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24 The NatureofOrder in World Politics

The Hobbesianprescriptionfor internationalconductis that the
state-is free to pursueits goals in relation to other stateswithout
moral or legal restrictionsof any kind. Ideasof morality and law,
on this view, are valid only in the context of a society, but
international life is beyond the bounds of any society. If any
moral or legal goals are ·to be pursued in international politics,·
thesecan only be the moralor legal goalsof the stateitself. Eitherit
is held (asby Machiavelli) that thestateconductsforeign policy in a
kind of moral and legal vacuum,or it is held (as by Hegel and his
successors)that moralbehaviourfor the statein foreign policy lies
in its own self-assertion.·The only rules or principles which, for
those in the Ho'bbesiantradition, may be said to limit or
circumscribe thebehaviout·of states in their relations with one
anotherare rules of prudenceor expediency.Thus agreeme·ntsmay
be kept if it is expedientto keep them, but may be broken if it is
not.

The Kantianor universalisttradition, at the otherextreme,takes
the essentialnature of internationalpolitics to lie not in con.fiict
amongstates,as on the.Hobbesianview, but in the trans-national
social bonds that link the individua.l human beings who are the
subjectsor eitizens()fstales.The dominantthemeof interna.tional
relations,on the Kantian view, is only apparentlythe relationship
amongstates,and is really the relationshipamongall men in the
community of mankind - which exists potentially, even if it does
not exist actually, and which when it comesinto being will sweep
the systemof statesinto limbo.2

Within the community of all mankind,on the universalistview,
the interestsof all menareoneand the same;internationalpolitics,
consideredfrom this perspective,is not a purely distributive or
zero-sum game, as the Hobbesiansmaintain, but a purely co­
operativeor non-zero-sumgame.Conflicts of interestexist among
the ruling cliques of states,but this is only at the superficial or
transientlevelof the' existingsystemof states;properlyunderstood,
the interestsof all peoplesarethe saJne.The particularinternational
activity which, on the Kantian view, most typifies international
activity as a whole is the horizontal conflict of ideology that cuts
acrossthe boundariesof statesanddivides humansocietyinto two
camps- the trusteesof the imma.nentcommllnity of mankindand
thosewho standin its way, thosewho areof the true faith and the
heretics,the liberatorsand the oppressed.
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T.he Kantianor universalistview of internationalmorality is that,
in contrastto the Hobbesianconception,there are moral impera­
tives in the field of international relations limiting the action of
states,but that these imperativesenjoin not coexistenceand co­
operationamongstatesbut rather the overthrowof the systemof
statesand its replacementby a cosmopolitansociety.The commu­
nity of mankind,on the Kantianview, is not only the centralreality
in internationaipolitics, in the sensethat the forces able to bring it
into being are present; it is also the end 'or object of the highest
moral endeavour.The rules that sustain coexistenceand ·social
intercourseamongstatesshouldbe ignoredif the imperativesof this
�h�i�~�h�e�r morality requireiLGoodfaith with hereticshasno meaning,
except in .. termsof tactical convenience;betweenthe electand the
damned,the liberatorsand the oppressed,the questionof mutual
acceptanceof rights to sovereigntyor independencedoesnot arise.

What has been called the Grotian or internationalisttradition
standsbetweenthe realist tradition and the universalisttradition.
The Grotian tradition describesinternationalpolitics in termsof a
society.of statesor internationalsociety.3As againstthe Hobbesian
tradition, the Grotians.9ontendthat states are.not.engagedin
simple struggle,like gladiatorsin an arena,but are limited in their
conflicts with oneanotherby commonrulesandinstitutions.But as
againstthe Kantian or universalistperspectivethe Grotiansaccept
the Hobbesianpremisethat sovereignsor statesare the principal
reality in internationalpolitics; the immediatemembersof interna­
tional society ·are states rather than individual human beings.
International politics, in the Grotian understanding,expresses
neither completeconflict of interest betweenstatesnor complete
identity of interest; it resemblesa game that is partly distributive
but also. partly productive. The particular international activity
which, on the Grotianview, best typifies internationalactivity as a
whole is neitherwar betweenstates,nor horizontalconflict cutting
across the ··boundariesof states,but trade - or, more generally,
econQmicand social intercoursebetweenone·countryand.another.

The .Grotian prescription for international conduct is that all
states,in their dealingswith one another,are bound by the rules
and institutionsof the societythey form. As againstthe view of the
Hobbesians,statesin the Grotianview are boun(i not (Jnly py rules
of prudenceor expediencybut also by imperativesof morality and
law. But, as against the view of the universalists, what these
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imperativesenjoin is not the overthrowof the systemof statesand
its replacementby a universalcommunity of mankind, but rather
acceptanceof the requirementsof coexistenceandco-operationin a
societyof states.

Each of thesetraditions embodiesa great variety of doctrines
�a�b�~�u�t internationalpolitics, amongwhich �t�h�e�r�e�.�e�x�i�~�t�s onl)' a loose
connection.In different periodseachpatternof thoughtappearsin
a differentidiom and in rela.tion to different issues·andpreoccupa­
tions. This is·not the place to explorefurther the·connectionsand
distinctions within each tradition. Here we have only to take
accouIlt of the. fact that the Grotian idea of �i�n�t�~�r�r�i�a�.�t�i�o�n�a�l society
hasalwaysbeenpresentin thoughtaboutthe statessystetn, and to
indicatein broadtermsthe metamorphoseswhich, in the last three
to four centuries,it hasundergone.

Christian International Society

III the fifteenth, sixteenth and seventeenthcenturies, when the
universal political organisationof WesternChristendomwas still
in process··of··disintegration,arid modern states··in processof
articulation, the three patternsof thought purporting to describe
the new internationalpolitics, and to prescribeconductwithin it,
first took shape.On the onehand,thinkerslike Machiavelli, Bacon
and Hobbessaw the emergingstatesasconfrontingoneanotherin
the social and moral· vacuum left by the receding respublica
Christiana. On the otherhandPapaland Imperialistwriters·fought
a rearguardactionon behalfof the ideasof the universalauthority
of Pope and Emperor. As against these alternatives there was
assertedby a third group of thinkers, relying upon the tradition
of natural law, the possibility that the princes now making
themselvessupremeover local rivals and independentof outside
authoritieswereneverthelessboundby commoninterestsand rules.
As. Gierkeputs it:

The mediaevalidea of a world-monarchywas an idea foreign to
the thinkers of the School of Natural Law. They left to the
�~�u�b�l�i�~�i�s�t�s of the Holy RomanEmpire the task of continually re­
InvokIng, on reamsof paper,the unsubstantiatedghostof the old
imperium mundi, but they made the indestructiblegerm of that
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dying system of thought yield the new and fruitful idea of
international society. ... On the one hand, a tendencycontinu­
ally reappearedto harden'internationa1society into a world­
State,andto arm it with the authorityof a Super-Stateorganised
on Republicanlines: on the other, the stricter �a�d�v�o�~�a�t�e�s�' of the
theory of sovereignty rejected in toto any idea of a natural
community uniting all Statestogether. But the doctrine which
heldthe field, anddeterminedthe future of internationallaw, was
a doctrine which steadily clung to the view that there was a
natural law . connection between all nations, and that this
connection,while it did not issue in any authority exercisedby
the Whole over its parts,at any rate involved a systemof mutual
social rights and duties.4

The internationalsociety'conceivedbythe natural-lawthinkersof
this period (Victoria, Suarez,Gentili, Grotius, Pufendorf)had the
following as its mostcentralcharacteristics.First, the valueswhich
they held tounderlythe societywere Christian. It is true that the
prominenceaccordedby all thesethinkers to the idea of a natural
law, spellingout the rights anddutiesof all meneverywhere,carried
theimplicatibn that social bonds existed betweenChristiansand
others,as Victoria insistedwhen he adumbratedthe universallaws
of hospitality by which Spaniardsand Indians were bound in the
Americas.It is true that Grotius, by insisting that naturallaw was
the principal sou'fceof the law of nations,and that this law would
remain valid even if God did not exist, implied that international
societymight ultimately dispensewith its Christianfoundations.It
is true that the search for principles. on which Catholic and
Protestantstatesmight find a basis for coexistenceled necessarily
in the direction of secularprinciples.

But noneof thesetheoristsof internationalsocietybelievedthat
relations among Christian powers were on the same basis as
relations betweenthese an'd others. Even for Grotius, within the
wider circle of all mankind,boundby the principlesof natural law,
therewas the narrowercircle of Christendom,boundby volitional
divine law, by the inherited customsand rules of ius gentium, by
canonand Roman law. For the Spanishscholastics,Victoria and
Suarez,natural law was not separablefrom divine law. The signing
of treaties, in this period, was accompaniedby religious oaths.
Christiansocietiesat this time had a strongsenseof differentiation



28 The NatureofOrder in World Politics

from outside powers, and especially from the Ottomans, who
presenteda real and presentthreat.

Second,theoristsof this period providedno clearguidanceas to
who the membersof international society were; no fundamental
constitutive principle or criterion of membershipwas clearly
enunciated.When the conception of the state as the common
political form of all the kingdoms, duchies,principalitiesand
republicsof modernEuropewas itself not yet established,the idea
of a societyrnadeup principally or exclusively of a sihgle kind of
political entity called 'states'could not take shape.In the writings
of Victoria and Suarez,.and even of Grotius, the political units
which are bOllnd by the law of nationsare referred to not only by
the tenn civitatesbut also by suchtermsasprincipes, regni, gentes,
respublicae. The doctrine of natural law, on which all the
internationalistsof this period restedtheir conceptionof the rules
bindingpri:ncesandthe communitiesover which they ruled, treated
individual men, ratherthan the groupingsof them as states,as the
ultimate bearersof rights and duties.

