivists specify more clearly the actors—structures and
agents—and causal mechanisms bringing about change, the scope condi-
tions under which they operate and how they vary cross nationally. Ab-
sent this theorizing, the "what do we do with it" question will remain.
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The Constructivist
Challenge to Structural

Realism

Dale C. Copeland

A Review Essay

Alexander Wendt, Social Theory of International
Politics, Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999

For more than a de-
cade realism, by most accounts the dominant paradigm in international rela-
tions theory, has been under assault by the emerging paradigm of
constructivism. One group of realists—the structural (or neo-/systemic) real-
ists who draw inspiration from Kenneth Waltz’s seminal Theory of International
Politics1—has been a particular target for constructivist arrows. Such realists
contend that anarchy and the distribution of relative power drive most of what
goes on in world politics. Constructivists counter that structural realism misses
what is often a more determinant factor, namely, the intersubjectively shared
ideas that shape behavior by constituting the identities and interests of actors.
Through a series of inºuential articles, Alexander Wendt has provided one

of the most sophisticated and hard-hitting constructivist critiques of structural
realism.2 Social Theory of International Politics provides the ªrst book-length
statement of his unique brand of constructivism.3 Wendt goes beyond the more

International Security, Vol. 25, No. 2 (Fall 2000), pp. 187–212
© 2000 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
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1. Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: Random House, 1979).
2. See, inter alia, Alexander Wendt, “The Agent-Structure Problem in International Relations The-
ory,” International Organization, Vol. 41, No. 3 (Summer 1987), pp. 335–370; Wendt, “Anarchy Is
What States Make of It: The Social Construction of Power Politics,” International Organization, Vol.
46, No. 2 (Spring 1992), pp. 391–425; Wendt, “Collective Identity Formation and the International
State,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 88, No. 2 (June 1994), pp. 384–396; and Wendt, “Con-
structing International Politics,” International Security, Vol. 20, No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 71–81.
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1999). References to Wendt’s book are given in the text, enclosed in parentheses.
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moderate constructivist point that shared ideas must be considered alongside
material forces in any empirical analysis. Instead he seeks to challenge the core
neorealist premise that anarchy forces states into recurrent security competi-
tions. According to Wendt, whether a system is conºictual or peaceful is a
function not of anarchy and power but of the shared culture created through
discursive social practices. Anarchy has no determinant “logic,” only different
cultural instantiations. Because each actor’s conception of self (its interests and
identity) is a product of the others’ diplomatic gestures, states can reshape
structure by process; through new gestures, they can reconstitute interests and
identities toward more other-regarding and peaceful means and ends. If
Wendt is correct, and “anarchy is what states make of it,” then realism has
been dealt a crushing blow: States are not condemned by their anarchic situa-
tion to worry constantly about relative power and to fall into tragic conºicts.
They can act to alter the intersubjective culture that constitutes the system, so-
lidifying over time the non-egoistic mind-sets needed for long-term peace.
Notwithstanding Wendt’s important contributions to international relations

theory, his critique of structural realism has inherent ºaws. Most important, it
does not adequately address a critical aspect of the realist worldview: the prob-
lem of uncertainty. For structural realists, it is states’ uncertainty about the
present and especially the future intentions of others that makes the levels and
trends in relative power such fundamental causal variables. Contrary to
Wendt’s claim that realism must smuggle in states with differently constituted
interests to explain why systems sometimes fall into conºict, neorealists argue
that uncertainty about the other’s present interests—whether the other is
driven by security or nonsecurity motives—can be enough to lead security-
seeking states to ªght. This problem is exacerbated by the incentives that ac-
tors have to deceive one another, an issue Wendt does not address.
Yet even when states are fairly sure that the other is also a security seeker,

they know that it might change its spots later on. States must therefore worry
about any decline in their power, lest the other turn aggressive after achieving
superiority. Wendt’s building of a systemic constructivist theory—and his
bracketing of unit-level processes—thus presents him with an ironic dilemma.
It is the very mutability of polities as emphasized by domestic-level construc-
tivists—that states may change because of domestic processes independent of
international interaction—that makes prudent leaders so concerned about the
future. If diplomacy can have only a limited effect on another’s character or re-
gime type, then leaders must calculate the other’s potential to attack later
should it acquire motives for expansion. In such an environment of future un-

International Security 25:2 188
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certainty, levels and trends in relative power will thus act as a key constraint
on state behavior.
The problem of uncertainty complicates Wendt’s efforts to show that anar-

chy has no particular logic, but only three different ideational instantiations in
history—as Hobbesian, Lockean, or Kantian cultures, depending on the level
of actor compliance to certain behavioral norms. By differentiating these cul-
tures in terms of the degree of cooperative behavior exhibited by states,
Wendt’s analysis reinforces the very dilemma underpinning the realist argu-
ment. If the other is acting cooperatively, how is one to know whether this
reºects its peaceful character, or is just a facade masking aggressive desires?
Wendt’s discussion of the different degrees of internalization of the three cul-
tures only exacerbates the problem. What drives behavior at the lower levels of
internalization is precisely what is not shared between actors—their private in-
centives to comply for short-term selªsh reasons. This suggests that the
neorealist and neoliberal paradigms, both of which emphasize the role of un-
certainty when internalization is low or nonexistent, remain strong competi-
tors to constructivism in explaining changing levels of cooperation through
history. And because Wendt provides little empirical evidence to support his
view in relation to these competitors, the debate over which paradigm pos-
sesses greater explanatory power is still an open one.
The ªrst section of this essay outlines the essential elements of Wendt’s argu-

ment against the backdrop of the general constructivist position. The second
considers some of the book’s contributions versus existing theories within the
liberal, constructivist, and realist paradigms. The third offers an extended cri-
tique of Wendt’s argument against structural realism.

Overview: Constructivism and Wendt’s Argument

Three elements make constructivism a distinct form of international relations
theorizing. First, global politics is said to be guided by the intersubjectively
shared ideas, norms, and values held by actors. Constructivists focus on the
intersubjective dimension of knowledge, because they wish to emphasize the
social aspect of human existence—the role of shared ideas as an ideational
structure constraining and shaping behavior.4 This allows constructivists to

The Constructivist Challenge to Structural Realism 189

4. See Audie Klotz and Cecilia Lynch, “Conºicted Constructivism? Positivist Leanings vs.
Interpretivist Meanings,” paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Asso-
ciation, Minneapolis, Minnesota, March 1998, pp. 4–5; Jeffrey Checkel, “The Constructivist Turn in
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pose this structure as a causal force separate from the material structure of
neorealism.
Second, the ideational structure has a constitutive and not just regulative

effect on actors. That is, the structure leads actors to redeªne their interests and
identities in the process of interacting (they become “socialized” by process).
Thus unlike rationalist theories such as neorealism and neoliberalism, which
hold interest and identities constant in order to isolate (respectively) the causal
roles of power and international institutions, constructivism considers how
ideational structures shape the very way actors deªne themselves—who they
are, their goals, and the roles they believe they should play.5

Third, ideational structures and actors (“agents”) co-constitute and co-deter-
mine each other. Structures constitute actors in terms of their interests and
identities, but structures are also produced, reproduced, and altered by the dis-
cursive practices of agents. This element allows constructivists to challenge the
determinacy of neorealism. Structures are not reiªed objects that actors can do
nothing about, but to which they must respond. Rather structures exist only
through the reciprocal interaction of actors. This means that agents, through
acts of social will, can change structures. They can thereby emancipate them-
selves from dysfunctional situations that are in turn replicating conºictual
practices.6
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International Relations Theory,” Vol. 50, No. 2 (January 1998), pp. 324–348; Wendt, “Anarchy Is
What States Make of It”; Emanuel Adler, “Seizing the Middle Ground: Constructivism in World
Politics,” European Journal of International Relations, Vol. 3, No. 3 (September 1997), pp. 319–363; and
Martha Finnemore, National Interests in International Society (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
1996), chap. 1.
5. See Nicholas G. Onuf, World of Our Making (Columbia: University of South Carolina Press,
1989), chap. 1; Audie Klotz, “Norms Reconstituting Interests: Global Racial Equality and U.S. Sanc-
tions against South Africa,” International Organization, Vol. 49, No. 3 (Summer 1995), pp. 451–478;
Klotz and Lynch, “Conºicted Constructivism?” p. 7; Andreas Hasenclever, Peter Mayer, and
Volker Rittberger, Theories of International Regimes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997),
pp. 158–167; Peter J. Katzenstein, “Introduction: Alternative Perspectives in National Security,” in
Katzenstein, ed., The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World Politics (New York: Co-
lumbia University Press, 1996), pp. 1–32; Ronald L. Jepperson, Alexander Wendt, and Peter J.
Katzenstein, “Norms, Identity, and Culture in National Security,” in ibid., pp. 33–75; Alexander
Wendt and Raymond Duvall, “Institutions and International Order,” in Ernst-Otto Czempiel and
James N. Rosenau, eds., Global Changes and Theoretical Challenges (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington
Books, 1989), pp. 51–73; Finnemore, National Interests in International Society, chap. 1; John Gerard
Ruggie, Constructing the World Polity (London: Routledge, 1998), chap. 1; Mlada Bukovansky,
“American Identity and Neutral Rights from Independence to the War of 1812,” International Orga-
nization, Vol. 51, No. 2 (Spring 1997), pp. 207–243; and the special issue of Security Studies on the or-
igins of national interests, Vol. 8, Nos. 2–3 (Winter–Spring 1999). For a broader discussion of the
rationalist-constructivist debate and for further references, see the special issue of International Or-
ganization, Vol. 52, No. 4 (Autumn 1998).
6. See Ted Hopf, “The Promise of Constructivism in International Relations Theory,” International
Security, Vol. 23, No. 1 (Summer 1998), pp. 172–173; Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make of It”;
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For constructivists, therefore, it is critical to recognize that an actor’s reality
at any point in time is historically constructed and contingent. It is the product
of human activity—historical social practices—and thus can, at least in theory,
be transcended by instantiating new social practices. This process of cultural
change may be slow; after all, agents are sometimes going up against thou-
sands of years of socialization. But even the most embedded structures can be
altered by acts of will (and the requisite social mobilization). The neorealist
presumption that there are universal laws of international politics that work
across space and time, driven by the given reality of structure, must therefore
be discarded or at least highly qualiªed.7

Social Theory of International Politics moves beyond this core constructivist
framework. For Wendt, constructivism in its different strands is simulta-
neously too extreme and too limited in its attack on neorealism. It is too ex-
treme when it claims that it is “ideas all the way down,” namely, that all
aspects of human reality are shaped by socialization through discursive prac-
tices.8 Material forces do exist and may have independent causal effects on ac-
tor behavior. Moreover, the state is a real, self-organized actor that has certain
basic interests prior to its interaction with other states. Yet according to Wendt,
constructivism is too limited when it simply tests ideas as causal factors
against realist variables like power and interest, without exploring the degree
to which these apparent “material” variables are really constituted by
ideational processes. If much of what scholars take to be material causes is ac-

The Constructivist Challenge to Structural Realism 191

Wendt, “Collective Identity Formation and the International State”; Adler, “Seizing the Middle
Ground,” pp. 338–340; Bradley S. Klein, Strategic Studies and World Order (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1994), chaps. 1–2; Christian Reus-Smit, “The Constitutional Structure of Interna-
tional Society and the Nature of Fundamental Institutions,” International Organization, Vol. 51, No.
4 (Autumn 1997), pp. 555–589; and Finnemore, National Interests in International Society, chap. 1.
7. See Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luchmann, The Social Construction of Reality (New York: An-
chor, 1966), p. 60; Richard K. Ashley, “The Poverty of Neorealism,” in Robert O. Keohane, ed.,
Neorealism and Its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), pp. 255–300; Wendt, “Anar-
chy Is What States Make of It,” p. 410; James Der Derian, “Introduction: Critical Investigations,” in
Der Derian, ed., International Theory (New York: New York University Press, 1995), pp. 4–9; Rodney
Bruce Hall, “Moral Authority as a Power Resource,” International Organization, Vol. 51, No. 4 (Au-
tumn 1997), pp. 591–622; and Rey Koslowski and Friedrich V. Kratochwil, “Understanding Change
in International Politics: The Soviet Empire’s Demise and the International System,” International
Organization, Vol. 48, No. 2 (Spring 1994), pp. 215–247.
8. In earlier work, Wendt himself comes close to this more extreme constructivist line. Wendt,
“Anarchy Is What States Make of It,” p. 401; and Wendt, “Constructing International Politics,”
p. 73. On the idea that material structures gain their meaning only through discursive practices,
see Bukovansky, “American Identity,” p. 218; Finnemore, National Interests in International Society,
pp. 6, 128; and David Dessler, “What’s at Stake in the Agent-Structure Debate?” International Orga-
nization, Vol. 43, No. 3 (Summer 1989), pp. 473, 461.
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tually the product of historical social practices, then realism explains far less in
international relations than is commonly assumed.

Social Theory of International Politics is a complex work of both social philoso-
phy and social science, one that justiªes multiple readings to absorb its subtle-
ties.9 Its core argument, however, can be summarized as follows. The book’s
target is Waltzian neorealism. The overarching goal is to do for constructivism
what Waltz did for realism, namely, the building of a parsimonious systemic
theory that reveals the overarching constraining and shaping force of struc-
ture—this time from an ideational perspective. (Thus the title’s twist on
Waltz’s masterwork—“Social Theory of International Politics.”)
As with neorealism, Wendt’s argument is founded on the notion that states

are the primary actors in world politics. States are self-organized units con-
structed from within by the discursive practices of individuals and social
groups. As units that exist in the collective knowledge of many individuals,
they are not dependent on the thoughts of any one person. Moreover, as self-
organized entities, each possesses a “corporate” identity as a sovereign actor,
an identity not tied to interaction with other states.10 Even more controversial
for extreme constructivists, Wendt also suggests that states possess certain es-
sential needs that arise from their nature as self-organized political units:
needs for physical survival, autonomy, economic well-being, and collective
self-esteem—namely, the group’s need to feel good about itself (see chap. 5, es-
pecially pp. 207–209, 224–226, 235–236).
Wendt argues that it is only with this starting point—the state as a “pre-so-

cial” actor with certain basic needs—that we can see the impact of interaction
at the system level on the interests and identities of states. If states were solely
a product of interaction, there would be no independent things upon which in-
teraction could have its effect. Moreover, the state could never act as a free-
willed agent employing rational deliberation to change its situation; it would
be little more than a cultural automaton (pp. 198, 74, 125–130, 179–182, 244).
Wendt also contends, contrary to more extreme constructivists, that the state,
at least initially, has a tendency to be egoistic in its relations with others. Wendt
acknowledges that members of groups, as social identity theory has shown, al-
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9. For a recent discussion of the more philosophical aspects of the book, see the essays by Robert
O. Keohane, Stephen D. Krasner, Roxanne Lynn Doty, Hayward R. Alker, and Steve Smith, and
Wendt’s reply, in Review of International Studies, Vol. 26, No. 1 (January 2000), pp. 123–180.
10. Going beyond his previous work, and borrowing from James D. Fearon, Wendt also includes
another form of identity that is intrinsic to the state—its “type” identity as a particular form of sov-
ereign actor (e.g., being a “democracy,” a “fascist” state, etc.). See Fearon, “What Is Identity (As We
Now Use the Word)?” unpublished manuscript, University of Chicago, 1997.
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most always show favoritism toward each other when dealing with members
of the out-group. This means that in the initial stages of a state-to-state interac-
tion, egoistic self-help behavior is likely to be exhibited (pp. 306, 322–323).11

Wendt’s apparent concessions to the neorealist paradigm, however, do not
mean that egoistic orientations will always be dominant, that states cannot
learn to be more other-regarding and cooperative. Drawing from symbolic
interactionism, Wendt argues that interaction with other states can lead actors
to signiªcant redeªnitions of self. In the process of interacting, two states, des-
ignated as “Ego” and “Alter,” take on certain roles and cast the other in corre-
sponding counter-roles. Such role-taking and alter-casting, depending on the
type of behavior exhibited (egoistic vs. other-regarding, militaristic vs. cooper-
ative), can lead to one of two results: a reproduction of initially egoistic con-
ceptions of self and other, or a transformation of the shared ideational
structure to one that is more collective and other-regarding (pp. 327–336). The
critical point for Wendt is that a structure has no reality apart from its
instantiation in process. Structure, he stresses, “exists, has effects, and evolves
only because of agents and their practices” (p. 185, emphasis in original; see also
p. 313). Hence, if egoistic and militaristic conceptions of self and other con-
tinue, it is only because of the interactive practices that sustain those concep-
tions. Likewise, discursive practices are the source of any transformation in
interests and identities. By casting the other in a nonegoistic light, and acting
toward it from an other-regarding standpoint, actors can begin to build collec-
tive identities that include the other as part of the deªnition of self (chap. 7, es-
pecially pp. 336–342, 368–369).
The book begins its sustained critique of neorealism in chapter 3. Wendt ar-

gues that behind Waltz’s explicit model of international politics, emphasizing
anarchy and the distribution of material capabilities as primary causal factors,
lies an implicit model focusing on the distribution of interests across states.
That is, neorealism cannot explain variations in international outcomes with-
out implicitly invoking different types of states—some of which seek only to
maintain what they have (status quo states) and some that seek to change the
system through force (revisionist states). Systems consisting of only status quo
states constitute “one kind of anarchy,” while systems with revisionist states
constitute another. Foreshadowing his later discussion, Wendt suggests that
status quo states should be relatively peaceful (anarchies of a Lockean or per-
haps Kantian kind), while revisionist states will be conºictual, with states al-
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11. On social identity theory, see Jonathan Mercer, “Anarchy and Identity,” International Organiza-
tion, Vol. 49, No. 2 (Spring 1995), pp. 229–252.
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ways on the edge of elimination (anarchy with a Hobbesian culture). This
argument implies that anarchy, as a mere absence of central authority, has no
one “logic.” Rather the way a particular anarchy and distribution of power
plays itself out will depend critically on the distribution of interests in the sys-
tem—“what states want” (p. 106, emphasis in original).12

Waltz’s neorealism is therefore underspeciªed: A hidden variable, the distri-
bution of interests (status quo vs. revisionist), is doing most of the explaining.
Any material structure, in fact, will have no effect except insofar as it interacts
with the ideational structure that is the distribution of interests. Concrete inter-
ests, moreover, are not simply given by the system. Socialized beliefs about
what kinds of objectives are worth pursuing or avoiding will shape each state’s
actual interests. So while individuals and states may have certain basic needs
(such as needs for survival, esteem, and autonomy), how these needs are mani-
fest in particular actors will be a product of social discursive practices (pp. 113–
135).
Building on this foundation, in chapter 6 Wendt lays out what he calls the

three “cultures of anarchy” that have characterized at various times the past
two thousand years of international relations. In each culture, states play cer-
tain types of roles vis-à-vis each other, complete with speciªc behavioral
norms. In a Hobbesian culture, which according to Wendt dominated world af-
fairs until the seventeenth century, states cast each other in the role of “en-
emy”: The other is a threatening adversary that will observe no limits on the
use of violence. Violence must therefore be employed as a basic tool for sur-
vival. In a Lockean culture, which has characterized the modern state system
since the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, states view each other as rivals that may
use violence to advance their interests, but that are required to refrain from
eliminating each other. In a Kantian culture, which has emerged only recently
in relations between democracies, states play the role of friends, that is, states
do not use force to settle disputes and work as a team against security threats
(pp. 258, 260–262, 279–280, 298–299).
The behavioral norms for each culture are known by the actors and are thus

“shared” to at least a minimal degree (a minimal requirement for a culture).
These norms, however, can be internalized to three degrees. In the ªrst degree,
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12. Wendt’s argument here extends earlier work by Randall L. Schweller, Andrew Moravcsik, and
Arthur A. Stein. See Schweller, “Neorealism’s Status Quo Bias: What Security Dilemma?” Security
Studies, Vol. 5, No. 3 (Spring 1996), pp. 90–121; Moravcsik, “Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal
Theory of International Politics,” International Organization, Vol. 51, No. 4 (Autumn 1997), pp. 513–
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consistent with neorealism, compliance to the norm is solely a function of coer-
cion: The actor complies because of the threat of punishment founded on the
relative superiority of the other actors. In the second degree, closer to the
neoliberal view, actors conform to the norm not because they see it as legiti-
mate, but merely because they think it is in their self-interest. Acceptance at
both the ªrst and second degrees is therefore purely instrumental, and when
the costs and beneªts of complying change, behavior should also change. At
the third level, consistent with constructivist logic, states have internalized the
behavioral norms as legitimate, as part of who they are. They identify with the
other’s expectations, incorporating the other within their cognitive bound-
aries. Only at this level does the norm really “construct” states by shaping their
core interests and identities as actors (chap. 6, passim, especially p. 250).
Given that there are three forms of culture, depending on the norms fol-

lowed by the actors, and three degrees of internalization of these norms,
Wendt portrays international systems as being in any one of nine possible
modes at any particular time. On the horizontal axis, moving from left to right,
is the “degree of cooperation” represented by the Hobbesian, Lockean, and
Kantian cultures respectively. On the vertical axis, from bottom to top, are the
three “degrees of internalization” (see Figure 4, p. 254). This three-by-three
grid offers some advantages. It allows us to see conºictual Hobbesian systems
as a product of shared internalized ideas at the third degree (a social construc-
tion) and not just as a product of material forces (the realist view). Moreover,
high degrees of cooperation (a Kantian culture) can be a product of pure self-
interested compliance resulting from the threat of punishment (ªrst degree) or
the simple beneªts of cooperation (second degree). Conºict does not conªrm
realism, just as cooperation does not conªrm liberalism or constructivism. It all
depends on the degree of internalization—why the actors acted in a conºictual
or cooperative fashion, why they treated each other as enemies, rivals, or
friends.
Wendt’s key assertion is that the culture in which states ªnd themselves at

any point in time depends on the discursive social practices that reproduce or
transform each actor’s view of self and other. Anarchy is what states make of
it. A Hobbesian system will be sustained only if actors continue to act toward
each other in egoistic, militaristic ways. Such a culture is not the inevitable re-
sult of anarchy and the material distribution of power, as neorealists would
have it. Rather, because egoistic, violent mind-sets are maintained only by ego-
istic and violent processes, a culture of realpolitik can become a self-fulªlling
prophecy. If actors gesture differently, showing that they are casting the other
in a less self-centered manner, then over time a Hobbesian culture can move to
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a Lockean and possibly Kantian form. We must never forget, Wendt reminds
us, that cultures are not reiªed givens, but products of historical social pro-
cesses. Today’s “common sense” about international relations—that it is a self-
help world of egoistic states—is itself a product of historically contingent ideas
and not a true reºection of the intrinsic nature of states (pp. 296–297). By en-
gaging in new practices, states can instantiate new ideational structures that
help actors transcend collective-action problems and historical mistrust. The
constructivist move of regarding egoism as always an ongoing product of the
social process helps us see that self-interest is not some eternal given driving
actor behavior, but an ongoing product of the system. As Wendt asserts, “If
self-interest is not sustained by practice, it will die out” (p. 369).

Wendt’s Constructivist Challenge

The next two subsections consider some of the implications of Social Theory for
the three most important approaches in international relations theory: liberal-
ism, constructivism, and structural realism. My focus is on the strengths and
weaknesses of the argument against structural realism, given this theory’s im-
portance as the primary and constant target of Wendt’s analysis.

contributions of wendt’s argument

The contributions of Social Theory to modern liberalism are signiªcant. The
book cuts against the grain of recent liberal and neoliberal developments by
drawing inspiration from traditional “idealist” arguments of the interwar pe-
riod. Wendt offers a socially scientiªc underpinning for the idealist claim that
diplomacy can fundamentally change the way states think about themselves
and others. Recent liberal theory focuses on the impact of domestic-level forces
in the formation of state preferences.13 Neoliberal institutionalism adopts real-
ist assumptions about rational actors with exogenous preferences to consider
how institutions further cooperation by solving problems of informational un-
certainty.14 Against liberalism, Wendt poses the causal and constitutive role of
systemic ideational structure on the preferences of states, independent of do-
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mestic-level processes.15 Against neoliberal institutionalism, Wendt’s work
challenges the assumption of exogenous preferences particularly the assump-
tion of egoistic, absolute gains–maximizing states. If egoism is sustained only
by process, as Wendt claims, then new, more other-regarding practices can re-
shape the shared ideational environment, moving states to levels of coopera-
tion not explained by neoliberalism.
The book also pushes the constructivist paradigm to a new level of sophisti-

cation. Strong constructivists will be frustrated by Wendt’s acceptance that
states and individuals have basic needs that are independent of social interac-
tion, by his assertion that these actors are predisposed by nature to be egoistic
(at least initially), and by his view that states are indeed actors with corporate
identities that exist prior to interaction. Yet Wendt shows convincingly that
without these baselines, social processes at the international level would have
nothing to act upon. The extreme constructivist position—that it is ideas all the
way down—leaves the theorist with all structure and no agents. Indeed, if ac-
tors were to be wholly constituted by structure, then the constructivist pro-
gram would fall apart. Agents would be purely puppets of the ideational
environment in which they ªnd themselves—in George Herbert Mead’s terms,
each would exist simply as a socially conditioned “Me,” without the free-
willed “I” capable of resisting the socialization process.16 In such a situation,
there is no possibility for transformation of the structure through the actions of
agents. The system would continually reproduce itself, and change across time
resulting from discursive practices would be impossible—except through ex-
ogenous material shocks outside of the model.17

Wendt’s critique of neorealism offers three main contributions. First, he goes
beyond liberal and constructivist theorists who treat power and interests as
factors covered by realism, and who then seek simply to show that “ideas mat-
ter” as a separate causal force. Such theorists, by not asking whether power
and interests are constituted by social interaction, give away too much to real-
ism; they are reduced to performing mop-up operations for phenomena not
explained by “realist” variables. Wendt shows that to the extent that ostensibly
material variables such as power and interest are actually shaped by social
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16. George Herbert Mead, Mind, Self, and Society (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1934),
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practices, they should more properly be considered ideational variables consis-
tent with a constructivist view of world politics.
Second, Wendt helps improve all systemic theorizing—whether neorealist,

neoliberal, or constructivist—by providing the most rigorous philosophical
justiªcation yet produced for treating the state as an actor. Most systemic theo-
rists view the state-as-actor assertion as a reasonable assumption for the pur-
poses of theory building, and go no further. This leaves them vulnerable to
unit-level theorists who counter that only individuals and social groups exist,
and that therefore processes within the state must be the theoretical focus.
Wendt demonstrates that the state is a real self-organizing entity that, being
held in the collective memories of many individuals, is dependent for exis-
tence on no particular actor (just as other social groups are, for that matter).
Third, and most important, with his claim that “anarchy is what states make

of it,” Wendt offers the boldest critique of realism in the ªeld. Against the real-
ist assertion that anarchy forces states to worry constantly about survival and
therefore about relative power, Wendt seeks to show that spirals of hostility,
arms racing, and war are not inevitable in an anarchic system. If states fall into
such conºicts, it is a result of their own social practices, which reproduce egois-
tic and militaristic mind-sets. Anarchy does not compel them to be conºictual.
It is an empty vessel with no inherent logic (p. 249). To explain behavior and
outcomes, this vessel must be ªlled with varying interests and identities—
status quo or revisionist states whose characteristics are at least in part a func-
tion of international interaction. Such an analysis helps to overcome the pessi-
mism inherent in many realist arguments.18 If states can transcend their past
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18. The primary target here is Waltz, Theory of International Politics, but also implicitly offensive re-
alists such as John J. Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International
Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95), pp. 5–49, and Eric Labs, “Beyond Victory: Offensive Real-
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“Restating the Realist Case: An Introduction,” Security Studies, Vol. 5, No. 3 (Spring 1996), pp. xiv–
xx; and Jervis, “Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation,” pp. 48–50.
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realpolitik mind-sets by instantiating new, more other-regarding practices,
then hope for the future can be restored.

weaknesses of wendt’s argument against structural realism

Wendt’s critique of structural realist theory suffers from problems of
misspeciªcation and incompleteness. Although it is true that states trained to
think aggressively are more likely to be aggressive, Wendt’s point that realism
cannot explain behavior and outcomes without implicitly relying on a hidden
variable—the distribution of interests—goes too far. It is based on a misunder-
standing of how structural realist arguments are set up to make predictions.
Structural realists are not naïve. Like all theorists—whether liberal, con-
structivist, or classical realist—they recognize that states may exist that, be-
cause of domestic- or individual-level pathologies, have interests extending far
beyond mere security. Such states tend to destabilize a system, because they
are constantly seeking opportunities to expand through force. Yet structural re-
alists build their theories from the starting assumption that all states in the sys-
tem are presently only security seekers, that they have no nonsecurity motives
for war.
The reason for beginning with this assumption is straightforward. It is easy

to show that states with pathological unit-level characteristics are often aggres-
sive. But if realists can explain why systems may move from cooperation to
conºict, depending on the material conditions, even when all states are secu-
rity seekers, then the paradigm offers a powerful baseline for theory develop-
ment. By withstanding the hardest possible deductive test, realism shows the
tragedy of world politics—that good states may do bad things, even against
other good states. The initial assumption of a system of security seekers can
then be relaxed to demonstrate how systems will be even more conºictual once
states with unit-level pathologies are introduced.
To show how purely security-seeking states can still conºict, structural real-

ists point to prudent leaders’ uncertainty about two temporal dimensions—
ªrst, the present intentions of the other, and second, and even more critical, the
future intentions of the other.19 Both of these dimensions are at the heart of the
realist understanding of the security dilemma. In a two-actor security di-
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nonsecurity objectives. See Charles L. Glaser, “Political Consequences of Military Strategy: Ex-
panding and Reªning the Spiral and Deterrence Models,” World Politics, Vol. 44, No. 2 (July 1992),
pp. 497–538.
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lemma, states A and B are both seeking only their own survival. But given the
difªculty of seeing the other’s motives (the “problem of other minds”), state A
worries that B currently harbors nonsecurity motives for war. Hence, if B takes
steps only for its own security, these steps may be misinterpreted by A as prep-
arations for aggression. State A’s counterefforts, in turn, will likely be misinter-
preted by B as moves to aggression, sparking a spiral of mistrust and
hostility.20

Even more intractable for systemic realists is the problem of future inten-
tions. Even when states A and B are both fairly certain that the other is pres-
ently a security seeker, they have reason to worry that the other might change
its spots some years later as a result of a change of leadership, a revolution, or
simply a change of heart resulting from an increase in its power.21 The fear
here is not that the present “distribution of interests” contains states with in-
nately aggressive intentions, but that the future system will contain such
states.
In short, systemic realists understand that inherently aggressive states are

possible. But they do not require the system in the present moment to contain
such states for it to still fall into conºict. Contrary to Wendt’s claim, therefore,
anarchy and distributions of power can have effects that do not depend on as-
sumptions about the real, current distribution of interests (even if the possibil-
ity of evil states down the road is important). Realism only needs states to be
uncertain about the present and future interests of the other, and in anarchies
of great powers, such uncertainty may often be profound.
The question of uncertainty is critical to understanding the differences be-

tween structural realism and constructivism, and where Wendt’s analysis
misses the mark. Consider ªrst uncertainty regarding the other’s present in-
tentions. Wendt is aware that this kind of uncertainty challenges his point that
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20. See, inter alia, Robert Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” World Politics, Vol. 30,
No. 2 (January 1978), pp. 167–214; and Charles L. Glaser, “The Security Dilemma Revisited,” World
Politics, Vol. 50, No. 1 (October 1997), pp. 171–201. As Andrew Kydd notes, uncertainty over the
other’s motives is an essential component of any structural realist argument drawn from the secu-
rity dilemma. Kydd, “Sheep in Sheep’s Clothing: Why Security-Seekers Do Not Fight Each Other,”
Security Studies, Vol. 7, No. 1 (Autumn 1997), pp. 125–126.
21. Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1976), p. 62; Robert Jervis and Robert J. Art, “The Meaning of Anarchy,” in Art
and Jervis, eds., International Politics: Enduring Concepts and Contemporary Issues (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1985), p. 3; and Mearsheimer, “False Promise of International Institutions,” p. 10. Defensive
realists tend to put more emphasis on uncertainty about present intentions, whereas offensive real-
ists stress the problem of future intentions and the consequent need to increase power as a hedge
against future threats. Compare especially defensive realists such as Glaser, “Realists as Opti-
mists,” and Walt, Origins of Alliances, to offensive realists such as Mearsheimer, “False Promise of
International Institutions.”
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the current distribution of interests drives the way anarchy plays itself out. He
counters that, at least in the modern environment, the “problem of other
minds” is not much of a problem. States today can indeed learn a great deal
about what the other is doing and thinking. That knowledge may not be “100
percent certain,” Wendt argues, “but no knowledge is that” (p. 281, emphasis
in original). To assume a worst-case scenario and to treat the other as hostile
may be more dangerous than adopting a conciliatory policy, because it creates
a self-fulªlling prophecy of mutual mistrust (pp. 281, 107–109, 360).
This counterargument has serious ºaws. In essence, it is an effort to assume

away the problem—that there really is no problem of other minds—and it is
weak on three grounds. First, Wendt’s view that states typically know a lot
about the other’s motives is an unsupported empirical statement based only
on a reading of the contemporary situation. Even if it were true for the major-
ity of states today—and it certainly does not capture the reality between the
states that count, such as the United States and China—his point cannot be
retroªtted into the previous ªve centuries that constitute the focus of Wendt’s
analysis. In sum, if uncertainty about present intentions was rampant during
these ªve hundred years, it (along with shifts in relative power) may explain a
great deal about changes in conºict and cooperation over time.
Second, Wendt’s view is inconsistent with his recognition that states often

do have difªculty learning about the other. The very problem Ego and Alter
have in ªrst communicating is that “behavior does not speak for itself.” It must
be interpreted, and “many interpretations are possible” (p. 330). This point is
reinforced by Wendt’s epistemological point of departure: that the ideas held
by actors are “unobservable” (chap. 2). Because leaders cannot observe directly
what the other is thinking, they are resigned to making inferences from its be-
havior. Yet in security affairs, as Wendt acknowledges, mistakes in infer-
ences—assuming the other is peaceful when in fact it has malevolent
intentions—could prove “fatal” (p. 360).
Wendt accepts that the problem facing rational states “is making sure that

they perceive other actors, and other actors’ perception of them, correctly”
(p. 334, emphasis in original). Yet the book provides no mechanism through
which Ego and Alter can increase their conªdence in the correctness of their es-
timates of the other’s type. Simply describing how Ego and Alter shape each
other’s sense of self and other is not enough.22 Rational choice models, using
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22. Consider Wendt’s statement that “Ego’s ideas about Alter, right or wrong, are not merely pas-
sive perceptions of something that exists independent of Ego, but actively and on-goingly consti-
tutive of Alter’s role vis-à-vis Ego” (p. 335, emphasis added). His subsequent discussion offers no
insights into how Ego would be able to learn that its ideas about Alter were indeed right or wrong.
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assumptions consistent with structural realism, do much better here. In games
of incomplete information, where states are unsure about the other’s type, ac-
tions by security-seeking actors that would be too costly for greedy actors to
adopt can help states reduce their uncertainty about present intentions, thus
moderating the security dilemma.23 Wendt cannot simply argue that over time
states can learn a great deal about other states. It is what is not “shared,” at least
in the area of intentions, that remains the core stumbling block to cooperation.
Third, Wendt’s position that the problem of other minds is not much of a

problem ignores a fundamental issue in all social relations, but especially in
those between states, namely, the problem of deception. In making estimates of
the other’s present type, states have reason to be suspicious of its diplomatic
gestures—the other may be trying to deceive them. Wendt’s analysis is rooted
in the theory of symbolic interactionism, but he does not discuss one critical as-
pect of that tradition: the idea of “impression management.” Actors in their re-
lations exploit the problem of other minds for their own ends. On the public
stage, they present images and play roles that often have little to do with their
true beliefs and interests backstage.24