Third, ·in· the idea of internationalsociety that prevailedin this
period, primacy. was accordedto natural law over what today
would be called positive internationallaw in defining the sourceof
the rules by which Christianprincesandcommunitieswere bound.
For Gcotiusnaturallaw wassupplementedby the inherited·rulesof
the Roman ius gentium and by existing treaty law, such as that
containedin the body of mercantileandmaritime law developedin
lllediaeval times, just as it was supplementedby divine law. But
princesand peopleswerebounciby rules in their dealill.gs with one
anotherprimarily becauseprincesand peopleswere men and thus
subjectto naturallaw. This primacyaccordedto naturallaw by the
early internationalistsreflected their perception that the existing
bodyof positivelaw bequeathedby the universal·societyof Western
Christendomwas out of touch with the new political realities. By
invoking the natural law they hopedto liberate the law of natio1]s
from the constraints of existing practice and develop··rules
appropriateto the new situation. .

A fourth featureof the ideaof internationalsocietythat emerged
in this early period was that the rules of coexistencewhich it
enunciated.were inchoate.and overlaid with the assumptionsof a
universalsociety. It was characteristicof the natural law theorists'
that they in no case wholly liberated themselvesfrom the
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ambiguitiesof the Romanterm ius gentium,as betweenits modern
meaningof 'internationallaw' or law betweenstatesand nations,
and its original meaningof a law commonto all nations.

This emergesin their attemptsto formulate the basicrules which
limit violencebetweenthemembersof internationalsociety.Thusthe
early internationalistsall insist, in line with Thomist tradition, that
war shouldbe fOllghtonly by thosewith properauthority, for a just
causeand by· just means. But they do not do more than grope
towards the modern doctrines that only public authorities are
entitled to·wagewar, and that only statescan be regardedas such
authorities.EvenGrotiusdoesnot seekto proscribeprivatewar, and
indeedhis own doctrineof the freedomof the seas,asformulatedin
Mare Liberum (16()9), arosefrom his defenceof a warlike actionof
theDutchEastIndia Company.Nor doeshestateunequivocallythe
doctrinethat rulesof just conductor just meansin war protectboth
partiesandnot merely the party whosecauseis just. In expounding
the need to limit the way war is conductedand to contain its
geographicalspread,he is inhibited by his commitment to the
universalistor solidarist idea that such limitations should not be
allowedto inhibit thepartywhosecauseis just. All of theearly inter­
nation.aIistsexceptGentili havedifficllltyin comingto terrnswiththe
idea that is· the foundationof later attemptsto acceptwar between
statesasan institution of internationalsociety,thatwar may havea
just causeon both sides,not merely 'subjectively'but objectively.

The carryingover of universalistassumptionsis also apparentin
the treatmentaccordedby the early internationaliststo rules up­
holding the sanctity of agreements.The principle pacta sunt
servandais onewhich they all uphold, but they conceiveof treaties
in terms of an analogywith contractsin private law. Thus in this
period it was still widely held that treatieswere binding only upon
the princesthat enteredinto them,andnot on their successors;that
treaties,like privatecontracts,were not binding if concludedunder
duress;and that they remainedbinding irrespectiveof any clausula
rebus sic stantibus,or proviso that conditionsremainedthe same.
The far-sightedGentili soughtto disputetheseviews, and drawing
upon him· Grotius later developeda generaltheory of treatiesas a
distinct speciesofcontract,but eventhesethinkersremainedunder
t.he.. sway of the private-contractanalogyto somedegree.

Similarly, universalistassumptionspreventedthesethinkersfrom
developingany clear conceptionof sovereigntyas an attribute of
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the memberstatesof internationCiI society, or of the exchangeof
recognition of sovereigntyas a basic element in the compactof
coexistence.The notion of sovereigntydevelopedby Bodin (in his
Six livres de fa Republiquein 1576) did not make its impact on
internationalthoughtuntil much later. Tracesof the ideaare to be
found in Suarez'suseof the �c�o�n�c�~�p�t�i�o�n�o�f a 'perfectcommunity',or
in Grotius'suseof the term summum�i�m�p�e�r�i�u�m�~ or in the tendency
to make use of the Roman-law notion of dominium or private
property,with its implication that a territory and its peopleare the
patrimony of the ruler, to be bartered at his will. But what is
lacking is a conception that �~�a�k�e�s independenceof outside
authority in the control of territory and population the inherent
right of all states.

A fifth featureof the idea of internationalsocietyentertainedby
the early internationalistswas that it did not define a set of
institutions deriving from the co-operationof states.On the one
hand, the existing 'international' or 'supranational'institutions
were thoseof the decadentEmpire and Papacy,and did not derive
frolD the co-operationor the consentof states;and on the other
handthe �t�r�a�~�i�~�i�o�n of co-operationwhich stateswere developing
was not yet perceivedas taking the placeof theseinstitutions.

Thus the early theorists of international society were all
G-ontributing to the developmentof what was later called 'interna­
tional law', one of the central institutions of the society of states,
but they did not, as we haveseen,seekto found the law of nations
primarily on the actual practiceof states,and their preoccupation
with naturallaw and with divine law'wasone which was boundto
inhibit the developmentof internationallaw as a distinct �d�i�s�~�i�p�l�i�n�e

and technique,different from moral philosophyandfrom theology.
The institution of diplomacy was in fact developing in this

period; residentambassadors,which had originatedin Italy in the
fifteenth century, became generalisednorth of the Alps in the
sixteenthcentury and spreadto Russia in the time of Peter the
Great.Theoristsin this period analysedthe new institution and the
rules surroundingits operation;most notably, Gentili's l)e Lega­
tionibus (1584) provided the first systematicexamination of the
principle of the inviolability of envoys,and Grotius introducedthe
notion of the 'extraterritoriality' of the ambassador.But they did
not seek to treat the co-operation of states in operating the
machinery of diplomatic representation,or the developmentof
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'summitconferences'of headsof government,of which therewerea
numberin this period,aspartof theevidencethat a societyof states
existed.

Nor did any of these theoristsdiscussthe balanceof power or
take any accountof it in elaboratingtheir conceptionof interna­
tiollal. society.The actual institution of the balanceofpo.wer, in the
senseof a consciousattemptto checkthepreponderanceof anyone
state, began to develop in the coalition against.Philip II, and its
preservationwasan implicit objectiveof thePeaceof Westphaliaof
1648, which markedthe end of Habsburgpretensionsto universal
monarchy.But it was not until much later - until the time of the
�s�t�r�u�g�g�l�~ against Louis XIV - that the balance of power was
recognisedin internationaltheory as an institution of international
society, and the various writers of the earlier period who
contributed to the developmentof the theory (Guicciardini,
Commynes,Overbury, Rohan)belongedto a separatetradition of
historical and political commentary,whose observationswere not
integratedinto the natural law theory of internationalsociety.

Nor, again,did exponentsof the latter haveany conceptionof a
�g�r�e�~�t P9wer,and its role in internationalsociety.They did, indeed,
think in terms of a hierarchy of rulers, .but this was a hierarchy
determinedby the statusand precedentof the recedinguniversal
society,and not by considerationsof relative power (that were the
termsin which leadingwriters suchas RohanandBolingbrokewere
to discussgreat powers in the period) or of the special rights and
duties accordedto certainpowersby the society of statesat large.

EuropeanInternational Society

In the eighteenthand nineteenthcenturies,when the vestigesof
WesternChristendomcame almost to disappearfrom the theory
and practice of internationalpolitics, when the state came to be
fully articulated,first in its dynasticor absolutistphase,then in its
nationalor popularphase,and when a body of moderninter-state
practicecalIle to be accumulatedand studied, the idea of interna­
tional society assumeda different form. As natural law gaveplace
to �p�o�~�i�t�i�v�e internationallaw the ideasof political and legal theorists
convergedwith �t�~�o�s�e of historians, who sought to record the
practiceof the statessystem,and of statesmenwho were operating
it. A historyof the ideaof internationalsocietyin this periodwould
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haveto beconcernedwith the latter aswell as the former, andmight
deal with Bynkershoek,Wolff, Vattel, J.J. Moser,,Burke,G.F.von
Martens,Gentz,Ancillon, Heeren,Ranke,Castlereagh,Phillimore,
Gladstone·andSalisbury.

The international society conceivedby theorists of this period
was identified as Europeanrather than Christian in its values or
culture. Referencesto Christendomor to diviIie law as cementing
the societyof statesdeclinedanddisappeared,asdid religiousoaths
in treaties. Referencesto Europetook their .place, for examplein
the titles of their books: in the 1740sthe Abbe de Mably published
his Droit public de l'Europe, in the 1770sJ.J. Moserhis Versuchdes
neuestenEuropaischenVolkerrechts,in the 1790sBurke denounced
the regicideDirectory of Francefor havingviolated 'the public law
of Europe'.5

As the sensegrew of the specifically Europeancharacterof the
societyof states,so also did the senseof its cultural differentiation
from what lay outside: the sensethat Europeanpowers in their
dealingswith oneanotherwereboundby a codeof conductthatdid
not apply to them in their dealingswith other arid lessersocieties.
The senseof differentiation,as we havenoted,was alreadypresent
in the era of Christia.ninternationalsociety,as indeedit had been
present in the distinction recognisedby the Gree,k city-states
betweentheir relations inter se and their relations with barbarian
powers such as Persiaand Carthage.But·the exclusivenessof the
idea of Christian international society had been mitigated by the
influence of the doctrine of natural law, which proclaimed,the
common rights and duties of men everywhere. In the era of
Europeaninternationalsociety the decline of natural law thinking
withdrew this mitigating influence. By the nineteenthcentury the
orthodox doctrine of the positivist international lawyers was that
international society was a Europeanassociation,to which non­
Europeanstatescould be admitted only if and when they met a
standardof civilisation laid down by the Europeans- the testwhich
Turkey was the first to passwhen underArticle VIII of the Treaty
of Parisof 1856shewasadmittedto 'the public law andconcertof
Europe'.

In the ideaof internationalsocietyelaboratedby eighteenth-and
nineteenth-centurytheorists,the ambiguity of earlier thinkersas to
what kindsof groupsor entitiesaremembersof the societyof states
gives way to a clear statementof the principle that international
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society is a society of states or nations - even though 'this is
sometimesaccompaniedby a qualification, as in �W�e�s�t�l�a�k�e�~�s

doctrine that while states are the immediate members of the
society, men are its ultimate members. 'The Law of Nations',
Vattel proclaims �s�i�m�p�l�y�~ 'is the scienceof the rights which exist
betweenNationsor States,and of the obligationscorrespondingto
these rights'.6 From this recognition that all membersof interna­
tional societyareaparticularkind of political entity called 'states',
and that entities that do not satisfy the criterion cannot be
members,there stem other basic featuresof the idea of interna­
tional society in this period, which without it could not havebeen
conceivable:the idea that membersall have the samebasic rights,
that the obligationsthey undertakearereciprocal,that the rulesand
institutionsof internationalsociety derive from their consent,and
the idea that political entities such as Oriental kingdoms, Islamic
emiratesor African chieftainciesshouldbe excludedfrom member­
ship.

Before the Americanand FrenchRevolutionsthesestateswere,
for the most part, hereditarymonarchies,and what Martin Wight
has called the 'principle of internationallegitimacy' was dynastic:
that is to say, the collectivejudgementof internationalsocietywa.s
that dynasticprinciples should determinequestionsabout rightful
membershipof the family of nations,abouthow sovereigntyover
territory or populationshouldbe transferredfrom onegovernment
to another, or about how state successionshould be regulated.
After theAmericanandFrenchRevolutionsthe prevailingprinciple
of international legitimacy ceased to be dynastic and became
national or popular: that is to say, it came to be generally held
that questionsof this sort should be settlednot by referenceto the
rights of rulers, but by referenceto the rights of the nation or the
people.?The dynasticmarriage,as the meanswherebyacquisition
of territory was madeinternationallyrespectable,gaveplace to 'the
plebiscite;the patrimonialprinciple to the principle of nationalself­
determination.The actualcourseof eventswasno moredetermined
by the nationalor populardoctrineof internationallegitimacy than
in the earlier period it had been determinedby the dynastical or
monarchical one, but these doctrines did determine the kind of
justificatiolls tbCit could be offered for �w�h�a�t�~�v�e�r was done.

In identifying the sourcesof the rules by which statesare bound,
theoristsof internationalsociety in the eighteenthand nineteenth
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centuries turned away from natural law and towards posItIve
international law; more generally, they ·took as their guide, not
abstract theories about what statesshould do, but the body o'f
customand treaty law that was accumulatingas to what they did
do. Modern examplescould be cited in .place of the ancient and
mediaevalones that aboundin .the pagesof Suarezand Grotius.
The historiesof the statessystemand of the. rise and fall of great
powers,especiallythosethatcameto be written in Germanyduring
and after the the Napoleonic wars, provided a new source of
political· generalisationsand maxims. .

When they cameto formulate the rules of coexistence theorists
of this period were able to "free themselvesof the �u�n�i�v�~�r�s�a�l�i�s�t or
solidaristassumptions·inherited from mediaevaltimes, and to take
accountof the Ilnique characteristicsof the anarchicalsociety.The
term 'law of nations',droit desgens,Volkerrecht,not only droveout
the term 'law of nature',with which it had previouslyalways been
coupled; it came quite clearly to mean not law common to all
nations, but.law betweennations. The transition was completed
when the term 'law of nations'itself gaveway to 'internationallaw'
the term coined by Benthamin 1789 in his Introduction to th;
Principles of Morals and Legislation.

Thus the rules restricting violence that were formulated in this
period,by contrastwith thoseof the early naturalists,makeit clear
that resort to legitimate violence in international politics is the
monopolyof the state.From their recognitionthat a war may have
a just causeon both sides,it was a short step to the doctrine that
war was simply a political conflict and that the question of the
justice of the causeshould be banishedfrom internationallaw as
being incapable of being settled by· international society. Rules
limiting the conductof war, as formulatedby thesetheorists,·thus
gaveequal.protectionto all belligerents.Neutrality - the devicefor
limiting the geographicalspread of war - was recognised by
Bynkershoek and VatteI to require impartiality towards both
sides,as againstthe doctrine of Giotius that it had to .be qualified
by discriminationin favour of the party whosecausewasjust.

Thus, again, the theoristsof this period, in their approach.to the
rule requiringtreatiesto bekept, wereableto dispenseentirely with
the analogy with private contracts,and to �r�e�c�o�g�n�i�~�e that treaties
concludedby a governmentwere binding upon its successors,and
that they were valid even if concluded under duress. In the

DoesOrder Exist in World Politics? 35

nineteenthcentury, moreover, the doctrine that Gentili had first
soughtto apply to the law of nations,that treatiesremainedvalid
only while circumstancesremainedthe same,cameto be generally
accepted,as was also the addendumthat it was for eachparty to
determinewhether or not circumstanceshad changed.This is a
doctrine�~�h�i�c�h is sometimes saidto be an invitation to international
lawlessness,but in the view of the nineteenth-centurypositivists it
provided a means of securing some place for international
agreementsin the histQrical process,while also coming to terms
with the forces of change.

Likewise, also, theorists of this period were able to recognise
sovereignty as an attribute of all states, and the exchangeof
recognition of sovereignty as a basic rule of coexistencewithin
the statessystem.They were also able to work out such corollary
principlesasthe rule of non-intervention,the rule of the equalityof
statesin respectof their basic rights, and the rights of statesto
domestic jurisdiction. For some �l�e�g�~�l theorists in this period, it
should be noted, the idea of sovereignty was bound up with a
doctrine of the 'natural rights of states' and of rights of self­
preservationwhich were in effect a denial of the .idea of
'interIlati()nal society'. But such ideas are in no way inherent in
the treatmentof sovereigntyas a complex of rights conferredby
rules of internationallaw.

Finally, in the eighteenthand nineteenthcenturiesinternational
society was seen to have visible expressionin certain institutions
that reflected the co-operationof its memberstates.International
law was recognisedto be a distinct body of rules, arising from the
co-operationof modern states, and calling for a discipline and
techniquedistinct from that of philosophyor theology; it was seen
to be distinct also from matters of private law extending across
frontiers, as was recognisedin the nineteenthcentury by the term
'public international law'. The diplomatic system, whose role in
relation to internationalsocietywas now set out in the writings of
Callieresand other diplomatic theorists,was recognisedto be the
concern of international society as a whole by the Congressof
Vienna, whose Final Act regularised it and brought it into
�c�o�~�f�o�r�m�i�t�y with the doctrine of the sovereignequality of states.
Thepreservationof a balanceof powerwaselevatedto the statusof
an objective consciously pursued by �i�n�t�e�r�n�a�t�i�o�~�a�l society as a
whole; proclaimed to be this by the Treaty of Utrecht of 1713,
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that endedthe War of Spanish�S�u�c�c�e�s�s�i�o�~ and absorbedinto the
mainstreamof international legal·thinkingwith Vatters Droit des
Gensin 1758, it generateda greatcorpusof historical and political
literature during the Napoleonicera, whose maxims were widely
takento statethe conditionsof internationalsociety'ssurvival, and
by some to have legal force.Phillimore, fOT example, in his
CommentariesUpon International Law (1854-61),.maintainedthat
war or intervention to maintain a balanceof power was lawfuL
Likewise the notion of a 'greatpower', e){plored by Ranke in his
famousessay,and of its specialrights andduties,cameto expressa
new doctrine of the hierarchyor �g�r�a�d�i�n�~ of states,.in placeof the
old hierarchyof inheritedstatusand precedent,basedon the facts
of relative powerand the consentof internationalsociety,and was
formally expressedin the Concertof Europethat sprang,by way of
the CongressSystem,froIll the Vienna settlement.

World International Society

In the twentieth century, as in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries,the idea of internationalsociety has beenon the defen­
sive.On the Olle hand, the Hobbesianor realist interpretationof
internationalpolitics has beenfed by the two World Wars,and by
the expansionof international society beyond its originally Eur­
opean confines. On the other hand, Kantian or universalist
interpretationshave beenfed by a striving to transcendthe states
system so as to escapethe conflict. and disorde.r that have
accompaniedit in this century, and·by the Russial1·andChinese
revolutions,which havegiven a new currencyto doctrinesof global
transnationalsolidarity, both communist, and anti-communist.
Ideasof internationalsociety in the twentiethcenturymay be said
to be closerto thosethat were entertainedin the early centuriesof
the statessystemthan to thosethat prevailedin the eighteenthand
nineteenthcenturies.

In the twentieth century internationalsociety ceased to be
regardedas specifically Europeanand came to be consideredas
global or world wide. In the 1880s the· Scottish natural lawyer
JamesLorimer expressedthe orthodoxdoctrineof the time whenhe
wrote that m.ankindwas divided into civilised. humanity,barbarous
humanityand savagehumanity. Civilised humanitycomprisedthe
nations of Europe and the Americas, which were entitled to full
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recognitionasmembersof internationalsociety.Barbaroushuman­
ity comprisedthe independentstatesof Asia - Turkey,Persia,Siam,
China andJapan- which were entitled to partial recognition.And
savagehumanitywas ttIe rest of mankind,which stoodbeyondthe
pale of the societyof states,althoughit was entitled to 'naturalor
human recognition,.8It is worth noting in passingthat Lorimer's
distinction is in fact the sameonewhich is madeby social scientists
today when they distinguishbetweenmodernsocieties,traditional
societies�~�n�d primitive societies.

Today,whennon-Europeanstatesrepresentthe greatmajority in
internationalsocietyand the United Nations is nearly universal in
its membership,the doctrine that this society restsupon a specific
culture or civilisation is generally rejectedand even the echo of it
that survivesin the Statuteof the InternationalCourt of Justice­
which lists the law commonto civilised statesamongthe sourcesof
internationallaw it recognises- hasbecomeanembarrassment.It is
important to bear in mind, however, that if contemporary
internationalsociety does have any cultural basis, this is not any
genuinely global culture, but is rather the culture of so-called
'modernity'. And if we ask what is modernity in culture, it is not
clear·how we answerthis exceptby saying that it is the culture of
the dominantWesternpowers. (This point is discussedfurther in
Chapter13.)