In laying out his dramaturgical view of Ego and Alter co-constituting each
other’s interests and identities, Wendt assumes that both Ego and Alter are
making genuine efforts to express their true views and to “cast” the other in
roles that they believe in. But deceptive actors will stage-manage the situation
to create impressions that serve their narrow ends, and other actors, especially
in world politics, will understand this.25 Thus a prudent security-seeking Ego
will have difªculty distinguishing between two scenarios: whether it and Alter
do indeed share a view of each other as peaceful, or whether Alter is just pre-
tending to be peaceful in order to make Ego think that they share a certain con-
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23. See James D. Fearon, “Rationalist Explanations for War,” International Organization, Vol. 49, No.
3 (Summer 1995), pp. 379–414; Glaser, “Realists as Optimists”; Andrew Kydd, “Game Theory and
the Spiral Model,” World Politics, Vol. 49, No. 3 (April 1997), pp. 371–400; Kydd, “Sheep in Sheep’s
Clothing,” pp. 139–147; and Dale C. Copeland, “Trade Expectations and the Outbreak of Peace:
Détente 1970–74 and the End of the Cold War 1985–91,” Security Studies, Vol. 9, Nos. 1/2 (Autumn
1999–Winter 2000), pp. 15–58. When discussing game theory, Wendt’s book considers only games
of complete information, in which actors are certain about the other’s preferences and type (pp.
106–107, 148, 159–160, 167, 183, 315).
24. See especially Erving Goffman, The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (Garden City, N.Y.:
Doubleday, 1959), chap. 6.
25. These actions are what game theorists would call efforts at “strategic misrepresentation.” On
the instrumental manipulation of norms for self-interested reasons, see Paul Kowert and Jeffrey W.
Legro, “Norms, Identity, and Their Limits: A Theoretical Reprise,” in Katzenstein, Culture of Na-
tional Security, pp. 492–493.
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ception of the world, when in fact they do not.26 Wendt’s analysis offers no
basis for saying when peaceful gestures should be taken at face value, and
when they should be discounted as deceptions.27 When we consider the impli-
cations of a Hitlerite state deceiving others to achieve a position of military su-
periority, we understand why great powers in history have tended to adopt
postures of prudent mistrust.
The problem of future intentions—which Wendt’s book does not discuss—is

even more intractable. The problem is rooted in the possibility of domestic
changes in the other that occur despite efforts to maintain cooperative rela-
tions. Wendt brackets off domestic processes to focus on the effect of interac-
tion between states. This approach fails to consider the implication of liberal
and domestic-constructivist arguments on the conclusions of Wendt’s systemic
constructivism. States do not form a conception of themselves only through in-
teraction with other states. Socialization processes internal to a state can
change the state’s identity and interests independently of such interaction.
Wendt captures this point in his discussion of the four forms of identity: “cor-
porate,” “type,” “role,” and “collective.” The ªrst two develop through pro-
cesses within the state, reºecting the self-organizing aspect of the unit, and do
not require the recognition of other states for their meaning.28 Role and collec-
tive identities, on the other hand, are constituted only through interaction be-
tween states.29

These distinctions have profound implications for the potential impact of se-
curity dilemmas in Wendt’s framework. If the nature of the other’s domestic
regime can change independently of international interaction, then even when
Ego is conªdent that Alter is currently a security seeker, it must worry that Al-
ter might become pathologically hostile later on. This worry will be particularly
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26. This problem is especially pernicious in Wendt’s Lockean and Kantian worlds, where states do
seem to be following norms of self-restraint. But even in a Hobbesian world, it is highly likely that
Ego may believe that Alter is an “enemy” even when Alter does not accept this assessment. It is
not enough for Wendt to say that they both intersubjectively share the view that the other is an en-
emy (pp. 260–263). In fact, in a spiraling security dilemma, there are two separate beliefs that do
not overlap: Ego thinks Alter is an aggressive enemy, when Alter knows that it is not; and Alter
likewise thinks Ego is an aggressive enemy, when Ego knows that it is not. Again, it is what is not
shared—the uncertainty in the system—that is problematic.
27. Costly signaling games in rational choice game theory again provide a mechanism by which
states can evaluate valid versus potentially deceptive gestures.
28. See Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics, pp. 224–233; and Wendt, “Collective Identity
Formation.”
29. For Wendt’s earlier twofold distinction between corporate and role identities, see Wendt, “Col-
lective Identity Formation.”
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intense if Ego faces an exogenous decline in relative power that would leave
Alter preponderant later, should it acquire nonsecurity motives for war.30

This discussion reveals a deep irony in the constructivist take on interna-
tional relations. It is constructivism’s very emphasis on the mutability of inter-
ests and identities, when taken down to the domestic level, that reinforces why
anarchy forces states to be on guard. States know that diplomacy alone will
rarely be enough to ensure the long-term peaceful nature of the other (consider
the difªculties that Washington faces today in stabilizing Russia’s democratic
institutions). This problem is heightened by a fact of which Wendt is aware:
that domestic processes are typically far more “dense” than international ones
(pp. 2, 13, 21, 27–28, 107–108). Wendt believes that this fact makes his argument
for a systemic constructivism a “hard case.” But he overlooks the more pro-
found point: that the independence of domestic processes undermines his ef-
fort to show that material structures do not constrain and shape state behavior
except by way of ideas rising through international interaction. If states know
that the nature of the other is mostly a function of its own domestic processes,
then they must pay great attention to their present and future material capabil-
ity, in order to guard against a situation in which the other becomes aggressive
later on.31 Thus domestic-level constructivism reinforces the value of a sys-
temic realist view of world politics, at least as a baseline starting point for the-
ory building.
Reinforcing the dilemma of changing future intentions is the critical differ-

ence between a systemic realist conception of structure and Wendt’s notion.
Wendt stresses repeatedly that structure is always a function of interaction:
that structure exists, has effects, and evolves only because of agents and their
practices. Structures cannot be considered given realities independent of pro-
cess. This is the mistake of actors reifying structures and then forgetting that
they are historically contingent, that they are sustained or transformed only by
human activity (pp. 150, 185–186, 313, 340, 364, 368). In previous work, Wendt
takes Waltz to task for his statement that international structures, like eco-
nomic markets, “are formed by the coaction of their units.” If this is so, and
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30. See Dale C. Copeland, The Origins of Major War (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press, 2000),
chaps. 1–2; Van Evera, Causes of War, chap. 5; and Jack S. Levy, “Declining Power and the Preven-
tive Motive for War, World Politics, Vol. 40, No. 1 (October 1987), pp. 82–107.
31. This problem is reinforced by the fact that intentions can change “overnight” (as a result of a
coup or revolution, for example), whereas signiªcant changes in relative power take many years to
effect. Allowing oneself to fall behind in power, hoping that the other will always stay peaceful, is
thus fraught with risks.
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structures are not exogenously given but are generated and sustained by
coaction, then actors can set about changing the structures that reinforce com-
petitive and violent behavior.32

The problem here is that Waltz’s economic analogy does not really capture
what systemic realists mean by “structure.” For such realists, structure is a
function of the potential for coaction among units. In anarchy, states have to
worry more about what the other might do tomorrow or in ten years than
about what it is presently doing or has done in the past. The economic markets
of Waltz’s analogy, it is true, are not generated until there is buying and selling
activity. This is simply because markets are designed to improve the utility of
individual actors versus the noncooperative outcome, and no improvement
can be made unless there is exchange (that is, interaction). Structures in inter-
national politics are different. The actors are not trying to increase their utility
per se, but to avoid harm. Hence present and past interaction is not the core is-
sue; the potential of others to do harm in the future is. This means, among
other things, that actors in anarchy must worry about exogenous decline in
their material basis for survival, and the probability that the other will be ag-
gressive after such decline.33

The distinction between Wendt’s focus on structure as the coaction (interac-
tion) of units, and a realist focus on structure as the potential for coaction, is
neither semantic nor trivial. It reºects a fundamentally different conception of
the role of time in international politics. For Wendt and other constructivists, it
is the past that matters—how interactions and gestures in the historical process
have socialized actors toward certain conceptions of self and other. Realists
certainly do not dismiss the ways that past interaction shape current beliefs.34

Most fundamentally, however, realism is a forward-looking theory. States are
rational maximizers of their security over the foreseeable future. Hence they
remain constantly vigilant for any changes in their external situation that
might damage their chances for survival later. Reduce to ªve words, then, the

The Constructivist Challenge to Structural Realism 205

32. Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make of It,” pp. 401–402, 406–407, 410; and Waltz, Theory of In-
ternational Politics, p. 91.
33. Note that actors here are not automatically assuming “worst case,” namely, that policies must
reºect the mere possibility that the other might later aggress. Rather security maximizers, if they
are rational, will always calculate according to the probabilities of certain undesirable things coming
to pass. Given uncertainty, however, estimates of these probabilities will often be high. Cf. Stephen
G. Brooks, “Dueling Realisms,” International Organization, Vol. 51, No. 3 (Summer 1997), pp. 445–
477. For a model of rational decisionmaking that develops this defensive realist notion, see Cope-
land, Origins of Major War, chap. 2.
34. As noted, realists employ costly signaling models to show how actors can rationally update
their estimates of the other’s character and motives, based on its past behavior.
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divide between constructivism and systemic realism is all about past socializa-
tion versus future uncertainty.35

This analysis has a straightforward implication: There is no need for any in-
teraction in the present or past for a constraining structure to exist. Power
structures—the relative distribution of material resources—are not generated
by social practices (even if practices can sometimes change the distribution
over time). Structures exist by the mere presence of the other, and its potential
to do harm in the future—its potential to “coact” by invading, if you will.
Hence, in anarchy, even when a state has no relations with the other, even if the
other does not know that the state exists, the state is forced by the situation to
contemplate future scenarios in which the other could do it harm. When scouts
returned to ancient Assyria with the ªrst reports on the Egyptian empire and
its phenomenal resources, Assyrian leaders would have been imprudent not to
have at least considered the possibility of an Egyptian invasion. No interaction
was required for Egypt’s relative power to have a constraining effect on As-
syria’s behavior.36

The pernicious issue of uncertainty helps us evaluate the value of Wendt’s
discussion of the three “cultures” of anarchy and their three degrees of inter-
nalization. Wendt uses his three-by-three grid in chapter 6—Hobbesian,
Lockean, and Kantian cultures on the horizontal axis, and ªrst, second, and
third degrees of internalization on the vertical—as a visual tool to show that
interaction can socialize states away from conºictual to more cooperative
forms of behavior. States in each of the nine boxes, he argues, share at least a
basic notion of what the behavioral norms are in the system. In terms of the
question of present and future intentions, however, there are two problems.
First, Wendt assumes that a state knows not only which of the nine boxes it

is in, but which box the other is in. If Ego, for example, knows that it is in the
top right box, where it follows and has deeply internalized the Kantian norm
of not using violence to settle disputes, it may still be uncertain about Alter’s
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35. This does not mean that constructivism does not deal with the problem of uncertainty. But it
does so by looking at how socialized notions of self and other shape actors’ views of the future
possibilities. The causal story remains one of historical discursive practices molding current mind-
sets; actors see the future only through the strong ªlter of past socialization. See Emanuel Adler
and Michael Barnett, eds., Security Communities (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998),
chaps. 1, 2, 13. The realist view of the future focuses on the things that might occur independent of
an actor’s past interaction with the other. So while realists accept that historical interaction can re-
duce uncertainty about the other’s character and motives, they argue that prudent actors can
never ignore the many exogenous determinants of the other’s future behavior. The security di-
lemma can be moderated, but never eliminated.
36. Note that this is not even a “ªrst contact,” because Egypt does not yet know of Assyria’s exis-
tence. Cf. Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make of It,” pp. 403–407.
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true disposition. If Alter is following the norm in terms of its behavior, does
this reºect its strong internalized belief in the norm (third degree), or just its in-
duced compliance because of fear of punishment or loss of beneªts should it
defect (ªrst or second degrees)? For Ego, this question is critical, because if Al-
ter is only conforming to the norm for fear of punishment or expectation of
beneªts, Ego has every reason to fear that Alter’s behavior will not be so coop-
erative should the material conditions that shape costs and beneªts change.37

Yet Wendt does not explain how states are supposed to know whether the
other has deeply internalized a norm or not. Thus we are still in the dark as to
how state uncertainty about present and future intentions is to be overcome.
This problem is compounded by the fact that the three cultures, as Wendt

lays them out, are distinguished from each other in terms of behavioral norms.
Which culture a system is in at any point in time, as Wendt’s discussion re-
veals, is known only by the degree to which states follow, in terms of their ex-
ternal behavior, the norms Wendt speciªes: in a Hobbesian culture, whether
they observe no limits in their violence; in Lockean, whether they use violence
but refrain from killing one another; and in Kantian, whether they do not use
violence to settle disputes (p. 258; see also pp. 260–261, 268, 279–280, 283–284,
298–299). Thus in his three-by-three grid (Figure 4, p. 254), the horizontal axis,
which details the three cultures, is deªned by the degree of “cooperation,”
with Hobbesian cultures showing the most conºictual behavior and Kantian
the most cooperative. Wendt thus uses behavioral/outcome measures to clas-
sify the changes in the world system over time. In the seventeenth century, the
system moved from a Hobbesian to a Lockean culture, he argues, because even
though many states were being eliminated prior to that time, few were after
(pp. 279, 284, 323). Yet when the system experiences large-scale warfare, Wendt
sees this either as an indication of a Hobbesian culture or a sign that the system
is shifting back into one (pp. 259–260, 270, 279, 314). That Wendt uses behavior
to deªne culture is also shown by the fact that states could be in a Kantian cul-
ture even if they are only at the ªrst and second degrees of internalization—
that is, even if they comply with the behavioral norm not to use violence to set-
tle a dispute only because of fear of punishment and narrow self-interest
(pp. 303–306).
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37. See Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics, pp. 303–305, where he notes that Kantian coop-
erative behavior at the ªrst and second degrees is purely instrumental. States are treating each
other as “friends” only in form, not in substance: “For egoistic states friendship might be nothing
more than a hat they try on each morning for their own reasons, one that they will take off as soon
as the costs outweigh the beneªts, but until that happens they will be friends in fact even if not in
principle” (p. 305).
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If behavioral compliance deªnes the culture one is in, leaders are thrown
right back into the problem of other minds that underpins the security di-
lemma. They are forced to rely on inferences, in the form of probabilistic esti-
mates, of the other’s true motives and strategic objectives based on the other’s
behavior. But inferences are a weak substitute for direct knowledge. The
chances for misinterpretation within anarchic systems—perceiving the other’s
actions as reºecting hostile motives, even if they are not intended that way—
remain high.
Wendt’s practice of measuring culture by the level of cooperative behavior

exhibited by states also poses a methodological problem. In essence, Wendt
collapses the thing he wants to explain—why the system has apparently be-
come more cooperative over time—into the causal factor he wants to triumph,
namely, the instantiation of new ideas about self and other through interaction.
This makes it hard to know what would falsify his argument. Whenever be-
havior turns conºictual, Wendt can argue that the culture has become
Hobbesian; whenever the behavior becomes more cooperative, the system is
moving toward a Lockean or a Kantian culture.
The deeper problem here is Wendt’s willingness to call any system where

states know and follow norms at the ªrst and second degrees of internalization
a “culture.” States at these levels are acting only because they are compelled by
coercive threats (the ªrst degree) or seeking to maximize their net beneªts (the
second degree). Wendt argues that as long as they share at least a basic knowl-
edge of the behavioral norms, they share a culture. This is an extremely thin
deªnition of culture, one having nothing necessarily to do with the typical
constructivist emphasis on actors’ interests and identities. Indeed the term “in-
ternalization” is a misnomer for these ªrst and second degrees. At these levels,
there is no need for any internalization of the behavioral norm, but only some
knowledge that the norm exists. By Wendt’s deªnition, therefore, an opportu-
nistic state that joins a collective security system just to buy time for a secret
military buildup is “sharing” in a Kantian culture simply by virtue of knowing
the norm not to use violence. If the term “culture” is to be used for any knowl-
edge of phenomenon X that two actors have in common, whether or not they
incorporate this knowledge into their value systems, then culture serves little
value in social scientiªc analysis—it means almost everything, and therefore
nothing.
Even more important, however, Wendt’s explanations of behavior at the ªrst

and second degrees are driven precisely by what is not shared between the ac-
tors. As Wendt notes for the ªrst degree in the Hobbesian world, a state com-
plies “only because [it] is forced to, directly or by the threat of certain,
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immediate punishment.” Its behavior “is purely externally rather than inter-
nally driven.” Thus “it is private meanings plus material coercion rather than
culture which does most of the explanatory work” (p. 269). One might add that
in these scenarios, it is private meanings and material incentives that do essen-
tially all the explanatory work. Given this, and given the fact that actors are not
internalizing the norm but only at most knowing of its existence, what value is
gained by calling the ªrst and second degrees “cultures“?
The above analysis indicates that Wendt’s three-by-three grid is not a frame-

work of three cultures and three degrees of internalization. Rather it is a
typology that shows on the horizontal axis the dependent variable to be ex-
plained—the degree of cooperative behavior in a system at any particular
time—and on the vertical axis the three main ways this variable can be ex-
plained: by the effect of threats and punishments (coercion in realist literature);
by potential external beneªts of cooperation (neoliberal arguments); or by the
internalization through interaction of interests and identities that shape the
way actors view strategies and outcomes (the constructivist view). Shifting to a
focus on the degree of cooperative behavior in a system, and what factors ex-
plain it, allows us to see the real potential value of Wendt’s constructivist argu-
ment. Only at his “third degree” is his cultural explanation operating, and such
an explanation can be posed against the primary realist and neoliberal
counterexplanations that involve self-interested actors calculating the costs,
beneªts, and risks of action. Then when we see a shift in the level of coopera-
tion, we do not automatically assume a shift in “culture.” Instead we look for
evidence that could conªrm or refute the three alternative theories.
This recasting of Wendt’s framework, however, shows us how far he has to

go empirically to convince us of his thesis. Even if we accept that the interna-
tional system has become more cooperative over the last two decades, Wendt
has provided little evidence that this cooperation reºects an increasingly deep
internalization of other-regarding values. Moreover, he must show that this in-
creasing stability is not simply the result of a self-interested adjustment by the
remaining great powers to the reality of nuclear weapons, the beneªts of global
trade, and a reconnaissance revolution that has made surprise attacks less
viable.38
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38. Wendt’s empirical task is complicated by his assertion that the recent shift to cooperation was
furthered by such “master variables” as interdependence and common fate (pp. 344–353). These
variables are largely material in nature—depending as they do on globalization, increased trade,
and the destructive qualities of modern weaponry (especially nuclear weapons). Wendt lays out a
two-stage process toward cooperation: Initially, states respond to the external conditions out of
self-interest, but later they may move beyond this to more other-regarding stances (pp. 345–346,
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The problem is even more pronounced with regard to Wendt’s ability to ex-
plain the shifts in relative cooperation over the last ªve hundred years. Be-
cause behavioral changes do not necessarily mean cultural changes, it is up to
Wendt to show that conºictual periods were the result of the internalization of
conºictual interests and identities, and not adjustments induced by changing
external conditions. To do so, he must plunge into the documents, which ulti-
mately are the only means to reveal why the actors did what they did. Staying
at the realm of behavior makes it impossible to sort out whether realism, liber-
alism, or constructivism provides the best explanation for the results observed.

Conclusion

Social Theory of International Politics provides an important starting point for
further debate and constructivist empirical analysis, but only a starting point.
Wendt has not shown that anarchy tied to changing distributions of power has
no logic, only that constructivist variables can perhaps, under certain condi-
tions, moderate actors’ level of uncertainty about others’ intentions. Yet
constructivism is inherently an argument about how the past shapes the way
actors understand their present situation. By its very nature—its focus on his-
torical process—constructivism has trouble analyzing how rational, prudent
leaders deal with the pernicious problem of future uncertainty. And this uncer-
tainty is given by the human condition. Human beings are not born with the
ability to read the minds of other actors, and they have only limited means for
foreseeing the future. Moreover, human beings, as constructivists emphasize,
are mutable—they can be changed through interaction. Yet if much of this in-
teraction takes place at the domestic level and is independent of diplomatic in-
teraction, then prudent states must be worried. They know that the other may
become aggressive despite all diplomatic efforts to instantiate other-regarding
values and to communicate their own nonaggressive intentions. The material
distribution of power then becomes critical to their calculations. It represents
the other’s potential to do harm in the future. Hence, if power trends are nega-
tive, a declining state must worry that the other will turn aggressive after it
achieves preponderance, even if it seems peaceful right now.
The task ahead lies in testing the propositions that fall out of Wendt’s

constructivist argument. In explaining variations in the level of cooperation
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350, 360–361; see also pp. 303 and 311). Yet Wendt offers little evidence that cooperation between
modern great powers such as the United States, China, and Russia has gone beyond this self-inter-
ested ªrst step.
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over the past two millennia, there are three main competing arguments—
Wendt’s systemic constructivism, systemic realism, and neoliberalism—to
which we could add a fourth, namely, a more domestic constructivist argu-
ment (one that shades into unit-level liberalism). Systemic constructivism (or
what might be called “neoconstructivism”) focuses on interstate interactions as
the source for new, or reproduced, conceptions of self and other, which in turn
affect state propensities to fall into conºictual or cooperative behavior. Sys-
temic realism predicts changes in the levels of cooperation based on changes
and trends in the distribution of material power over time, set against a base-
line of actor uncertainty about the future. Neoliberalism, accepting the
neorealist foundation of rational actors worried about the future, stresses the
role of institutions as mechanisms that reduce the uncertainty that can lead to
conºict. Finally, domestic constructivists and unit-level liberals emphasize
changes within particular states that alter aggregated state interests and identi-
ties. When domestic processes produce states with motives beyond mere secu-
rity, we should expect more conºictual behavior, all things being equal.
None of these positions needs to reject the causal factors highlighted by the

alternative approaches. Indeed, as I have argued, systemic realists recognize
the domestic constructivist/liberal point that internal processes can change the
nature of the opponent over time, and they use it to show how a system of
purely security-seeking states can still fall into conºict and war. But instead of
trying to collapse these different theories into one model of “culture,” as Social
Theory does, we need to recognize that each of these approaches focuses on
separate and often independent causal variables. In this way, we can see that
egoistic and militaristic mind-sets are sustained and transformed not only by
international interaction, as Wendt claims. They may be, but how often and to
what extent is a question for empirical analysis. And because Wendt’s book
does not offer such an analysis, the debate is still very much an open one.
Sometimes egoism and militarism will be caused by domestic processes alone
(e.g., if an aggressive ideology triumphs through revolution). Sometimes they
will result from prudent fears of the future, especially during periods of dy-
namic change in the relative power balance. Sometimes they will reºect a lack
of institutional mechanisms for learning about the other state, and thus ratio-
nal misjudgments about the other’s type.
Although the road ahead for Wendt’s neoconstructivism is still long, Social

Theory of International Politics provides a solid constructivist vehicle for travel-
ing it. The book allows scholars to differentiate clearly between truly material
and ideational explanations, and between accounts that emphasize the role of
states as actors and those that incorporate transnational forces and divisions
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within polities. It has reinforced the importance of diplomacy as a tool for re-
ducing high levels of misunderstanding that can impede cooperation. Yet by
bracketing off domestic processes, Wendt has overlooked the irony of
constructivism: that the mutability of human ideational structures at the do-
mestic level reinforces leaders’ great uncertainty about future intentions at the
interstate level. The security dilemma, with all its implications, is real and per-
vasive. It cannot be talked away through better discursive practices. It must be
faced.
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A spectre is haunting Europe - the spectre of 
communism. All the powers of old Europe have 
entered into a holy alliance to exorcise this spectre: 
Pope and Tsar, Metternich and Guizot, French 
Radicals and German police-spies.  

Where is the party in opposition that has not been 
decried as communistic by its opponents in power? 
Where is the opposition that has not hurled back the 
branding reproach of communism, against the more 
advanced opposition parties, as well as against its 
reactionary adversaries?  

Two things result from this fact:  

I.  Communism is already acknowledged by all 
European powers to be itself a power.  

II. It is high time that Communists should openly, in 
the face of the whole world, publish their views, their 
aims, their tendencies, and meet this nursery tale of 
the Spectre of Communism with a manifesto of the 
party itself.  

To this end, Communists of various nationalities have 
assembled in London and sketched the following 
manifesto, to be published in the English, French, 
German, Italian, Flemish and Danish languages.  

Chapter 1:  Bourgeois and Proletarians1  

The history of all hitherto existing society2 is the 
history of class struggles.  

Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and 
serf, guild-master3 and journeyman, in a word, 
oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant 
opposition to one another, carried on an 
uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, a fight 
that each time ended, either in a revolutionary 
reconstitution of society at large, or in the common 
ruin of the contending classes.  

In the earlier epochs of history, we find almost 
everywhere a complicated arrangement of society 
into various orders, a manifold gradation of social 
                                                 
1 By bourgeoisie is meant the class of modern capitalists, 
owners of the means of social production and employers of 
wage labour. By proletariat, the class of modern wage 
labourers who, having no means of production of their own, 
are reduced to selling their labour power in order to live. 
[Engels, 1888 English edition] 
 
2 That is, all written history. In 1847, the pre-history of 
society, the social organisation existing previous to 
recorded history, all but unknown. Since then, August von 
Haxthausen (1792-1866) discovered common ownership of 
land in Russia, Georg Ludwig von Maurer proved it to be 
the social foundation from which all Teutonic races started 
in history, and, by and by, village communities were found 
to be, or to have been, the primitive form of society 
everywhere from India to Ireland. The inner organisation of 
this primitive communistic society was laid bare, in its 
typical form, by Lewis Henry Morgan's (1818-1861) 
crowning discovery of the true nature of the gens and its 
relation to the tribe. With the dissolution of the primeval 
communities, society begins to be differentiated into 
separate and finally antagonistic classes. I have attempted 
to retrace this dissolution in The Origin of the Family, 
Private Property, and the State, second edition, Stuttgart, 
1886. [Engels, 1888 English Edition and 1890 German 
Edition (with the last sentence omitted)] 
 
3 Guild-master, that is, a full member of a guild, a master 
within, not a head of a guild. [Engels, 1888 English Edition] 
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rank. In ancient Rome we have patricians, knights, 
plebeians, slaves; in the Middle Ages, feudal lords, 
vassals, guild-masters, journeymen, apprentices, 
serfs; in almost all of these classes, again, 
subordinate gradations.  

The modern bourgeois society that has sprouted from 
the ruins of feudal society has not done away with 
class antagonisms. It has but established new 
classes, new conditions of oppression, new forms of 
struggle in place of the old ones.  

Our epoch, the epoch of the bourgeoisie, possesses, 
however, this distinct feature: it has simplified class 
antagonisms. Society as a whole is more and more 
splitting up into two great hostile camps, into two 
great classes directly facing each other - Bourgeoisie 
and Proletariat.  

From the serfs of the Middle Ages sprang the 
chartered burghers of the earliest towns. From these 
burgesses the first elements of the bourgeoisie were 
developed.  

The discovery of America, the rounding of the Cape, 
opened up fresh ground for the rising bourgeoisie. 
The East-Indian and Chinese markets, the 
colonisation of America, trade with the colonies, the 
increase in the means of exchange and in 
commodities generally, gave to commerce, to 
navigation, to industry, an impulse never before 
known, and thereby, to the revolutionary element in 
the tottering feudal society, a rapid development.  

The feudal system of industry, in which industrial 
production was monopolised by closed guilds, now no 
longer sufficed for the growing wants of the new 
markets. The manufacturing system took its place. 
The guild-masters were pushed on one side by the 
manufacturing middle class; division of labour 
between the different corporate guilds vanished in 
the face of division of labour in each single workshop.  

Meantime the markets kept ever growing, the 
demand ever rising. Even manufacturer no longer 
sufficed. Thereupon, steam and machinery 
revolutionised industrial production. The place of 
manufacture was taken by the giant, Modern 
Industry; the place of the industrial middle class by 

industrial millionaires, the leaders of the whole 
industrial armies, the modern bourgeois.  

Modern industry has established the world market, 
for which the discovery of America paved the way. 
This market has given an immense development to 
commerce, to navigation, to communication by land. 
This development has, in its turn, reacted on the 
extension of industry; and in proportion as industry, 
commerce, navigation, railways extended, in the 
same proportion the bourgeoisie developed, 
increased its capital, and pushed into the background 
every class handed down from the Middle Ages.  

We see, therefore, how the modern bourgeoisie is 
itself the product of a long course of development, of 
a series of revolutions in the modes of production and 
of exchange.  

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie was 
accompanied by a corresponding political advance of 
that class. An oppressed class under the sway of the 
feudal nobility, an armed and self-governing 
association in the medieval commune4: here 
independent urban republic (as in Italy and 
Germany); there taxable "third estate" of the 
monarchy (as in France); afterwards, in the period of 
manufacturing proper, serving either the semi-feudal 
or the absolute monarchy as a counterpoise against 
the nobility, and, in fact, cornerstone of the great 
monarchies in general, the bourgeoisie has at last, 
since the establishment of Modern Industry and of 
the world market, conquered for itself, in the modern 
representative State, exclusive political sway. The 
executive of the modern state is but a committee for 
managing the common affairs of the whole 
bourgeoisie.  

                                                 
4 This was the name given their urban communities by the 
townsmen of Italy and France, after they had purchased or 
conquered their initial rights of self-government from their 
feudal lords. [Engels, 1890 German edition]  
 
“Commune” was the name taken in France by the nascent 
towns even before they had conquered from their feudal 
lords and masters local self-government and political rights 
as the "Third Estate". Generally speaking, for the 
economical development of the bourgeoisie, England is 
here taken as the typical country, for its political 
development, France. [Engels, 1888 English Edition] 
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The bourgeoisie, historically, has played a most 
revolutionary part.  

The bourgeoisie, wherever it has got the upper hand, 
has put an end to all feudal, patriarchal, idyllic 
relations. It has pitilessly torn asunder the motley 
feudal ties that bound man to his "natural superiors", 
and has left remaining no other nexus between man 
and man than naked self-interest, than callous "cash 
payment". It has drowned the most heavenly 
ecstasies of religious fervour, of chivalrous 
enthusiasm, of philistine sentimentalism, in the icy 
water of egotistical calculation. It has resolved 
personal worth into exchange value, and in place of 
the numberless indefeasible chartered freedoms, has 
set up that single, unconscionable freedom - Free 
Trade. In one word, for exploitation, veiled by 
religious and political illusions, it has substituted 
naked, shameless, direct, brutal exploitation.  

The bourgeoisie has stripped of its halo every 
occupation hitherto honoured and looked up to with 
reverent awe. It has converted the physician, the 
lawyer, the priest, the poet, the man of science, into 
its paid wage labourers.  

The bourgeoisie has torn away from the family its 
sentimental veil, and has reduced the family relation 
to a mere money relation.  

The bourgeoisie has disclosed how it came to pass 
that the brutal display of vigour in the Middle Ages, 
which reactionaries so much admire, found its fitting 
complement in the most slothful indolence. It has 
been the first to show what man's activity can bring 
about. It has accomplished wonders far surpassing 
Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts, and Gothic 
cathedrals; it has conducted expeditions that put in 
the shade all former Exoduses of nations and 
crusades.  

The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly 
revolutionising the instruments of production, and 
thereby the relations of production, and with them 
the whole relations of society. Conservation of the old 
modes of production in unaltered form, was, on the 
contrary, the first condition of existence for all earlier 
industrial classes. Constant revolutionising of 
production, uninterrupted disturbance of all social 

conditions, everlasting uncertainty and agitation 
distinguish the bourgeois epoch from all earlier ones. 
All fixed, fast-frozen relations, with their train of 
ancient and venerable prejudices and opinions, are 
swept away, all new-formed ones become antiquated 
before they can ossify. All that is solid melts into air, 
all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last 
compelled to face with sober senses his, real 
conditions of life, and his relations with his kind.  

The need of a constantly expanding market for its 
products chases the bourgeoisie over the entire 
surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, 
settle everywhere, establish connexions everywhere.  

The bourgeoisie has through its exploitation of the 
world market given a cosmopolitan character to 
production and consumption in every country. To the 
great chagrin of Reactionists, it has drawn from under 
the feet of industry the national ground on which it 
stood. All old-established national industries have 
been destroyed or are daily being destroyed. They 
are dislodged by new industries, whose introduction 
becomes a life and death question for all civilised 
nations, by industries that no longer work up 
indigenous raw material, but raw material drawn from 
the remotest zones; industries whose products are 
consumed, not only at home, but in every quarter of 
the globe. In place of the old wants, satisfied by the 
production of the country, we find new wants, 
requiring for their satisfaction the products of distant 
lands and climes. In place of the old local and 
national seclusion and self-sufficiency, we have 
intercourse in every direction, universal inter-
dependence of nations. And as in material, so also in 
intellectual production. The intellectual creations of 
individual nations become common property. National 
one-sidedness and narrow-mindedness become more 
and more impossible, and from the numerous 
national and local literatures, there arises a world 
literature.  