In the twentiethcentury,also, there has beena retreatfrom the
confidentassertions,madein the ageof Vattel, that the membersof
internationalsocietywerestatesandnations,towardsthe ambiguity
and imprecisionon this point that characterisedthe era of Grotius.
The state as a bearer of rights and duties, legal and moral, in
international society today is widely thought to be joined b'y
internationalorganisations,by non-stategroups of various kinds
operatingacrossfrontiers, and- as implied by the Nurembergand
Tokyo War CrimesTribunals,and by the UniversalDeclarationof
Human Rights __ by individuals. There is no agreementas to the
relative importanceof these different kinds of legal and moral
agents,or on any generalschemeof rules that would relate them
oneto another,but Vattersconceptionof a societysimply of states
has beenunderattackfrom many different directions.

In this century, also, the theory of intern:;ttional society -has
moved away from the emphasisof eighteenth-and nineteenth­
century legal and historical positivism on existing �p�r�a�c�t�i�c�~ as the
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sourceof.nonnsaboutinternationalconduct,in favour of a return
to natural law principles or to some �c�o�n�t�e�m�p�o�r�~�r�y equivalentof
them; in political as in. legal analysisof internationalrelationsthe
idea of internCitionalsocietyhasbeenrestedlesson the evidenceof
co-operation.in the actual behaviourof statesthan on principles
�p�u�r�p�o�r�t�i�n�~�J�o�s�h�o�w how.they. should behave, sllch as those
proclaimedin the·LeagueCovenant,the Kellogg-Briand Pact or
the Charter.of the United Nations..

Going... C:l.Jong •.. with this there has been a reappearanc.eof
universalist or solidarist assumptionsin the way' the rules of
coexistenceare formulated.. The idea that the meansstatesuse in
war sholJ.ld�1�J�~ �l�i�J�l�1�i�~�e�d has�b�~�e�I�l qualified by the reap.pearanceofthe
distinctionbetweeIlobjectivelyjust anduIljllst callsesfor which war
is waged,asinth.eattemptsto prohibit 'aggressive'war. The idea
that neutralssh.ol.Jld behaveimpartially towards belligerent states
hasbeen�q�l�l�~�l�i�f�i�e�d in thesameway, as ill the doctrineof 'collective
security' eIIlbodied in the League of Nations Covenantand the
�Y�I�1�i�~�e�d Nati9ps... Gharter.

The twentieth-centuryemphasisupon ideas of a �r�e�f�o�r�m�~�d�. or
improved.. �i�J�J�.�~�~�r�n�.�~�t�i�o�n�~�l �s�o�c�i�~�t�y •.. as �d�i�~�t�i�n�(�;�t from �t�h�e�.�e�l�~�t�l�l�,�e�n�t�s of
society �i�n�.�a�c�t�u�a�l�p�r�a�~�t�i�c�e�, has led to a trC'l.tment of the Le(lg,qe of
Nations, the United Nations and other general international
organisationsas th.e chief institutions of international society, to
the neglectof tp.()se institutions whoserole in the maintenanceof
internationCj._orderis the centralone.Thus therel1asdevelopedthe
Wilsonian rejection of the balanceof power, the denigration of
diplomacy �~�n�d the.tendencyto seek to replaceit by international
administration,and a return to the tendencythat prevailed in the
Grotianerato.confuseinternationallaw with internationalmorality
Qr internationalimprovement.

The Reality of InternationalSociety

But doesthis idea.of internationalsocietyconform to reality? Do
the theoriesof philosophers,internationallawyersandhistoriansin
the Grotian tradition reflect the thoughtof statesmen?If statesmen
pay lip-serviceto.internationalsocietyand its rules, doesthis mean
that the latter affect their decisions?If the idea of international
society played some real part during periods of relative interna-
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tional harmony,as in Europefor long stretchesof the eighteenth
andnineteenthcenturies,wasit not extinguishedduring the warsof
religion, the warsofthe FrenchRevolutionandNapoleon,and the
World Warsof the presentcentury?What meaningcan it have, for
example,to saythatHitler'sGermanyandStalin'sRussia,lockedin
a struggleto the<ieatb<luring the SecondWorld War, regardedeach
otherasboundby commonrulesandco-operatedin the working of
common institutioI1.sZ If the Christian and, later, Europeaninter­
national system t4atexisted from the sixteenth century to the
nineteenthwas also an international society, were not the bonds
of this society stretchedand ultimately broken as the system
expandedand becameworld-wide? Is not the internationalpolitics
of the presenttime bestviewedasan internationalsystemthat is not
an illternatiol1al society?

The ElementofSociety

My contention is that the elementof a society has always been
present,and remainspresent,in the modern internationalsystem,
although only as 0lle of the eJementsin it, whose sur"ival. is
sometitl1esprecarious..The modern international system in fact
reflects all three of the elementssingled out, respectively,by the
Hobbesian,the Kantian and the Grotian traditions: the elementof
war and strugglefor power amongstates,the elementof transna­
tional solidarity and conflict, cutting acrossthe divisions among
states,and the elelllentofco-operationand... reglliated intercourse
amongstates.In different historical phasesof the statessystem,in
different geographicCiltheatresof its operation,and in the policies
of different statesand statesmen,one of thesethree elementsmay
predominateoverthe ()thers..

Thus one may say that in the tradeand colonial wars fought in
the late seventeenthand eighteenthcenturies,chiefly by Holland,
France and Engl(ind, where the object was trading monopoly
enforcedby sea power �a�n�~ the political control of colonies, the
elementof a stateof Wctf was.predominant.l.n the wars of religion
that markedthe first phaseof the statessystemup till the Peaceof
Westphalia,in the Europeanconvulsionof the wars of the French
�~�e�v�o�l�u�t�i�o�n and Napoleon, and in the ideological struggle of
communist and, anti,..communistpowers in our own times, the
elementof transnationalsolidarity and conflict has been upper-
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most - expressed·.not only in the revolutionist transnational
solidaritiesof the Protestantparties,the democraticor republican
forces favourable to the French Revolution, and the Communist
Internationals,put also in the counter-revolutionistsolidarities of
the Society of Jesus,InternationalLegitimism and Dullesian anti­
communism.In nineteenth-centuryEurope,in the interval between
the struggleof revolu.tionism.and Legitimism that remainedin the
aftermathof the Napoleonicwars,·andthe re-emergence,late in the
century,of the patternsof greatpowerconflict that led to the First
World War, one may say that the elementof internationalsociety
was predominant.

The elementof .internationalsociety has always beenpresentin
the moderninterncttionalsystembecauseat no stagecan it be said
that the conceptionof the commoninterestsof states,of common
rules acceptedand common institutions worked by them, has.
ceasedto exert an �i�n�f�l�u�~�n�c�e�. Most statesat most times pay some
respect to the basic rules of coexistencein internationalsociety,
such as mutual respectfor &()vereignty, the rule that agreements
should be kept, and rules.limiting resort to violence. In the same
way moststatesat most times takepart in the working of common
institutions: theforllls and proceduresof international law, the
system of diplomatic representation,acceptanceof the special
position of greatpowers,and universalinternationalorganisations
suchas the functional organisationsthat grew up in the nineteenth
century, the Leagueof Nationsand the United Nations.

The idea of 'internationalsociety' has a basis in reality that is
sometimesprecariousbut hasat no stagedisap.peared.Greatwars
that engulfthe statessystemas a whole strainthe credibility of the
idea, and cause thinkers and statesmento turn to Hobbesian
interpretationsand sQlutions, but they are followed by periodsof
peace.Ideologicalconflicts in which statesandfactionswithin them
are rangedon oppositesidessometimeslead to a denial.ofthe idea
of international society by. both sides, andlend confirmation to
Kantian interpretations,but they are followed by accommodations
in which the idea reappears.

Even at the height·of a gl7eatwar or ideologicalconflict the idea
of internationalsociety,while it may be deniedby the pronounce­
mentsof the contendingstates- each side treating the other as
outside·the frameworkof any__commonsociety- doesnot �d�i�s�a�p�p�~�a�r
so much as go underground,where it continuesto influence the
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practiceof states.The Allied and Axis powersat the height of the
SecondWorld War did not accepteach other as membersof a
common internationalsociety, and they did not co-operatewith
eachother in .the working of commonin,stitutions. But one could
not say that the idea of internationalsociety ceasedto affect the
practiceof internationalrelationsin that period.The Allied powers
continuedto respectthe ordinary rules of internationalsociety in
their relationsamong�t�h�e�~�s�e�l�v�e�s and in their dealingswith neutral
countries;so did GermanY,.ItalyandJapan.Within both groupsof
belligerentpowerstherewere personsand.movementswho sought
out the basisof a negotiatedpeace.The Allied andAxis stateseach
insisted that the others were bound as membersof international
society to observethe Genevaconventionsconcerningprisonersof
war, and in the caseof the Westernallies and Germany,in respect
of one another'sprisoners,in �l�a�r�g�~ measureactually did observe
theseconventions.

Similarly, when the Cold War was being prosecutedmost
vigorously, the United Statesand.. the Soviet Union were inclined
to speak of each other as ·hereticsor outcastsbeyond·the pale,
rather than as member states of the same international society.
However, they did not even then·break·off diplomatic relations,
withdraw recognition of one another'ssovereignty,repudiatethe
idea of a commonintemationaIlawor causethe break-upof the
United Nations il1to rival organisations.In both the Westernand
communistblocs therewere voicesraisedin favour of compromise,
drawing attention to the common interests of the two sides in
coexistenceandrestating,in secularform, the principle cuijus regio,
eijus religio that had provided a basis for accommodationin the
warsof religion. Thus,evenin periodswhen internationalpolitics is
bestdescribedin terms of a Hobbesianstateof war or a Kantian
condition of transnationalsolidarity, the idea of international
society has survived as an important �p�a�r�~ of reality, and its
survival in these times of stress lays the foundation for the
reconstruction0(. international society when war·gives place to
peaceor ideologicalconflict to detente.