The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all 
instruments of production, by the immensely 
facilitated means of communication, draws all, even 
the most barbarian, nations into civilisation. The 
cheap prices of commodities are the heavy artillery 
with which it batters down all Chinese walls, with 
which it forces the barbarians' intensely obstinate 
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hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all 
nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the bourgeois 
mode of production; it compels them to introduce 
what it calls civilisation into their midst, i.e., to 
become bourgeois themselves. In one word, it 
creates a world after its own image.  

The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule 
of the towns. It has created enormous cities, has 
greatly increased the urban population as compared 
with the rural, and has thus rescued a considerable 
part of the population from the idiocy of rural life. 
Just as it has made the country dependent on the 
towns, so it has made barbarian and semi-barbarian 
countries dependent on the civilised ones, nations of 
peasants on nations of bourgeois, the East on the 
West.  

The bourgeoisie keeps more and more doing away 
with the scattered state of the population, of the 
means of production, and of property. It has 
agglomerated population, centralised the means of 
production, and has concentrated property in a few 
hands. The necessary consequence of this was 
political centralisation. Independent, or but loosely 
connected provinces, with separate interests, laws, 
governments, and systems of taxation, became 
lumped together into one nation, with one 
government, one code of laws, one national class-
interest, one frontier, and one customs-tariff.  

The bourgeoisie, during its rule of scarce one 
hundred years, has created more massive and more 
colossal productive forces than have all preceding 
generations together. Subjection of Nature's forces to 
man, machinery, application of chemistry to industry 
and agriculture, steam-navigation, railways, electric 
telegraphs, clearing of whole continents for 
cultivation, canalisation or rivers, whole populations 
conjured out of the ground - what earlier century had 
even a presentiment that such productive forces 
slumbered in the lap of social labour?  

We see then: the means of production and of 
exchange, on whose foundation the bourgeoisie built 
itself up, were generated in feudal society. At a 
certain stage in the development of these means of 
production and of exchange, the conditions under 
which feudal society produced and exchanged, the 

feudal organisation of agriculture and manufacturing 
industry, in one word, the feudal relations of property 
became no longer compatible with the already 
developed productive forces; they became so many 
fetters. They had to be burst asunder; they were 
burst asunder.  

Into their place stepped free competition, 
accompanied by a social and political constitution 
adapted in it, and the economic and political sway of 
the bourgeois class.  

A similar movement is going on before our own eyes. 
Modern bourgeois society, with its relations of 
production, of exchange and of property, a society 
that has conjured up such gigantic means of 
production and of exchange, is like the sorcerer who 
is no longer able to control the powers of the nether 
world whom he has called up by his spells. For many 
a decade past the history of industry and commerce 
is but the history of the revolt of modern productive 
forces against modern conditions of production, 
against the property relations that are the conditions 
for the existence of the bourgeois and of its rule. It is 
enough to mention the commercial crises that by 
their periodical return put the existence of the entire 
bourgeois society on its trial, each time more 
threateningly. In these crises, a great part not only of 
the existing products, but also of the previously 
created productive forces, are periodically destroyed. 
In these crises, there breaks out an epidemic that, in 
all earlier epochs, would have seemed an absurdity - 
the epidemic of over-production. Society suddenly 
finds itself put back into a state of momentary 
barbarism; it appears as if a famine, a universal war 
of devastation, had cut off the supply of every means 
of subsistence; industry and commerce seem to be 
destroyed; and why? Because there is too much 
civilisation, too much means of subsistence, too much 
industry, too much commerce. The productive forces 
at the disposal of society no longer tend to further 
the development of the conditions of bourgeois 
property; on the contrary, they have become too 
powerful for these conditions, by which they are 
fettered, and so soon as they overcome these fetters, 
they bring disorder into the whole of bourgeois 
society, endanger the existence of bourgeois 
property. The conditions of bourgeois society are too 
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narrow to comprise the wealth created by them. And 
how does the bourgeoisie get over these crises? On 
the one hand by enforced destruction of a mass of 
productive forces; on the other, by the conquest of 
new markets, and by the more thorough exploitation 
of the old ones. That is to say, by paving the way for 
more extensive and more destructive crises, and by 
diminishing the means whereby crises are prevented.  

The weapons with which the bourgeoisie felled 
feudalism to the ground are now turned against the 
bourgeoisie itself.  

But not only has the bourgeoisie forged the weapons 
that bring death to itself; it has also called into 
existence the men who are to wield those weapons - 
the modern working class - the proletarians.  

In proportion as the bourgeoisie, i.e., capital, is 
developed, in the same proportion is the proletariat, 
the modern working class, developed - a class of 
labourers, who live only so long as they find work, 
and who find work only so long as their labour 
increases capital. These labourers, who must sell 
themselves piecemeal, are a commodity, like every 
other article of commerce, and are consequently 
exposed to all the vicissitudes of competition, to all 
the fluctuations of the market.  

Owing to the extensive use of machinery, and to the 
division of labour, the work of the proletarians has 
lost all individual character, and, consequently, all 
charm for the workman. He becomes an appendage 
of the machine, and it is only the most simple, most 
monotonous, and most easily acquired knack, that is 
required of him. Hence, the cost of production of a 
workman is restricted, almost entirely, to the means 
of subsistence that he requires for maintenance, and 
for the propagation of his race. But the price of a 
commodity, and therefore also of labour, is equal to 
its cost of production. In proportion, therefore, as the 
repulsiveness of the work increases, the wage 
decreases. Nay more, in proportion as the use of 
machinery and division of labour increases, in the 
same proportion the burden of toil also increases, 
whether by prolongation of the working hours, by the 
increase of the work exacted in a given time or by 
increased speed of machinery, etc.  

Modern Industry has converted the little workshop of 
the patriarchal master into the great factory of the 
industrial capitalist. Masses of labourers, crowded into 
the factory, are organised like soldiers. As privates of 
the industrial army they are placed under the 
command of a perfect hierarchy of officers and 
sergeants. Not only are they slaves of the bourgeois 
class, and of the bourgeois State; they are daily and 
hourly enslaved by the machine, by the overlooker, 
and, above all, by the individual bourgeois 
manufacturer himself. The more openly this 
despotism proclaims gain to be its end and aim, the 
more petty, the more hateful and the more 
embittering it is.  

The less the skill and exertion of strength implied in 
manual labour, in other words, the more modern 
industry becomes developed, the more is the labour 
of men superseded by that of women. Differences of 
age and sex have no longer any distinctive social 
validity for the working class. All are instruments of 
labour, more or less expensive to use, according to 
their age and sex.  

No sooner is the exploitation of the labourer by the 
manufacturer, so far, at an end, that he receives his 
wages in cash, than he is set upon by the other 
portions of the bourgeoisie, the landlord, the 
shopkeeper, the pawnbroker, etc.  

The lower strata of the middle class - the small 
tradespeople, shopkeepers, and retired tradesmen 
generally, the handicraftsmen and peasants - all 
these sink gradually into the proletariat, partly 
because their diminutive capital does not suffice for 
the scale on which Modern Industry is carried on, and 
is swamped in the competition with the large 
capitalists, partly because their specialised skill is 
rendered worthless by new methods of production. 
Thus the proletariat is recruited from all classes of the 
population.  

The proletariat goes through various stages of 
development. With its birth begins its struggle with 
the bourgeoisie. At first the contest is carried on by 
individual labourers, then by the workpeople of a 
factory, then by the operative of one trade, in one 
locality, against the individual bourgeois who directly 
exploits them. They direct their attacks not against 
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the bourgeois conditions of production, but against 
the instruments of production themselves; they 
destroy imported wares that compete with their 
labour, they smash to pieces machinery, they set 
factories ablaze, they seek to restore by force the 
vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages.  

At this stage, the labourers still form an incoherent 
mass scattered over the whole country, and broken 
up by their mutual competition. If anywhere they 
unite to form more compact bodies, this is not yet the 
consequence of their own active union, but of the 
union of the bourgeoisie, which class, in order to 
attain its own political ends, is compelled to set the 
whole proletariat in motion, and is moreover yet, for 
a time, able to do so. At this stage, therefore, the 
proletarians do not fight their enemies, but the 
enemies of their enemies, the remnants of absolute 
monarchy, the landowners, the non-industrial 
bourgeois, the petty bourgeois. Thus, the whole 
historical movement is concentrated in the hands of 
the bourgeoisie; every victory so obtained is a victory 
for the bourgeoisie.  

But with the development of industry, the proletariat 
not only increases in number; it becomes 
concentrated in greater masses, its strength grows, 
and it feels that strength more. The various interests 
and conditions of life within the ranks of the 
proletariat are more and more equalised, in 
proportion as machinery obliterates all distinctions of 
labour, and nearly everywhere reduces wages to the 
same low level. The growing competition among the 
bourgeois, and the resulting commercial crises, make 
the wages of the workers ever more fluctuating. The 
increasing improvement of machinery, ever more 
rapidly developing, makes their livelihood more and 
more precarious; the collisions between individual 
workmen and individual bourgeois take more and 
more the character of collisions between two classes. 
Thereupon, the workers begin to form combinations 
(Trades' Unions) against the bourgeois; they club 
together in order to keep up the rate of wages; they 
found permanent associations in order to make 
provision beforehand for these occasional revolts. 
Here and there, the contest breaks out into riots.  

Now and then the workers are victorious, but only for 
a time. The real fruit of their battles lies, not in the 

immediate result, but in the ever expanding union of 
the workers. This union is helped on by the improved 
means of communication that are created by modern 
industry, and that place the workers of different 
localities in contact with one another. It was just this 
contact that was needed to centralise the numerous 
local struggles, all of the same character, into one 
national struggle between classes. But every class 
struggle is a political struggle. And that union, to 
attain which the burghers of the Middle Ages, with 
their miserable highways, required centuries, the 
modern proletarian, thanks to railways, achieve in a 
few years.  

This organisation of the proletarians into a class, and, 
consequently into a political party, is continually being 
upset again by the competition between the workers 
themselves. But it ever rises up again, stronger, 
firmer, mightier. It compels legislative recognition of 
particular interests of the workers, by taking 
advantage of the divisions among the bourgeoisie 
itself. Thus, the ten-hours' bill in England was carried.  

Altogether collisions between the classes of the old 
society further, in many ways, the course of 
development of the proletariat. The bourgeoisie finds 
itself involved in a constant battle. At first with the 
aristocracy; later on, with those portions of the 
bourgeoisie itself, whose interests have become 
antagonistic to the progress of industry; at all time 
with the bourgeoisie of foreign countries. In all these 
battles, it sees itself compelled to appeal to the 
proletariat, to ask for help, and thus, to drag it into 
the political arena. The bourgeoisie itself, therefore, 
supplies the proletariat with its own elements of 
political and general education, in other words, it 
furnishes the proletariat with weapons for fighting the 
bourgeoisie.  

Further, as we have already seen, entire sections of 
the ruling class are, by the advance of industry, 
precipitated into the proletariat, or are at least 
threatened in their conditions of existence. These also 
supply the proletariat with fresh elements of 
enlightenment and progress.  

Finally, in times when the class struggle nears the 
decisive hour, the progress of dissolution going on 
within the ruling class, in fact within the whole range 
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of old society, assumes such a violent, glaring 
character, that a small section of the ruling class cuts 
itself adrift, and joins the revolutionary class, the 
class that holds the future in its hands. Just as, 
therefore, at an earlier period, a section of the 
nobility went over to the bourgeoisie, so now a 
portion of the bourgeoisie goes over to the 
proletariat, and in particular, a portion of the 
bourgeois ideologists, who have raised themselves to 
the level of comprehending theoretically the historical 
movement as a whole.  

Of all the classes that stand face to face with the 
bourgeoisie today, the proletariat alone is a really 
revolutionary class. The other classes decay and 
finally disappear in the face of Modern Industry; the 
proletariat is its special and essential product.  

The lower middle class, the small manufacturer, the 
shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant, all these fight 
against the bourgeoisie, to save from extinction their 
existence as fractions of the middle class. They are 
therefore not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay 
more, they are reactionary, for they try to roll back 
the wheel of history. If by chance, they are 
revolutionary, they are only so in view of their 
impending transfer into the proletariat; they thus 
defend not their present, but their future interests, 
they desert their own standpoint to place themselves 
at that of the proletariat.  

The "dangerous class", [lumpenproletariat] the social 
scum, that passively rotting mass thrown off by the 
lowest layers of the old society, may, here and there, 
be swept into the movement by a proletarian 
revolution; its conditions of life, however, prepare it 
far more for the part of a bribed tool of reactionary 
intrigue.  

In the condition of the proletariat, those of old society 
at large are already virtually swamped. The 
proletarian is without property; his relation to his wife 
and children has no longer anything in common with 
the bourgeois family relations; modern industry 
labour, modern subjection to capital, the same in 
England as in France, in America as in Germany, has 
stripped him of every trace of national character. 
Law, morality, religion, are to him so many bourgeois 

prejudices, behind which lurk in ambush just as many 
bourgeois interests.  

All the preceding classes that got the upper hand 
sought to fortify their already acquired status by 
subjecting society at large to their conditions of 
appropriation. The proletarians cannot become 
masters of the productive forces of society, except by 
abolishing their own previous mode of appropriation, 
and thereby also every other previous mode of 
appropriation. They have nothing of their own to 
secure and to fortify; their mission is to destroy all 
previous securities for, and insurances of, individual 
property.  

All previous historical movements were movements of 
minorities, or in the interest of minorities. The 
proletarian movement is the self-conscious, 
independent movement of the immense majority, in 
the interest of the immense majority. The proletariat, 
the lowest stratum of our present society, cannot stir, 
cannot raise itself up, without the whole 
superincumbent strata of official society being sprung 
into the air.  

Though not in substance, yet in form, the struggle of 
the proletariat with the bourgeoisie is at first a 
national struggle. The proletariat of each country 
must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own 
bourgeoisie.  

In depicting the most general phases of the 
development of the proletariat, we traced the more or 
less veiled civil war, raging within existing society, up 
to the point where that war breaks out into open 
revolution, and where the violent overthrow of the 
bourgeoisie lays the foundation for the sway of the 
proletariat.  

Hitherto, every form of society has been based, as we 
have already seen, on the antagonism of oppressing 
and oppressed classes. But in order to oppress a 
class, certain conditions must be assured to it under 
which it can, at least, continue its slavish existence. 
The serf, in the period of serfdom, raised himself to 
membership in the commune, just as the petty 
bourgeois, under the yoke of the feudal absolutism, 
managed to develop into a bourgeois. The modern 
labourer, on the contrary, instead of rising with the 
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process of industry, sinks deeper and deeper below 
the conditions of existence of his own class. He 
becomes a pauper, and pauperism develops more 
rapidly than population and wealth. And here it 
becomes evident, that the bourgeoisie is unfit any 
longer to be the ruling class in society, and to impose 
its conditions of existence upon society as an over-
riding law. It is unfit to rule because it is incompetent 
to assure an existence to its slave within his slavery, 
because it cannot help letting him sink into such a 
state, that it has to feed him, instead of being fed by 
him. Society can no longer live under this 
bourgeoisie, in other words, its existence is no longer 
compatible with society.  

The essential conditions for the existence and for the 
sway of the bourgeois class is the formation and 
augmentation of capital; the condition for capital is 
wage-labour. Wage-labour rests exclusively on 
competition between the labourers. The advance of 
industry, whose involuntary promoter is the 
bourgeoisie, replaces the isolation of the labourers, 
due to competition, by the revolutionary combination, 
due to association. The development of Modern 
Industry, therefore, cuts from under its feet the very 
foundation on which the bourgeoisie produces and 
appropriates products. What the bourgeoisie 
therefore produces, above all, are its own grave-
diggers. Its fall and the victory of the proletariat are 
equally inevitable. 

 

 

Chapter 2: Proletarians and 
Communists 

In what relation do the Communists stand to the 
proletarians as a whole? The Communists do not form 
a separate party opposed to the other working-class 
parties. 

They have no interests separate and apart from those 
of the proletariat as a whole. 

They do not set up any sectarian principles of their 
own, by which to shape and mould the proletarian 
movement. 

The Communists are distinguished from the other 
working-class parties by this only:  

(1) In the national struggles of the proletarians of the 
different countries, they point out and bring to the 
front the common interests of the entire proletariat, 
independently of all nationality.  

(2) In the various stages of development which the 
struggle of the working class against the bourgeoisie 
has to pass through, they always and everywhere 
represent the interests of the movement as a whole. 

The Communists, therefore, are on the one hand, 
practically, the most advanced and resolute section of 
the working-class parties of every country, that 
section which pushes forward all others; on the other 
hand, theoretically, they have over the great mass of 
the proletariat the advantage of clearly understanding 
the lines of march, the conditions, and the ultimate 
general results of the proletarian movement. 

The immediate aim of the Communists is the same as 
that of all other proletarian parties: formation of the 
proletariat into a class, overthrow of the bourgeois 
supremacy, conquest of political power by the 
proletariat. 

The theoretical conclusions of the Communists are in 
no way based on ideas or principles that have been 
invented, or discovered, by this or that would-be 
universal reformer. 

They merely express, in general terms, actual 
relations springing from an existing class struggle, 
from a historical movement going on under our very 
eyes. The abolition of existing property relations is 
not at all a distinctive feature of communism. 

All property relations in the past have continually 
been subject to historical change consequent upon 
the change in historical conditions. 

The French Revolution, for example, abolished feudal 
property in favour of bourgeois property. 

The distinguishing feature of Communism is not the 
abolition of property generally, but the abolition of 
bourgeois property. But modern bourgeois private 
property is the final and most complete expression of 
the system of producing and appropriating products, 
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that is based on class antagonisms, on the 
exploitation of the many by the few. 

In this sense, the theory of the Communists may be 
summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of 
private property. 

We Communists have been reproached with the 
desire of abolishing the right of personally acquiring 
property as the fruit of a man's own labour, which 
property is alleged to be the groundwork of all 
personal freedom, activity and independence. 

Hard-won, self-acquired, self-earned property! Do 
you mean the property of petty artisan and of the 
small peasant, a form of property that preceded the 
bourgeois form? There is no need to abolish that; the 
development of industry has to a great extent already 
destroyed it, and is still destroying it daily. 

Or do you mean the modern bourgeois private 
property? 

But does wage-labour create any property for the 
labourer? Not a bit. It creates capital, i.e., that kind of 
property which exploits wage-labour, and which 
cannot increase except upon condition of begetting a 
new supply of wage-labour for fresh exploitation. 
Property, in its present form, is based on the 
antagonism of capital and wage labour. Let us 
examine both sides of this antagonism. 

To be a capitalist, is to have not only a purely 
personal, but a social status in production. Capital is a 
collective product, and only by the united action of 
many members, nay, in the last resort, only by the 
united action of all members of society, can it be set 
in motion. 

Capital is therefore not only personal; it is a social 
power. 

When, therefore, capital is converted into common 
property, into the property of all members of society, 
personal property is not thereby transformed into 
social property. It is only the social character of the 
property that is changed. It loses its class character. 

Let us now take wage-labour. 

The average price of wage-labour is the minimum 
wage, i.e., that quantum of the means of subsistence 
which is absolutely requisite to keep the labourer in 
bare existence as a labourer. What, therefore, the 
wage-labourer appropriates by means of his labour, 
merely suffices to prolong and reproduce a bare 
existence. We by no means intend to abolish this 
personal appropriation of the products of labour, an 
appropriation that is made for the maintenance and 
reproduction of human life, and that leaves no 
surplus wherewith to command the labour of others. 
All that we want to do away with is the miserable 
character of this appropriation, under which the 
labourer lives merely to increase capital, and is 
allowed to live only in so far as the interest of the 
ruling class requires it. 

In bourgeois society, living labour is but a means to 
increase accumulated labour. In Communist society, 
accumulated labour is but a means to widen, to 
enrich, to promote the existence of the labourer. 

In bourgeois society, therefore, the past dominates 
the present; in Communist society, the present 
dominates the past. In bourgeois society capital is 
independent and has individuality, while the living 
person is dependent and has no individuality. 

And the abolition of this state of things is called by 
the bourgeois, abolition of individuality and freedom! 
And rightly so. The abolition of bourgeois 
individuality, bourgeois independence, and bourgeois 
freedom is undoubtedly aimed at. 

By freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois 
conditions of production, free trade, free selling and 
buying. 

But if selling and buying disappears, free selling and 
buying disappears also. This talk about free selling 
and buying, and all the other "brave words" of our 
bourgeois about freedom in general, have a meaning, 
if any, only in contrast with restricted selling and 
buying, with the fettered traders of the Middle Ages, 
but have no meaning when opposed to the 
Communistic abolition of buying and selling, of the 
bourgeois conditions of production, and of the 
bourgeoisie itself. 
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You are horrified at our intending to do away with 
private property. But in your existing society, private 
property is already done away with for nine-tenths of 
the population; its existence for the few is solely due 
to its non-existence in the hands of those nine-tenths. 
You reproach us, therefore, with intending to do 
away with a form of property, the necessary condition 
for whose existence is the non-existence of any 
property for the immense majority of society. 

In one word, you reproach us with intending to do 
away with your property. Precisely so; that is just 
what we intend. 

From the moment when labour can no longer be 
converted into capital, money, or rent, into a social 
power capable of being monopolised, i.e., from the 
moment when individual property can no longer be 
transformed into bourgeois property, into capital, 
from that moment, you say, individuality vanishes. 

You must, therefore, confess that by "individual" you 
mean no other person than the bourgeois, than the 
middle-class owner of property. This person must, 
indeed, be swept out of the way, and made 
impossible. 

Communism deprives no man of the power to 
appropriate the products of society; all that it does is 
to deprive him of the power to subjugate the labour 
of others by means of such appropriations. 

It has been objected that upon the abolition of 
private property, all work will cease, and universal 
laziness will overtake us. 

According to this, bourgeois society ought long ago to 
have gone to the dogs through sheer idleness; for 
those those of its members who work, acquire 
nothing, and those who acquire anything do not 
work. The whole of this objection is but another 
expression of the tautology: that there can no longer 
be any wage-labour when there is no longer any 
capital. 

All objections urged against the Communistic mode of 
producing and appropriating material products, have, 
in the same way, been urged against the 
Communistic mode of producing and appropriating 
intellectual products. Just as, to the bourgeois, the 

disappearance of class property is the disappearance 
of production itself, so the disappearance of class 
culture is to him identical with the disappearance of 
all culture. 

That culture, the loss of which he laments, is, for the 
enormous majority, a mere training to act as a 
machine. 

But don't wrangle with us so long as you apply, to our 
intended abolition of bourgeois property, the 
standard of your bourgeois notions of freedom, 
culture, law, &c. Your very ideas are but the 
outgrowth of the conditions of your bourgeois 
production and bourgeois property, just as your 
jurisprudence is but the will of your class made into a 
law for all, a will whose essential character and 
direction are determined by the economical conditions 
of existence of your class. 

The selfish misconception that induces you to 
transform into eternal laws of nature and of reason, 
the social forms springing from your present mode of 
production and form of property - historical relations 
that rise and disappear in the progress of production 
- this misconception you share with every ruling class 
that has preceded you. What you see clearly in the 
case of ancient property, what you admit in the case 
of feudal property, you are of course forbidden to 
admit in the case of your own bourgeois form of 
property. 

Abolition [Aufhebung] of the family! Even the most 
radical flare up at this infamous proposal of the 
Communists. 

On what foundation is the present family, the 
bourgeois family, based? On capital, on private gain. 
In its completely developed form, this family exists 
only among the bourgeoisie. But this state of things 
finds its complement in the practical absence of the 
family among the proletarians, and in public 
prostitution. 

The bourgeois family will vanish as a matter of course 
when its complement vanishes, and both will vanish 
with the vanishing of capital. 
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Do you charge us with wanting to stop the 
exploitation of children by their parents? To this crime 
we plead guilty. 

But, you say, we destroy the most hallowed of 
relations, when we replace home education by social. 

And your education! Is not that also social, and 
determined by the social conditions under which you 
educate, by the intervention direct or indirect, of 
society, by means of schools, &c.? The Communists 
have not invented the intervention of society in 
education; they do but seek to alter the character of 
that intervention, and to rescue education from the 
influence of the ruling class. 

The bourgeois clap-trap about the family and 
education, about the hallowed co-relation of parents 
and child, becomes all the more disgusting, the more, 
by the action of Modern Industry, all the family ties 
among the proletarians are torn asunder, and their 
children transformed into simple articles of commerce 
and instruments of labour. 

But you Communists would introduce community of 
women, screams the bourgeoisie in chorus. 

The bourgeois sees his wife a mere instrument of 
production. He hears that the instruments of 
production are to be exploited in common, and, 
naturally, can come to no other conclusion that the 
lot of being common to all will likewise fall to the 
women. 

He has not even a suspicion that the real point aimed 
at is to do away with the status of women as mere 
instruments of production. 

For the rest, nothing is more ridiculous than the 
virtuous indignation of our bourgeois at the 
community of women which, they pretend, is to be 
openly and officially established by the Communists. 
The Communists have no need to introduce 
community of women; it has existed almost from time 
immemorial. 

Our bourgeois, not content with having wives and 
daughters of their proletarians at their disposal, not 
to speak of common prostitutes, take the greatest 
pleasure in seducing each other's wives. 

Bourgeois marriage is, in reality, a system of wives in 
common and thus, at the most, what the Communists 
might possibly be reproached with is that they desire 
to introduce, in substitution for a hypocritically 
concealed, an openly legalised community of women. 
For the rest, it is self-evident that the abolition of the 
present system of production must bring with it the 
abolition of the community of women springing from 
that system, i.e., of prostitution both public and 
private. 

The Communists are further reproached with desiring 
to abolish countries and nationality. 

The working men have no country. We cannot take 
from them what they have not got. Since the 
proletariat must first of all acquire political 
supremacy, must rise to be the leading class of the 
nation, must constitute itself the nation, it is so far, 
itself national, though not in the bourgeois sense of 
the word. 

National differences and antagonism between peoples 
are daily more and more vanishing, owing to the 
development of the bourgeoisie, to freedom of 
commerce, to the world market, to uniformity in the 
mode of production and in the conditions of life 
corresponding thereto. 

The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to 
vanish still faster. United action, of the leading 
civilised countries at least, is one of the first 
conditions for the emancipation of the proletariat. 

In proportion as the exploitation of one individual by 
another will also be put an end to, the exploitation of 
one nation by another will also be put an end to. In 
proportion as the antagonism between classes within 
the nation vanishes, the hostility of one nation to 
another will come to an end. 

The charges against Communism made from a 
religious, a philosophical and, generally, from an 
ideological standpoint, are not deserving of serious 
examination. 

Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that 
man's ideas, views, and conception, in one word, 
man's consciousness, changes with every change in 
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the conditions of his material existence, in his social 
relations and in his social life? 

What else does the history of ideas prove, than that 
intellectual production changes its character in 
proportion as material production is changed? The 
ruling ideas of each age have ever been the ideas of 
its ruling class. 

When people speak of the ideas that revolutionise 
society, they do but express that fact that within the 
old society the elements of a new one have been 
created, and that the dissolution of the old ideas 
keeps even pace with the dissolution of the old 
conditions of existence. 

When the ancient world was in its last throes, the 
ancient religions were overcome by Christianity. 
When Christian ideas succumbed in the 18th century 
to rationalist ideas, feudal society fought its death 
battle with the then revolutionary bourgeoisie. The 
ideas of religious liberty and freedom of conscience 
merely gave expression to the sway of free 
competition within the domain of knowledge. 

"Undoubtedly," it will be said, "religious, moral, 
philosophical, and juridical ideas have been modified 
in the course of historical development. But religion, 
morality, philosophy, political science, and law, 
constantly survived this change." 

"There are, besides, eternal truths, such as Freedom, 
Justice, etc., that are common to all states of society. 
But Communism abolishes eternal truths, it abolishes 
all religion, and all morality, instead of constituting 
them on a new basis; it therefore acts in 
contradiction to all past historical experience." 

What does this accusation reduce itself to? The 
history of all past society has consisted in the 
development of class antagonisms, antagonisms that 
assumed different forms at different epochs. 

But whatever form they may have taken, one fact is 
common to all past ages, viz., the exploitation of one 
part of society by the other. No wonder, then, that 
the social consciousness of past ages, despite all the 
multiplicity and variety it displays, moves within 
certain common forms, or general ideas, which 

cannot completely vanish except with the total 
disappearance of class antagonisms. 

The Communist revolution is the most radical rupture 
with traditional relations; no wonder that its 
development involved the most radical rupture with 
traditional ideas. 

But let us have done with the bourgeois objections to 
Communism. 

We have seen above, that the first step in the 
revolution by the working class is to raise the 
proletariat to the position of ruling class to win the 
battle of democracy. 

The proletariat will use its political supremacy to 
wrest, by degree, all capital from the bourgeoisie, to 
centralise all instruments of production in the hands 
of the State, i.e., of the proletariat organised as the 
ruling class; and to increase the total productive 
forces as rapidly as possible. 

Of course, in the beginning, this cannot be effected 
except by means of despotic inroads on the rights of 
property, and on the conditions of bourgeois 
production; by means of measures, therefore, which 
appear economically insufficient and untenable, but 
which, in the course of the movement, outstrip 
themselves, necessitate further inroads upon the old 
social order, and are unavoidable as a means of 
entirely revolutionising the mode of production. 

These measures will, of course, be different in 
different countries. 

Nevertheless, in most advanced countries, the 
following will be pretty generally applicable: 

1. Abolition of property in land and application of all 
rents of land to public purposes. 

2. A heavy progressive or graduated income tax. 

3. Abolition of all rights of inheritance. 

4. Confiscation of the property of all emigrants and 
rebels. 

5. Centralisation of credit in the banks of the state, by 
means of a national bank with State capital and an 
exclusive monopoly. 
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6. Centralisation of the means of communication and 
transport in the hands of the State. 

7. Extension of factories and instruments of 
production owned by the State; the bringing into 
cultivation of waste-lands, and the improvement of 
the soil generally in accordance with a common plan. 

8. Equal liability of all to work. Establishment of 
industrial armies, especially for agriculture. 

9. Combination of agriculture with manufacturing 
industries; gradual abolition of all the distinction 
between town and country by a more equable 
distribution of the populace over the country. 

10. Free education for all children in public schools. 
Abolition of children's factory labour in its present 
form. Combination of education with industrial 
production, &c, &c. 

When, in the course of development, class 
distinctions have disappeared, and all production has 
been concentrated in the hands of a vast association 
of the whole nation, the public power will lose its 
political character. Political power, properly so called, 
is merely the organised power of one class for 
oppressing another. If the proletariat during its 
contest with the bourgeoisie is compelled, by the 
force of circumstances, to organise itself as a class, if, 
by means of a revolution, it makes itself the ruling 
class, and, as such, sweeps away by force the old 
conditions of production, then it will, along with these 
conditions, have swept away the conditions for the 
existence of class antagonisms and of classes 
generally, and will thereby have abolished its own 
supremacy as a class. 

In place of the old bourgeois society, with its classes 
and class antagonisms, we shall have an association, 
in which the free development of each is the 
condition for the free development of all. 

 

Chapter 3: Socialist and Communist 
Literature 
 

1. Reactionary Socialism 

A. Feudal Socialism 

Owing to their historical position, it became the 
vocation of the aristocracies of France and England to 
write pamphlets against modern bourgeois society. In 
the French Revolution of July 1830, and in the English 
reform agitation, these aristocracies again succumbed 
to the hateful upstart. Thenceforth, a serious political 
struggle was altogether out of the question. A literary 
battle alone remained possible. But even in the 
domain of literature the old cries of the restoration 
period had become impossible.5 

In order to arouse sympathy, the aristocracy was 
obliged to lose sight, apparently, of its own interests, 
and to formulate their indictment against the 
bourgeoisie in the interest of the exploited working 
class alone. Thus, the aristocracy took their revenge 
by singing lampoons on their new masters and 
whispering in his ears sinister prophesies of coming 
catastrophe. 

In this way arose feudal Socialism: half lamentation, 
half lampoon; half an echo of the past, half menace 
of the future; at times, by its bitter, witty and incisive 
criticism, striking the bourgeoisie to the very heart's 
core; but always ludicrous in its effect, through total 
incapacity to comprehend the march of modern 
history. 

The aristocracy, in order to rally the people to them, 
waved the proletarian alms-bag in front for a banner. 
But the people, so often as it joined them, saw on 
their hindquarters the old feudal coats of arms, and 
deserted with loud and irreverent laughter. 

One section of the French Legitimists and "Young 
England" exhibited this spectacle. 

In pointing out that their mode of exploitation was 
different to that of the bourgeoisie, the feudalists 
forget that they exploited under circumstances and 
conditions that were quite different and that are now 
antiquated. In showing that, under their rule, the 
modern proletariat never existed, they forget that the 
modern bourgeoisie is the necessary offspring of their 
own form of society. 

                                                 
5 Not the English Restoration (1660-1689), but the French 
Restoration (1814-1830). [Engels, 1888 German edition] 
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For the rest, so little do they conceal the reactionary 
character of their criticism that their chief accusation 
against the bourgeois amounts to this, that under the 
bourgeois regime a class is being developed which is 
destined to cut up root and branch the old order of 
society. 

What they upbraid the bourgeoisie with is not so 
much that it creates a proletariat as that it creates a 
revolutionary proletariat. 

In political practice, therefore, they join in all coercive 
measures against the working class; and in ordinary 
life, despite their high-falutin phrases, they stoop to 
pick up the golden apples dropped from the tree of 
industry, and to barter truth, love, and honour, for 
traffic in wool, beetroot-sugar, and potato spirits.6 

As the parson has ever gone hand in hand with the 
landlord, so has Clerical Socialism with Feudal 
Socialism. 

Nothing is easier than to give Christian asceticism a 
Socialist tinge. Has not Christianity declaimed against 
private property, against marriage, against the State? 
Has it not preached in the place of these, charity and 
poverty, celibacy and mortification of the flesh, 
monastic life and Mother Church? Christian Socialism 
is but the holy water with which the priest 
consecrates the heart-burnings of the aristocrat. 

B. Petty-Bourgeois Socialism 

The feudal aristocracy was not the only class that was 
ruined by the bourgeoisie, not the only class whose 
conditions of existence pined and perished in the 
atmosphere of modern bourgeois society. The 
medieval burgesses and the small peasant proprietors 
were the precursors of the modern bourgeoisie. In 
those countries which are but little developed, 
industrially and commercially, these two classes still 
vegetate side by side with the rising bourgeoisie. 