It may help to makeclear the.persistentreality of the elementof
internationalsociety.if we contrastthe relationsof stateswithin that
system with examplesof relations �b�e�t�w�~�e�n indepencientpolitical
communitiesin which the elementof societyis entirely absent.The.
relations of Chingis Khan's Mongol invaders,.and the Asian and
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Europeanpeopleswhom they subjugated,.were not moderatedby a
. belief··on each side in common rules binding o;nboth in their
dealingswith one another.Chingis Khan's conquestsdid have a
basis in· the moral ideas of the Mongols themselves: Chingis
believed that he had the mandateof heavento rule the world,
that..�v�v�~�a�t�e�~�~�t pe9ples lay outside the de..[ac.to control ()f the
Mongols were neverthelessde jure subjectso'f the Mongol empire,
and thatpcopleswho failed to submit to the !\1ongolcourtwere
therefore�.�r�e�b�t�;�l�s�~�g�a�i�n�s�t the divinely inspirec1.... order, (iga.inst whom
the wagingof war was a right and a duty.9 But theseideasformed
�n�~ partof �t�~�e tliinking of the peopleswho were subjugatedand in
somecasesall.J.1ihila.tedby the Mongols.

When the SpanishConquistadorscOllfronted the Aztecsand the
Incas, this siInilarly took place in the .. �a�.�b�s�~�n�c�e of any COlnIIlon
notion of rules and institutions. The Spaniardsdebatedamong
themselveswhat duties they had towards the Inciians - whether
�~�h�e�i�r right to invadederivedfrom theclaim of thePopeto imperium
fnundi, �t�~�e duty ofa Christianprince to spreadthe faith, tile failure
of the 1I1dianstoextendrights of hospitality, and so on.10 But the
rights which•�~�h�e Indianswereacknowledged- by scholarssuch as
Victoria - to have, were rights deriving fro1)1 a system of rules
recognisedby theSpaniards;theydid not derivefrom any.systemof
rules acknowledgedby the Indians also. The Spaniardsand the
Indians were able to recogniseeach other as human beings, to
engage in negotiations and to conclude agreements.But these
dealing;stook place in the absenceof any COffi.mon framework of
rules and institutions.

Thelong history of relationsbetweenEuropeandIslam provides
a further illustration of this theme.As long asmoderninternational
society thought of itself as Christian or European,Islam in its
successiveembodimentswas viewed as a barbarianpower against
which it was the duty of Christian princes to maintain a common
front, evenif they did not alwaysdo so in practice.Islamic thought
reciprocatedby dividing the worla into dar-a/-Islam, the region of
submissionto the will of God.and dar-a/-Harb, the region of war
which was yet to be converted.Coexistencewith infidel stateswas
possible;diplomatic exchanges,treatiesand alliancescould be·and
wereconcluded;and theserelationswere subjectto rules- but.only
rule.s binding on Moslems.There was no conceptionof a common
society in which Islamic and infidel statesboth had their place; the
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latter were regardedas having only a provisional existence,and
coexistencewith them as only a temporary phase in a process
leadinginexorably,to their absorption.

It might be arguedthat while there is indeeda contrastbetween
caseswhere a common idea of internationalsociety is sharedby
�a�d�v�e�r�s�~�r�y�c�Q�m�f�l�l�P�n�i�t�i�e�s�, and caseswhere no suchidea exists, this is
of no practical consequence;the languageof a common interna­
tional societyspokenby statesin the moderninternationalsystemis
mere.. lip-service.·Thus, as Gratius notes, for some states which
claim thatthey havea just causefor going to war with oneanother,
this just causeis often simply a pretext, their real motives being
quite otherwise.·.Ocotius distinguishesbetweencausesof war that
are 'justifiable', thatis tosaywhich areundertakenin the beliefthat
thereis a justcause,from causesof war thataremerely 'persuasive',
that is in whicn allegationof a just causeis simply a pretext.11

The question, however, is whether an international system in
which it is necessaryto have a pretext for beginninga war is not
radically differept from one in which it is not. The statewhich at
leastallegesa just cause,evenwherebelief in the existenceof a just
causehas played no part in its decision, offers less .of a threat to
international order than one which does not. The state which
allegesa just cause,evenone it doesnot itself believe in, is at least
acknowledging_that it owes other states an.explanation of its
conduct, in terms of rules that they accept.There are, of course,
differencesof opinion as to the interpretationof the rules and their
applicationto concretesituations;but suchrules are not infinitely
malleableand do circumscribethe rangeof choiceof stateswhich
seek to give pretexts in terms of them. The giving of a pretext,
moreover,meansthat the violencewhich the offendingstatedoesto
the structure of commonly accepted rules by going to war in
disregardof them is less than it would otherwisebe; to makewar
without any explanation,or with an explanation stated only in
termsof the recalcitrantstate'sown beliefs - suchas the Mongols'
belief in the Mandateof Heaven,or the beliefof the Conquistadors
in the Pope's imperiunl mundi - is to hold Cill other states in
contempt,and to placein jeopardyall the settledexpectationsthat
stateshaveabout·one another's'behaviour.

Grotiusrecognisesthat while internationalsociety is threatened
by stateswhich wagewar for merely 'persuasive'causes,andnot for
'justifiable' ones, it is even more threatenedby stateswhich wage
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war without 'persuasive'causeseither; wars which lack causesof
eithersort he speaksof as 'the wars of savages".12 Vattel speaksof
those who wage war without pretext of any kind as 'monsters
unworthy of the name of men', whom nations may ul1ite to
suppress.13

The AnarchicalSociety

It is often ma.intainedthat the existenceof internationalsociety is
disproved by the·fact of anarchy, in the senseof the absenceof
governmentor rule. It is ob.vious that sovereignstates,unlike the
individualswithin them, are not subject to a commongovernment,
and that in this sense there is, in the phrasemade famous by
Goldsworthy Lowes Dic'kinson, an 'international anarchy'.14 A
persistentthemein the moderndiscussionof internationalrelations
hasbeenthat, as a consequenceof this anarchy,statesdo not form
togetherany kind of society;and that if they were to do so it could
only be by subordinatingthemselvesto a commonauthority.

A chief intellectualsupportof this doctrine is what I havecalled
the dOn1Jestica.nalogy,·the argument from the experienceof
individual men in domestic society to the experienceof states,
accordingto which states,like individuals, are capableof orderly
social life only if, as in Hobbes'sphrase,they stand in awe of a
commonpower.1S In the caseof Hobbeshimselfandhis successors,
the domesticanalogy takes the form simply of the assertion.that
statesor sovereignprinces, like individual men who live without
government,arein a stateof naturewhich is a stateof war. It is not
the view of Hobbes,or other thinkers of his school, that a social
contractof statesthat would bring internationalanarchyto an end
eithershouldor cantakeplace.By contrast,in the thinking of those
who ·look fotward - or backward - to a universal or world
government, the domestic analogy is taken, further, to embrace
not only the conceptionof a stateof naturebut also that of a social
contractamongstatesthat will reproducethe conditionsof order
within the stateon a universalscale.

There are three weaknessesin the argumentthat statesdo not
form a society becausetlreyare in a condition of internatio·nal
anarchy.The first is that the.moderninternationalsystemdoesnot
entirely �r�e�s�e�~�t�b�l�e a Hobbesianstateof nature.Hobbes'saccountof
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relations·between sovereign princes is a subordinatepart of his
explanationandjustification of governmentamongindividual men.
As evidencefor his speculationsas to how menwould live were they
to find themselvesin a.situationof anarchy,Hobbesmentionsthe
experienceof civil war, the life of certain American tribes and the
facts of internationalrelations:

But thoughtherehadneverbeenany time whereinparticularmen
were in a condition ofwarreone againstanother;yet in all times
Kings, and Personsof Soveraigneauthority, becauseof their
Independency,are in continual jealousies,and in the state and
postureof Gladiators;having their weaponspointing, and their
eyes fixed on one another; that is, their Forts, Garrisonsand
Guns, upon the Frontiers of their Kingdomes; and continual
Spyesupon their neighbours;which is a postureof warre.16

In Hobbes'saccountthe situation in which men live without a
commonpower to keep them in awe has three principal character­
istics. In this situation there can be no industry, agriclliture,
navigation, trade or other refinements of living becausethe
strength and invention of men is absorbedin providing security
against one another. There are no legal or moral rules: 'The
notions of Right and Wrong, Justiceand Injustice have there no
place.... It is .consequentalso to the samecondition, that there
can be no Propriety,no Dominion, no Mine and Thine distinct; but
only that to be every mans,that he can get; and for so long as he
can keep it.,17 Finally, the stateof nature is a state of war: war
understoodto consist 'not in actual fighting; but in the known
dispositionthereto,during all the time thereis no assuranceto the
contrary';and to be 'sucha warre,as is of everyman,againstevery
man,.18

The first of .these characteristicsclearly does not··obtain in
internationalanarchy.The absenceof a world governmentis no
necessarybar to industry, trade and other refinementsof living.
Statesdo not in fact so exhaust their strength and invention in
providing security against one another that the···lives of their
inhabitantsarc·solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short; they do
not as a rule invest resourcesin war and military preparationsto
suchanextentthat their economicfabric is ruined.On thecontrary,
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the armed forces of states,by providing security againstexternal
attack and internal disorder,establishthe conditiopsunder which
economicimprovementsmay take place within their borders.The
absenceof a universalgovernmenthas not beenincompatiblewith
internationaleconomic�i�n�t�e�r�d�e�p�e�n�d�e�n�c�e�~

It is alsoclearthat the secondfeatureof Hobbes'sstateof nature,
the absencein it of notionsofright andwrong,including notionsof
property,does·not apply to moderninternationalrelations.Within
the systemof statesthat grew up in �E�u�r�Q�P�~ and.spr.eadaroundthe
world, notionsof right and wrong in internationalbehaviourhave
always held a central place.

Of the three principal featuresof Hobbes'sstateof nature the
only one that �m�i�g�~�t be held to apply to. modern international
relations is the third - the existencein it of a stateof war, in the
senseof a dispositionon the part of every stateto war with every
other state. Sovereignstates,even �w�h�i�l�~ they are at peace,never­
theless display a disposition to go to �w�~�r with one another,
�i�r�i�~�s�I�n�u�c�h as they prepare.for war and treat war as one of the
options·open to them.

Thesecondweaknessof the argumentfr()m internation(il.anarchy
is that it is basedon false premisesabollt the conditionsof order
among in,dividuals.. and groups other th(;in the state. It is not, of
course, the case that fear of. a supremegovernmentis the only
sourceof order within a modernstate: no accountof the reasons
why men arecapableof orderly social coexistencewithin a modern
statecan be completewhich does not give due weight to factors
such as reciprocal interest, a senseof community or generalwill,
and habit or inertia.

If, then, we are to compare international relations with an
imagined, pre-contractualstate of nature among individual men,
we may well choosenot Hobbes'sdescriptionof that condition but
Locke's. Locke's conceptionof the state of nature as a society
without governmentdoes in fact provide us with a close analogy
with the society of states. In modern internationalsociety, as in
Locke's state of nature, there is no central authority able to
interpretand enforcethe law, and thus individual membersof the
society must themselvesjudge and enforce it. Becausein such a
societyeachmemberof It is a judge in his own capse,andbecause
thosewho seekto enforcethe law do not always/prevail,justice in
such a society is crude and uncertain. But there is neverthelessa
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greatdifferencebetweensuch a rudimentaryform of social1ifeand
noneat all. '

The third weaknessof the argumentfrom internationalanarchy
is that it overlooksthe limitations of the domesticanalogy.States,
after all, are very unlike human individuals. Even if it could be
contendedthatgovernmentis a necessaryFpnqitionof orderamong
individual men, there are good reasonsfor holding that anarchy
amongstatesis tolerableto a degreeto which amongindividuals it
is not.

We have already noted that, unlike the individual in �H�o�b�b�e�s�~�s

stateof. natu.re,the statedoesnot find its energiesso absorbedin
the p.ursuit of security that the life of its membersis that of mere
�b�r�u�t�e�~�. Hobbes.himself recognisesthis when, having observedthat
personsin �s�o�v�~�r�e�i�g�n authority are in 'a postureof war", he goeson
to say that 'becausethey uphold thereby the industry of their
subjects,there doesnot follow from it that misery which accom­
panies the liberty of particular men'.19 The samesovereignsthat
find �t�h�e�m�s�~�l�v�e�s in a stateof naturein relation to one anotherhave
provided, within their territories, the conditions in which refine-
ments9f life can floqrish. .

Moreover,statesare.not vulnerableto violent attackto the same
degree that individuals are. Spinoza, echoing Hobbes in his
assertionthat 'two statesare in the samerelation to one another
as two men in the condition of nature',goeson to add, 'with this
exception, that a commonwealthcan guard itself against being
subjugatedby another,as a man in the stateof naturecannotdo.
For, of course, a man is overcomeby sleep every day, is often
afflicted by diseaseof bodyor mind, andis finally prostratedby old
age; in addition, he is subject to troubles against which a
commonwealthcan make itself secure.,20One humanbeing in the
stateof naturecannotmake himself secureagainstviolent attack;
and this attackcarrieswith it the prospectof suddendeath.Groups
of human beings organised as states, however, may ptovide
themselveswith a meansof defencethat exists independentlyof
the frailties of anyoneof them. And armed attack by one state
uponanotherhasnot broughtwith it a prospectcomparableto the
killing of one individual by another.For one man'sdeathmay be
broughtaboutsuddenly.in a single act; and onceit hasoccurredit
cannot be undone.But war has only occasionallyresulted in the
physical extinction of the vanquishedpeople.
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In modernhistory it has beenpossibleto take Clausewitz'sview
that 'war is neverabsolutein itsresults\and that defeatin it may
be 'a passingevil which can be remedied,.21Moreover, war in the
past,evenif it could in principle lead to the physicalextermination
of one or.both of the belligerent peoples,could not be thought
capableof doing so at oncein thecourseofa singleact. Clausewitz,
in holding that war doesnot consistof a singleinstantaneousblow,
but always of a successionof separateactions, was drawing
attention to somethingthat in the pC!st has always held true and
has rendered violence among- independentpolitical communities
different from violence betweenindividual persons.22 It is only in
the context of nuclearweaponsand other recentmilitary technol­
ogy that it hasbecomepertinentto askwhetherwar could not now
both be 'absolutein its results' and 'take the form of a single,
instantaneousblow', in Clausewitz'sunderstandingof theseterms;
and whether, therefore,violence does not now confront the state
with the samesort of prospectit hasalwaysheld for the individual.

This difference, that stateshave been less vulnerable to violent
attack by one another than individual men, is reinforced by a
further one: that in so far asstateshavebeenvulnerableto physical
attack,they havenot beenequallyso. Hobbesbuilds his accountof
the stateof natureon the pJ:"0positiog.th;;lt 'Naturehath mademe.n
so equal, in the faculties of body and mind, [that] the weakesthas
strengthenoughto kill the strollgest.,23 It isthis equalvulnerability
of every man to every other that, in Hobbes'sview, rendersthe
condition of anarchy intolerable. But in modern international
societytherehasbeena persistentdistinction betweengreatpowers
andsmall. Greatpowershavenot beenvulnerableto violent attack
by small powers to the sameextent that small powers have been
vulnerableto attackby greatones.Onceagainit is only the spread
of nuclearweaponsto small states,andthe possibility of a world of
many nuclearpowers, that raisesthe questionwhether in interna­
tional relations,also,a situation may come about in which 'the
weakesthasstrengthenoughto kill the strongest'. .

The argument, then, that becausemen cap-not form a society
withotitgovernlIleht, sovereign �p�r�i�n�~�e�s or states cannot, breaks
down not only becausesomedegreeof ordercanin fact be achieved
among�i�n�d�i�v�i�~�u�a�J�s in the (lbsenceofg9vernment,but also because
statesare unlike individuals, an4··are more capableof forming an
anarchical society. The domestic analogy is no more than an
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analogy;. the fact that statesform a society without government
reflects featuresof their situation that are unique.

The Limitations of InternationalSociety

We have shown that the modern internationalsystem is also an
internationalsociety,at least in the sensethat internationalsociety
hasbeenoneof theelementspermanentlyat work in it; andthat the
existenceof this internationalsocietyis notassuchdisprovedby the
fact of internationalanarchy.It is important, however,to retain a
senseof thelimitations of the anarchicalinternationalsociety.

Becauseinternationalsociety is no more than one of the basic
elementsat work in moderninternationalpolitics, and is always in
competitionwith theelementsof a stateof war andof transnational
solidarity or conflict, it is always erroneo·usto interpret interna­
tional events as if international society were the sole or. the
dolllinantelement. This is the error·committed by those· who
speakor write as if· the Concertof Europe,the Leagueof Nations
or the United Nations were the principal factors in international
politics in their respectivetimes; as if ill.ternational law were to be
assessedonly in relation to the function it has of binding states
together,andnot alsoin relation to its function asan instrumentof
state interest and as a vehicle of transnationalpurposes; as if
attemptsto maintaina bahinceof powerwereto be interpretedonly
as endeavoursto preservethe system of states,and not also as
manoeuvreson the part of particularpowersto gain ascenda.ncy;as
if great powers were to be viewed only as 'great responsibles'or
'great indispensables',and not also as great predators;as if wars
were to be construedonly as attempts to violate the law or to
uphold it," and not also simply as attemptsto advancethe interests
of particular states or of transnationalgroups. The element of
internationalsociety.isreal, but. the elementsof a stateof war and
of transnationalloyaltiesanddivisionsarereal also,andto reify the
first element,or to speakasif it annulledthe secondandthird, is an
illusion.

Moreover, the fact that international society provides some
element.of order in internationalpolitIcs should not be taken as
justifying an attitude of complacencyabout it, or as showing that
the argumentsof thosewho aredissatisfiedwith the orderprovided
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by internationalsocietyarewithout foundation.Theorderprovided
withia moderll internationalsociety is precarious�a�n�~ imperfect.To
show that modern internationalsociety has provided somedegree
of orderis not to haveshownthat orderin world politics could not
be providedmoreeffectively by structuresof a quite different kind.

3

How is OrderMaintainedin
World Politics?

We have now explainedwhat is meant by order in world politics,
and shown that in somemeasureit exists in the modernsystemof
states. T'he question to which we shall now turn is: how is it
maintained?

The Maintenanceof Order in SocialLife

In all societies,it has beenargued,order is a patternof behaviour
that sustainsthe elementaryor primary goalsof social life. Orderin
this senseis maintainedby a senseof common interestsin those
elementaryor primary goals;by ruleswhich prescribethe patternof
behaviourthat sustainsthem; and by institutionswhich makethese
rules effective.

The maintenanceof orderin any societypresupposesthat among
its members,or at least among those of its memberswho are
politically active, thereshouldbe a senseof commoninterestsin the
elementarygoals of social life. Thus the facts of human vulner­
ability to violence and pronenessto resort to it lead Inen �t�~ the
senseof commoninterestsin restrictingviolence.The fact of human
interdependencefor material needs leads them to perceive a
commoninterest in ensuringrespectfor agreements.The facts of
limited abundanceand limited human altruism lead them to
recognisecommoninterestsin stabilisingpossession.This senseof
common interestsmaY.,be the consequenceof fear. It may derive
from a rational calculationthat the limitations necessaryto sustain
elementarygoalsof social life must be reciprocal.Or in somecases
it may expressthe ability of the individualsor groupsconcernedto

51



52 The Nature of Order in World Politics

identify with each other to the extent of treating each other's
interestsasendsin themselvesand not merely as �m�~�a�n�s to an end;
that is to say, it may expressa senseof commonvaluesratherthan
commoninterests.

This senseof commoninterestsin achievingthe·elementarygoals
of social life may be vague and inchoate,and does not in itself
provide any precise guidanceas to what behaviour is consistent
with these goals, and what behaviouris not. The contribution of
rules is to provide this kind of guidance. Rules are general
imperativeprinciples which require or authoriseprescribedclasses
of personsor groups to behavein prescribedways. Order in any
society is maintainednot merely by a senseof commoninterestsin
creatingorderor avoidingdisorder,but by rules which spell out the
kind of behaviourthat is orderly. Thus the goal of securityagainst
violenceis upheldby rules restrictingthe useof violence;the goal of
the stability of agreementsby the rule that they shouldbe kept; and
the goalof stability of possessionby the rule that rights of property,
public or private, should be respected.Theserules may have the
status of law, of morality, of custom or etiquette, or simply of
operatingproceduresor 'rules of the game'.