                                                 
6 This applies chiefly to Germany, where the landed 
aristocracy and squirearchy have large portions of their 
estates cultivated for their own account by stewards, and 
are, moreover, extensive beetroot-sugar manufacturers and 
distillers of potato spirits. The wealthier British aristocracy 
are, as yet, rather above that; but they, too, know how to 
make up for declining rents by lending their names to 
floaters or more or less shady joint-stock companies. 
[Engels, 1888 German edition] 

In countries where modern civilisation has become 
fully developed, a new class of petty bourgeois has 
been formed, fluctuating between proletariat and 
bourgeoisie, and ever renewing itself as a 
supplementary part of bourgeois society. The 
individual members of this class, however, are being 
constantly hurled down into the proletariat by the 
action of competition, and, as modern industry 
develops, they even see the moment approaching 
when they will completely disappear as an 
independent section of modern society, to be 
replaced in manufactures, agriculture and commerce, 
by overlookers, bailiffs and shopmen. 

In countries like France, where the peasants 
constitute far more than half of the population, it was 
natural that writers who sided with the proletariat 
against the bourgeoisie should use, in their criticism 
of the bourgeois rŽgime, the standard of the peasant 
and petty bourgeois, and from the standpoint of 
these intermediate classes, should take up the 
cudgels for the working class. Thus arose petty-
bourgeois Socialism. Sismondi was the head of this 
school, not only in France but also in England. 

This school of Socialism dissected with great 
acuteness the contradictions in the conditions of 
modern production. It laid bare the hypocritical 
apologies of economists. It proved, incontrovertibly, 
the disastrous effects of machinery and division of 
labour; the concentration of capital and land in a few 
hands; overproduction and crises; it pointed out the 
inevitable ruin of the petty bourgeois and peasant, 
the misery of the proletariat, the anarchy in 
production, the crying inequalities in the distribution 
of wealth, the industrial war of extermination 
between nations, the dissolution of old moral bonds, 
of the old family relations, of the old nationalities. 

In its positive aims, however, this form of Socialism 
aspires either to restoring the old means of 
production and of exchange, and with them the old 
property relations, and the old society, or to cramping 
the modern means of production and of exchange 
within the framework of the old property relations 
that have been, and were bound to be, exploded by 
those means. In either case, it is both reactionary and 
Utopian. 
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Its last words are: corporate guilds for manufacture; 
patriarchal relations in agriculture. 

Ultimately, when stubborn historical facts had 
dispersed all intoxicating effects of self-deception, this 
form of Socialism ended in a miserable hangover. 

C. German or "True" Socialism 

The Socialist and Communist literature of France, a 
literature that originated under the pressure of a 
bourgeoisie in power, and that was the expressions of 
the struggle against this power, was introduced into 
Germany at a time when the bourgeoisie, in that 
country, had just begun its contest with feudal 
absolutism. 

German philosophers, would-be philosophers, and 
beaux esprits (men of letters), eagerly seized on this 
literature, only forgetting, that when these writings 
immigrated from France into Germany, French social 
conditions had not immigrated along with them. In 
contact with German social conditions, this French 
literature lost all its immediate practical significance 
and assumed a purely literary aspect. Thus, to the 
German philosophers of the Eighteenth Century, the 
demands of the first French Revolution were nothing 
more than the demands of "Practical Reason" in 
general, and the utterance of the will of the 
revolutionary French bourgeoisie signified, in their 
eyes, the laws of pure Will, of Will as it was bound to 
be, of true human Will generally. 

The work of the German literati consisted solely in 
bringing the new French ideas into harmony with 
their ancient philosophical conscience, or rather, in 
annexing the French ideas without deserting their 
own philosophic point of view. 

This annexation took place in the same way in which 
a foreign language is appropriated, namely, by 
translation. 

It is well known how the monks wrote silly lives of 
Catholic Saints over the manuscripts on which the 
classical works of ancient heathendom had been 
written. The German literati reversed this process 
with the profane French literature. They wrote their 
philosophical nonsense beneath the French original. 
For instance, beneath the French criticism of the 

economic functions of money, they wrote "Alienation 
of Humanity", and beneath the French criticism of the 
bourgeois state they wrote "Dethronement of the 
Category of the General", and so forth. 

The introduction of these philosophical phrases at the 
back of the French historical criticisms, they dubbed 
"Philosophy of Action", "True Socialism", "German 
Science of Socialism", "Philosophical Foundation of 
Socialism", and so on. 

The French Socialist and Communist literature was 
thus completely emasculated. And, since it ceased in 
the hands of the German to express the struggle of 
one class with the other, he felt conscious of having 
overcome "French one-sidedness" and of 
representing, not true requirements, but the 
requirements of Truth; not the interests of the 
proletariat, but the interests of Human Nature, of 
Man in general, who belongs to no class, has no 
reality, who exists only in the misty realm of 
philosophical fantasy. 

This German socialism, which took its schoolboy task 
so seriously and solemnly, and extolled its poor stock-
in-trade in such a mountebank fashion, meanwhile 
gradually lost its pedantic innocence. 

The fight of the Germans, and especially of the 
Prussian bourgeoisie, against feudal aristocracy and 
absolute monarchy, in other words, the liberal 
movement, became more earnest. 

By this, the long-wished for opportunity was offered 
to "True" Socialism of confronting the political 
movement with the Socialist demands, of hurling the 
traditional anathemas against liberalism, against 
representative government, against bourgeois 
competition, bourgeois freedom of the press, 
bourgeois legislation, bourgeois liberty and equality, 
and of preaching to the masses that they had nothing 
to gain, and everything to lose, by this bourgeois 
movement. German Socialism forgot, in the nick of 
time, that the French criticism, whose silly echo it 
was, presupposed the existence of modern bourgeois 
society, with its corresponding economic conditions of 
existence, and the political constitution adapted 
thereto, the very things those attainment was the 
object of the pending struggle in Germany. 
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To the absolute governments, with their following of 
parsons, professors, country squires, and officials, it 
served as a welcome scarecrow against the 
threatening bourgeoisie. 

It was a sweet finish, after the bitter pills of flogging 
and bullets, with which these same governments, just 
at that time, dosed the German working-class risings. 

While this "True" Socialism thus served the 
government as a weapon for fighting the German 
bourgeoisie, it, at the same time, directly represented 
a reactionary interest, the interest of German 
Philistines. In Germany, the petty-bourgeois class, a 
relic of the sixteenth century, and since then 
constantly cropping up again under the various forms, 
is the real social basis of the existing state of things. 

To preserve this class is to preserve the existing state 
of things in Germany. The industrial and political 
supremacy of the bourgeoisie threatens it with certain 
destruction - on the one hand, from the concentration 
of capital; on the other, from the rise of a 
revolutionary proletariat. "True" Socialism appeared 
to kill these two birds with one stone. It spread like 
an epidemic. 

The robe of speculative cobwebs, embroidered with 
flowers of rhetoric, steeped in the dew of sickly 
sentiment, this transcendental robe in which the 
German Socialists wrapped their sorry "eternal 
truths", all skin and bone, served to wonderfully 
increase the sale of their goods amongst such a 
public. 

And on its part German Socialism recognised, more 
and more, its own calling as the bombastic 
representative of the petty-bourgeois Philistine. 

It proclaimed the German nation to be the model 
nation, and the German petty Philistine to be the 
typical man. To every villainous meanness of this 
model man, it gave a hidden, higher, Socialistic 
interpretation, the exact contrary of its real character. 
It went to the extreme length of directly opposing the 
"brutally destructive" tendency of Communism, and of 
proclaiming its supreme and impartial contempt of all 
class struggles. With very few exceptions, all the so-
called Socialist and Communist publications that now 

(1847) circulate in Germany belong to the domain of 
this foul and enervating literature.7 

 

2. Conservative or Bourgeois Socialism 

A part of the bourgeoisie is desirous of redressing 
social grievances in order to secure the continued 
existence of bourgeois society. 

To this section belong economists, philanthropists, 
humanitarians, improvers of the condition of the 
working class, organisers of charity, members of 
societies for the prevention of cruelty to animals, 
temperance fanatics, hole-and-corner reformers of 
every imaginable kind. This form of socialism has, 
moreover, been worked out into complete systems. 

We may cite Proudhon's Philosophis de la Mis�re as 
an example of this form. 

The Socialistic bourgeois want all the advantages of 
modern social conditions without the struggles and 
dangers necessarily resulting therefrom. They desire 
the existing state of society, minus its revolutionary 
and disintegrating elements. They wish for a 
bourgeoisie without a proletariat. The bourgeoisie 
naturally conceives the world in which it is supreme 
to be the best; and bourgeois Socialism develops this 
comfortable conception into various more or less 
complete systems. In requiring the proletariat to carry 
out such a system, and thereby to march straightway 
into the social New Jerusalem, it but requires in 
reality, that the proletariat should remain within the 
bounds of existing society, but should cast away all 
its hateful ideas concerning the bourgeoisie. 

A second, and more practical, but less systematic, 
form of this Socialism sought to depreciate every 
revolutionary movement in the eyes of the working 
class by showing that no mere political reform, but 
only a change in the material conditions of existence, 
in economical relations, could be of any advantage to 
them. By changes in the material conditions of 

                                                 
7 The revolutionary storm of 1848 swept away this whole 
shabby tendency and cured its protagonists of the desire to 
dabble in socialism. The chief representative and classical 
type of this tendency is Mr Karl Gruen. [Engels, 1888 
German edition] 
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existence, this form of Socialism, however, by no 
means understands abolition of the bourgeois 
relations of production, an abolition that can be 
affected only by a revolution, but administrative 
reforms, based on the continued existence of these 
relations; reforms, therefore, that in no respect affect 
the relations between capital and labour, but, at the 
best, lessen the cost, and simplify the administrative 
work, of bourgeois government. 

Bourgeois Socialism attains adequate expression 
when, and only when, it becomes a mere figure of 
speech. 

Free trade: for the benefit of the working class. 
Protective duties: for the benefit of the working class. 
Prison Reform: for the benefit of the working class. 
This is the last word and the only seriously meant 
word of bourgeois socialism. 

It is summed up in the phrase: the bourgeois is a 
bourgeois - for the benefit of the working class. 

 

3. Critical-Utopian Socialism and Communism 

We do not here refer to that literature which, in every 
great modern revolution, has always given voice to 
the demands of the proletariat, such as the writings 
of Babeuf and others. 

The first direct attempts of the proletariat to attain its 
own ends, made in times of universal excitement, 
when feudal society was being overthrown, 
necessarily failed, owing to the then undeveloped 
state of the proletariat, as well as to the absence of 
the economic conditions for its emancipation, 
conditions that had yet to be produced, and could be 
produced by the impending bourgeois epoch alone. 
The revolutionary literature that accompanied these 
first movements of the proletariat had necessarily a 
reactionary character. It inculcated universal 
asceticism and social levelling in its crudest form. 

The Socialist and Communist systems, properly so 
called, those of Saint-Simon, Fourier, Owen, and 
others, spring into existence in the early undeveloped 
period, described above, of the struggle between 

proletariat and bourgeoisie (see Section 1. Bourgeois 
and Proletarians). 

The founders of these systems see, indeed, the class 
antagonisms, as well as the action of the 
decomposing elements in the prevailing form of 
society. But the proletariat, as yet in its infancy, 
offers to them the spectacle of a class without any 
historical initiative or any independent political 
movement. 

Since the development of class antagonism keeps 
even pace with the development of industry, the 
economic situation, as they find it, does not as yet 
offer to them the material conditions for the 
emancipation of the proletariat. They therefore 
search after a new social science, after new social 
laws, that are to create these conditions. 

Historical action is to yield to their personal inventive 
action; historically created conditions of emancipation 
to fantastic ones; and the gradual, spontaneous class 
organisation of the proletariat to an organisation of 
society especially contrived by these inventors. Future 
history resolves itself, in their eyes, into the 
propaganda and the practical carrying out of their 
social plans. 

In the formation of their plans, they are conscious of 
caring chiefly for the interests of the working class, as 
being the most suffering class. Only from the point of 
view of being the most suffering class does the 
proletariat exist for them. 

The undeveloped state of the class struggle, as well 
as their own surroundings, causes Socialists of this 
kind to consider themselves far superior to all class 
antagonisms. They want to improve the condition of 
every member of society, even that of the most 
favoured. Hence, they habitually appeal to society at 
large, without the distinction of class; nay, by 
preference, to the ruling class. For how can people, 
when once they understand their system, fail to see 
in it the best possible plan of the best possible state 
of society? 

Hence, they reject all political, and especially all 
revolutionary action; they wish to attain their ends by 
peaceful means, necessarily doomed to failure, and 
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by the force of example, to pave the way for the new 
social Gospel. 

Such fantastic pictures of future society, painted at a 
time when the proletariat is still in a very 
undeveloped state and has but a fantastic conception 
of its own position, correspond with the first 
instinctive yearnings of that class for a general 
reconstruction of society. 

But these Socialist and Communist publications 
contain also a critical element. They attack every 
principle of existing society. Hence, they are full of 
the most valuable materials for the enlightenment of 
the working class. The practical measures proposed 
in them - such as the abolition of the distinction 
between town and country, of the family, of the 
carrying on of industries for the account of private 
individuals, and of the wage system, the proclamation 
of social harmony, the conversion of the function of 
the state into a more superintendence of production - 
all these proposals point solely to the disappearance 
of class antagonisms which were, at that time, only 
just cropping up, and which, in these publications, 
are recognised in their earliest indistinct and 
undefined forms only. These proposals, therefore, are 
of a purely Utopian character. 

The significance of Critical-Utopian Socialism and 
Communism bears an inverse relation to historical 
development. In proportion as the modern class 
struggle develops and takes definite shape, this 
fantastic standing apart from the contest, these 
fantastic attacks on it, lose all practical value and all 
theoretical justification. Therefore, although the 
originators of these systems were, in many respects, 
revolutionary, their disciples have, in every case, 
formed mere reactionary sects. They hold fast by the 
original views of their masters, in opposition to the 
progressive historical development of the proletariat. 
They, therefore, endeavour, and that consistently, to 
deaden the class struggle and to reconcile the class 
antagonisms. They still dream of experimental 
realisation of their social Utopias, of founding isolated 
"phalansteres", of establishing "Home Colonies", or 
setting up a "Little Icaria"8 - duodecimo editions of 

                                                 
8 Phalanstéres were Socialist colonies on the plan of Charles 
Fourier; Icaria was the name given by Cabet to his Utopia 

the New Jerusalem - and to realise all these castles in 
the air, they are compelled to appeal to the feelings 
and purses of the bourgeois. By degrees, they sink 
into the category of the reactionary [or] conservative 
Socialists depicted above, differing from these only by 
more systematic pedantry, and by their fanatical and 
superstitious belief in the miraculous effects of their 
social science. 

They, therefore, violently oppose all political action on 
the part of the working class; such action, according 
to them, can only result from blind unbelief in the 
new Gospel. 

The Owenites in England, and the Fourierists in 
France, respectively, oppose the Chartists and the 
Reformists. 

 

 

Chapter 4: Position of the Communists 
in Relation to the Various Existing 
Opposition Parties 

 

Section II has made clear the relations of the 
Communists to the existing working-class parties, 
such as the Chartists in England and the Agrarian 
Reformers in America. 

The Communists fight for the attainment of the 
immediate aims, for the enforcement of the 
momentary interests of the working class; but in the 
movement of the present, they also represent and 
take care of the future of that movement. In France, 
the Communists ally with the Social-Democrats9 

                                                                                 
and, later on, to his American Communist colony. [Engels, 
1888 English Edition]. “Home Colonies” were what Owen 
called his Communist model societies. Phalanstéres was the 
name of the public palaces planned by Fourier. Icaria was 
the name given to the Utopian land of fancy, whose 
Communist institutions Cabet portrayed. [Engels, 1890 
German Edition] 
9 The party then represented in Parliament by Ledru-Rollin, 
in literature by Louis Blanc, in the daily press by the 
Réforme. The name of Social-Democracy signifies, with 
these its inventors, a section of the Democratic or 
Republican Party more or less tinged with socialism. 
[Engels, English Edition 1888] 
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against the conservative and radical bourgeoisie, 
reserving, however, the right to take up a critical 
position in regard to phases and illusions traditionally 
handed down from the great Revolution. 

In Switzerland, they support the Radicals, without 
losing sight of the fact that this party consists of 
antagonistic elements, partly of Democratic Socialists, 
in the French sense, partly of radical bourgeois. 

In Poland, they support the party that insists on an 
agrarian revolution as the prime condition for national 
emancipation, that party which fomented the 
insurrection of Cracow in 1846. 

In Germany, they fight with the bourgeoisie 
whenever it acts in a revolutionary way, against the 
absolute monarchy, the feudal squirearchy, and the 
petty bourgeoisie. 

But they never cease, for a single instant, to instill 
into the working class the clearest possible 
recognition of the hostile antagonism between 
bourgeoisie and proletariat, in order that the German 
workers may straightway use, as so many weapons 
against the bourgeoisie, the social and political 
conditions that the bourgeoisie must necessarily 
introduce along with its supremacy, and in order that, 
after the fall of the reactionary classes in Germany, 
the fight against the bourgeoisie itself may 
immediately begin. 

The Communists turn their attention chiefly to 
Germany, because that country is on the eve of a 
bourgeois revolution that is bound to be carried out 
under more advanced conditions of European 
civilisation and with a much more developed 
proletariat than that of England was in the 
seventeenth, and France in the eighteenth century, 
and because the bourgeois revolution in Germany will 
be but the prelude to an immediately following 
proletarian revolution. 

In short, the Communists everywhere support every 
revolutionary movement against the existing social 
and political order of things. 

In all these movements, they bring to the front, as 
the leading question in each, the property question, 

no matter what its degree of development at the 
time. 

Finally, they labour everywhere for the union and 
agreement of the democratic parties of all countries. 

The Communists disdain to conceal their views and 
aims. They openly declare that their ends can be 
attained only by the forcible overthrow of all existing 
social conditions. Let the ruling classes tremble at a 
Communistic revolution. The proletarians have 
nothing to lose but their chains. They have a world to 
win. 

WORKING MEN OF ALL COUNTRIES, UNITE! 
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Imperialism: the Highest Stage of Capitalism 
 

Vladimir I. Lenin 

 

VII. Imperialism as a Special Stage of Capitalism 
Imperialism emerged as the development and direct continuation of the fundamental 

characteristics of capitalism in general. But capitalism only became capitalist imperialism at a 

definite and very high stage of its development, when certain of its fundamental 

characteristics began to change into their opposites, when the features of the epoch of 

transition from capitalism to a higher social and economic system had taken shape and 

revealed themselves in all spheres. Economically, the main thing in this process is the 

displacement of capitalist free competition by capitalist monopoly. Free competition is the 

basic feature of capitalism, and of commodity production generally; monopoly is the exact 

opposite of free competition, but we have seen the latter being transformed into monopoly 

before our eyes, creating large-scale industry and forcing out small industry, replacing 

large-scale by still larger-scale industry, and carrying concentration of production and capital 

to the point where out of it has grown and is growing monopoly: cartels, syndicates and trusts, 

and merging with them, the capital of a dozen or so banks, which manipulate thousands of 

millions. At the same time the monopolies, which have grown out of free competition, do not 

eliminate the latter, but exist above it and alongside it, and thereby give rise to a number of 

very acute, intense antagonisms, frictions and conflicts. Monopoly is the transition from 

capitalism to a higher system.  

If it were necessary to give the briefest possible definition of imperialism we should have 

to say that imperialism is the monopoly stage of capitalism. Such a definition would include 

what is most important, for, on the one hand, finance capital is the bank capital of a few very 

big monopolist banks, merged with the capital of the monopolist associations of industrialists; 

and, on the other hand, the division of the world is the transition from a colonial policy which 

has extended without hindrance to territories unseized by any capitalist power, to a colonial 

policy of monopolist possession of the territory of the world, which has been completely 

divided up.  

But very brief definitions, although convenient, for they sum up the main points, are 

nevertheless inadequate, since we have to deduce from them some especially important 

features of the phenomenon that has to be defined. And so, without forgetting the conditional 
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and relative value of all definitions in general, which can never embrace all the concatenations 

of a phenomenon in its full development, we must give a definition of imperialism that will 

include the following five of its basic features: (1) the concentration of production and capital 

has developed to such a high stage that it has created monopolies which play a decisive role in 

economic life; (2) the merging of bank capital with industrial capital, and the creation, on the 

basis of this “finance capital”, of a financial oligarchy; (3) the export of capital as 

distinguished from the export of commodities acquires exceptional importance; (4) the 

formation of international monopolist capitalist associations which share the world among 

themselves, and (5) the territorial division of the whole world among the biggest capitalist 

powers is completed. Imperialism is capitalism at that stage of development at which the 

dominance of monopolies and finance capital is established; in which the export of capital has 

acquired pronounced importance; in which the division of the world among the international 

trusts has begun, in which the division of all territories of the globe among the biggest 

capitalist powers has been completed. … 

 

X. The Place of Imperialism in History 
We have seen that in its economic essence imperialism is monopoly capitalism. This in 

itself determines its place in history, for monopoly that grows out of the soil of free 

competition, and precisely out of free competition, is the transition from the capitalist system 

to a higher socio-economic order. We must take special note of the four principal types of 

monopoly, or principal manifestations of monopoly capitalism, which are characteristic of the 

epoch we are examining.  

Firstly, monopoly arose out of the concentration of production at a very high stage. This 

refers to the monopolist capitalist associations, cartels, syndicates, and trusts. We have seen 

the important part these play in present-day economic life. At the beginning of the twentieth 

century, monopolies had acquired complete supremacy in the advanced countries, and 

although the first steps towards the formation of the cartels were taken by countries enjoying 

the protection of high tariffs (Germany, America), Great Britain, with her system of free trade, 

revealed the same basic phenomenon, only a little later, namely, the birth of monopoly out of 

the concentration of production.  

Secondly, monopolies have stimulated the seizure of the most important sources of raw 

materials, especially for the basic and most highly cartelized industries in capitalist society: 

the coal and iron industries. The monopoly of the most important sources of raw materials has 
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enormously increased the power of big capital, and has sharpened the antagonism between 

cartelized and non-cartelized industry.  

Thirdly, monopoly has sprung from the banks. The banks have developed from modest 

middleman enterprises into the monopolists of finance capital. Some three to five of the 

biggest banks in each of the foremost capitalist countries have achieved the “personal 

link-up” between industrial and bank capital, and have concentrated in their hands the control 

of thousands upon thousands of millions which form the greater part of the capital and income 

of entire countries. A financial oligarchy, which throws a close network of dependence 

relationships over all the economic and political institutions of present-day bourgeois society 

without exception—such is the most striking manifestation of this monopoly.  

Fourthly, monopoly has grown out of colonial policy. To the numerous “old” motives of 

colonial policy, finance capital has added the struggle for the sources of raw materials, for the 

export of capital, for spheres of influence, i.e., for spheres for profitable deals, concessions, 

monopoly profits and so on, economic territory in general. When the colonies of the European 

powers, for instance, comprised only one-tenth of the territory of Africa(as was the case in 

1876), colonial policy was able to develop—by methods other than those of monopoly—by 

the “free grabbing” of territories, so to speak. But when nine-tenths of Africa had been seized 

(by 1900), when the whole world had been divided up, there was inevitably ushered in the era 

of monopoly possession of colonies and, consequently, of particularly intense struggle for the 

division and the redivision of the world.  

The extent to which monopolist capital has intensified all the contradictions of capitalism 

is generally known. It is sufficient to mention the high cost of living and the tyranny of the 

cartels. This intensification of contradictions constitutes the most powerful driving force of 

the transitional period of history, which began from the time of the final victory of world 

finance capital.  

Monopolies, oligarchy, the striving for domination and not for freedom, the exploitation 

of an increasing number of small or weak nations by a handful of the richest or most powerful 

nations—all these have given birth to those distinctive characteristics of imperialism which 

compel us to define it as parasitic or decaying capitalism. More and more prominently there 

emerges, as one of the tendencies of imperialism, the creation of the “rentier state”, the usurer 

state, in which the bourgeoisie to an ever-increasing degree lives on the proceeds of capital 

exports and by “clipping coupons”. It would be a mistake to believe that this tendency to 

decay precludes the rapid growth of capitalism. It does not. In the epoch of imperialism, 

certain branches of industry, certain strata of the bourgeoisie and certain countries betray, to a 
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greater or lesser degree, now one and now another of these tendencies. On the whole, 

capitalism is growing far more rapidly than before; but this growth is not only becoming more 

and more uneven in general, its unevenness also manifests itself, in particular, in the decay of 

the countries which are richest in capital (Britain).  

 

—— Imperialism: the Highest Stage of Capitalism (1952) 
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 THE STRUCTURE OF DEPENDENCE*

 By THEOTONIO Dos SANTOS
 University of Chile

 This paper attempts to demonstrate that the
 dependence of Latin American countries on other
 countries cannot be overcome without a qualita-
 tive change in their internal structures and exter-
 nal relations. We shall attempt to show that the
 relations of dependence to which these countries
 are subjected conform to a type of international
 and internal structure which leads them to under-
 development or more precisely to a dependent
 structure that deepens and aggravates the funda-
 mental problems of their peoples.

 I. What is Dependence?

 By dependence we mean a situation in which the
 economy of certain countries is conditioned by the
 development and expansion of another economy to
 which the former is subjected. The relation of inter-
 dependence between two or more economies, and
 between these and world trade, assumes the form of
 dependence when some countries (the dominant ones)
 can expand and can be self-sustaining, while other
 countries (the dependent ones) can do this only as
 a reflection of that expansion, which can have either
 a positive or a negative effect on their immediate de-
 velopment [7, p. 61.

 The concept of dependence permits us to see
 the internal situation of these countries as part of
 world economy. In the Marxian tradition, the
 theory of imperialism has been developed as a
 study of the process of expansion of the imperial-
 ist centers and of their world domination. In the
 epoch of the revolutionary movement of the
 Third World, we have to develop the theory of
 laws of internal development in those countries
 that are the object of such expansion and are gov-
 erned by them. This theoretical step transcends
 the theory of development which seeks to explain
 the situation of the underdeveloped countries as a
 product of their slowness or failure to adopt the
 patterns of efficiency characteristic of developed

 countries (or to "modernize" or "develop" them-
 selves). Although capitalist development theov y
 admits the existence of an "external" dependence,
 it is unable to perceive underdevelopment in the
 way our present theory perceives it, as a conse-
 quence and part of the process of the world ex-
 pansion of capitalism-a part that is necessary to
 and integrally linked with it.

 In analyzing the process of constituting a world
 economy that integrates the so-called "national
 economies" in a world market of commodities,
 capital, and even of labor power, we see that the
 relations produced by this market are unequal
 and combined-unequal because development of
 parts of the system occurs at the expense of other
 parts. Trade relations are based on monopolistic
 control of the market, which leads to the transfer
 of surplus generated in the dependent countries
 to the dominant countries; financial relations are,
 from the viewpoint of the dominant powers,
 based on loans and the export of capital, wHich
 permit them to receive interest and profits; thus
 increasing their domestic surplus and strengthen-
 ing their control over the economies of the other
 countries. For the dependent countries these rela-
 tions represent an export of profits and interest
 which carries off part of the surplus generated
 domestically and leads to a loss of control over
 their productive resources. In order to permit
 these disadvantageous relations, the dependent
 countries must generate large surpluses, not in
 such a way as to create higher levels of technol-
 ogy but rather superexploited manpower. The re-
 sult is to limit the development of their internal
 market and their technical and cultural capacity,
 as well as the moral and physical health of their
 people. We call this combined development be-
 cause it is the combination of these inequalities
 and the transfer of resources from the most back-
 ward and dependent sectors to the most advanced
 and dominant ones which explains the inequality,
 deepens it, and transforms it into a necessary and
 structural element of the world economy.

 II. Historic Forms of Dependence

 Historic forms of dependence are conditioned
 by: (1) the basic forms of this world economy
 which has its own laws of development; (2) the
 type of economic relations dominant in the capi-

 * This work expands on certain preliminary work
 done in a research project on the relations of depen-
 dence in Latin America, directed by the author at the
 Center for Socio-Economic Studies of the Faculty of
 Economic Science of the University of Chile. In order
 to abridge the discussion of various aspects, the au-
 thor was obliged to cite certain of his earlier works.
 The author expresses his gratitude to the researcher
 Orlando Caputo and Roberto Pizarro for some of the
 data utilized and to Sergio Ramos for his critical
 comments on the paper.
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 talist centers and the ways in which the latter ex-
 pand outward; and (3) the types of economic re-
 lations existing inside the peripheral countries
 which are incorporated into the situation of de-
 pendence within the network of international eco-
 nomic relations generated by capitalist expansion.
 It is not within the purview of this paper to
 study these forms in detail but only to distinguish
 broad characteristics of development.

 Drawing on an earlier study, we may distin-
 guish: (1) Colonial dependence, trade export in
 nature, in which commercial and financial capital
 in alliance with the colonialist state dominated
 the economic relations of the Europeans and the
 colonies, by means of a trade monopoly comple-
 mented by a colonial monopoly of land, mines,
 and manpower (serf or slave) in the colonized
 countries. (2) Financial-industrial dependence
 which consolidated itself at the end of the nine-
 teenth century, characterized by the domination
 of big capital in the hegemonic centers, and its
 expansion abroad through investment in the pro-
 duction of raw materials and agricultural prod-
 ucts for consumption in the hegemonic centers.
 A productive structure grew up in the dependent
 countries devoted to the export of these products
 (which Levin labeled export economies [11]; other
 analysis in other regions [12] [13]), producing
 what ECLA has called "foreign-oriented develop-
 ment" (desarrollo hacia afuera) [4]. (3) In the
 postwar period a new type of dependence has been
 consolidated, based on multinational corporations
 which began to invest in industries geared to the
 internal market of underdeveloped countries. This
 form of dependence is basically technological-in-
 dustrial dependence [6].

 Each of these forms of dependence corre-
 sponds to a situation which conditioned not only
 the international relations of these countries but
 also their internal structures: the orientation of
 production, the forms of capital accumulation,
 the reproduction of the economy, and, simultane-
 ously, their social and political structure.

 III. The Export Economies

 In forms (1) and (2) of dependence, produc-
 tion is geared to those products destined for ex-
 port (gold, silver, and tropical products in the co-
 lonial epoch; raw materials and agricultural prod-
 ucts in the epoch of industrial-financial depen-
 dence); i.e., production is determined by demand
 from the hegemonic centers. The internal produc-
 tive structure is characterized by rigid specializa-
 tion and monoculture in entire regions (the Ca-
 ribbean, the Brazilian Northeast, etc.). Alongside
 these export sectors there grew up certain com-

 plementary economic activities (cattle-raising and

 some manufacturing, for example) which were
 dependent, in general, on the export sector to
 which they sell their products. There was a third,
 subsistence economy which provided manpower
 for the export sector under favorable conditions
 and toward which excess population shifted dur-
 ing periods unfavorable to international trade.

 Under these conditions, the existing internal
 market was restricted by four factors: (1) Most
 of the national income was derived from export,
 which was used to purchase the inputs required
 by export production (slaves, for example) or
 luxury goods consumed by the hacienda- and
 mine-owners, and by the more prosperous em-
 ployees. (2) The available manpower was subject
 to very arduous forms of superexploitation, which
 limited its consumption. (3) Part of the con-
 sumption of these workers was provided by the
 subsistence economy, which served as a comple-
 ment to their income and as a refuge during peri-
 ods of depression. (4) A fourth factor was to be
 found in those countries in which land and mines
 were in the hands of foreigners (cases of an en-
 clave economy): a great part of the accumulated
 surplus was destined to be sent abroad in the
 form of profits, limiting not only internal con-
 sumption but also possibilities of reinvestment
 [1]. In the case of enclave economies the relations
 of the foreign companies with the hegemonic cen-
 ter were even more exploitative and were comple-
 mented by the fact that purchases by the enclave
 were made directly abroad.

 IV. The New Dependence

 The new form of dependence, (3) above,
 is in process of developing and is conditioned by
 the exigencies of the international commodity and
 capital markets. The possibility of generating new
 investments depends on the existence of financial
 resources in foreign currency for the purchase of
 machinery and processed raw materials not pro-
 duced domestically. Such purchases are subject to
 two limitations: the limit of resources generated
 by the export sector (reflected in the balance of
 payments, which includes not only trade but also
 service relations); and the limitations of monop-
 oly on patents which leads monopolistic firms to
 prefer to transfer their machines in the form of
 capital rather than as commodities for sale. It is
 necessary to analyze these relations of depen-
 dence if we are to understand the fundamental
 structural limits they place on the development
 of these economies.

 1. Industrial development is dependent on an
 export sector for the foreign currency to buy the

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 23:31:37 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL II - 145



 ECONOMICS OF IMPERIALISM 233

 inputs utilized by the industrial sector. The first
 consequence of this dependence is the need to
 preserve the traditional export sector, which lim-
 its economically the development of the internal
 market by the conservation of backward relations
 of production and signifies, politically, the
 maintenance of power by traditional decadent oli-
 garchies. In the countries where these sectors are
 controlled by foreign capital, it signifies the re-
 mittance abroad of high profits, and political de-
 pendence on those interests. Only in rare in-
 stances does foreign capital not control at least
 the marketing of these products. In response to
 these limitations, dependent countries in the
 1930's and 1940's developed a policy of exchange
 restrictions and taxes on the national and foreign
 export sector; today they tend toward the grad-
 ual nationalization of production and toward the
 imposition of certain timid limitations on foreign
 control of the marketing of exported products.
 Furthermore, they seek, still somewhat timidly,
 to obtain better terms for the sale of their prod-
 ucts. In recent decades, they have created mech-
 anisms for international price agreements, and to-
 day UNCTAD and ECLA press to obtain more
 favorable tariff conditions for these products on
 the part of the hegemonic centers. It is important
 to point out that the industrial development of
 these countries is dependent on the situation of
 the export sector, the continued existence of
 which they are obliged to accept.