Order might in principle be provided in social life without the
help of rules. It is conceivable,for example,that orderly patternsof
behaviourmight be inculcatedby meansof conditioning,in sucha
way that men would act consistently with elementary social
objectives simply by virtue of a reflex action. In this case rules,
directed as they are towards guiding men's choices among
alternative courses of action, would not be necessary.It is
conceivable,also, that in very small societies,such as families or
clans, rules might be dispensedwith by an authority which relied
solely upon the enforcementof singular commandsrequiring or
authorisingparticularpersonsto do particularthings,and avoiding
resort to any general imperative principle. For these reasonswe
needto distinguishconceptuallybetweenorderin social life and the
rules .which help to create and maintain it. As noted above, to
define order in social life in termsof obedienceto rules prescribing
behaviourthat is consistentwith elementarysocial goalswould be
to mistake an apparentlyuniversal causeof order with the thing
itself (seeChapter1).

We needalso to takeaccountof the M.arxist view that rulesserve
as the instruments,not of the commoninterestsof membersof a
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society, but ratherof the special interestsof its ruling or dominant
members.This is an important insight into the social function of all
rules, and is especiallyvalid in relation to the function of rules of
law. It is of coursethe casethat all actualsystemsof social rulesare
imbued with the special interestsand values of those who make
them. Since the influence exerted by membersof a society in the
processof making the rules is likely always to be unequal, any
historical systemof rules will be found to servethe interestsof the
ruling or dominantelementsof the societymore adequatelythan it
servesthe interestsof the others.

While it is important to take account'of this insight in studying
the role of rules, in internationalsocietyas in othersocieties,it does
not invalidate the present analysis. The special interests of the
dominantelementsin a societyarereflectedin the way in which the
rules are defined. Thus the particular kinds of limitations that are
imposed on resort to violence, the kind of agreementswhose
binding characteris upheld, or the kinds of rights of property
that are enforced,will bearthe stampof thosedominantelements.
But that there should be limits of somekind on resort to violence,
an expectationin generalthat agreementswill be carried out, and
rules of property of some kind, is not a special interest of some
membersof a society but a general interest of all of them. The
objectiveof thoseelementsin any societywhich seekto changethe
existing order is not to have a society in which there are no
restrictionson violence, no rules requiring agreementsto be kept,
and no rights of.property, but rather to changethe terms of these
rules in sucha way that they ceaseto servethe special interestsof
the presentlydominantelements.

But rulesby themselvesaremereintellectualconstructs.They play
a part in social life only to the extent that they are effective. The
effectivenessof a rule doesnot consistin its beingcarriedout by all
thosepersonsor groupsto which it appliesin every instance;on the
contrary,anyeffectiverule ofconductis normallyviolatedfrom time
to time, andif therewereno possibility thatactualbehaviourwould
differ from prescribedbehaviour,therewould be no point in having
the rule. But a rule, to beeffectivein society,mustbeobeyedto some
degree,andmustbe reckonedasa factor in thecalculationsof those
to whom it applies,eventhosewho elect to violate it.

Where rules are not mere intellectualconstructsbut are socially
effective in this sense, this is in part at least becausethere are
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institutionswhich carry out the following functions. The functions
listed·below may not be exhaustive,and not all of them may be
essential for the effectivenessof a rule in any given case. But
somethinglike the following must obtain.

(i) The rulesmustbe made,that is to say they must be formulated
and prolTIulgatedas rules for this society.

(ii) The rules must be communicated- they must be stated or
advertisedin such a way that their content is known to those to
whom they apply.

(iii) The rules must be administeredin caseswhereacts, ancillary
to what is prescribedin the rules themselves,must be carriedout if
the rules are to be observed.The rules prohibiting or restricting
violence in the modern state, for example,may require for their
efficacy that stepsbe taken to establishandmaintainpolice forces,
prisons,courts, a departmentof justice, and so on.

(iv) The rules must·be interpreted- questionsarising about the
meaningof a rule, the relationshipbetweenrulesin casesof conflict,
and the existenceor non-existenceof breachesof a rule, haveto be
settledif rules are to provide guidancefor actual behaviour.

(v) The rulesneedto be, in the broadestpossiblesense,enforced­
if rules are to be effective, thereneedsto be somepenaltyattached
to non-compliance,whetherthis penaltytakesthe form of coercion
or someother kind of sanction,or merely that of reciprocal non­
complianceby other personsor groupsboundby the rule.

(vi) The rules needto be legitimisedin the eyesof the personsor
groupsto which they ap:ply. Rulesare legitimisedto the extentthat
membersof the societyacceptthem as valid, or embracethe values
implied or presupposedby the rules. To the extentthat the rules are
legitimised they do not dependfor their effectivenesson sanctions
or enforcement.

(vii) The rules must be capableof adaptationto changingneeds
andcircumstances- theremust.beways of rescindingor modifying
old rules and replacingthem with new ones.

(viii) The rulesmust be protected'againstdevelopmentsin the
society likely to underminethe effective op'erationof the rules. In
any society the maintenanceof effective rules will depend on
conditions, not guaranteedby the rules themselves,but for which
the systemof rules would be bound to breakdown.1
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Order in ·the Modern State

Within the modern state an institution, or set of connected
institutions, is available to help make elementarysocial rules
effective: government.A governmentis distinguishedfrOTI1 other
institutionswithin the modernstateby its ability to call on physical
force. On the one hand,it possessesactual force at its disposalthat
is overwhelming in relation to that which is commandedby any
othergroup.On theotherhand,it possessesa nearmonopolyof the
legitimate use of force: apart from certain residual rights of self­
defencethat are accordedto the individual, only the governmentis
ableto employforce while beingregardedby membersof the society
at large as within its rights in doing so. It is just as important to a
governmel1t that its use of force should be legitimate as that it
should be overwhelming. These two aspectsof a government's
coercive power are connectedinasmuch as the collapse of a
government'slegitimacymay makepossiblea combinationof force
againstit such that its force is no longer overwhelming.Insurgent
groupsshow that they understandthis interconnectionwhen they
devoteasmuchattentionto underminingthe government'sright, in
the eyesof the population,to useforce, as to combatingthat force
with force of their own.

The governmenthelps to make elementarysocial rules effective
within the modernstateby carrying out all the functions that were
outlinedin thelastsection.It is notonly by thegovernmentthat these
functionsarecarriedout; individualsandgroupsotherthanthestate
also undertakethem. But the role of the governmentin promoting
the effectivenessof elementarysocial rules is a centralone.

(i) The governmentmakesrules - not always in the sensethat it
inventsthemor first statestheI}1 - but in the sensethat it fixes upon
themsociety'simprimaturor stampof approval.In the modernstate
this processof rule-makingresultsin a specialsetof ruleswhich we
refer to as 'thelaw'. While themakingof rulesin themodernstateis
formally th.e function of the legislature,it is familiar that the rule­
makingor legislativefunction is carriedout not only by legislatures
but by administrativebodies,whoseformal function is the transla­
tion of law into orders,andjudicial bodies,whoseformal function is
the interpretationof laws ratherthan the makingof them.
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(ii) The governmenthelps to communicatethe rules to thosewho
are bound by them. The publicationof statutes'and court records,
the actualenforcementof the rules by the prosecutionof offenders,
the work of the police in apprehending,deterring or punishing
offenders,all contribute to the spreadingof an awarenessof what
rules are treatedby society as rules of law.

(iii) The governmentalso administersor gives effect to the rules,
translating them from general principles into requirementsthat
particular personsdo or refrain from doing particular things. This
is formally the function of the executivebranch,but a specialised
branchis not necessarilypresupposedby this function, which is in
fact normally carriedout by other armsof the governmentas welL

(iv) The governmentis able to interpret the rules - to resolve
uncertaintiesabout the validity of rules, their meaning or their
relationshipto one another- principally through its judicial arm.

(v) The governmentis also able to enforce the law through the
use, and the threatof the use, of the police and armedforces and
through the sanctionsimposedby the courts.Particularlegal rules
may not be backedlip by explicit sanctions,but the legal systemas
a whole is underpinnedby the government'scoercivepower.

(vi) The g'overnmentcan contribute to the legitimisation of the
rules, the acceptanceof them as valuable in themselves,by the
influence it hasover educationand public information, the powers
of persuasionof its own leaders,and its ability to project itself as
the symbolicembodimentof the valuesof the.societyand to mould
the political culture in a mannerfavourable to acceptanceof the
rules as legitimate.

(vii) The government may also adapt the rules to changing
circumstancesand demandsby having its legislature repeal or
amendold laws and enactnew ones, and by having its adminis­
tratorsexecutethe law andits judgesinterpretit in sucha way as to
changeits content.

(viii) Thegovernmentcarriesout thefunction of 'protection'of the
rules throughthe political actionsit takesto set the social scenein
sucha way that the ruleswill continueto operate.Theinvocationof
armedforcesto crusha rising or expela foreign invaderexemplifies
this 'protection'.·Sodomeasurestakenby thegovernmentto appease
political dissatisfaction,to removesocialor economicgrievances,to
suppressirreconcilableagitatorsor to healsocialcleavagesor bridge
antagonismsthat threatento bring aboutthe breakdownof society.
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What thesemiscellaneouspolitical acts have in commonis that
they are all directed towards the preservationof order, not by
directly upholding or implementing the rules, but by shaping,
moulding or managingthe social environmentin which the rules
operatein sucha way that they have the opportunityof continuing
to do so. They belong to a sphere of action which the rules
themselvesmay not regulate and may even impede, but which
their operationneverthelesspresupposes.

Order in Primitive StatelessSocieties

Order within the modern state is the consequence,among other
things, of government;order amongstatescannotbe, for interna­
tional society is an anarchicalsociety, a society without �g�o�v�e�r�n�~
ment. But primitive statelesssocietiesalso presentthis spectacleof
'orderedanarchy',and it is worth consideringthe resemblancesand
differences between the ways in which order is created and
maintainedin the one caseand in the other.

Apart from the attentiongiven by political theoriststo notional
statelesssocieties, and the largely speculative accounts of them
given by historianssuchas Maine andMaitland, primitive stateless
societieswere not subject to empirical observationand systematic
analysis until they attracted the attention of twentieth-century
anthropologists.2 Primitive societies that have been identified as
statelessby the latter include the Nuer, the WesternDinka and the
Mandari of southernSudan,the Tallensi of Northern Nigeria, the
Bwambaof Uganda,the Lugbaraof Ugandaand Congo and the
Konkomba of Togoland. All of these societies are without a
government in the sense defined above and are, in addition,
without central political institutions - legislative, executive or
judicial - of any kind. Indeed,it is said of someof them that they
contain'no specialisedpolitical roles at all; while there are persons
or bodieswithin them,suchasheadsof a family or lineagegroup or
a village, that fulfil political roles, these roles are not formally
distinguishedfrom the otherroles they have.Thedistinctionswhich
outsideobserversdraw betweenthe political, the local, the kinship
or the ritualistic roles of these personsor groups may have no
meaningin the culture of the societiesthemselves.
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At the sametime thesesocietiesclearly exhibit order in the sense
that conduct within them confonnsto elementarygoals of social
coexistence.In the shapingof this conduct rules·play a vital part,
and their effectivenessdependson the carrying out of the order­
maintaining functions of making these rules, communicating,
administering, interpreting, enforcing, legitimising, adapting and
'protecting'them. In theabsenceof any centralauthority,however,
thesefunctions are carried out solely by groups- such as lineage
groupsand locality groups- into which thesestatelesssocietiesare
divided.

Rulesdo not emanatefrom anycentralrule-makingauthoritybut
ariseout of thepracticeoflineageor locality grollPsin their relations
with one another,becomeembodiedin 'custom'and are confirmed
by moral and religious belief. Customor establishedpractice is of
coursealsoa familiar sourceof rules in centralisedpolitical systems;
in primitive statelesssocietiesit is the only sourceof rules.

Conformity to theserules is broughtaboutby conditioningand
inertia, by "moral' sanctionssuch as public ridicule and reproba­
tion, and by ritual or supernaturalsanctions,suchascursingby the
elders of a tribe. In societies that are culturally homogeneous,
especially if they are small·societies,sanctionssuch as these will
often be sufficient in theinselves.

Where such sanctions are insufficient to deter or punish
violations of rules, theremay be a resort to 'self-help' on the part
of groupswithin the society which take upon their own shoulders
the responsibilityof determiningthat therehasbeena breachof the
rules, and of attemptingto enforcethem. The killing of a member
of a lineageor locality group, for example,may lead that group to
undertake a retaliatory killing of the guilty party or another
memberof his group. In circumstancesin which the bondsbetween
the groupsare very strong,the legitimacy of the retaliationmay be
acceptedon both sidesand the matter brought to an end. But in
others the legitimacy of the act may .be disputed,and a sustained
conflict, based on both sides on' the exercise of subjectively
legitimate self-help, may develop.

Sincebothgroupswill beinterpretingtherules,andthefactsof the
case,on their own behalf(or on behalfof oneof their members)their
judgementis likely to be imperfect. Since, moreover, their ability
actually to enforcethe rules will dependonthe amountof force at
theircommandandtheirwill to useit, theenforcementof the rulesis
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bound to be uncertain. Yet the recourse to self-help does not
representdisregard of the rules and the descentof the groups
concernedinto a Hobbesianstateof nature; it representsthe oper­
ation of a systemin which thesegroupsareassumingthe functionsof
interpreting,applyingandenforcingthe rules. Moreover,in doing so
they areconfinedby rules limiting the activity of self-help itself.

Resortto· force by thesegroupsin- responseto what they judge to
be a violation of the rules is acceptedthroughoutthesesocietiesas
legitimate.Thereis not a generalright to self-help,availableto any
individual or group within the society; only thosegroups that are
entitled to resort to violence may do so. The force which they
employ, if it is legitimate, may only be used in responseto a
violation of rights. The natureof the force employed,moreover,is
limited, for example by the principle that retaliation must be
proportionateto the offence.

Acts of self-help in primitive statelesssocieties, in addition to
providing rules with a coercive sanction, also serve two further
functions, to which RogerMastershasdrawnattention:they 'serve
to unite social groupsand to maintain legal and moral criteria of
right andwrong'.3Not only do they help, by galvanisinga group in
supportof violent action againstan outsidegroup,to maintain its
cohesion,they arealso, in addition to beingan �a�t�~�e�m�p�t to enforcea
rule againstthis particularviolation, a meansof restatingthe rule
itself, of underliningits continuedvalidity andenduringimportance.

Primitive anarchical societies clearly have important resem­
blances to internationalsociety in respectof the maintenanceof .
order. In bothcasessomeelementof orderis maintaineddespitethe
absenceof a centralauthoritycommandingoverwhelmingforce and
a monopoly of the legitimate use of it. In both cases,also, this is
achievedthroughtheassumptionby particulargroups- lineageand
locality groups in primitive statelesssocieties,sovereignstatesin
internationalsociety- of the functionswhich, in a modernstate,the
government(but not the governmentexclusivel.y) carries out in
making rules effective. In primitive anarchical society, as in
international society, order depends upon a fundamental or
constitutionalprinciple, statedor implied, which singlesout certain
groups as the sole bodies competentto dischargethese political
functions. In both societiesthe politically competentgroups �m�~�y

legitimately use force in defenceof their rights, while individuals
and groupsother than thesemust look to the privileged, politically



60 The Nature ofOrder in World Politics

competent groups for protection, rather than resort to force
themselves.

In primitive anarchicalsocieties,as in internat"ionalsociety, the
relationsbetweenthesepolitically competentgroupsare themselves
circumscribedby a structureof acknowledgednormativeprinciples,
even at times of violent struggle. But in both there is a tendency,
during theseperiodsof struggle,for the structureof rules to break
down, and the society to fall apart to such an extent that the
warring tribes or states are better described as a number of
contending societies than as a single society. Finally, in both
primitive anarchicalsocietyand moderninternationalsociety there
are factors operating,outsidethe structureof rules itself, inducing
the politically competentgroupsto conform to them.Theseinclude
the factors of mutual deterrenceor fear of unlimited conflict the
force of habit or iriertia, the long-term interests they have
(consciouslyrationalisedin the modernworld, and intuitively felt
in primitive society) in preserving a system of collaboration,
whatevertheir short-terminterestin destroyingit.

However, the differences between international society and
primitive statelesssocietiesare.also remarkable.In the first place
there are crucial differencesbetween·thel.lriiis···that ate politically
competentin the two sorts of society. The statein international
societyis sovereignin thatit hassupremejurisdictionoverits citizens
and its territory. The lineage or locality groups which exercise
political powers in primitive society, by contrast,do not have any
suchexclusiverights in relation to the personsthat make them up,
and usually havea lessclearly definedrelationshipto territory.

A given lineage group does not necessarilyexercise exclusive
authority over the persons of which it is composed.In some
statelesssocieties lineage groups are divided into segments,and
within them there is a constant process'of segmentationand
merging. Segmentsof a lineagewhich are units at one level merge
into largersegmentsat others.Whereasat one level theseunits may
be in competition,at· higher levels they are united as subordinate
partsof a largersegment.Theseshifting combinationsanddivisions
illustrate what has been called 'the principle of complementary
opposition' in primitive stateless.societies. Politically competent
units in primitive anarchicalsocietiesare so relatedthat while any
two of them are in conflict for certainpurposesthey are combined
for certain other purposes.Thus, on the one hand, each unit
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engagesin conflict sufficient to generatea senseof identity and
maintain its internal cohesion,but on the other hand there is no
relationshipof conflict betweenunits that is not overlaid with some
elementof co-operationalso.

Nor do politically competent units in primitive anarchical
societies possessexclusive jurisdiction over precisely defined
territories. The view of Sir Henry M"aine that in primitive societies
political solidarity aroseonly out of ties of blood and" neverout of
common possessionof a tract of territory has been rejected by
modern anthropologists,who contend that primitive societies are
basedon both blood and territory.4 But the lineage groups that
carry.out order-maintainingfunctions in the statelesssocietiesthat
have been considereddo not have exclusive fights to tracts of
territory defined by precise,acceptedboundaries.

Becausethe politically competentgroups in primitive stateless
societies are not sovereign over persons and territory, but are
relatedlessexclusively than is the modernstateto the personsthat
bel()ngto themand to areasof land, they appearto havea lessself­
sufficient existence"and to be less introvertedor self-regardingthan
are the membersof the societyof states.

A secondpoint of contrastis that whereasmodern·ihtern'ational
society, especiallyat the presenttime, is culturally heterogeneous,
primitive statelesssocietiesaremarkedby a high degreeof cultural
homogeneity.By a society'sculture we mean its basic system of
values,the premisesfrom which its thoughtand action derive. All
primitive societies appear to depend upon a common culture;
statelesssocietiesappear to depend upon it to a special degree.
Fortes and Evans-Pritchardcame to the tentative conclusion, on
the basisof the African systemsthey studied,that a high degreeof
commonculturewasa necessarycondition of anarchicalstructures,
while only a central authority could weld together peoples of
�h�e�t�e�r�o�g�e�n�e�o�u�~ culture.5 But the society of sovereignstates- or; as
it hassometimesbeencalled, the inclusive society, today a political
fabric that embracesthe whole of mankind - is par excellencea
society that is culturally heterogeneous.

A third point of contrastis that primitive statelesssocietiesrest
not simply on a culture that is homogeneousbut also on one that
includes the element of magical or religious belief. 'The social
system',Fortesand Evans-Pritchardwrote, 'is, as it were, removed
to a mystical plane, where it figures as a systemof sacred'values
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