 2. Industrial development is, then, strongly
 con-ditioned by fluctuations in the balance of pay-
 ments. This leads toward deficit due to the rela-
 tions of dependence themselves. The causes of
 the deficit are three:

 a) Trade relations take place in a highly mo-
 nopolized international market, which tends to
 lower the price of raw materials and to raise the
 prices of industrial products, particularly inputs.
 In the second place, there is a tendency in mod-
 ern technology to replace various primary prod-
 ucts with synthetic raw materials. Consequently
 the balance of trade in these countries tends to be
 less favorable (even though they show a general
 surplus). The overall Latin American balance of
 trade from 1946 to 1968 shows a surplus for each
 of those years. The same thing happens in almost
 every underdeveloped country. However, the
 losses due to deterioration of the terms of trade
 (on the basis of data from ECLA and the Inter-
 national Monetary Fund), excluding Cuba, were
 $26,383 million for the 1951-66 period, taking
 1950 prices as a base. If Cuba and Venezuela are
 excluded, the total is $15,925 million.

 b) For the reasons already given, foreign capi-

 tal retains control over the most dynamic sectors
 of the economy and repatriates a high volume of
 profit; consequently, capital accounts are highly
 unfavorable to dependent countries. The data
 show that the amount of capital leaving the coun-
 try is much greater than the amount entering;
 this produces an enslaving deficit in capital ac-
 counts. To this must be added the deficit in cer-
 tain services which are virtually under total for-
 eign control-such as freight transport, royalty
 payments, technical aid, etc. Consequently, an im-
 portant deficit is produced in the total balance of
 payments; thus limiting the possibility of impor-
 tation of inputs for industrialization.

 c) The result is that "foreign financing" be-
 comes necessary, in two forms: to cover the ex-
 isting deficit, and to "finance" development by
 means of loans for the stimulation of investments
 and to "supply" an internal economic surplus
 which was decapitalized to a large extent by the
 remittance of part of the surplus generated do-
 mestically and sent abroad as profits.

 Foreign capital and foreign "aid" thus fill up
 the holes that they themselves created. The real
 value of this aid, however, is doubtful. If over-
 charges resulting from the restrictive terms of the
 aid are subtracted from the total amount of the
 grants, the average net flow, according to calcula-
 tions of the Inter-American Economic and Social
 Council, is approximately 54 percent of the gross
 flow [51.

 If we take account of certain further facts-
 that a high proportion of aid is paid in local cur-
 rencies, that Latin American countries make con-
 tributions to international financial institutions,
 and that credits are often "tied"-we find a "real
 component of foreign aid" of 42.2 percent on a
 very favorable hypothesis and of 38.3 percent on
 a more realistic one [5, II-33]. The gravity of
 the situation becomes even clearer if we consider
 that these credits are used in large part to finance
 North American investments, to subsidize foreign
 imports which compete with national products, to
 introduce technology not adapted to the needs of
 underdeveloped countries, and to invest in low-
 priority sectors of the national economies. The
 hard truth is that the underdeveloped countries
 have to pay for all of the "aid" they receive. This
 situation is generating an enormous protest move-
 ment by Latin American governments seeking at
 least partial relief from such negative relations.

 3. Finally, industrial development is strongly
 conditioned by the technological monopoly exer-
 cised by imperialist centers. We have seen that
 the underdeveloped countries depend on the im-
 portation of machinery and raw materials for the
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 development of their industries. However, these
 goods are not freely available in the international
 market; they are patented and usually belong to
 the big companies. The big companies do not sell
 machinery and processed raw materials as simple
 merchandise: they demand either the payment of
 royalties, etc., for their utilization or, in most
 cases, they convert these goods into capital and
 introduce them in the form of their own invest-

 ments. This is how machinery which is replaced
 in the hegemonic centers by more advanced tech-

 nology is sent to dependent countries as capital
 for the installation of affiliates. Let us pause and
 examine these relations, in order to understand
 their oppressive and exploitative character.

 The dependent countries do not have sufficient
 foreign currency, for the reasons given. Local
 businessmen have financing difficulties, and they
 must pay for the utilization of certain patented
 techniques. These factors oblige the national
 bourgeois governments to facilitate the entry of
 foreign capital in order to supply the restricted
 national market, which is strongly protected by
 high tariffs in order to promote industrialization.
 Thus, foreign capital enters with all the advan-
 tages: in many cases, it is given exemption from
 exchange controls for the importation of ma-
 chinery; financing of sites for installation of in-
 dustries is provided; government financing agen-
 cies facilitate industrialization; loans are avail-
 able from foreign and domestic banks, which pre-
 fer such clients; foreign aid often subsidizes such
 investments and finances complementary public
 investments; after installation, high profits ob-
 tained in such favorable circumstances can be re-
 invested freely. Thus it is not surprising that the
 data of the U.S. Department of Commerce reveal
 that the percentage of capital brought in from
 abroad by these companies is but a part of the total
 amount of invested capital. These data show that
 in the period from 1946 to 1967 the new entries
 of capital into Latin America for direct invest-
 ment amounted to $5,415 million, while the sum
 of reinvested profits was $4,424 million. On the
 other hand, the transfers of profits from Latin
 America to the United States amounted to $14,775
 million. If we estimate total profits as approxi-
 mately equal to transfers plus reinvestments
 we have the sum of $18,983 million. In spite of
 enormous transfers of profits to the United
 States, the book value of the United States's di-
 rect investment in Latin America went from
 $3,045 million in 1946 to $10,213 million in 1967.
 From these data it is clear that: (1) Of the new
 investments made by U.S. companies in Latin
 America for the period 1946-67, 55 percent corre-

 sponds to new entries of capital and 45 percent to
 reinvestment of profits; in recent years, the trend
 is more marked, with reinvestments between 1960
 and 1966 representing more than 60 percent of
 new investments. (2) Remittances remained at
 about 10 percent of book value throughout the
 period. (3) The ratio of remitted capital to new
 flow is around 2.7 for the period 1946-67; that is,
 for each dollar that enters $2.70 leaves. In the
 1960's this ratio roughly doubled, and in some
 years was considerably higher.

 The Survey of Current Business data on
 sources and uses of funds for direct North Ameri-
 can investment in Latin America in the period
 1957--64 show that, of the total sources of direct
 investment in Latin America, only 11.8 percent
 came from the United States. The remainder is in
 large part, the result of the activities of North
 American firms in Latin America (46.4 percent
 net income, 27.7 percent under the heading of de-
 preciation), and from "sources located abroad"
 (14.1 percent). It is significant that the funds ob-
 tained abroad that are external to the companies
 are greater than the funds originating in the
 United States.

 V. Effects on the Productive Structure

 It is easy to grasp, even if only superficially,
 the effects that this dependent structure has on
 the productive system itself in these countries
 and the role of this structure in determining a
 specified type of development, characterized by its
 dependent nature.

 The productive system in the underdeveloped
 countries is essentially determined by these inter-
 national relations. In the first place, the need to
 conserve the agrarian or mining export structure
 generates a combination between more advanced
 economic centers that extract surplus value from
 the more backward sectors, and also between in-
 ternal "metropolitan" centers and internal inter-
 dependent "colonial" centers [101. The unequal
 and combined character of capitalist development
 at the international level is reproduced internally
 in an acute form. In the second place the indus-
 trial and technological structure responds more
 closely to the interests of the multinational cor-
 porations than to internal developmental needs
 (conceived of not only in terms of the overall in-
 terests of the population, but also from the point
 of view of the interests of a national capitalist
 development). In the third place, the same tech-
 nological and economic-financial concentration of
 the hegemonic economies is transferred without
 substantial alteration to very different economies
 and societies, giving rise to a highly unequal pro-
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 ductive structure, a high concentration of in-
 comes, underutilization of installed capacity, in-
 tensive exploitation of existing markets concen-
 trated in large cities, etc.

 The accumulation of capital in such circum-
 stances assumes its own characteristics. In the
 first place, it is characterized by profound
 differences among domestic wage-levels, in the
 context of a local cheap labor market, combined
 with a capital-intensive technology. The result,
 from the point of view of relative surplus value,
 is a high rate of exploitation of labor power. (On
 measurements of forms of exploitation, see [31.)

 This exploitation is further aggravated by the
 high prices of industrial products enforced by
 protectionism, exemptions and subsidies given by
 the national governments, and "aid" from hege-
 monic centers. Furthermore, since dependent accu-
 mulation is necessarily tied into the international
 economy, it is profoundly conditioned by the un-
 equal and combined character of international cap-
 italist economic relations, by the technological
 and financial control of the imperialist centers by
 the realities of the balance of payments, by the
 economic policies of the state, etc. The role of
 the state in the growth of national and foreign
 capital merits a much fuller analysis than can be
 nade here.

 Using the analysis offered here as a point of
 departure, it is possible to understand the limits
 that this productive system imposes on the
 growth of the internal markets of these countries.
 The survival of traditional relations in the coun-
 tryside is a serious limitation on the size of the
 market, since industrialization does not offer
 hopeful prospects. The productive structure cre-
 ated by dependent industrialization limits the
 growth of the internal market.

 First, it subjects the labor force to highly ex-
 ploitative relations which limit its purchasing
 power. Second, in adopting a technology of inten-
 sive capital use, it creates very few jobs in com-
 parison with population growth, and limits the
 generation of new sources of income. These two
 limitations affect the growth of the consumer
 goods market. Third, the remittance abroad of
 profits carries away part of the economic surplus
 generated within the country. In all these ways
 limits are put on the possible creation of basic na-
 tional industries which could provide a market for
 the capital goods this surplus would make possible
 if it were not remitted abroad.

 From this cursory analysis we see that the al-
 leged backwardness of these economies is not due
 to a lack of integration with capitalism but that,
 on the contrary, the most powerful obstacles to

 their full development come from the way in
 which they are joined to this international system
 and its laws of development.

 VI. Some Conclusions: Dependent Reproduction
 In order to understand the system of depen-

 dent reproduction and the socioeconomic institu-
 tions created by it, we must see it as part of a
 system of world economic relations based on
 monopolistic control of large-scale capital, on con-
 trol of certain economic and financial centers
 over others, on a monopoly of a complex tech-
 nology that leads to unequal and combined de-
 velopment at a national and international level.
 Attempts to analyze backwardness as a failure to
 assimilate more advanced models of production
 or to modernize are nothing more than ideology
 disguised as science. The same is true of the at-
 tempts to analyze this international economy in
 terms of relations among elements in free com-
 petition, such as the theory of comparative costs
 which seeks to justify the inequalities of the
 world economic system and to conceal the rela-
 tions of exploitation on which it is based [141.

 In reality we can understand what is happenin,g
 in the underdeveloped countries only when we see
 that they develop within the framework of a pro-
 cess of dependent production and reproduction.
 This system is a dependent one because it repro-
 duces a productive system whose development is
 limited by those world relations which necessarily
 lead to the development of only certain economic
 sectors, to trade under unequal conditions [91, to
 domestic competition with international capital
 under unequal conditions, to the imposition of
 relations of superexploitation of the domestic la-
 bor force with a view to dividing the economic
 surplus thus generated between internal and ex-
 ternal forces of domination. (On economic sur-
 plus and its utilization in the dependent countries,
 see [11.)

 In reproducing such a productive system and
 such international relations, the development of
 dependent capitalism reproduces the factors that
 prevent it from reaching a nationally and interna-
 tionally advantageous situation; and it thus re-
 produces backwardness, misery, and social margin-
 alization within its borders. The development that
 it produces benefits very narrow sectors, encoun-
 ters unyielding domestic obstacles to its con-
 tinued economic growth (with respect to both
 internal and foreign markets), and leads to the pro-
 gressive accumulation of balance-of-payments def-
 icits, which in turn generate more dependence and
 more superexploitation.

 The political measures proposed by the devel-
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 opmentalists of ECLA, UNCTAD, BID, etc., do
 not appear to permit destruction of these terrible
 chains imposed by dependent development. We
 have examined the alternative forms of develop-
 ment presented for Latin America and the depen-
 dent countries under such conditions elsewhere
 [8]. Everything now indicates that what can be
 expected is a long process of sharp political and
 military confrontations and of profound social
 radicalization which will lead these countries to a
 dilemma: governments of force which open the
 way to facism, or popular revolutionary govern-
 ments, which open the way to socialism. Intermedi-
 ate solutions have proved to be, in such a contra-
 dictory reality, empty and utopian.
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 DEPENDENCE IN AN INTERDEPENDENT WORLD: THE LIMITED
 POSSIBILITIES OF TRANSFORMATION WITHIN THE

 CAPITALIST WORLD ECONOMY

 Immanuel Wallerstein

 "Dependence" has become the latest euphemism in a long list of
 such terms. No doubt its original intent was critical. The term itself
 emerged out of the "structuralist" theories of Latin American scholars
 and was meant as a rebuttal to "developmentalist" or "modernization"
 theories and "monetarist" policy views.1 Andrd Gunder Frank has traced
 its intellectual origins and its limitations in a recent combative paper
 entitled "Dependence is dead; long live dependence and the class strug-
 gle. "2

 We live in a capitalist world economy, one that took definitive
 shape as a European world econany in the sixteenth century (see Waller-
 stein 1974) and came to include the whole world geographically in the
 ninteenth century. Capitalism as a system of production for sale in a
 market for profit and appropriation of this profit on the basis of in-
 dividual or collective ownership has only existed in, and can be said to
 require, a world system in which the political units are not co-extensive
 with the boundaries of the market economy. This has permitted sellers
 to profit from strengths in the market whenever they exist but enabled
 them simultaneously to seek, whenever needed, the intrusion of political
 entities to distort the market in their favor. Far from being a system
 of free competition of all sellers, it is a system in which competition
 becomes relatively free only when the economic advantage of upper strata
 is so clear-cut that the unconstrained operation of the market serves
 effectively to reinforce the existing system of stratification.

 This is not to say that there are no changes in position. Quite
 the contrary. There is constant and patterned movement between groups
 of economic actors as to who shall occupy various positions in the
 hierarchy of production, profit, and consumption. And there are secular
 developments in the structure of the capitalist world system such that

 1See, as a mere beginning, Bodenheimer 1971, Caputo and Pizarro
 1970, Cardoso 1971, Cockcroft et al. 1972, Bulletin of the Institute of
 Development Studies 1971.

 2See Frank 1972a (French-language version); see also for a similar
 point of view Frbres du Monde 1971.

 1
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 we can envisage that its internal contradictions as a system will bring
 it to an end in the twenty-first or twenty-second century.

 The important thing for living men, and for scholars and scientists
 as their collective intellectual expression, is to situate the options
 available in the contemporary situation in terms of the patterns we can
 discern in the historical past. In this task, conceptual clarification
 is the most constant need, and as life goes on and new experiences occur,
 we learn, if we are wise, to reject and reformulate the partial truths of
 our predecessors, and to unmask the ideological obscurantism of the self-
 interested upholders of encrusted privilege.

 The years 1945-1970 were a period of exceptional obscurantism in
 all fields of study, and African studies has been in this sense typical.
 Liberal ideology prevailed in the world of social science reflecting the
 easy and unquestioned econcmic hegemony of the United States. But liber-
 alism has came onto hard days--not least of all in the analysis of "de-
 velopment." If the decline of cold war polarization in the 1960's
 effectively reduced the political bargaining power of African states, the
 beginning of a worldwide economic contraction of effective demand of the
 1970's is likely to sweep African aspirations aside as those who are on
 top of the world heap struggle with each other to remain there. In the
 1960's, African scholars began to worry about "growth without develop-
 ment." In the 1970's and 80's, there is the clear possibility of neither
 growth nor development.

 To understand the issues, we must successively treat the structure
 of the world econcmy, its cyclical patterns including the present con-
 juncture, and the ways in which the position of particular states may
 change within this structure. This will, I believe, explain "the limited
 possibilities of transformation within the capitalist world econamy."

 The structure of the world economy as a single system has came in-
 creasingly in recent years to be analyzed in terms of a core-periphery
 image, an image which has been linked with the discussion of "dependence."
 And thus it has been argued, for example, that Third World countries are
 not "underdeveloped" nations but "peripheral capitalist" nations.3 This
 is far clearer terminology, but it leads unfortunately to further con-
 fusion if the unicity of the world system is not borne clearly in mind.
 Ikonicoff argues, for example, that peripheral capitalist economies
 "operate by econcnic laws and growth factors [that] are clearly different
 frcm those of the econcmies one might call the model of classic capital-
 ism" (1972, p. 692). This is only so because our model of "classic
 capitalism" is wrong, since both in the sixteenth century and today the
 core and the periphery of the world econmny were not two separate "econo-
 mies" with two separate "laws" but one capitalist econcanic system with
 different sectors performing different functions.

 3See, for example, the whole special issue of Revue Tiers-Monde
 1972, especially the introduction by Ikonicoff.
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 Once one recognizes the unicity of the system, one is led to ask
 if the conception of a bi-modal system is adequate. Clearly, it leaves
 much unexplained, and thus we have seen the emergence of such terms as
 "subimperial" states (see Marini 1969) or "go-between nations" (see
 Galtung 1972, pp. 128-129). Both of these terms seem to me unwise as
 they emphasize only one aspect of their role, each an important one, but
 not in my opinion the key one. I prefer to call them semi-peripheral
 countries to underline the ways they are at a disadvantage in the exist-
 ing world system. More important, however, is the need to explicate the
 complexity of the role which semi-peripheral states play within the sys-
 tem as well as the fact that the system could not function without being
 tri-modal.

 Before this explication, it is necessary to spell out one more
 fact. The capitalist system is composed of owners who sell for profit.
 The fact that an owner is a group of individuals rather than a single
 person makes no essential difference. This has long been recognized for
 joint-stock companies. It must now also be recognized for sovereign
 states. A state which collectively owns all the means of production is
 merely a collective capitalist firm as long as it remains--as all such
 states are, in fact, presently compelled to remain--a participant in the
 market of the capitalist world economy. No doubt such a "firm" may have
 different modalities of internal division of profit, but this does not
 change its essential economic role vis-h-vis others operating in the
 world market.4 It, of course, remains to discuss in which sector of the
 world system the "socialist" states are located.

 I have argued this at length in my paper, "The Rise and Future
 Demise of the World Capitalist System: Concepts for Comparative Analysis"
 (forthcoming). Sainir Amin makes just about the same point:

 The predominance of the capitalist mode of
 production expresses itself also on another
 level, that of the world system which con-
 stitutes a characteristic of contemporary
 reality. At this level, the formations
 (central and peripheral) are organized in a
 single hierarchical system. The disintegra-
 tion of this system--with the founding of
 socialist states, true or self-styled--does
 not change anything in this hypothesis....
 Socialism cannot be in fact the juxtaposition
 of national socialisms, regressive with re-
 spect to integrated (but not egalitarian)
 world character of capitalism. Nor can it
 be a socialist system separate from the
 world-system. It is precisely for this
 reason that there are not two world markets:

 the capitalist market and the socialist mar-
 ket; but only one--the former--in which eastern
 Europe participates, albeit marginally (1972b,
 p. 13).
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 The capitalist world system needs a semi-peripheral sector for
 two reasons: one primarily political and one politico-econamic. The
 political reason is very straightforward and rather elementary. A sys-
 tem based on unequal reward must constantly worry about political re-
 bellion of oppressed elements. A polarized system with a small distinct
 high-status and high-income sector facing a relatively hcnogeneous low-
 status and low-income sector including the overwhelming majority of
 individuals in the system leads quite rapidly to the formation of classes
 fir sich and acute, disintegrating struggle. The major political means
 by which such crises are averted is the creation of "middle" sectors,
 which tend to think of themselves primarily as better off than the lower
 sector rather than as worse off than the upper sector. This obvious
 mechanism, operative in all kinds of social structures, serves the same
 function in world systems.

 But there is another reason that derives from the particular needs
 of this kind of social structure, a capitalist world system. The multi-
 plicity of states within the single econamy has two advantages for
 sellers seeking profit. First, the absence of a single political author-
 ity makes it impossible for anyone to legislate the general will of the
 world system and hence to curtail the capitalist mode of production.
 Second, the existence of state machineries makes it possible for the
 capitalist sellers to organize the frequently necessary artificial re-
 straints on the operation of the market.

 But this system has one disadvantage for the sellers. The state
 machineries can reflect other pressures than of those who sell products
 on the market, for example, of those who sell labor. What regularly
 happens in core countries is the operation of a guild principle which,
 in fact, raises wage levels. It is this to which Arghiri Emmanuel refers
 when he says: "The value of labor power is, so far as its determination
 is concerned, a magnitude that is, in the immediate sense, ethical: it
 is economic only in an indirect way, through the mediation of its moral
 and historical element, which is itself determined, in the last analysis,
 by economic causes" (1972, p. 120).

 The rising wages of the workers in the core countries, combined
 with the increasing econamic disadvantage of the leading econcnic pro-
 ducers, given constant technological progress, and heaviest investment
 in rapidly outdated fixed capital by precisely the leading producers,
 leads to an inevitable decline in comparative costs of production. For
 individual capitalists, the ability to shift capital, from a declining
 leading sector to a rising sector, is the only way to survive the effects
 of cyclical shifts in the loci of the leading sectors. For this there
 must be sectors able to profit from the wage-productivity squeeze of the
 leading sector. Such sectors are what we are calling semi-peripheral
 countries. If they weren't there, the capitalist system would as rapidly
 face an ecocomic crisis as it would a political crisis. (How, inciden-
 tally, this shift of capital investment would operate in a world capi-
 talist system composed of only state-owned enterprises is an interesting
 question, but not one for the moment we are called upon to analyze.)
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 How then can we tell a semi-peripheral country when we see one?
 Even if we admit a tri-modal system, it would be an oversimplification
 not to bear in the front of our mind that each structural sector contains

 states of varying degrees of political and econcmic strength. Further-
 more, each sector contains scme states that are seeking to move (or not
 to move) frcm one structural position to another (and for whcm such a
 move is plausible) and other states that for the mcment are mired in the
 location where they find themselves.

 Nonetheless, it is important to spell out scme defining character-
 istics of a semi-peripheral state, as opposed to a core or a peripheral
 state. If we think of the exchange between the core and the periphery
 of a capitalist system being that between high-wage products and low-wage
 products, there then results an "unequal exchange" in Emmanuel's concep-
 tion, in which a peripheral worker needs to work many hours, at a given
 level of productivity, to obtain a product produced by a worker in a
 core country in one hour. And vice versa. Such a system is necessary
 for the expansion of a world market if the primary consideration is
 profit. Without unequal exchange, it would not be profitable to expand
 the size of the division of labor.5 And without such expansion, it would
 not be profitable to maintain a capitalist world econany, which would
 then either disintegrate or revert to the form of a redistributive world
 empire.

 What products are exchanged in this "unequal exchange" are a func-
 tion of world technology. If' in the sixteenth century, peripheral Poland
 traded its wheat for core Holland's textiles, in the mid-twentieth-cen-
 tury world, peripheral countries are often textile producers whereas core
 countries export wheat as well as electronic equipment. The point is
 that we should not identify any particular product with a structural
 sector of the world economy but rather observe the wage patterns and
 margins of profit of particular products at particular moments of time
 to understand who does what in the system.

 5See Samir Amin: "Central capital is not at all constrained to
 emigrate because of a lack of possible [investment] outlets in the cen-
 ter; but it will emigrate to the periphery if it can get a higher remu-
 neration there....It is thus here that we insert the necessary theory of
 unequal exchange. The products exported by the periphery are interesting
 to the degree that--other things being equal and here this expression
 means of equal productivity--the remuneration for labor is less than it
 is in the center. And this is possible to the degree that society is
 forced by various means--economic and extra-economic--to play this new
 role: furnish cheap manpower to the export sector" (1972a, pp. 707-708).

 6
 It would take us far astray to develop this here. What I mean

 by "redistributive world empire" is defined in the paper cited in foot-
 note 4. It would be interesting to see if it were not such processes as
 these which account for the stifling of nascent capitalist elements in
 such ancient systems as the Roman Empire.
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 In a system of unequal exchange, the semi-peripheral country
 stands in between in terms of the kinds of products it expcrts and in
 terms of the wage levels and profit margins it knows. Furthermore, it
 trades or seeks to trade in both directions, in one mode with the periph-
 ery and in the opposite with the core. And herein lies the singularity
 of the semi-periphery as opposed to both the periphery and the core.
 Whereas, at any given moment, the more of balanced trade a core country
 or a peripheral country can engage in, the better off it is in absolute
 terms, it is often in the interest of a semi-peripheral country to reduce
 external trade, even if balanced, since one of the major ways in which
 the aggregate profit margin can be increased is to capture an increasingly
 large percentage of its home market for its home products.

 This, then, leads to a second clear and distinctive feature of a
 semi-peripheral state. The direct and immediate interest of the state as
 a political machinery in the control of the market (internal and inter-
 national) is greater than in either the core or the peripheral states,
 since the semi-peripheral states can never depend on the market to maxi-
 mize, in the short run, their profit margins.

 The "politicization" of economic decisions can be seen to be most
 operative for semi-peripheral states at moments of active change of
 status, which are two: (1) the actual breakthrough from peripheral to
 semi-peripheral status and (2) strengthening of an already semi-peripheral
 state to the point that it can lay claim to membership in the core.

 The political economies of the various sectors of the world economy
 show distinct differences in patterns at various moments of the long-run
 cycles of the world economy. It was rather convincingly established by
 the price historians who began writing in the late 1920's that for a very
 long period the European world economy (and, at least since the nineteenth
 century, the whole world)has gone through a series of systemic expansions
 and contractions (see a summary and synthesis of this literature in
 Braudel and Spooner, pp. 378-486). It should be obvious that when the
 system as a whole is in economic crisis, same parts of it may have to pay
 a price in relative position as a result of the conflict engendered by
 the enforced redistribution that follows on economic contraction. But
 what does that mean for the nations of the periphery and the semi-periph-
 ery? Is world economic crisis their bane or their salvation? As one
 might guess, the answer is not easy.

 Clearly, as a general rule, there is more pressure for reallocation
 of roles and rewards in all systems at moments of contraction than at
 moments of expansion, since in moments of expansion even groups that are
 less rewarded may obtain an absolute expansion in reward, whereas in
 moments of contraction even those who are most highly rewarded are threat-
 ened with absolute decline, in which case one way to maintain an evenness
 in absolute reward is to seek an increase in relative reward. This gen-
 eral proposition applies to world systems as well.

 A pressure to reallocate roles and rewards can have two different
 outlets: one is circulation of the groups who play different roles, and
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 hence what is increase for one is decrease for another. A second is the
 redistribution of rewards among different roles in a more egalitarian
 direction. Within the modern world system, much historical change has
 been justified in the name of the latter objective, but the reality thus
 far of most such change has been the former. One fundamental explanation
 is that the framework of the capitalist world system limits critically
 the possibilities of transformation of the reward system within it, since
 disparity of reward is the fundamental motivating force of the operation
 of the system as it is constructed.

 To be very concrete, it is not possible theoretically for all

 states to "develop" simultaneously. The so-called'l-idening gap" is not an anomaly but a continuing basic mechanism of the operation of the world
 economy. Of course, some countries can "develop." But the some that
 rise are at the expense of others that decline. Indeed, the rest of this
 paper will be devoted to indicating same of the mechanisms used by the
 minority that at given moments rise (or fall) in status within the world
 economy.

 There is an alternative system that can be constructed, that of a
 socialist world government in which the principles governing the economy
 would not be the market but rather the optimum utilization and distribu-
 tion of resources in the light of a collectively-arrived-at notion of
 substantive rationality. I say this not in order to develop further how
 such a prospective system would operate, were it in existence, but rather
 to emphasize that the nationalization or socialization of all productive
 enterprises within the bounds of a nation-state is not and theoretically
 cannot be a sufficient defining condition of a socialist system, even if
 the whole nation thinks of socialism as its objective. As long as these
 nations remain part of a capitalist world econany, they continue to pro-
 duce for this world market on the basis of the same principles as any
 other producer. Even if every nation in the world were to permit only
 state ownership of the means of production, the world system would still
 be a capitalist system, although doubtless the political parameters would
 be very different from what they presently are.

 Let me be very clear. I am not suggesting that it does not matter
 if a country adopts collective ownership as a political requirement of
 production. The moves in this direction are the result of a series of
 progressive historical developments of the capitalist world economy and
 represent themselves a major motive force for further change. Nor am I
 in any way suggesting the immutability of the capitalist system. I am
 merely suggesting that ideological intent is not synonymous with struc-
 tural change, that the only system in the modern world that can be said
 to have a mode of production is the world system, and that this system
 currently (but not eternally) is capitalist in mode.

 It is important to cut through the ideological veneer if we are
 to notice the differences among those countries in the periphery seeking
 to become semi-peripheral in role, those countries in the semi-periphery
 seeking to join the core, and those countries in the core fighting
 against a declining economic position.
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 The shift to which most attention has been paid in recent years is
 the shift frac being peripheral to being semi-peripheral, although it is
 usually discussed abstractly as though it were a question of shifting
 from periphery to core.7 But this is not the shift that is, in fact,
 made. Countries have not moved, nor are any now moving, from being pri-
 marily exporters of low-wage products to being substantial exporters of
 high-wage products as well as being their own major custamer for these
 high-wage products. Rather, scme move fram the former pattern to that
 of having a higher-wage sector which produces part of what is consumed on
 the internal market but is still in a dependent relationship for the
 other part of national consumption. The essential difference between the
 semi-peripheral country that is Brazil or South Africa. today and the
 semi-peripheral country that is North Korea or Czechoslovakia is probably
 less in the econgnic role each plays in the world econcny than in the
 political role each plays in conflicts among core countries and the
 direction of their exported surplus value.

 We must start with the clear realization that not all peripheral
 countries at any given time are in an equal position to lay claim to a
 shift in status. As Reginald Green somewhat depressingly puts it: "The
 attainment of a dynamic toward national control over and development of
 the economy must start fram the existing structural and institutional
 position, both territorial and international" (1970, p. 277). We know,
 by looking backward in history, that among peripheral countries same have
 changed status and others have not. The Santiago meeting of UNCTAD in
 1972 underlined among other things the differing interests of different
 Third World countries in various proposals. The United Nations has de-
 veloped a list of "hard core" poor nations, of which sixteen are in
 Africa (about half of all African states), eight in Asia and Oceania, and
 only one (Haiti) in Latin America. It is not clear that politico-econanic
 decisions on the reallocation of world resources, such as those that have
 been favored by the Group of 77, would in fact do very much to alter the
 relative status of these "hard core" countries (see Colson 1972, espe-
 cially pp. 826-830).

 The fact that same make it and same don't is a continuing source
 of puzzlement for many writers. For example, Cardoso and Faletto, in

 7For example, Samir Amin's discussion (1972a) argues that thereare
 two models of capital accumulation, each a "system," one peripheral and
 one self-centered ("autocentr6"). But when he cites a case that uses
 what he argues is the correct strategy of "self reliance," Vietnam, he
 talks of Vietnam having reached "an effective first stage of the transi-
 tion" (p. 717). But what is the structural composition of this "first
 stage" in terms of the world economy which Amin agrees is single? This
 is not spelled out. But it is I should think very important to spell
 out. Amin-is in favor of "self reliance" but not of "autarchy," for
 example. In practice, Amin distinguishes not only between most periph-
 eral countries and Vietnam, but also between two stages of "peripheral
 dcmination," which leads to his calling Brazil a "very advanced under-
 developed nation" (pp. 720-721).
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 their discussion of populism in Latin American countries as a mode of
 profiting from world economic crises, note that these movements have been
 more successful in some than others. Whereas in some they simply led to
 an "intensified oligarchic control of agricultural-exporting groups,
 usually taking authoritarian-military forms," in others they have led to
 "more open polyclass" rule and consequently more industrialization. They
 explain differing results as the result of different schemes of dcnina-
 tion that managed to prevail in each country (Cardoso and Faletto 1969,
 p. 80). This seems less an explantion than a restatement of the phe-
 namenon.

 Similarly, Green notes the limitations of the "staple thesis,"
 suggesting it is unable to account for why the "dynamic external trade
 sector" with "spill-over demand" worked in Canada and Scandinavia but
 elsewhere led to "fossilization" (1970, p. 280). He suggests that the
 key issue is how countries "mobilise and harness the potential resource
 flows fran these enclaves to the creation of national educational, insti-
 tutional, and productive capacity to create a dynamic for development
 broader than the original export units" (p. 293). No doubt, but once
 again this implies same missing element in the equation and assumes all
 countries can make it.

 Is it not rather the case that only a minority of peripheral
 countries can fit into an expanding world market or conquer part of a
 contracting one at any given time? And that those who do, of course,
 manifest their "success" by this missing "extra ingredient." It would
 seem to be more fruitful to look at the possible alternative strategies
 in the light of the fact that only a minority can "make it" within the
 framework of the world system as it is than to search for the universal
 recipe. We may, of course, be dismayed by the ethics of such a choice--
 I am myself8--but that would only lead us to ask about the possibilities
 of same more radical systemic transformation, not to look for a reformist
 panacea.

 Basically there are three strategies: the strategy of seizing the
 chance, the strategy of promotion by invitation, and the strategy of
 self-reliance. They are different, to be sure, but perhaps (unfortu-
 nately) less different than their protagonists proclaim.

 By seizing the chance, we mean simply the fact that at moments of
 world-market contraction, where typically the price level of primary

 8R. H. Tawney calls the approach to self-improvement in a capi-
 talist world by individual achievement via the use of talent the Tadpole
 Philosophy, "since the consolation which it offers for social evils con-
 sists in the statement that exceptional individuals can succeed in evad-
 ing them." And he concludes: "As though the noblest use of exceptional
 powers were to scramble to shore, undeterred by the thought of drowning
 campanions!" (1952, p. 109). Developmental ideology is merely the global
 version of this Tadpole Philosophy.
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 exports from peripheral countries goes down more rapidly than the price
 level of technologically advanced industrial exports from core countries,
 the governments of peripheral states are faced with balance-of-payments
 problems, a rise in unemployment, and a reduction of state income. One
 solution is "import substitution," which tends to palliate these diffi-
 culties. It is a matter of "seizing the chance" because it involves
 aggressive state action that takes advantage of the weakened political
 position of core countries and the weakened economic position of domestic
 opponents of such policies. It is a classic solution and accounts, for
 example, for the expansion of industrial activity in Russia and Italy in
 the late nineteenth century (see, for example, Von Laue 1963) or of
 Brazil and Mexico (see Furtado 1970, especially pp. 85-89)--or South Africa
 (see Horwitz 1967, Chapt. 15)--in the wake of the Great Depression of
 1929. A war situation, providing destruction is somewhat limited, and
 "reconstruction," aggressively pursued, may provide the same "chance."
 Was this not the case for North Korea in the 1950's? (see Kuark 1963).

 In each of these cases, we are dealing with relatively strong
 peripheral countries, countries that had scme small industrial base al-
 ready and mere able to expand this base at a favorable moment. As
 Theontonio Dos Santos puts it:

 The capacity to react in the face of these
 [economic] crises depends in large part on
 the internal composition of the dependent
 countries. If they possess a very important
 complementary industrial sector, the latter
 can profit from the crisis in the following
 manner: In the course of the crisis, the
 export sector is weakened, imports diminish
 and their cost tends to rise because of the

 financial crisis which devalues national

 currencies.... The consequence is thus an
 encouragement of national industry which
 has a relatively important market, a high
 sales price, and weak international compe-
 tition; if this sector has scne unused
 capacity, it can utilize it immediately, and
 with a favorable state policy, it can use
 the small existing foreign exchange to
 import cheaply machines, for the surplus
 production in dominant countries causes
 their prices to go down relatively (1971,
 p. 737).

 "Seizing the chance" as a strategy has certain built-in problems,
 for industrial development leads these prospective semi-peripheral
 countries to import both machines and manufactured primary materials
 from the core countries, essentially substituting new dependence for the
 old, from which "no dependent country has yet succeeded in liberating
 itself" (Dos Santos 1971, p. 745). This problem is far more serious
 today than in the 1930's, and a fortiori than in earlier centuries because
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 of the world level of technology. Merhav has argued that what he calls
 "technological dependence" inevitably

 leads, on the one hand, to the emergence of
 a monopolistic structure because the scales
 of output that must be adopted to introduce
 modern methods are large relative to the
 extent of the initial market; and on the
 other hand, these markets will be only prac-
 tically expanded through income generated by
 investment, since a large proportion of the
 capital goods must be imported. In addition,
 the monopolistic structure itself will re-
 strict the volume of investment.... So that
 the two effects reinforce each other.... 9

 Furthermore, such (national) monopolies are created "even in in-
 dustries which in the advanced countries are more nearly competitive in
 structure..." (Merhav 1969, p. 65). Thus, despite the industrialization
 "investment is less than what it could be with the existing resources."I16

 The national political alliance of "development populism" further-
 more is subject to internal contradictions in countries based on private
 enterprise since it involves a temporary coming together of the indus-
 trial bourgeoisie and the urban workers to favor certain kinds of state
 action, but once these actions are engaged in, the two groups have
 opposite interests in terms of wage scales. Thus, Marini suggests that
 holding such a "develorpmentalist alliance" together depends on

 the possibility of maintaining a tariff
 policy and a monetary policy that allows,
 at the expense of the agricultural sector
 and of the traditional sectors, inter-
 twining at one and the same time the rhythm
 of industrial inversion and, if not a sig-
 nificant rise in real wages, at least an
 increase in absolute terms of the number of

 individuals from the popular sectors who
 are progressively incorporated into the
 industrial system (1969, p. 107).

 9Merhav 1969, pp. 59-60. The ways in which technological depen-
 dence is both economically irrational and self-perpetuating in the
 capitalist world econcmny is explained with great clarity by Urs Muller-
 Plantenburg (1971). However, it is not at all clear frcan his analysis
 why the forces he adumbrates (see the summary on p. 77) which force a
 private entrepreneur in a peripheral country into an irrational tech-
 nology should not operate equally for a state-run enterprise.

 10Merhav 1969, p. 60. "What it could be" reminds one of Paul
 Baran's concept of potential econcmic surplus" (see Baran 1957, Chapt.
 2).
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 Marini indicates the great political difficulties for Latin
 America in keeping up such a policy for long periods of time. But hasn't
 this been equally true for Eastern European countries in the last twenty
 years, where all enterprises have been state-run? Was not the crisis
 that brought Gierek to power in Poland the result of the breakdown of the
 "developmentalist alliance" that Gamulka originally symbolized? Had not
 Gcmulka's backtrackings led to severe worker unrest, as concessions to
 the agricultural sector were being paid for by urban workers in terms of
 real wages?

 Technological dependence plus internal political pressures frcm
 the agricultural sector have a possible solution, as Marini points out.
 Speaking of the policies of the Brazilian military that came to power
 after 1964, he says:

 Thus, both by their policies of reinforcing
 their alliance with the large landowners
 (el latifundio) and by their policy of inte-
 gration to imperialism, the Brazilian bour-
 geoisie cannot count on a growth of the
 internal market sufficient to absorb the
 growing production that results from tech-
 nological modernization. There remains no
 alternative but to try to expand outward,
 and thus they turn necessarily to obtaining
 a guaranteed external market for their pro-
 duction. The low cost of production which
 the present wage policy and industrial
 modernization tend to create points in the
 same direction: export of manufactured
 products (1969, pp. 85-86).

 This same analysis, virtually unchanged, could be used to explain the
 "outward policy" of the present South African government and their
 attempts to achieve a common market in southern Africa.11 At a smaller
 scale, is this not what has been involved in the abortive attempts of
 President Mobutu of Zaire to build new structures of economic coopera-
 tion in Equatorial Africa?

 The image thus far projected is of an attempt by an indigenous
 "developmentalist" sector in a peripheral country to "seize its chance"
 and strengthen its "industrial sector," thus beccaning a "semi-peripheral"
 country. Then, we have suggested, over time the ccnbination of internal
 pressure (the "agricultural sector") and external force majeure ("tech-
 nological dependence") leads to the recuperation of the rebel and the
 stabilization of the new econamic structures such that the development

 11This has been the clear hope of the South African leadership.
 See Lomnbard et al. 1968.
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 of an "internal market" originally projected is abandonedl2 and an "ex-
 ternal market" is substituted, but one in which the semi-peripheral
 country largely serves as a purveyor of products it is no longer worth
 the while of the core country to manufacture.

 But have we not got beyond the "recuperated rebel" scenario? We
 may have, as the increasingly sophisticated techniques of the burgeoning
 multinational corporations seem to enable the world system to arrive at
 the same result by means of what I am calling "semi-peripheral develop-
 ment by invitation."

 The whole system of direct investment across frontiers grew up in
 part because of the flowering of infant industry protectionism and in
 part because of same political limitations to growth of enterprises in
 core countries (such as anti-trust legislation). The multinational cor-
 porations quickly realized that operating in collaboration with state
 bureaucracies posed no real problems. For these national governments
 are for the most part weak both in terms of what they have to offer and
 in their.ability to affect the overall financial position of the outside
 investor. As Hymer points out, governments of underdeveloped na-
 tions are roughly in the relationship to a multinational corporation
 that a state or municipal government in the United States stands to a
 national corporation. While the government of the metropolis can, by
 taxation, "capture sciae of the surplus generated by the multinational
 corporation," the ccmpetition among peripheral countries "to attract
 corporate investment eats up their surplus" (Hymer 1972, p. 128).

 Why then do the underdeveloped countries ccmpete for this invest-
 ment? Because, as the examples of the Ivory Coast and Kenya demonstrate,
 there are distinct advantages in winning this competition even at the
 disadvantageous terms such aided development is offered. For example,
 Samir Amin who has been one of the most vocal critics of the Ivory Coast
 path of development points out:

 Up to now [1971] every one has gotten something
 out of the Ivory Coast's prosperity via foreign
 capitalist enterprise: in the countryside, the
 traditional chiefs, transformed into planters,
 have become richer, as have the immigrant workers

 12See Andrd Gunder Frank: "But this import substitute develop-
 ment did not create its own market, or at least its own internal market.
 This development if anything created a post-war internal market for
 externally-produced and imported producer goods and foreign investment
 ...rather than raising internal wages.... Instead, to pay for the imports
 of producers goods required to sustain industrial production, as well as
 to sustain the latter's profitability, this dependent capitalism again
 resorted--perforce--to the increasing super-exploitation of labor, both
 in the export and the domestic sectors, as in Brazil and Mexico (and
 India?)" (1972b, p. 41).
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 from [Upper Volta] who came out of a tradi-
 tional, stagnant, very poor milieu; in the
 town, unemployment remains limited in can-
 parison with what it is already in the laxge
 urban centres of older African countries

 (1971b, p. 92).

 No doubt, as Amin says, the Ivory Coast has gone from being "the primi-
 tive country that it was in 1950" to being a "veritable under developed
 country, well integrated, as its elder sister, Senegal, into the world
 capitalist system" (1971b, p. 93). No doubt, too, as Amin suggests,
 only Nkrumah's pan-African proposals "would have made it possible to be-
 gin to resolve the true problem of development" (p. 280). But Nkrumah
 did not survive, as we know. The effective choice of the Ivory Coast
 bourgeoisie may not, therefore, have been between the Ivory Coast path
 and that recommended by Nkrumah and Amin, but between the Ivory Coast
 path and that of Dahomey. Given such a choice, there seems little need
 to explain further why they chose as they did (see my discussion in
 Wallerstein 1971, p. 19-33).

 The path of promotion by invitation seems to have two differences
 with the path of "seizing the chance." Done in more intimate collabora-
 tion (economnic and political) with external capitalists, it is more a
 phenomenon of moments of expansion than of moments of contraction. In-
 deed, such collaborative "development" is readily sacrificed by core
 countries when they experience any economic difficulties them'selves.
 Second, it is available to countries with less prior industrial develop-
 ment than the first path but then it peaks at a far lower level of
 import-substitution light industries rather than the intermediate level
 of heavier industries known in Brazil or South Africa.

 One might make the same analysis for Kenya, except that the neigh-
 bor of Kenya is Tanzania, and thus for Tanzania the path of ujamaa has
 survived and is indeed the prime example of the third road of development
 for a peripheral country, that of "self reliance." Tanzania has been
 determined not to be a "ccmplicit victim," in Sfia's trenchant phase (see
 Sfia 1971, p.580).

 A sympathetic analysis of Tanzania's attempts by Green (1970)
 starts with the assumption that "in Africa the closed-national strategy
 of structural change for development will be even harder to implement
 than in Latin America" and that "econanic decolonization and development
 will be agonisingly slow even with efficient policy formulation and
 execution and the best likely external economic developments" (pp. 284-
 285). Green terminates with the cautious conclusion that: "The Tanzania
 experience to date [1969] is that even in the short term a clearly enun-
 ciated and carefully pursued strategy of development including econamic
 independence as a goal can be consistent with an accelerating rate of
 economic as well as social and political development" (p. 324). Let us
 accept that Tanzania has done modestly well. We may applaud, but may we
 generalize the advice? One thing to consider is whether Tanzania's path
 has not been possible for the same reason as Kenya's and the Ivory
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 Coast's, that it is a path being pursued not by all peripheral countries,
 but by very few. In this case, both Tanzania's poverty and her rarity
 among Africa's regimes stand her in good stead of thus far minimizing
 the external pressure brought to bear against her economic policies.
 Core capitalist countries calculate risks for Tanzania as well as Kenya.
 Tanzania's model of self-reliance would seem more convincing if Zambia
 were successfully to adopt it.

 It is frcm eastern Europe that we get, interestingly enough, a
 caution to small countries on the limits of the path of self-reliance.
 The Hungarian econcmist, B1la KAddr, sums up his prudence thus:

 The necessity to ccaply increasingly with
 world economy as well as the development of
 international cooperation implies further
 restrictions in decisions on nationalization.

 It is an apparent contradiction, and yet in
 order to ensure national development sacri-
 fices will have to be made by submitting to
 a greater degree of dependence. This is the
 price of profits and it is not at all certain
 that it is bought too costly. Many examples
 could be quoted showing that excessive striv-
 ing after autarchy and extreme protectionism
 lead to increased external econcmic dependence
 and to the curtailment of sovereignty (1972,
 p. 21).

 One of the most pessimistic elements in the analysis of the difficulties
 of peripheral countries to transform their states is to be found in
 Quijano's hypothesis of the "marginalization" of the masses. It has be-
 cane a commonplace of the literature on peripheral countries that, since
 the Second World War at least, there has been a steady influx into the
 towns, in part the result of growing population density in rural areas
 without corresponding growing need for manpower, in part the secondary
 effect of the spread of education and facility of movement which makes
 such moves seem attractive. It is further commonly agreed that this
 urban influx is too large to be absorbed in the wage employment and is
 thus "unemployed."

 Quijano argues that this process is not reversible within the
 system because this growing urban manpower,

 with respect to the employment needs of the
 hegenamic sectors [of the peripheral economic
 structures] that are monopolistically orga-
 nized, is surplus; and with respect to inter-
 mediate sectors organized in a competitive
 mode and consequently characterized by the
 permanent instability of these very fragile
 enterprises with very peripheral occupations,
 this manpower is floating, for it must be
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 intermittently employed, unemployed or under-
 employed depending on the contingencies that
 affect the economic sector (1971, p. 335).

 Quijano is pointing essentially to the same phenomenon of which Marx
 spoke when he referred to "pauperization." Marx was historically wrong
 about western Europe but that was in large part because he underestimated
 the politico-econanic consequences of the unicity of the world economy.

 The point of marginalization as Amin notes is that in peripheral
 countries wages are not "both cost and revenue that creates demand...but
 on the contrary only cost, demand being found elsewhere: externally or
 in the revenue of the privileged social sectors" (1972a, p. 711). The
 conclusion we can draw frcn such a hypothesis is that at the national
 peripheral level the problem is relatively insoluble. At best, marginal-
 ization can be minimized (as in the Ivory Coast, at the expense of Upper
 Volta, among others). But it also points to one of the long-run con-
 tradictions of the system as it presently exists: for one day, the
 "demand" of these marginalized workers will in fact be needed to maintain
 the profit rates. And when that ccmes, we will be faced, in a way that
 we are not now, with the question of the transition to socialism.

 Let us look, far more briefly, because less relevant to Africa,
 to the mode by which semi-peripheral countries have historically made it
 into the core. Which are such countries? England rose from the semi-
 peripheral status it still had at the beginning of Elizabeth's reign to
 membership in the core by the time of the seventeenth-century recession.
 The United States and Germany followed a similar path in the ninteenth
 century. The USSR is on the same path today. But many other lesser
 countries have worked their way forward, if to less spectacular heights:
 Belgium, Sweden, and much more doubtfully in terms of the economic struc-
 ture, Canada. If I add Canada, it becomes clear that fairly "developed"
 countries may to some extent still be subordinate to other countries in
 the hierarchy of the world economy. Still it would be hard to convince
 anyone in either Canada or, say, Sierra Leone that there were not many
 significant differences in the way each relates to the world economy,

 13Perhaps to keep his spirits up, Samir Amin seems to suggest in
 his postface to L'Accumulation h l'dchelle mondiale (1971a) that we are
 in the transition now. Yes, to be sure, if we use the word loosely.
 But no, if it implies in any sense a short run. In any case, he is
 absolutely right when he says: "For if there is a problem, it is a
 problem of transition and not of perspective" (p. 597). But then he
 goes on: "The essential point is never to lose from view the necessity
 of reinforcing the socialist cohesion of the whole of the nation." I
 fear, as he does at other points, the easy slide of such a concept into
 ideological justification of a stratum in power. I would say the essen-
 tial problem is never to lose frnm view the necessity of reinforcing the
 cohesion, such as it is, of socialist political forces throughout the
 world econaomy.
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 the consequent social and political structure within each country, and
 the perspectives of the immediate future.

 To gauge the degree to which semi-peripheral countries are able
 today to utilize the classic mechanisms of advancement in the world
 economy, we should review both how this classic mechanismn worked and the
 role that wage differentials have played in the structuring of the world
 economy. What in a national society determines the general wage level
 that so manifestly varies frcn country to country, and in particular
 seems always to be relatively high in core countries and relatively low
 in peripheral countries? Obviously, a given employer wishes to pay the
 least he can for the services he purchases, given the labor market, and
 the employee wishes to get as high a wage as he can. From the viewpoint
 of larger social forces, however, as mediated through the state, wage
 levels affect both sale of products externally (a motive pressing for
 lower wages) and sale of products internally (a motive pressing for higher
 wages). Furthermore, the collective organization of workers leads both
 to legislation and convention assuring at given times given minima, with
 the expectations socialized into the psyches of the members of the soci-
 ety. Thus, as Arghiri Emmanuel argues, "Regardless of market conditions,
 there are wage levels that are impossible, because unthinkable, in a
 particular country, at a particular period, for a particular racial or
 ethnic group of wage earners" (1972, p. 119).

 Emmanuel argues the case that it is precisely the relative rig-
 idity of national wage levels combined with the tendency to equivalence
 in international profit margins that accounts for unequal exchange within
 the world economy. Nonetheless, it is precisely this same rigidity which
 has made possible historically the shift of semi-peripheral countries,
 which, in fact, have medium wage levels, to the status of core countries.

 The problem of breakthrough for a semi-peripheral country is that
 it must have a market available large enough to justify an advanced
 technology, for which it must produce at a lower cost than existing pro-
 ducers. Obviously, there are a number of elements involved in this which
 are interrelated in a complex way.

 One way to enlarge a market for national products is to control
 access of other producers to the one market a given state politically
 controls, its own: hence, prohibitions, quotas, tariffs. A second is
 to expand the political boundaries thus affected via unification with
 neighbors or conquest. Or, conversely, instead of increasing the costs
 of imported goods, a state seeks to lower the costs of production, thus
 affecting simultaneously the home market and external markets. Subsidies
 for production in whatever form are a mode of reallocation of national
 costs, such that the effective price of other goods is raised relative
 to the item subsidized. Reducing costs of production by reducing wage
 levels is a two-edged sword since it increases external sales at the
 risk of lowering internal sales, and only makes sense if the balance is
 positive. A fourth way to increase the market is to increase the inter-
 nal level of purchasing power which, combined with the natural competi-
 tive advantages of low or zero transportation costs, should result in
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 increased internal sales. If this is done by raising wage levels, this
 is the converse two-edged sword of the previous one, increasing internal
 sales at the risk of lowering external sales. Finally, the state or
 other social forces can affect the "tastes," primarily of internal con-
 sumers, by ideology or propaganda, and thus expand the market for its
 products.

 Obviously, in addition, it is critical not merely to have optimal
 cost levels, but to have a certain absolute size of the market. Further-
 more, the steady advance of technology involving machinery with larger
 and larger components of fixed capital constantly raises the threshold.
 Thus, the possibility of a state passing fram semi-peripheral to core
 status has always been a matter of juggling elements that move in varied
 directions to achieve a nearly perfect mix.

 For example, the mix that England achieved in the "long" sixteenth
 century involved a combination of a rural textile industry (thus free
 from the high guild-protection wage costs of traditional centres of tex-
 tile production such as Flanders, southern Germany, and northern Italy),
 with a process of agricultural improvement of arable land in medium-sized
 units (thus simultaneously providing a yeaman class of purchasers with
 an evicted class of vagrants and migrants who provided much of the labor
 for the textile industry), plus a deliberate decision to push for the new
 market of low-cost textiles (the "new draperies") to be sold to the new
 middle stratum of artisans, less wealthy burghers, and richer peasants
 who had flourished in the expanding cycle of the European world economy
 (see Wallerstein 1974 for this argument in detail). Germany, too, in the
 nineteenth century operated on the advantages of a medium wage level,
 based on the historic legacy of a declining artisan class to create a
 sufficiently laxge internal market, yet with a cost of production suf-
 ficient to ccmpete with Britain especially in areas to the east and south,
 where it had transportation advantages. This is not, however, the only
 mix that can work. There is the "white settler" phenomenon where high
 wage levels precede industrialization and distance from world centres of
 production (providing the natural protection of high transportation costs
 for imports). Once again, Emmanuel pushes the point to clarify what is
 happening. He reminds us that of Britain's five colonies of settlement--
 the United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and the Cape--the
 first four have today the highest per capita incanes in the world whereas
 South Africa is at the level of Greece or Argentina. Yet it had the same
 colonists, the same links to Britain.

 One factor alone was different, namely, what
 happened to the indigenous population.
 Whereas in the other four colonies the total

 extermination of the natives was undertaken,
 in South Africa the colonists confined them-

 selves to relegating them to the ghettos of
 apartheid. The result is that in the first
 four countries wages have reached very high
 levels, while in South Africa, despite the
 selective wages enjoyed by the white workers,
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 the average wage level has remained rela-
 tively very low, hardly any higher than that
 in the underdeveloped countries, and below
 that of the Balkans, Portugal, and Spain
 (Emanuel 1972, p. 125).

 The high-wage route (that is, high in relation to the wages in the
 leading industrial countries of the world) is not likely to be easily
 repeated. First, it requires special political conditions (a settler
 population attracted in the first place by the immediately or potentially
 high standard of living) plus the technological level of a past era,
 where world distances mattered more and technological dependence (as
 discussed above) mattered less.

 The model of the twentieth century has been the USSR. But what
 exactly is this model? First of all, let us not forget that the Soviet
 Union built its structure on a semi-peripheral country to be sure--
 Russia--but one that was nonetheless the fifth industrial producer in
 the world (in absolute terms) in 1913. It was not a state in which the
 process of marginalization had gone very far at all.14 The state entered
 into the picture to keep industrial wage levels at a medium levell5 and
 rural wage levels such that there was an extensive urban labor reserve.16
 Last but not least, the USSR was a very large country, which made possi-
 ble the relatively long period of autarchy which it practiced. And even
 so, its long stunting of the internal market because of age levels has
 forced it into the Krushchev-Brezhnev revision of this policy as part of
 the preparation for future competition in the world market as an exporter
 of manufactured products. If the USSR with its relatively strong pre-
 revolutionary industrial base, its firm political control over external
 trade and internal wages, and its enormous size has, nonetheless, if you
 will, barely made it into the core of the world econcmy, what hope is

 14Amin says it was "unknown," but I suspect that this is an exag-
 geration. See Amin 1972a, p. 714.

 15Emmanuel suggests that this is a distinction between a competi-
 tive econamy and a planned one, although sixteenth-century England and
 nineteenth-century Germany belie this explanation. In any case, he is
 right in his concrete description of what happened in the USSR: "The
 state being the dictator of specializations of prices, there is no need
 for high wages to appropriate an increased share of the world economic
 product. On the contrary, since the share is given by the real poten-
 tial of production, the state is all the better able to increase accumu-
 lation if wages, and consumption generally, are kept down at very low
 levels" (1972, p. 130).

 16
 As Amin says, "the kolkhoz and administrative oppression ful-

 filled [the] function [of forcing the masses to be a passive reserve of
 manpower] that, in the English model, was performed by the enclosure
 acts and the poor laws" (1972a, p. 715).
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 there for semi-industrialized countries, true semi-peripheral ones--as
 the Brazil, the Chile, or the South Africa of today, to take three polit-
 ically different examples--to expand their market, and primarily their
 internal market, sufficiently to transform their role in the world econ-
 amy?17 All that one has said of the econcmic processes that are worsen-
 ing the ability of peripheral countries to maneuver in the world economy
 point to pessimism here, too, except one consideration which we have not
 yet discussed: the impact of world contraction on this picture.

 If high wages are so advantageous in terms of unequal exchange,
 why doesn't everyone raise their wage levels, or at least every state?
 Obviously, because the advantage is a function also of low absolute com-
 petition (quite apart frcn price level). To be sure, capital will always
 flow to high profit areas, but it "flows." There is always a lag. The
 way it works, in fact, is that whenever scme producer is undercut in the
 cost of production, there will be a tendency over time to uncover a new
 specialization requiring a momentarily rare skill, which "in the inter-
 national division of labor at that moment, is free from competition on
 the part of the low-wage countries" (Emanuel 1972, p. 145). And this
 is possible because we socially legitimate the variety of products which
 are technologically feasible.

 This process, however, can most easily operate in moments of
 economic expansion, when it is easier to create new markets for new

 products than to fight over old ones. But in moments of contraction,
 the calculus changes. As has became clear once again in the 1970's,
 core countries are quite willing to expend considerable energy fighting
 over old ones.18

 What is the impact of such a fight on the possibilities of semi-
 peripheral countries moving towards core status and peripheral ones
 moving towards semi-peripheral status? I believe that the "slippage" of
 core countries offers, still today, opportunities for the semi-periphery
 but makes the outlook even more bleak for the periphery.

 At maments of world economic downturns, the weakest segment of
 the world economy in terms of bargaining power tends to be squeezed
 first. The relative decline in world output reduces the market for the
 exports of the peripheral countries, and faster than it does the prices

 17To "s'autocentrer," to use Amin's awkward-to-translate word.
 See the discussion in Amin 1971a, pp. 610ff.

 18Actually, the in-fighting began earlier. "When the U.S. balance
 of payments was strong, its reserves apparently unlimited, and its dollar
 untouched by any hint of possible devaluation, the government could face
 the massive outflow of capital by U.S. companies with equanimity. In
 today's conditions, this is no longer possible. Under President Johnson,
 the government was forced to introduce a number of measures to stem the
 tide of U.S. investment overseas" (Vugendhat 1971, p. 43).
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 of their imports. Peripheral countries may even discover new protectionist
 barriers against their exports as other countries seek to "take back" areas
 of production once thought to be of such low profitability as to be worthy
 only of peripheral countries. To be sure, a few peripheral countries who
 have the relatively strongest technological base may use the impetus of
 the crisis to push forward with import substitution. But the bulk of the
 periphery simply "stagnates."

 What happens in the semi-periphery is rather different. In an
 expanding world econany, semi-peripheral countries are beggars, seeking
 the "aid" of core countries to obtain a part of the world market against
 other semi-peripheral countries. Thus, becoming the agent of a core
 country, the subimperial role, is if not a necessary condition of further
 economic gain at least the facile road to it. It is no accident, thus,
 that ideologically semi-peripheral countries are often the loudest ex-
 ponents of particular weltanschauungen and the strongest denouncers of
 evil practices--of other semi-peripheral countries.

 As long, therefore, as expansion continues, the mode of econcmic
 prosperity for producing groups in semi-peripheral areas is via the re-
 inforcement of dependency patterns vis-h-vis core countries. However,
 when world contraction ccnes, the squeeze is felt by core countries who
 proceed to fight each other, each fearing "slippage." Now the semi-
 peripheral countries may be courted as the outlets for core products
 beccme relatively rarer. The bargaining relationship of a core and semi-
 peripheral country changes in exactly the way the bargaining relationship
 between seignior and serf changed in maments of econcmic contraction in
 the Middle Ages, in favor of the lower stratum, enabling the latter to
 get sane structural and even institutional changes as part of the new
 exchange.

 There is much talk of the new multipolar world of the 1970's.
 Let us take one such analysis and see its implications for our problem.
 Anouar Abdel-Malek predicts a period of tripolar peaceful coexistence,
 in which there will be an attempt to maintain equilibrium between three
 sectors: Europe, around the USSR; Asia, around China; America, around
 the USA, the latter spreading out in triangular form to include Oceania
 and sub-Saharan Africa. Without debating whether this particular geog-
 raphy is accurate, it is difficult to disagree with Abdel-Malek's con-
 clusion:

 The world enters at an accelerated pace into
 an era of great mobility where, paradoxically,
 the growth of the power potential held by the
 principal states will permit a dialectic of
 neutralization-improvement of position (valor-
 isation) far more subtle than at present,
 wherein careful intelligence on the part of
 national and revolutionary movements in the
 dependent sector of the world will enable
 them to take advantage of, in the sense of
 bringing into being, optimal international
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 alliances, those most likely to bear the
 enormous autochtonous effort of liberation

 and of revolution (1971, pp. 63-64).

 But will not the econamic difficulties lead to increased strife

 among the core countries? Curiously, as we so clearly see, it does not.
 It leads them to limit their strife in order to face, each in its turn,
 the harder bargaining it mst do with its dependent semi-peripheral
 clients. Conversely, we may see new movements towards alliances between
 semi-peripheral countries, which will take the political form of changes
 in regimes to place themselves in a position to make such alliances. Can
 not the Allende regime in Chile be seen as one such effort? And can not
 the deteriorating relationship of the USSR with the "revolutionary for-
 ces," particularly in semi-peripheral regimes, be seen as the simple
 consequence of the promotion of the USSR from semi-periphery to core and
 hence a change in its interests within the framework of a capitalist
 world economy?

 Who in Africa could at the present time take advantage of such a
 thrust forward by semi-peripheral countries? Not many. South Africa,
 were the rest of Africa ready to serve as its market. But a segregated
 South Africa will find political resistance where a Black South Africa
 would not. And so the African continent may well have to sit this cycle
 out in terms of the advantages outlined above for semi-peripheral coun-
 tries.

 But if over the next twenty years, a number of semi-peripheral
 states, using the mechanism of state ownership (wholly or in large part)
 canbined with a transnational, ideologically justified alliance, do in
 fact manage to make same clear gains, how will that change the world
 econany? These gains may well be at the expense of same core countries,
 but also at the expense of peripheral ones. Is this more than a circu-
 lation of power?

 No, if we look at the national and world econanics of it. But
 yes, if we look at its political implications. Establishing a system
 of state ownership within a capitalist world economy does not mean
 establishing a socialist econany. It may not mean improving the econcanic
 well-being of the majority of the population. It is merely a variant of
 classic mercantilism. But it does change the world political scene be-
 cause it clarifies the role of monopolistic limitation via the state in
 the unequal exchange of world capitalism, and thereby in the long run
 affects the political mobilization of those forces who are discontented
 with the "limited possibilities of transformation" within the present
 system.

 If one justifies political changes not because there are clear
 econamic benefits to the world econamy as a whole but because they un-
 veil more clearly the contradictions of the present system, the impossi-
 bility of maximizing rationally the social good within it, then we must
 be sure that we do not, by the process of justifying the present changes,
 in fact create new ideological screens.
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 But we have been creating these ideological screens for fifty
 years. By identifying state ownership with socialism, we have contributed
 to a massive confusion that has had nefarious political consequences.
 State-ownership countries have, in fact, lower standards of living than
 those countries that have predaminantly private enterprises; and, in
 addition, social inequality in these so-called socialist countries is
 still manifestly enormous. This is not because they have state-owned
 enterprises but because they have been up to now largely semi-peripheral
 countries in a capitalist world econamy.

 For twenty-five years liberal reformists have advocated inter-
 national aid as a major means of overcoming the econacic dilemmas of
 underdeveloped nations. We have seen how little it has helped. Are we
 not in danger of falling into the same trap if, using new terms, we
 create an analogous left-wing myth that self-reliance will overcane, in
 any immediate sense, the dependence of peripheral countries?

 State ownership is not socialisnm. Self-reliance is not socialism.
 These policies may represent intelligent political decisions for govern-
 ments to take. They may be decisions that socialist movements should
 endorse. But a socialist government when it cames will not look anything
 like the USSR, or China, or Chile, or Tanzania of today. Production for
 use and not for profit, and rational decision on the cost benefits (in
 the widest sense of the term) of alternative uses is a different mode of
 production, one that can only be established within the single division
 of labor that is the world econamy and one that will require a single
 government.

 In the meantime, to return to Africa, what sensible men can do is
 to use the subleties of careful intelligence, as Abdel-Malek suggests,
 to push those changes that are immediately beneficial and to coordinate
 with others elsewhere the long-run strategies that will permit more
 fundamental transformation. One step towards more careful intelligence
 is to call a spade a spade, mercantilism mercantilism, and state-owned
 capitalist enterprise state-owned capitalist enterprise.
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 The Rise and Future Demise of the

 World Capitalist System: Concepts for

 Comparative Analysis

 IMMANUEL WALLERSTEIN

 McGill University

 The growth within the capitalist world-economy of the industrial sector
 of production, the so-called 'industrial revolution', was accompanied by a

 very strong current of thought which defined this change as both a process
 of organic development and of progress. There were those who considered

 these economic developments and the concomitant changes in social

 organization to be some penultimate stage of world development whose
 final working-out was but a matter of time. These included such diverse

 thinkers as Saint-Simon, Comte, Hegel, Weber, Durkheim. And then there

 were the critics, most notably Marx, who argued, if you will, that the
 nineteenth-century present was only an antepenultimate stage of develop-

 ment, that the capitalist world was to know a cataclysmic political revolu-

 tion which would then lead in the fullness of time to a final societal form,
 in this case the classless society.

 One of the great strengths of Marxism was that, being an oppositional
 and hence critical doctrine, it called attention not merely to the contradic-

 tions of the system but to those of its ideologists, by appealing to the
 empirical evidence of historical reality which unmasked the irrelevancy
 of the models proposed for the explanation of the social world. The Marxist
 critics saw in abstracted models concrete rationalization, and they argued
 their case fundamentally by pointing to the failure of their opponents to
 analyze the social whole. As Lukacs put it, 'it is not the primacy of econo-
 mic motives in historical explanation that constitutes the decisive difference
 between Marxism and bourgeois thought, but the point of view of totality'.1

 In the mid-twentieth century, the dominant theory of development in
 the core countries of the capitalist world-economy has added little to the
 theorizing of the nineteenth-century progenitors of this mode of analysis,
 except to quantify the models and to abstract them still further, by adding

 1 George Lukacs, 'The Marxism of Rosa Luxemburg', in History and Class Consciousness
 (London: Merlin Press, 1968), p. 27.

 387
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 on epicyclical codas to the models in order to account for ever further
 deviations from empirical expectations.

 What is wrong with such models has been shown many times over, and

 from many standpoints. I cite only one critic, a non-Marxist, Robert

 Nisbet, whose very cogent reflections on what he calls the 'Western theory

 of development' concludes with this summary:

 [We] turn to history and only to history if what we are seeking are the actual causes,
 sources, and conditions of overt changes of patterns and structures in society. Conven-
 tional wisdom to the contrary in modern social theory, we shall not find the explanation
 of change in those studies which are abstracted from history; whether these be studies of
 small groups in the social laboratory, group dynamics generally, staged experiments
 in social interaction, or mathematical analyses of so-called social systems. Nor will we

 find the sources of change in contemporary revivals of the comparative method with its
 ascending staircase of cultural similarities and differences plucked from all space and
 time.2

 Shall we then turn to the critical schools, in particular Marxism, to

 give us a better account of social reality? In principle yes; in practice

 there are many different, often contradictory, versions extant of 'Marxism'.

 But what is more fundamental is the fact that in many countries Marxism

 is now the official state doctrine. Marxism is no longer exclusively an

 oppositional doctrine as it was in the nineteenth century.

 The social fate of official doctrines is that they suffer a constant social
 pressure towards dogmatism and apologia, difficult although by no means
 impossible to counteract, and that they thereby often fall into the same

 intellectual dead-end of ahistorical model-building. Here the critique of

 Fernand Braudel is most pertinent:

 Marxism is a whole collection of models.... I shall protest ..., more or less, not against
 the model, but rather against the use to which people have thought themselves entitled
 to put it. The genius of Marx, the secret of his enduring power, lies in his having been the
 first to construct true social models, starting out from the long term (la longue duree).

 These models have been fixed permanently in their simplicity; they have been given the
 force of law and they have been treated as ready-made, automatic explanations, applic-
 able in all places to all societies.... In this way has the creative power of the most
 powerful social analysis of the last century been shackled. It will be able to regain its
 strength and vitality only in the long term.3

 Nothing illustrates the distortions of ahistorical models of social change
 better than the dilemmas to which the concept of stages gives rise. If we are
 to deal with social transformations over long historical time (Braudel's

 'the long term'), and if we are to give an explanation of both continuity and
 transformation, then we must logically divide the long term into segments
 in order to observe the structural changes from time A to time B. These

 2 Robert A. Nisbet, Social Change and History (New York: Oxford University Press, 1969),
 pp. 302-3. I myself would exempt from this criticism the economic history literature.

 3 Fernand Braudel, 'History and the Social Sciences', in Peter Burke (ed.) Economy and
 Society in Early Modern Europe (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1972), pp. 38-9.
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 segments are however not discrete but continuous in reality; ergo they are

 'stages' in the 'development' of a social structure, a development which we

 determine however not a priori but a posteriori. That is, we cannot predict

 the future concretely, but we can predict the past.
 The crucial issue when comparing 'stages' is to determine the units of

 which the 'stages' are synchronic portraits (or 'ideal types', if you will).
 And the fundamental error of ahistorical social science (including ahistori-

 cal versions of Marxism) is to reify parts of the totality into such units and
 then to compare these reified structures.

 For example, we may take modes of disposition of agricultural produc-

 tion, and term them subsistence-cropping and cash-cropping. We may
 then see these as entities which are 'stages' of a development. We may talk
 about decisions of groups of peasants to shift from one to the other. We

 may describe other partial entities, such as states, as having within them
 two separate 'economies', each based on a different mode of disposition of
 agricultural production. If we take each of these successive steps, all of

 which are false steps, we will end up with the misleading concept of the
 'dual economy' as have many liberal economists dealing with the so-called
 underdeveloped countries of the world. Still worse, we may reify a mis-

 reading of British history into a set of universal 'stages' as Rostow does.

 Marxist scholars have often fallen into exactly the same trap. If we take
 modes of payment of agricultural labor and contrast a 'feudal' mode

 wherein the laborer is permitted to retain for subsistence a part of his
 agricultural production with a 'capitalist' mode wherein the same laborer

 turns over the totality of his production to the landowner, receiving part

 of it back in the form of wages, we may then see these two modes as 'stages'
 of a development. We may talk of the interests of 'feudal' landowners in

 preventing the conversion of their mode of payment to a system of wages.

 We may then explain the fact that in the twentieth century a partial entity,
 say a state in Latin America, has not yet industrialized as the consequence
 of its being dominated by such landlords. If we take each of these succes-
 sive steps, all of which are false steps, we will end up with the misleading
 concept of a 'state dominated by feudal elements', as though such a thing
 could possibly exist in a capitalist world-economy. But, as Andre Gunder
 Frank has clearly spelled out, such a myth dominated for a long time
 'traditional Marxist' thought in Latin America.4

 Not only does the misidentification of the entities to be compared lead
 us into false concepts, but it creates a non-problem: can stages be skipped ?
 This question is only logically meaningful if we have 'stages' that 'co-exist'
 within a single empirical framework. If within a capitalist world-economy,

 we define one state as feudal, a second as capitalist, and a third as socialist,

 4 See Andre Gunder Frank, Ch. IV (A), 'The Myth of Feudalism' in Capitalism and Under-
 development in Latin America (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1967), 221-42.
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 then and only then can we pose the question: can a country 'skip' from the

 feudal stage to the socialist stage of national development without 'passing

 through capitalism'?

 But if there is no such thing as 'national development' (if by that we

 mean a natural history), and if the proper entity of comparison is the

 world-system, then the problem of stage-skipping is nonsense. If a stage

 can be skipped, it isn't a stage. And we know this a posteriori.

 If we are to talk of stages, then-and we should talk of stages-it must

 be stages of social systems, that is, of totalities. And the only totalities that
 exist or have historically existed are mini-systems and world-systems, and
 in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries there has been only one world-

 system in existence, the capitalist world-economy.

 We take the defining characteristic of a social system to be the existence
 within it of a division of labor, such that the various sectors or areas
 within are dependent upon economic exchange with others for the smooth

 and continuous provisioning of the needs of the area. Such economic

 exchange can clearly exist without a common political structure and even
 more obviously without sharing the same culture.

 A mini-system is an entity that has within it a complete division of labor,
 and a single cultural framework. Such systems are found only in very

 simple agricultural or hunting and gathering societies. Such mini-systems
 no longer exist in the world. Furthermore, there were fewer in the past

 than is often asserted, since any such system that became tied to an empire
 by the payment of tribute as 'protection costs'5 ceased by that fact to be a
 'system', no longer having a self-contained division of labor. For such an
 area, the payment of tribute marked a shift, in Polanyi's language, from

 being a reciprocal economy to participating in a larger redistributive
 economy.6

 Leaving aside the now defunct mini-systems, the only kind of social
 system is a world-system, which we define quite simply as a unit with a

 single division of labor and multiple cultural systems. It follows logically
 that there can, however, be two varieties of such world-systems, one with a

 common political system and one without. We shall designate these respec-
 tively as world-empires and world-economies.

 It turns out empirically that world-economies have historically been

 unstable structures leading either towards disintegration or conquest by
 one group and hence transformation into a world-empire. Examples of
 such world-empires emerging from world-economies are all the so-called

 5 See Frederic Lane's discussion of 'protection costs' which is reprinted as Part Three of
 Venice and History (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1966). For the specific discussion of
 tribute, see pp. 389-90, 416-20.

 6 See Karl Polanyi, 'The Economy as Instituted Process', in Karl Polanyi, Conrad M.
 Arsenberg and Harry W. Pearson (eds.), Trade and Market in the Early Empire (Glencoe:
 Free Press, 1957), pp. 243-70.
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 great civilizations of pre-modern times, such as China, Egypt, Rome (each

 at appropriate periods of its history). On the other hand, the so-called

 nineteenth-century empires, such as Great Britain or France, were not

 world-empires at all, but nation-states with colonial appendages operating

 within the framework of a world-economy.

 World-empires were basically redistributive in economic form. No doubt

 they bred clusters of merchants who engaged in economic exchange

 (primarily long-distance trade), but such clusters, however large, were a

 minor part of the total economy and not fundamentally determinative of

 its fate. Such long-distance trade tended to be, as Polanyi argues, 'admini-

 stered trade' and not market trade, utilizing 'ports of trade'.

 It was only with the emergence of the modern world-economy in six-

 teenth-century Europe that we saw the full development and economic

 predominance of market trade. This was the system called capitalism.

 Capitalism and a world-economy (that is, a single division of labor but

 multiple polities and cultures) are obverse sides of the same coin. One does
 not cause the other. We are merely defining the same indivisible pheno-

 menon by different characteristics.

 How and why it came about that this particular European world-econ-
 omy of the sixteenth century did not become transformed into a redistribu-
 tive world-empire but developed definitively as a capitalist world-economy

 I have explained elsewhere.7 The genesis of this world-historical turning-
 point is marginal to the issues under discussion in this paper, which is
 rather what conceptual apparatus one brings to bear on the analysis of

 developments within the framework of precisely such a capitalist world-

 eConomy.

 Let us therefore turn to the capitalist world-economy. We shall seek to

 deal with two pseudo-problems, created by the trap of not analyzing
 totalities: the so-called persistence of feudal forms, and the so-called

 creation of socialist systems. In doing this, we shall offer an alternative
 model with which to engage in comparative analysis, one rooted in the

 historically specific totality which is the world capitalist economy. We hope

 to demonstrate thereby that to be historically specific is not to fail to be
 analytically universal. On the contrary, the only road to nomothetic
 propositions is through the historically concrete, just as in cosmology the

 only road to a theory of the laws governing the universe is through the

 concrete analysis of the historical evolution of this same universe.8
 On the 'feudalism' debate, we take as a starting-point Frank's concept

 7 See my The Modern World-System: Capitalist Agriculture and the Origins of the Eur-opean
 World-Economy in the Sixteenth Century (New York: Academic Press, 1974).

 8 Philip Abrams concludes a similar plea with this admonition: 'The academic and intel-
 lectual dissociation of history and sociology seems, then, to have had the effect of deterring
 both disciplines from attending seriously to the most important issues involved in the under-
 standing of social transition'. 'The Sense of the Past and the Origins of Sociology', Past and
 Present, No. 55, May 1972, 32.
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 of 'the development of underdevelopment', that is, the view that the eco-
 nomic structures of contemporary underdeveloped countries is not the form

 which a 'traditional' society takes upon contact with 'developed' societies,
 not an earlier stage in the 'transition' to industrialization. It is rather the

 result of being involved in the world-economy as a peripheral, raw material

 producing area, or as Frank puts it for Chile, 'underdevelopment ... is

 the necessary product of four centuries of capitalism itself'.9

 This formulation runs counter to a large body of writing concerning

 the underdeveloped countries that was produced in the period 1950-70, a

 literature which sought the factors that explained 'development' within

 non-systems such as 'states' or 'cultures' and, once having presumably
 discovered these factors, urged their reproduction in underdeveloped areas
 as the road to salvation.10

 Frank's theory also runs counter, as we have already noted, to the re-
 ceived orthodox version of Marxism that had long dominated Marxist
 parties and intellectual circles, for example in Latin America. This older

 'Marxist' view of Latin America as a set of feudal societies in a more or
 less pre-bourgeois stage of development has fallen before the critiques of

 Frank and many others as well as before the political reality symbolized by
 the Cuban revolution and all its many consequences. Recent analysis in
 Latin America has centered instead around the concept of 'dependence'.1"

 However, recently, Ernesto Laclau has made an attack on Frank

 which, while accepting the critique of dualist doctrines, refuses to accept

 the categorization of Latin American states as capitalist. Instead Laclau

 asserts that 'the world capitalist system . .. includes, at the level of its
 definition, various modes of production'. He accuses Frank of confusing
 the two concepts of the 'capitalist mode of production' and 'participation
 in a world capitalist economic system'.12

 Of course, if it's a matter of definition, then there can be no argument.

 But then the polemic is scarcely useful since it is reduced to a question of

 semantics. Furthermore, Laclau insists that the definition is not his but that
 of Marx, which is more debatable. Rosa Luxemburg put her finger on a key
 element in Marx's ambiguity or inconsistency in this particular debate, the

 ambiguity which enables both Frank and Laclau to trace their thoughts to

 Marx:

 Admittedly, Marx dealt in detail with the process of appropriating non-capitalist means
 of production [N.B., Luxemburg is referring to primary products produced in peri-
 pheral areas under conditions of coerced labor-I.W.] as well as with the transformation

 9 Frank, op. cit., p. 3.
 10 Frank's critique, now classic, of these theories is entitled 'Sociology of Development and

 Underdevelopment of Sociology' and is reprinted in Latin America: Underdevelopment or
 Revolution (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1969), 21-94.

 11 See Theontonio Dos Santos, La Nueva Dependencia. (Buenos Aires: slediciones, 1968).
 12 Ernesto Laclau (h), 'Feudalism and Capitalism in Latin America', New Left Review, No.

 67, May-June 1971, 37-8.
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 of the peasants into a capitalist proletariat. Chapter XXIV of Capital, Vol. 1, is devoted

 to describing the origin of the English proletariat, of the capitalistic agricultural tenant

 class and of industrial capital, with particular emphasis on the looting of colonial
 countries by European capital. Yet we must bear in mind that all this is treated solely
 with a view to so-called primitive accumulation. For Marx, these processes are inciden-
 tal, illustrating merely the genesis of capital, its first appearance in the world; they are,

 as it were, travails by which the capitalist mode of production emerges from a feudal
 society. As soon as he comes to analyze the capitalist process of production and circula-
 tion, he reaffirms the universal and exclusive domination of capitalist production [N.B.,

 that is, production based on wage labor-I.W.].13

 There is, after all, a substantive issue in this debate. It is in fact the same

 substantive issue that underlay the debate between Maurice Dobb and
 Paul Sweezy in the early 1950s about the 'transition from feudalism to

 capitalism' that occurred in early modern Europe.14 The substantive issue,
 in my view, concerns the appropriate unit of analysis for the purpose of

 comparison. Basically, although neither Sweezy nor Frank is quite explicit

 on this point, and though Dobb and Laclau can both point to texts of
 Marx that seem clearly to indicate that they more faithfully follow Marx's

 argument, I believe both Sweezy and Frank better follow the spirit of
 Marx if not his letter15 and that, leaving Marx quite out of the picture,

 they bring us nearer to an understanding of what actually happened and is
 happening than their opponents.

 What is the picture, both analytical and historical, that Laclau con-
 structs? The heart of the problem revolves around the existence of free

 labor as the defining characteristic of a capitalist mode of production:

 The fundamental economic relationship of capitalism is constituted by the free [italics

 mine] labourer's sale of his labour-power, whose necessary precondition is the loss by the

 direct producer of ownership of the means of production....

 13 The Accumulation of Capital (New York: Modern Reader Paperbacks, 364-5). Luxem-
 burg however, as is evident, lends herself further to the confusion by using the terminology of
 'capitalistic' and 'non-capitalistic' modes of production. Leaving these terms aside, her vision
 is impeccable: 'From the aspect both of realising the surplus value and of producing the
 material elements of constant capital, international trade is a prime necessity for the historical
 existence of capitalism-an international trade which under actual conditions is essentially an
 exchange between capitalistic and non-capitalistic modes of production'. Ibid., 359. She shows
 similar insight into the need of recruiting labor for core areas from the periphery, what she
 calls 'the increase in the variable capital'. See ibid., p. 361.

 14 The debate begins with Maurice Dobb, Studies in the Development of Capitalism (London:
 Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1946). Paul Sweezy criticized Dobb in 'The Transition from
 Feudalism to Capitalism', Science and Society, XIV, 2, Spring 1950, 134-57, with a 'Reply' by
 Dobb in the same issue. From that point on many others got into the debate in various parts of
 the world. I have reviewed and discussed this debate in extenso in Chapter 1 of my work
 cited above.

 15 It would take us into a long discursus to defend the proposition that, like all great thinkers,
 there was the Marx who was the prisoner of his social location and the Marx, the genius, who
 could on occasion see from a wider vantage point. The former Marx generalized from British
 history. The latter Marx is the one who has inspired a critical conceptual framework of social
 reality. W. W. Rostow incidentally seeks to refute the former Marx by offering an alternative
 generalization from British history. He ignores the latter and more significant Marx. See The
 Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto (Cambridge: at the University
 Press, 1960).
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 If we now confront Frank's affirmation that the socio-economic complexes of Latin
 America has been capitalist since the Conquest Period ... with the currently available
 empirical evidence, we must conclude that the 'capitalist' thesis is indefensible. In regions
 with dense indigenous populations-Mexico, Peru, Bolivia, or Guatemala-the direct
 producers were not despoiled of their ownership of the means of production, while
 extra-economic coercion to maximize various systems of labour service ... was pro-
 gressively intensified. In the plantations of the West Indies, the economy was based on a
 mode of production constituted by slave labour, while in the mining areas there de-
 veloped disguised forms of slavery and other types of forced labour which bore not the
 slightest resemblance to the formation of a capitalist proletariat.16

 There in a nutshell it is. Western Europe, at least England from the late
 seventeenth century on, had primarily landless, wage-earning laborers.
 In Latin America, then and to some extent still now, laborers were not
 proletarians, but slaves or 'serfs'. If proletariat, then capitalism. Of course.
 To be sure. But is England, or Mexico, or the West Indies a unit of analy-
 sis ? Does each have a separate 'mode of production'? Or is the unit (for the
 sixteenth-eighteenth centuries) the European world-economy, including
 England and Mexico, in which case what was the 'mode of production' of
 this world-economy?

 Before we argue our response to this question, let us turn to quite another
 debate, one between Mao Tse-Tung and Liu Shao-Chi in the 1960s
 concerning whether or not the Chinese People's Republic was a 'socialist
 state'. This is a debate that has a long background in the evolving thought
 of Marxist parties.

 Marx, as has been often noted, said virtually nothing about the post-
 revolutionary political process. Engels spoke quite late in his writings of
 the 'dictatorship of the proletariat'. It was left to Lenin to elaborate a

 theory about such a 'dictatorship', in his pamphlet State and Revolution,
 published in the last stages before the Bolshevik takeover of Russia, that
 is, in August 1917. The coming to power of the Bolsheviks led to a con-
 siderable debate as to the nature of the regime that had been established.
 Eventually a theoretical distinction emerged in Soviet thought between
 'socialism' and 'communism' as two stages in historical development, one
 realizable in the present and one only in the future. In 1936 Stalin proclaimed
 that the U.S.S.R. had become a socialist (but not yet a communist) state.
 Thus we now had firmly established three stages after bourgeois rule: a post-
 revolutionary government, a socialist state, and eventually communism.
 When, after the Second World War, various regimes dominated by the
 Communist Party were established in various east European states, these
 regimes were proclaimed to be 'peoples' democracies', a new name then
 given to the post-revolutionary stage one. At later points, some of these
 countries, for example Czechoslovakia, asserted they had passed into stage
 two, that of becoming a socialist republic.

 16 Laclau, op. cit., 25, 30.
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 In 1961, the 22nd Congress of the CPSU invented a fourth stage, in
 between the former second and third stages: that of a socialist state which
 had become a 'state of the whole people', a stage it was contended the
 U.S.S.R. had at that point reached. The Programme of the Congress asserted
 that 'the state as an organization of the entire people will survive until the
 complete victory of communism'.17 One of its commentators defines the
 'intrinsic substance (and) chief distinctive feature' of this stage: 'The state
 of the whole people is the first state in the world with no class struggle to
 contend with and, hence, with no class domination and no suppression'.18

 One of the earliest signs of a major disagreement in the 1950s between
 the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Chinese Communist
 Party was a theoretical debate that revolved around the question of the
 'gradual transition to Communism'. Basically, the CPSU argued that
 different socialist states would proceed separately in effectuating such a
 transition whereas the CCP argued that all socialist states would proceed
 simultaneously.

 As we can see, this last form of the debate about 'stages' implicitly raised
 the issue of the unit of analysis, for in effect the CCP was arguing that
 'communism' was a characteristic not of nation-states but of the world-
 economy as a whole. This debate was transposed onto the internal Chinese
 scene by the ideological debate, now known to have deep and long-stand-
 ing roots, that gave rise eventually to the Cultural Revolution.

 One of the corollaries of these debates about 'stages' was whether or
 not the class struggle continued in post-revolutionary states prior to the
 achievement of communism. The 22nd Congress of the CPSU in 1961 had
 argued that the U.S.S.R. had become a state without an internal class
 struggle, there were no longer existing antagonistic classes within it. Without
 speaking of the U.S.S.R., Mao Tse-Tung in 1957 had asserted of China:

 The class struggle is by no means over.... It will continue to be long and tortuous, and
 at times will even become very acute.... Marxists are still a minority among the entire
 population as well as among the intellectuals. Therefore, Marxism must still develop
 through struggle.... Such struggles will never end. This is the law of development of
 truth and, naturally, of Marxism as well.19

 If such struggles never end, then many of the facile generalizations about
 'stages' which 'socialist' states are presumed to go through are thrown into
 question.

 During the Cultural Revolution, it was asserted that Mao's report 'On
 the Correct Handling of Contradiction Among The People' cited above, as

 17 Cited in F. Burlatsky, The State and Communism (Moscow: Progress Publishers, n.d.,
 circa 1961), p. 95.

 18 Ibid., p. 97.
 19 Mao Tse-Tung, On The Correct Handling of Contradictions Among The People, 7th ed.,

 revised translation (Peking: Foreign Languages Press, 1966), pp. 37-8.
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 well as one other, 'entirely repudiated the "theory of the dying out of the

 class struggle" advocated by Liu Shao-Chi....'2O Specifically, Mao argued
 that 'the elimination of the system of ownership by the exploiting classes
 through socialist transformation is not equal to the disappearance of
 struggle in the political and ideological spheres'.21

 Indeed, this is the logic of a cultural revolution. Mao is asserting that
 even if there is the achievement of political power (dictatorship of the
 proletariat) and economic transformation (abolition of private ownership
 of the means of production), the revolution is still far from complete. Revolu-
 tion is not an event but a process. This process Mao calls 'socialist society'

 -in my view a somewhat confusing choice of words, but no matter-and

 'socialist society covers a fairly long historical period'.22 Furthermore,

 'there are classes and class struggle throughout the period of socialist
 society'.23 The Tenth Plenum of the 8th Central Committee of the CCP,

 meeting from September 24-7, 1962, in endorsing Mao's views, omitted
 the phrase 'socialist society' and talked instead of 'the historical period of
 proletarian revolution and proletarian dictatorship, . . . the historical

 period of transition from capitalism to communism', which it said 'will
 last scores of years or even longer' and during which 'there is class struggle

 between the proletariat and the bourgeosie and struggle between the
 socialist road and the capitalist road'.24

 We do not have directly Liu's counter-arguments. We might however
 take as an expression of the alternative position a recent analysis published
 in the U.S.S.R. on the relationship of the socialist system and world

 development. There it is asserted that at some unspecified point after the

 Second World War, 'socialism outgrew the bounds of one country and
 became a world system. ...'25 It is further argued that: 'Capitalism, emerg-
 ing in the 16th century, became a world economic system only in the 19th
 century. It took the bourgeois revolutions 300 years to put an end to the

 power of the feudal elite. It took socialism 30 or 40 years to generate the
 forces for a new world system.'26 Finally, this book speaks of 'capitalism's

 20 Long Live The Invincible Thought of Mao Tse-Tung!, undated pamphlet, issued between
 1967 and 1969, translated in Current Background, No. 884, July 18, 1969, 14.

 21 This is the position taken by Mao Tse-Tung in his speech to the Work Conference of the
 Central Committee at Peitaiho in August 1962, as reported in the pamphlet, Long Live. . .,
 p. 20. Mao's position was subsequently endorsed at the 10th Plenum of the 8th CCP Central
 Committee in September 1962, a session this same pamphlet describes as 'a great turning
 point in the violent struggle between the proletarian headquarters and the bourgeois head-
 quarters in China'. Ibid., 21.

 22 Remarks made by Mao at 10th Plenum, cited in ibid., 20.
 23 Mao Tse-Tung, 'Talk on the Question of Democratic Centralism', January 30, 1962, in

 Current Background, No. 891, Oct. 8, 1969, 39.
 24 'Communique of the 10th Plenary Session of the 8th Central Committee of the Chinese

 Communist Party', Current Background, No. 691, Oct. 5, 1962, 3.
 25 Yuri Sdobnikov (ed.), Socialism and Capitalism: Score and Prospects (Moscow: Progress

 Publ., 1971), p. 20. The book was compiled by staff members of the Institute of World
 Economy and International Relations, and the senior contributor was Prof. V. Aboltin.

 26 Ibid., p. 21.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 23:44:01 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL II - 187



 THE WORLD CAPITALIST SYSTEM 397

 international division of labor'27 and 'international socialist co-operation

 of labor'28 as two separate phenomena, drawing from this counterposition

 the policy conclusion: 'Socialist unity has suffered a serious setback from
 the divisive course being pursued by the incumbent leadership of the

 Chinese People's Republic', and attributes this to 'the great-power

 chauvinism of Mao Tse-Tung and his group'.29

 Note well the contrast between these two positions. Mao Tse-Tung is

 arguing for viewing 'socialist society' as process rather than structure.

 Like Frank and Sweezy, and once again implicitly rather than explicitly,

 he is taking the world-system rather than the nation-state as the unit of

 analysis. The analysis by U.S.S.R. scholars by contrast specifically argues

 the existence of two world-systems with two divisions of labor existing side

 by side, although the socialist system is acknowledged to be 'divided'. If

 divided politically, is it united economically? Hardly, one would think; in

 which case what is the substructural base to argue the existence of the
 system? Is it merely a moral imperative? And are then the Soviet scholars

 defending their concepts on the basis of Kantian metaphysics?
 Let us see now if we can reinterpret the issues developed in these two

 debates within the framework of a general set of concepts that could be

 used to analyze the functioning of world-systems, and particularly of the
 historically specific capitalist world-economy that has existed for about
 four or five centuries now.

 We must start with how one demonstrates the existence of a single
 division of labor. We can regard a division of labor as a grid which is

 substantially interdependent. Economic actors operate on some assump-
 tion (obviously seldom clear to any individual actor) that the totality of
 their essential needs-of sustenance, protection, and pleasure-will be met
 over a reasonable time-span by a combination of their own productive

 activities and exchange in some form. The smallest grid that would
 substantially meet the expectations of the overwhelming majority of actors
 within those boundaries constitutes a single division of labor.

 The reason why a small farming community whose only significant link
 to outsiders is the payment of annual tribute does not constitute such a

 single division of labor is that the assumptions of persons living in it
 concerning the provision of protection involve an 'exchange' with other

 parts of the world-empire.

 This concept of a grid of exchange relationships assumes, however, a dis-
 tinction between essential exchanges and what might be called 'luxury'
 exchanges. This is to be sure a distinction rooted in the social perceptions
 of the actors and hence in both their social organization and their culture.

 These perceptions can change. But this distinction is crucial if we are not to

 fall into the trap of identifying every exchange-activity as evidence of the

 27 Ibid., p. 26. 28 Ibid., p. 24. 29 Ibid., p. 25.
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 existence of a system. Members of a system (a mini-system or a world-

 system) can be linked in limited exchanges with elements located outside

 the system, in the 'external arena' of the system.

 The form of such an exchange is very limited. Elements of the two systems

 can engage in an exchange of preciosities. That is, each can export to the

 other what is in its system socially defined as worth little in return for the

 import of what in its system is defined as worth much. This is not a mere

 pedantic definitional exercise, as the exchange of preciosities between world-

 systems can be extremely important in the historical evolution of a given

 world-system. The reason why this is so important is that in an exchange

 of preciosities, the importer is 'reaping a windfall' and not obtaining a

 profit. Both exchange-partners can reap windfalls simultaneously but only

 one can obtain maximum profit, since the exchange of surplus-value

 within a system is a zero-sum game.

 We are, as you see, coming to the essential feature of a capitalist world-
 economy, which is production for sale in a market in which the object is

 to realize the maximum profit. In such a system production is constantly

 expanded as long as further production is profitable, and men constantly
 innovate new ways of producing things that will expand the profit margin.
 The classical economists tried to argue that such production for the

 market was somehow the 'natural' state of man. But the combined writings
 of the anthropologists and the Marxists left few in doubt that such a mode
 of production (these days called 'capitalism') was only one of several

 possible modes.
 Since, however, the intellectual debate between the liberals and the

 Marxists took place in the era of the industrial revolution, there has tended
 to be a de facto confusion between industrialism and capitalism. This left
 the liberals after 1945 in the dilemma of explaining how a presumably non-
 capitalist society, the U.S.S.R., had industrialized. The most sophisticated

 response has been to conceive of 'liberal capitalism' and 'socialism' as two
 variants of an 'industrial society', two variants destined to 'converge'. This

 argument has been trenchantly expounded by Raymond Aron.30 But the

 same confusion left the Marxists, including Marx, with the problem of

 explaining what was the mode of production that predominated in Europe
 from the sixteenth to the eighteenth centuries, that is before the industrial

 revolution. Essentially, most Marxists have talked of a 'transitional' stage,

 which is in fact a blurry non-concept with no operational indicators. This
 dilemma is heightened if the unit of analysis used is the state, in which case
 one has to explain why the transition has occurred at different rates and
 times in different countries.31

 30 See Raymond Aron, Dix-huit le9ons de la socie'te industrielle (Paris: Ed. Gallimard,
 1962).

 31 This is the dilemma, I feel, of E. J. Hobsbawm in explaining his so-called 'crisis of the
 seventeenth century'. See his Past and Present article reprinted (with various critiques) in
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 Marx himself handled this by drawing a distinction between 'merchant
 capitalism' and 'industrial capitalism'. This I believe is unfortunate termi-
 nology, since it leads to such conclusions as that of Maurice Dobb who
 says of this 'transitional' period:

 But why speak of this as a stage of capitalism at all ? The workers were generally not
 proletarianized: that is, they were not separated from the instruments of production, nor
 even in many cases from occupation of a plot of land. Production was scattered and de-
 centralized and not concentrated. The capitalist was stillpredominantly a merchant who
 did not control production directly and did not impose his own discipline upon the work
 of artisan-craftsmen, who both laboured as individual (or family) units and retained a
 considerable measure of independence (if a dwindling one).32

 One might well say: why indeed? Especially if one remembers how much
 emphasis Dobb places a few pages earlier on capitalism as a mode of
 production-how then can the capitalist be primarily a merchant ?-on the
 concentration of such ownership in the hands of a few, and on the fact that
 capitalism is not synonymous with private ownership, capitalism being
 different from a system in which the owners are 'small peasant producers or
 artisan-producers'. Dobb argues that a defining feature of private owner-
 ship under capitalism is that some are 'obliged to [work for those that own]
 since [they own] nothing and [have] no access to means of production [and
 hence] have no other means of livelihood'.33 Given this contradiction, the
 answer Dobb gives to his own question is in my view very weak: 'While it
 is true that at this date the situation was transitional, and capital-to-wage-
 labour relations were still immaturely developed, the latter were already
 beginning to assume their characteristic features'.34

 If capitalism is a mode of production, production for profit in a market,
 then we ought, I should have thought, to look to whether or not such
 production was or was not occurring. It turns out in fact that it was,
 and in a very substantial form. Most of this production, however, was not
 industrial production. What was happening in Europe from the sixteenth
 to the eighteenth centuries is that over a large geographical area going from
 Poland in the northeast westwards and southwards throughout Europe
 and including large parts of the Western Hemisphere as well, there grew up
 a world-economy with a single division of labor within which there was a
 world market, for which men produced largely agricultural products for
 sale and profit. I would think the simplest thing to do would be to call this
 agricultural capitalism.

 This then resolves the problems incurred by using the pervasiveness of
 wage-labor as a defining characteristic of capitalism. An individual is

 Trevor Aston (ed.), The Crisis of the Seventeenth Century (London: Routledge and Kegan
 Paul, 1965).

 32 Maurice Dobb, Capitalism Yesterday and Today (London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1958),
 p. 21. Italics mine.
 33 Ibid., pp. 6-7. 34 Ibid., p. 21.
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 no less a capitalist exploiting labor because the state assists him to pay his

 laborers low wages (including wages in kind) and denies these laborers the

 right to change employment. Slavery and so-called 'second serfdom'

 are not to be regarded as anomalies in a capitalist system. Rather the so-

 called serf in Poland or the Indian on a Spanish encomienda in New Spain
 in this sixteenth-century world-economy were working for landlords who

 'paid' them (however euphemistic this term) for cash-crop production.

 This is a relationship in which labor-power is a commodity (how could it

 ever be more so than under slavery ?), quite different from the relationship
 of a feudal serf to his lord in eleventh-century Burgundy, where the econ-

 omy was not oriented to a world market, and where labor-power was

 (therefore?) in no sense bought or sold.
 Capitalism thus means labor as a commodity to be sure. But in the era

 of agricultural capitalism, wage-labor is only one of the modes in which
 labor is recruited and recompensed in the labor market. Slavery, coerced

 cash-crop production (my name for the so-called 'second feudalism'),

 share-cropping, and tenancy are all alternative modes. It would be too

 long to develop here the conditions under which differing regions of the

 world-economy tend to specialize in different agricultural products. I have
 done this elsewhere.35

 What we must notice now is that this specialization occurs in specific
 and differing geographic regions of the world-economy. This regional

 specialization comes about by the attempts of actors in the market to avoid
 the normal operation of the market whenever it does not maximize their
 profit. The attempts of these actors to use non-market devices to ensure

 short-run profits makes them turn to the political entities which have in

 fact power to affect the market-the nation-states. (Again, why at this stage

 they could not have turned to city-states would take us into a long dis-
 cursus, but it has to do with the state of military and shipping technology,
 the need of the European land-mass to expand overseas in the fifteenth

 century if it was to maintain the level of income of the various aristo-

 cracies, combined with the state of political disintegration to which
 Europe had fallen in the Middle Ages.)

 In any case, the local capitalist classes-cash-crop landowners (often,
 even usually, nobility) and merchants-turned to the state, not only to
 liberate them from non-market constraints (as traditionally emphasized by

 liberal historiography) but to create new constraints on the new market,

 the market of the European world-economy.
 By a series of accidents-historical, ecological, geographic-northwest

 Europe was better situated in the sixteenth century to diversify its agri-
 cultural specialization and add to it certain industries (such as textiles,
 shipbuilding, and metal wares) than were other parts of Europe. Northwest

 35 See my The Modern World-System, op. cit., Chap. 2.
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 Europe emerged as the core area of this world-economy, specializing in
 agricultural production of higher skill levels, which favored (again for

 reasons too complex to develop) tenancy and wage-labor as the modes of

 labor control. Eastern Europe and the Western Hemisphere became peri-

 pheral areas specializing in export of grains, bullion, wood, cotton, sugar-

 all of which favored the use of slavery and coerced cash-crop labor as the

 modes of labor control. Mediterranean Europe emerged as the semi-
 peripheral area of this world-economy specializing in high-cost industrial

 products (for example, silks) and credit and specie transactions, which had

 as a consequence in the agricultural arena share-cropping as the mode of
 labor control and little export to other areas.

 The three structural positions in a world-economy-core, periphery, and
 semi-periphery-had become stabilized by about 1640. How certain areas
 became one and not the other is a long story.36 The key fact is that given
 slightly different starting-points, the interests of various local groups

 converged in northwest Europe, leading to the development of strong state

 mechanisms, and diverged sharply in the peripheral areas, leading to very
 weak ones. Once we get a difference in the strength of the state-machin-

 eries, we get the operation of 'unequal exchange'37 which is enforced by
 strong states on weak ones, by core states on peripheral areas. Thus capital-

 ism involves not only appropriation of the surplus-value by an owner from

 a laborer, but an appropriation of surplus of the whole world-economy by
 core areas. And this was as true in the stage of agricultural capitalism as it
 is in the stage of industrial capitalism.

 In the early Middle Ages, there was to be sure trade. But it was largely
 either 'local', in a region that we might call the 'extended' manor, or 'long-
 distance', primarily of luxury goods. There was no exchange of 'bulk'

 goods, of 'staples' across intermediate-size areas, and hence no production
 for such markets. Later on in the Middle Ages, world-economies may be
 said to have come into existence, one centering on Venice, a second on the

 cities of Flanders and the Hanse. For various reasons, these structures were
 hurt by the retractions (economic, demographic, and ecological) of the
 period 1300-1450. It is only with the creating of a European division of
 labor after 1450 that capitalism found firm roots.

 Capitalism was from the beginning an affair of the world-economy and
 not of nation-states. It is a misreading of the situation to claim that
 it is only in the twentieth century that capitalism has become 'world-wide',
 although this claim is frequently made in various writings, particularly by
 Marxists. Typical of this line of argument is Charles Bettelheim's response

 to Arghiri Emmanuel's discussion of unequal exchange:

 36 I give a brief account of this in 'Three Paths of National Development in the Sixteenth
 Century', Studies in Comparative International Development, VII, 2, Summer 1972, 95-101.

 37 See Arghiri Emmanuel, Unequal Exchange (New York: Monthly Review Press, 1972).
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 The tendency of the capitalist mode of production to become worldwide is manifested
 not only through the constitution of a group of national economies forming a complex
 and hierarchical structure, including an imperialist pole and a dominated one, and not
 only through the antagonistic relations that develop between the different 'national
 economies' and the different states, but also through the constant 'transcending' of
 'national limits' by big capital (the formation of 'international big capital', 'world
 firms', etc....).38

 The whole tone of these remarks ignores the fact that capital has never
 allowed its aspirations to be determined by national boundaries in a
 capitalist world-economy, and that the creation of 'national' barriers-
 generically, mercantilism-has historically been a defensive mechanism of
 capitalists located in states which are one level below the high point of
 strength in the system. Such was the case of England vis-al-vis the Nether-
 lands in 1660-1715, France vis-ai-vis England in 1715-1815, Germany
 vis-al-vis Britain in the nineteenth century, the Soviet Union vis-al-vis the
 U.S. in the twentieth. In the process a large number of countries create
 national economic barriers whose consequences often last beyond their
 initial objectives. At this later point in the process the very same capitalists
 who pressed their national governments to impose the restrictions now
 find these restrictions constraining. This is not an 'internationalization' of
 'national' capital. This is simply a new political demand by certain sectors
 of the capitalist classes who have at all points in time sought to maximize
 their profits within the real economic market, that of the world-economy.

 If this is so, then what meaning does it have to talk of structural positions
 within this economy and identify states as being in one of these positions?
 And why talk of three positions, inserting that of 'semi-periphery' in
 between the widely-used concepts of core and periphery? The state-
 machineries of the core states were strengthened to meet the needs of
 capitalist landowners and their merchant allies. But that does not mean
 that these state-machineries were manipulable puppets. Obviously any
 organization, once created, has a certain autonomy from those who
 pressed it into existence for two reasons. It creates a stratum of officials
 whose own careers and interests are furthered by the continued strengthen-
 ing of the organization itself, however the interests of its capitalist backers
 may vary. Kings and bureaucrats wanted to stay in power and increase
 their personal gain constantly. Secondly, in the process of creating the
 strong state in the first place, certain 'constitutional' compromises had to
 be made with other forces within the state-boundaries and these institu-
 tionalized compromises limit, as they are designed to do, the freedom of
 maneuver of the managers of the state-machinery. The formula of the
 state as 'executive committee of the ruling class' is only valid, therefore, if
 one bears in mind that executive committees are never mere reflections of

 38 Charles Bettelheim, 'Theoretical Comments' in Emmanuel, op. cit., 295.
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 the wills of their constituents, as anyone who has ever participated in any

 organization knows well.
 The strengthening of the state-machineries in core areas has as its direct

 counterpart the decline of the state-machineries in peripheral areas. The

 decline of the Polish monarchy in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries is
 a striking example of this phenomenon.39 There are two reasons for this.

 In peripheral countries, the-interests of the capitalist landowners lie in an

 opposite direction from those of the local commercial bourgeoisie. Their

 interests lie in maintaining an open economy to maximize their profit from

 world-market trade (no restrictions in exports and access to lower-cost
 industrial products from core countries) and in elimination of the commer-

 cial bourgeoisie in favor of outside merchants (who pose no local political
 threat). Thus, in terms of the state, the coalition which strengthened it in

 core countries was precisely absent.
 The second reason, which has become ever more operative over the

 history of the modern world-system, is that the strength of the state-

 machinery in core states is a function of the weakness of other state-

 machineries. Hence intervention of outsiders via war, subversion, and
 diplomacy is the lot of peripheral states.

 All this seems very obvious. I repeat it only in order to make clear two
 points. One cannot reasonably explain the strength of various state-

 machineries at specific moments of the history of the modern world-
 system primarily in terms of a genetic-cultural line of argumentation, but
 rather in terms of the structural role a country plays in the world-economy

 at that moment in time. To be sure, the initial eligibility for a particular

 role is often decided by an accidental edge a particular country has, and the

 'accident' of which one is talking is no doubt located in part in past history,
 in part in current geography. But once this relatively minor accident is

 given, it is the operations of the world-market forces which accentuate the

 differences, institutionalize them, and make them impossible to surmount
 over the short run.

 The second point we wish to make about the structural differences of

 core and periphery is that they are not comprehensible unless we realize
 that there is a third structural position: that of the semi-periphery. This

 is not the result merely of establishing arbitrary cutting-points on a con-

 tinuum of characteristics. Our logic is not merely inductive, sensing the
 presence of a third category from a comparison of indicator curves. It is

 also deductive. The semi-periphery is needed to make a capitalist world-

 economy run smoothly. Both kinds of world-system, the world-empire

 39 See J. Siemenski, 'Constitutional Conditions in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries',
 Cambridge History of Poland, I, W. F. Reddaway et al. (eds.), From the Origins to Sobieski
 (to 1696) (Cambridge: At the University Press, 1950), pp. 416-40; Janusz Tazbir, 'The Com-
 monwealth of the Gentry', in Aleksander Gieysztor et al., History of Poland (Warszawa:
 PWN-Polish Scientific Publ., 1968), pp. 169-271.
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 with a redistributive economy and the world-economy with a capitalist

 market economy, involve markedly unequal distribution of rewards. Thus,

 logically, there is immediately posed the question of how it is possible
 politically for such a system to persist. Why do not the majority who are

 exploited simply overwhelm the minority who draw disproportionate

 benefits? The most rapid glance at the historic record shows that these

 world-systems have been faced rather rarely by fundamental system-wide
 insurrection. While internal discontent has been eternal, it has usually

 taken quite long before the accumulation of the erosion of power has led

 to the decline of a world-system, and as often as not, an external force has

 been a major factor in this decline.

 There have been three major mechanisms that have enabled world-
 systems to retain relative political stability (not in terms of the particular

 groups who will play the leading roles in the system, but in terms of systemic
 survival itself). One obviously is the concentration of military strength in

 the hands of the dominant forces. The modalities of this obviously vary
 with the technology, and there are to be sure political prerequisites for
 such a concentration, but nonetheless sheer force is no doubt a central

 consideration.

 A second mechanism is the pervasiveness of an ideological commitment
 to the system as a whole. I do not mean what has often been termed the

 'legitimation' of a system, because that term has been used to imply that

 the lower strata of a system feel some affinity with or loyalty towards the

 rulers, and I doubt that this has ever been a significant factor in the survival
 of world-systems. I mean rather the degree to which the staff or cadres of
 the system (and I leave this term deliberately vague) feel that their own
 well-being is wrapped up in the survival of the system as such and the

 competence of its leaders. It is this staff which not only propagates the
 myths; it is they who believe them.

 But neither force nor the ideological commitment of the staff would

 suffice were it not for the division of the majority into a larger lower stratum

 and a smaller middle stratum. Both the revolutionary call for polarization

 as a strategy of change and the liberal encomium to consensus as the basis

 of the liberal polity reflect this proposition. The import is far wider than its
 use in the analysis of contemporary political problems suggests. It is the
 normal condition of either kind of world-system to have a three-layered

 structure. When and if this ceases to be the case, the world-system dis-
 integrates.

 In a world-empire, the middle stratum is in fact accorded the role of

 maintaining the marginally-desirable long-distance luxury trade, while the
 upper stratum concentrates its resources on controlling the military

 machinery which can collect the tribute, the crucial mode of redistributing
 surplus. By providing, however, for an access to a limited portion of the
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 surplus to urbanized elements who alone, in pre-modern societies, could

 contribute political cohesiveness to isolated clusters of primary producers,

 the upper stratum effectively buys off the potential leadership of co-

 ordinated revolt. And by denying access to political rights for this commer-

 cial-urban middle stratum, it makes them constantly vulnerable to con-

 fiscatory measures whenever their economic profits become sufficiently

 swollen so that they might begin to create for themselves military strength.

 In a world-economy, such 'cultural' stratification is not so simple, because

 the absence of a single political system means the concentration of econ-

 omic roles vertically rather than horizontally throughout the system. The

 solution then is to have three kinds of states, with pressures for cultural

 homogenization within each of them-thus, besides the upper stratum of

 core-states and the lower stratum of peripheral states, there is a middle

 stratum of semi-peripheral ones.

 This semi-periphery is then assigned as it were a specific economic role,

 but the reason is less economic than political. That is to say, one might

 make a good case that the world-economy as an economy would function
 every bit as well without a semi-periphery. But it would be far less politically

 stable, for it would mean a polarized world-system. The existence of the

 third category means precisely that the upper stratum is not faced with the

 unified opposition of all the others because the middle stratum is both
 exploited and exploiter. It follows that the specific economic role is not

 all that important, and has thus changed through the various historical

 stages of the modern world-system. We shall discuss these changes shortly.

 Where then does class analysis fit in all of this? And what in such a
 formulation are nations, nationalities, peoples, ethnic groups ? First of all,
 without arguing the point now,40 I would contend that all these latter terms

 denote variants of a single phenomenon which I will term 'ethno-nations'.
 Both classes and ethnic groups, or status-groups, or ethno-nations are

 phenomena of world-economies and much of the enormous confusion that

 has surrounded the concrete analysis of their functioning can be attributed

 quite simply to the fact that they have been analyzed as though they existed

 within the nation-states of this world-economy, instead of within the

 world-economy as a whole. This has been a Procrustean bed indeed.

 The range of economic activities being far wider in the core than in the

 periphery, the range of syndical interest groups is far wider there.41 Thus,

 40 See my fuller analysis in 'Social Conflict in Post-Independence Black Africa: The Con-
 cepts of Race and Status-Group Reconsidered' in Ernest W. Campbell (ed.), Racial Tensions
 and National Identity (Nashville: Vanderbilt Univ. Press, 1972), pp. 207-26.

 41 Range in this sentence means the number of different occupations in which a significant
 proportion of the population is engaged. Thus peripheral society typically is overwhelmingly
 agricultural. A core society typically has its occupations well-distributed over all of Colin
 Clark's three sectors. If one shifted the connotation of range to talk of style of life, consump-
 tion patterns, even income distribution, quite possibly one might reverse the correlation. In a
 typical peripheral society, the differences between a subsistence farmer and an urban pro-
 fessional are probably far greater than those which could be found in a typical core state.
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 it has been widely observed that there does not exist in many parts of the

 world today a proletariat of the kind which exists in, say, Europe or North

 America. But this is a confusing way to state the observation. Industrial

 activity being disproportionately concentrated in certain parts of the

 world-econQmy, industrial wage-workers are to be found principally in
 certain geographic regions. Their interests as a syndical group are deter-

 mined by their collective relationship to the world-economy. Their ability
 to influence the political functioning of this world-economy is shaped by
 the fact that they command larger percentages of the population in one

 sovereign entity than another. The form their organizations take have, in
 large part, been governed too by these political boundaries. The same

 might be said about industrial capitalists. Class analysis is perfectly capable
 of accounting for the political position of, let us say, French skilled

 workers if we look at their structural position and interests in the world-
 economy. Similarly with ethno-nations. The meaning of ethnic conscious-

 ness in a core area is considerably different from that of ethnic conscious-
 ness in a peripheral area precisely because of the different class position
 such ethnic groups have in the world-economy.42

 Political struggles of ethno-nations or segments of classes within national
 boundaries of course are the daily bread and butter of local politics. But
 their significance or consequences can only be fruitfully analyzed if one

 spells out the implications of their organizational activity or political

 demands for the functioning of the world-economy. This also incidentally
 makes possible more rational assessments of these politics in terms of some
 set of evaluative criteria such as 'left' and 'right'.

 The functioning then of a capitalist world-economy requires that groups

 pursue their economic interests within a single world market while seeking
 to distort this market for their benefit by organizing to exert influence on
 states, some of which are far more powerful than others but none of which

 controls the world-market in its entirety. Of course, we shall find on closer

 inspection that there are periods where one state is relatively quite power-

 ful and other periods where power is more diffuse and contested, permit-
 ting weaker states broader ranges of action. We can talk then of the relative
 tightness or looseness of the world-system as an important variable and

 seek to analyze why this dimension tends to be cyclical in nature, as it

 seems to have been for several hundred years.

 We are now in a position to look at the historical evolution of this
 capitalist world-economy itself and analyze the degree to which it is

 fruitful to talk of distinct stages in its evolution as a system. The emergence
 of the European world-economy in the 'long' sixteenth century (1450-

 42 See my 'The Two Modes of Ethnic Consciousness: Soviet Central Asia in Transition?' in
 Edward Allworth (ed.), The Nationality Question in Soviet Central Asia (New York: Praeger,
 1973), pp. 168-75.
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 1640) was made possible by an historical conjuncture: on those long-term
 trends which were the culmination of what has been sometimes described

 as the 'crisis of feudalism' was superimposed a more immediate cyclical

 crisis plus climatic changes, all of which created a dilemma that could only

 be resolved by a geographic expansion of the division of labor. Further-

 more, the balance of inter-system forces was such as to make this realiz-

 able. Thus a geographic expansion did take place in conjunction with a

 demographic expansion and an upward price rise.

 The remarkable thing was not that a European world-economy was

 thereby created, but that it survived the Hapsburg attempt to transform it

 into a world-empire, an attempt seriously pursued by Charles V. The

 Spanish attempt to absorb the whole failed because the rapid economic-
 demographic-technological burst forward of the preceding century made

 the whole enterprise too expensive for the imperial base to sustain,

 especially given many structural insufficiencies in Castilian economic

 development. Spain could afford neither the bureaucracy nor the army that

 was necessary to the enterprise, and in the event went bankrupt, as

 did the French monarchs making a similar albeit even less plausible
 attempt.

 Once the Hapsburg dream of world-empire was over-and in 1557 it
 was over forever-the capitalist world-economy was an established system
 that became almost impossible to unbalance. It quickly reached an

 equilibrium point in its relations with other world-systems: the Ottoman
 and Russian world-empires, the Indian Ocean proto-world-economy. Each
 of the states or potential states within the European world-economy was

 quickly in the race to bureaucratize, to raise a standing army, to homogen-

 ize its culture, to diversify its economic activities. By 1640, those in north-

 west Europe had succeeded in establishing themselves as the core-states;

 Spain and the northern Italian city-states declined into being semi-
 peripheral; northeastern Europe and Iberian America had become the

 periphery. At this point, those in semi-peripheral status had reached it by

 virtue of decline from a former more pre-eminent status.

 It was the system-wide recession of 1650-1730 that consolidated the

 European world-economy and opened stage two of the modern world-
 economy. For the recession forced retrenchment, and the decline in relative

 surplus allowed room for only one core-state to survive. The mode of

 struggle was mercantilism, which was a device of partial insulation and
 withdrawal from the world market of large areas themselves hierarchically
 constructed-that is, empires within the world-economy (which is quite

 different from world-empires). In this struggle England first ousted the

 Netherlands from its commercial primacy and then resisted successfully
 France's attempt to catch up. As England began to speed up the process of

 industrialization after 1760, there was one last attempt of those capitalist
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 forces located in France to break the imminent British hegemony. This

 attempt was expressed first in the French Revolution's replacement of the

 cadres of the regime and then in Napoleon's continental blockade. But it

 failed.

 Stage three of the capitalist world-economy begins then, a stage of

 industrial rather than of agricultural capitalism. Henceforth, industrial

 production is no longer a minor aspect of the world market but comprises
 an ever larger percentage of world gross production-and even more

 important, of world gross surplus. This involves a whole series of conse-

 quences for the world-system.

 First of all, it led to the further geographic expansion of the European

 world-economy to include now the whole of the globe. This was in part the

 result of its technological feasibility both in terms of improved military

 firepower and improved shipping facilities which made regular trade

 sufficiently inexpensive to be viable. But, in addition, industrial production

 required access to raw materials of a nature and in a quantity such that the
 needs could not be supplied within the former boundaries. At first, how-

 ever, the search for new markets was not a primary consideration in the

 geographic expansion since the new markets were more readily available
 within the old boundaries, as we shall see.

 The geographic expansion of the European world-economy meant the

 elimination of other world-systems as well as the absorption of the remain-

 ing mini-systems. The most important world-system up to then outside of

 the European world-economy, Russia, entered in semi-peripheral status,

 the consequence of the strength of its state-machinery (including its
 army) and the degree of industrialization already achieved in the eighteenth

 century. The independences in the Latin American countries did nothing

 to change their peripheral status. They merely eliminated the last vestiges
 of Spain's semi-peripheral role and ended pockets of non-involvement in
 the world-economy in the interior of Latin America. Asia and Africa were

 absorbed into the periphery in the nineteenth century, although Japan,
 because of the combination of the strength of its state-machinery, the

 poverty of its resource base (which led to a certain disinterest on the part
 of world capitalist forces), and its geographic remoteness from the core

 areas, was able quickly to graduate into semi-peripheral status.

 The absorption of Africa as part of the periphery meant the end of

 slavery world-wide for two reasons. First of all, the manpower that was
 used as slaves was now needed for cash-crop production in Africa itself,

 whereas in the eighteenth century Europeans had sought to discourage just
 such cash-crop production.43 In the second place, once Africa was part of

 43 A. Adu Boahen cites the instructions of the British Board of Trade in 1751 to the
 Governor of Cape Castle (a small British fort and trading-settlement in what is now Ghana) to
 seek to stop the local people, the Fante, from cultivating cotton. The reason given was the
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 the periphery and not the external arena, slavery was no longer economic.

 To understand this, we must appreciate the economics of slavery. Slaves

 receiving the lowest conceivable reward for their labor are the least produc-

 tive form of labor and have the shortest life span, both because of under-
 nourishment and maltreatment and because of lowered psychic resistance

 to death. Furthermore, if recruited from areas surrounding their workplace
 the escape rate is too high. Hence, there must be a high transport cost for

 a product of low productivity. This makes economic sense only if the

 purchase price is virtually nil. In capitalist market trade, purchase always

 has a real cost. It is only in long-distance trade, the exchange of preciosities,

 that the purchase price can be in the social system of the purchaser

 virtually nil. Such was the slave-trade. Slaves were bought at low immediate

 cost (the production cost of the items actually exchanged) and none of the

 usual invisible costs. That is to say, the fact that removing a man from
 West Africa lowered the productive potential of the region was of zero

 cost to the European world-economy since these areas were not part of the

 division of labor. Of course, had the slave trade totally denuded Africa of

 all possibilities of furnishing further slaves, then a real cost to Europe
 would have commenced. But that point was never historically reached.

 Once, however, Africa was part of the periphery, then the real cost of a

 slave in terms of the production of surplus in the world-economy went up

 to such a point that it became far more economical to use wage-labor, even

 on sugar or cotton plantations, which is precisely what transpired in the
 nineteenth-century Caribbean and other slave-labor regions.

 The creation of vast new areas as the periphery of the expanded world-

 economy made possible a shift in the role of some other areas. Specifically,

 both the United States and Germany (as it came into being) combined

 formerly peripheral and semi-peripheral regions. The manufacturing

 sector in each was able to gain political ascendancy, as the peripheral

 subregions became less economically crucial to the world-economy.

 Mercantilism now became the major tool of semi-peripheral countries
 seeking to become core countries, thus still performing a function analogous
 to that of the mercantilist drives of the late seventeenth and eighteenth
 centuries in England and France. To be sure, the struggle of semi-peripheral
 countries to 'industrialize' varied in the degree to which it succeeded in the

 period before the First World War: all the way in the United States, only

 partially in Germany, not at all in Russia.

 following: 'The introduction of culture and industry among the Negroes is contrary to the
 known established policy of this country, there is no saying where this might stop, and that it
 might extend to tobacco, sugar and every other commodity which we now take from our
 colonies; and thereby the Africans, who now support themselves by wars, would become
 planters and their slaves be employed in the culture of these articles in Africa, which they are
 employed in in America'. Cited in A. Adu Boahen, Topics in West Africa History (London:
 Longmans, Green and Co., 1966), p. 113.
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 The internal structure of core-states also changed fundamentally under
 industrial capitalism. For a core area, industrialism involved divesting
 itself of substantially all agricultural activities (except that in the twentieth
 century further mechanization was to create a new form of working the
 land that was so highly mechanized as to warrant the appellation indus-

 trial). Thus whereas, in the period 1700-40, England not only was Europe's
 leading industrial exporter but was also Europe's leading agricultural

 exporter this was at a high point in the economy-wide recession-by
 1900, less than 10 percent of England's population were engaged in
 agricultural pursuits.

 At first under industrial capitalism, the core exchanged manufactured

 products against the periphery's agricultural products-hence, Britain
 from 1815 to 1873 as the 'workshop of the world'. Even to those semi-
 peripheral countries that had some manufacture (France, Germany,
 Belgium, the U.S.), Britain in this period supplied about half their needs in
 manufactured goods. As, however, the mercantilist practices of this latter
 group both cut Britain off from outlets and even created competiton for
 Britain in sales to peripheral areas, a competition which led to the late
 nineteenth-century 'scramble for Africa', the world division of labor was

 reallocated to ensure a new special role for the core: less the provision of
 the manufactures, more the provision of the machines to make the manu-
 factures as well as the provision of infra-structure (especially, in this
 period, railroads).

 The rise of manufacturing created for the first time under capitalism a
 large-scale urban proletariat. And in consequence for the first time there
 arose what Michels has called the 'anti-capitalist mass spirit',44 which was
 translated into concrete organizational forms (trade-unions, socialist
 parties). This development intruded a new factor as threatening to the
 stability of the states and of the capitalist forces now so securely in
 control of them as the earlier centrifugal thrusts of regional anti-capitalist
 landed elements had been in the seventeenth century.

 At the same time that the bourgeoisies of the core countries were faced

 by this threat to the internal stability of their state structures, they were
 simultaneously faced with the economic crisis of the latter third of the
 nineteenth century resulting from the more rapid increase of agricultural
 production (and indeed of light manufactures) than the expansion of a
 potential market for these goods. Some of the surplus would have to be
 redistributed to someone to allow these goods to be bought and the
 economic machinery to return to smooth operation. By expanding the
 purchasing power of the industrial proletariat of the core countries, the
 world-economy was unburdened simultaneously of two problems: the

 44 Robert Michels, 'The Origins of the Anti-Capitalist Mass Spirit', in Man in Contemporary
 Society (New York: Columbia University Press, 1955), Vol. I, pp. 740-65.
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 bottleneck of demand, and the unsettling 'class conflict' of the core

 states-hence, the social liberalism or welfare-state ideology that arose

 just at that point in time

 The First World War was, as men of the time observed, the end of an

 era; and the Russian Revolution of October 1917 the beginning of a new

 one-our stage four. This stage was to be sure a stage of revolutionary

 turmoil but it also was, in a seeming paradox, the stage of the consolidation

 of the industrial capitalist world-economy. The Russian Revolution was

 essentially that of a semi-peripheral country whose internal balance of

 forces had been such that as of the late nineteenth century it began on a
 decline towards a peripheral status. This was the result of the marked

 penetration of foreign capital into the industrial sector which was on its

 way to eliminating all indigenous capitalist forces, the resistance to the

 mechanization of the agricultural sector, the decline of relative military

 power (as evidenced by the defeat by the Japanese in 1905). The Revolution

 brought to power a group of state-managers who reversed each one of these

 trends by using the classic technique of mercantilist semi-withdrawal from

 the world-economy. In the process of doing this, the now U.S.S.R.

 mobilized considerable popular support, especially in the urban sector.

 At the end of the Second World War, Russia was reinstated as a very

 strong member of the semi-periphery and could begin to seek full core

 status.

 Meanwhile, the decline of Britain which dates from 1873 was confirmed

 and its hegemonic role was assumed by the United States. While the U.S.

 thus rose, Germany fell further behind as a result of its military defeat.
 Various German attempts in the 1920s to find new industrial outlets in the

 Middle East and South America were unsuccessful in the face of the U.S.
 thrust combined with Britain's continuing relative strength. Germany's
 thrust of desperation to recoup lost ground took the noxious and unsuccess-

 ful form of Nazism.
 It was the Second World War that enabled the United States for a brief

 period (1945-65) to attain the same level of primacy as Britain had in the
 first part of the nineteenth century. United States growth in this period was

 spectacular and created a great need for expanded market outlets. The Cold
 War closure denied not only the U.S.S.R. but Eastern Europe to U.S.
 exports. And the Chinese Revolution meant that this region, which had

 been destined for much exploitative activity, was also cut off. Three
 alternative areas were available and each was pursued with assiduity.
 First, Western Europe had to be rapidly 'reconstructed', and it was the

 Marshall Plan which thus allowed this area to play a primary role in the
 expansion of world productivity. Secondly, Latin America became the

 reserve of U.S. investment from which now Britain and Germany were

 completely cut off. Thirdly, Southern Asia, the Middle East and Africa had
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 to be decolonized. On the one hand, this was necessary in order to reduce
 the share of the surplus taken by the Western European intermediaries, as

 Canning covertly supported the Latin American revolutionaries against
 Spain in the 1820s.45 But also, these countries had to be decolonized in
 order to mobilize productive potential in a way that had never been achieved
 in the colonial era. Colonial rule after all had been an inferior mode of

 relationship of core and periphery, one occasioned by the strenuous late-
 nineteenth-century conflict among industrial states but one no longer
 desirable from the point of view of the new hegemonic power.46

 But a world capitalist economy does not permit true imperium. Charles

 V could not succeed in his dream of world-empire. The Pax Britannica
 stimulated its own demise. So too did the Pax Americana. In each case,
 the cost of political imperium was too high economically, and in a capitalist

 system, over the middle run when profits decline, new political formulae

 are sought. In this case the costs mounted along several fronts. The efforts

 of the U.S.S.R. to further its own industrialization, protect a privileged
 market area (eastern Europe), and force entry into other market areas led
 to an immense spiralling of military expenditure, which on the Soviet side

 promised long-run returns whereas for the U.S. it was merely a question of
 running very fast to stand still. The economic resurgence of western

 Europe, made necessary both to provide markets for U.S. sales and invest-

 ments and to counter the U.S.S.R. military thrust, meant over time that the

 west European state structures collectively became as strong as that of the

 U.S., which led in the late 1960s to the 'dollar and gold crisis' and the
 retreat of Nixon from the free-trade stance which is the definitive mark of
 the self-confident leader in a capitalist market system. When the cumu-
 lated Third World pressures, most notably Vietnam, were added on, a

 restructuring of the world division of labor was inevitable, involving
 probably in the 1970s a quadripartite division of the larger part of the
 world surplus by the U.S., the European Common Market, Japan, and
 the U.S.S.R.

 Such a decline in U.S. state hegemony has actually increased the freedom
 of action of capitalist enterprises, the larger of which have now taken the
 form of multinational corporations which are able to maneuver against
 state bureaucracies whenever the national politicians become too responsive
 to internal worker pressures. Whether some effective links can be estab-

 lished between multinational corporations, presently limited to operating

 in certain areas, and the U.S.S.R. remains to be seen, but it is by no means
 impossible.

 45 See William W. Kaufman, British Policy and the Independence of Latin America, 1804-28
 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1951).

 46 Cf. Catherine Coqu6ry-Vidrovitch, 'De l'imperialisme britannique ah l'imperialisme
 contemporaine-l'avatar colonial,' L'Homme et la societe, No. 18, oct.-nov.-dec. 1970,
 61-90.
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 This brings us back to one of the questions with which we opened this

 paper, the seemingly esoteric debate between Liu Shao-Chi and Mao

 Tse-Tung as to whether China was, as Liu argued, a socialist state, or

 whether, as Mao argued, socialism was a process involving continued and

 continual class struggle. No doubt to those to whom the terminology is

 foreign the discussion seems abstrusely theological. The issue, however, as

 we said, is real. If the Russian Revolution emerged as a reaction to the

 threatened further decline of Russia's structural position in the world-

 economy, and if fifty years later one can talk of the U.S.S.R. as entering
 the status of a core power in a capitalist world-economy, what then is the

 meaning of the various so-called socialist revolutions that have occurred
 in a third of the world's surface? First let us notice that it has been neither

 Thailand nor Liberia nor Paraguay that has had a 'socialist revolution' but
 Russia, China and Cuba. That is to say, these revolutions have occurred in
 countries that, in terms of their internal economic structures in the pre-

 revolutionary period, had a certain minimum strength in terms of skilled

 personnel, some manufacturing, and other factors which made it plausible
 that, within the framework of a capitalist world-economy, such a country
 could alter its role in the world division of labor within a reasonable

 period (say 30-50 years) by the use of the technique of mercantilist semi-
 withdrawal. (This may not be all that plausible for Cuba, but we shall see.)
 Of course, other countries in the geographic regions and military orbit of

 these revolutionary forces had changes of regime without in any way
 having these characteristics (for example, Mongolia or Albania). It is also

 to be noted that many of the countries where similar forces are strong or
 where considerable counterforce is required to keep them from emerging

 also share this status of minimum strength. I think of Chile or Brazil or

 Egypt-or indeed Italy.
 Are we not seeing the emergence of a political structure for semi-peri-

 pheral nations adapted to stage four of the capitalist world-system? The
 fact that all enterprises are nationalized in these countries does not make

 the participation of these enterprises in the world-economy one that does
 not conform to the mode of operation of a capitalist market-system: seek-

 ing increased efficiency of production in order to realize a maximum price

 on sales, thus achieving a more favorable allocation of the surplus of the
 world-economy. If tomorrow U.S. Steel became a worker's collective in
 which all employees without exception received an identical share of the

 profits and all stockholders were expropriated without compensation,
 would U.S. Steel thereby cease to be a capitalist enterprise operating in a

 capitalist world-economy?

 What then have been the consequences for the world-system of the
 emergence of many states in which there is no private ownership of the

 basic means of production? To some extent, this has meant an internal
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 reallocation of consumption. It has certainly undermined the ideological

 justifications in world capitalism, both by showing the political vulner-
 ability of capitalist entrepreneurs and by demonstrating that private
 ownership is irrelevant to the rapid expansion of industrial productivity.
 But to the extent that it has raised the ability of the new semi-peripheral
 areas to enjoy a larger share of the world surplus, it has once again de-
 polarized the world, recreating the triad of strata that has been a funda-
 mental element in the survival of the world-system.

 Finally, in the peripheral areas of the world-economy, both the con-
 tinued economic expansion of the core (even though the core is seeing some
 reallocation of surplus internal to it) and the new strength of the semi-
 periphery has led to a further weakening of the political and hence econ-
 omic position of the peripheral areas. The pundits note that 'the gap is
 getting wider', but thus far no-one has succeeded in doing much about it,
 and it is not clear that there are very many in whose interests it would be to
 do so. Far from a strengthening of state authority, in many parts of the
 world we are witnessing the same kind of deterioration Poland knew in the
 sixteenth century, a deterioration of which the frequency of military coups
 is only one of many signposts. And all of this leads us to conclude that
 stage four has been the stage of the consolidation of the capitalist world-
 economy.

 Consolidation, however, does not mean the absence of contradictions
 and does not mean the likelihood of long-term survival. We thus come to
 projections about the future, which has always been man's great game, his
 true hybris, the most convincing argument for the dogma of original sin.
 Having read Dante, I will therefore be brief.

 There are two fundamental contradictions, it seems to me, involved in
 the workings of the capitalist world-system. In the first place, there is the
 contradiction to which the nineteenth-century Marxian corpus pointed,
 which I would phrase as follows: whereas in the short-run the maximiza-
 tion of profit requires maximizing the withdrawal of surplus from imme-
 diate consumption of the majority, in the long-run the continued produc-
 tion of surplus requires a mass demand which can only be created by
 redistributing the surplus withdrawn. Since these two considerations move
 in opposite directions (a 'contradiction'), the system has constant crises
 which in the long-run both weaken it and make the game for those with
 privilege less worth playing.

 The second fundamental contradiction, to which Mao's concept of
 socialism as process points, is the following: whenever the tenants of
 privilege seek to co-opt an oppositional movement by including them in a
 minor share of the privilege, they may no doubt eliminate opponents in
 the short-run; but they also up the ante for the next oppositional movement
 created in the next crisis of the world-economy. Thus the cost of 'co-op-
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 tion' rises ever higher and the advantages of co-option seem ever less
 worthwhile.

 There are today no socialist systems in the world-economy any more than

 there are feudal systems because there is only one world-system. It is a

 world-economy and it is by definition capitalist in form. Socialism involves

 the creation of a new kind of world-system, neither a redistributive world-

 empire nor a capitalist world-economy but a socialist world-government.

 I don't see this projection as being in the least utopian but I also don't

 feel its institution is imminent. It will be the outcome of a long struggle

 in forms that may be familiar and perhaps in very new forms, that will take

 place in all the areas of the world-economy (Mao's continual 'class

 struggle'). Governments may be in the hands of persons, groups or move-

 ments sympathetic to this transformation but states as such are neither

 progressive nor reactionary. It is movements and forces that deserve such

 evaluative judgments.

 Having gone as far as I care to in projecting the future, let me return

 to the present and to the scholarly enterprise which is never neutral but
 does have its own logic and to some extent its own priorities. We have
 adumbrated as our basic unit of observation a concept of world-systems

 that have structural parts and evolving stages. It is within such a frame-
 work, I am arguing, that we can fruitfully make comparative analyses-of
 the wholes and of parts of the whole. Conceptions precede and govern
 measurements. I am all for minute and sophisticated quantitative indi-
 cators. I am all for minute and diligent archival work that will trace a
 concrete historical series of events in terms of all its immediate com-

 plexities. But the point of either is to enable us to see better what has

 happened and what is happening. For that we need glasses with which to
 discern the dimensions of difference, we need models with which to weigh

 significance, we need summarizing concepts with which to create the

 knowledge which we then seek to communicate to each other. And all this
 because we are men with hybris and original sin and therefore seek the

 good, the true, and the beautiful.
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