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The Twenty Years9 

Crisis Thirty Years On 

HedleyBull* 

i 

"The international tension of 1939," E. H. Carr wrote in that 

year, "is the product, not the cause, of the real international 
crisis which is the final and irrevocable breakdown of the con- 
ditions which made the nineteenth century order possible."1 To 
the extent that mankind has not yet found a substitute for the 
international order that collapsed in World War I what Carr 
called The Twenty Years' Crisis 1919-1939 has continued up to 
the present time. But Carr's diagnosis of the crisis grew out of 
the special needs, as he saw them, of the discussion of inter- 
national relations in the late 1930s, chiefly in the English-speak- 
ing countries. What remains valid in this diagnosis today? 

Carr's diagnosis takes the form of an attack on "utopianism" 
in the name of "realism". He does not hold that the realist posi- 
tion contains a monopoly of truth; he devotes a chapter to "The 
Limitations of Realism" and indicates that sound political thought 
will be found only where both Utopia and reality are given their 

place. But he holds that "the exposure by realist criticism of the 

Utopian edifice is the most urgent task of the moment in inter- 
national thought" (p. 113). 

The Utopian edifice which must be exposed is, in Carr's view, 
the nineteenth-century doctrine of the harmony of interests 
which applied to international relations takes the form of a 
denial of the reality of conflicting interests among states. This 
doctrine, despite the battering it had received in the late nine- 
teenth century at the hands of Hegelians, Marxists, social Dar- 
winists, and others, had been given a new lease of life by the 
accession of the United States to world leadership and had been 
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1 E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis 1919-1989: An Introduction to the 
Study of International Relations (London, 1939), p. 303. All refer- 
ences are to this first edition. 
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applied to twentieth-century international politics, which were 

quite unable to bear any such description. The Utopian inter- 
national doctrine of the interwar years was a "mirage . . . the 
belated reflexion of a century past beyond recall - the golden age 
of continuously expanding territories and markets, of a world 

policed by the self-assured and not too onerous British hegemony, 
of a coherent 'Western* civilisation whose conflicts could be har- 
monised by a progressive extension of the area of common 

development and exploitation, of the easy assumptions that what 
was good for one was good for all and that what was economic- 

ally right could not be morally wrong" (p. 287) . 
The "failure" of the League in 1931, and the "abrupt descent 

from the visionary hopes of the first postwar decade to the grim 
despair of the second" (p. 287), reflected not the failure of 
statesmen to make the League work but the bankruptcy of the 

nineteenth-century postulates on which it was founded. But 

Utopian thinkers in Britain and France (Carr is concerned 

especially with Arnold Toynbee and Sir Alfred Zimmern) would 
not recognize this. Instead they became embittered, seeking 

scapegoats for the collapse of their dream in the "power politics" 
practised by the revisionist states, and themselves withdrawing 
into a form of moralism in which right behaviour in international 
relations became identified with respect for the sanctity of treat- 

ies, peace with maintenance of the status quo, and the hopes of 

the League with the interests of Britain and France. 
Doctrines of peace and international harmony, Carr argues, 

have no absolute validity but must be viewed in the light of 
"the sociology of knowledge." The sanctity of treaties, the prim- 
acy of peace, and the obligations of the League Covenant reflect, 
as Hitler said they did, the special interests of Britain and 
France. As against Zimmern's conception of current world poli- 
tics as a struggle between "the welfare states" and "the power 
states," the true position is that the defenders of the status quo 
are also tainted with power, and the revisionists also dignified 
by morality. Hitler's doctrine, which is "an authentic echo of 
the Marxist denial of a community of interest between the Haves 
and the Have Nots" (p. 106) , reflects an awareness both of power 
and of morality, two elements that are inherent in international 

politics. 
The chief practical thrust of Carr's argument is a defence 

of the policy of appeasement. If those who profit most from the 

existing order are to preserve it they must recognize the need 
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for a "process of give and take," which operates not only within 
the existing order but also as between this order and challenges 
to it. If peace is to be preserved there must be allowance for 

change, and no task is more vital than that of finding a means 
of peaceful change. But it is illusory to imagine that arbitration 
or judicial settlement provides such a means: peaceful change 
can come about only in response to a threat of force, although 
another essential condition of it is that there should be some 
element of consensus as to the moral basis of the change that 
is being contemplated. At Munich in 1938 Germany's demands 
for change were backed by the threat of force, and at the same 
time the principle of national self-determination, accepted by all 

parties, provided the element of moral consensus. The Munich 

negotiations were "the nearest approach to the settlement of a 

major international issue by a procedure of peaceful change" 
(p. 282). 

n 

The Twenty Years' Crisis is a tract for 1939, not for 1969, and 
it is in relation to the circumstances of the former time that it 
can most fairly be judged. But we can now do this only with 
what is sometimes called the advantage, but is in reality the 

disadvantage, of hindsight. 
Carr wrote that "a reviewer might conceivably criticise this 

book on the ground, not that it was false, but that it was inop- 
portune; and this criticism, whether justified or not, would be 

intelligible. . ." (p. 7). In a work of political science, as Carr 

recognizes, above all in one which, like his, bears upon some 

great question of the day, an author does not have the option 
of concerning himself only with the statement of facts and not 
also with altering them. "Every political judgement helps to 

modify the facts on which it is passed. Political thought is itself 
a form of political action" (p. 7) . Two questions, therefore, arise 
about Carr's book: whether the analysis it provides of inter- 
national politics is true, and whether in the circumstances of the 
time it was opportune. 

In the present writer's view the main body of Carr's analysis 
of what international politics is like, is correct. Objections may 
be raised to a number of simplifications in the argument, to the 

artificiality of some of the dichotomies it contains, to the slur- 

ring together of issues (above all in the breathtaking equation in 
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chapter n, Utopia : reality = freewill : determinism = theory : 

practice = the intellectual : the bureaucrat = left : right = 

ethics : politics), and to a certain pervasive imprecision in the 
use of terms. But these are the characteristic defects of a polem- 
ical work, and do not detract from the main points that Carr has 
to make. The doubts that arise concern not the truth of the 

propositions about the world contained in Carr's "realist criti- 

que," but the practical effects of stating them, without at the 

same time exploring, in its own terms, the moral aspects of the 

problem. Underlying our assessment of The Twenty Years' Crisis, 
indeed, there is a deeper question, whether a political science that 

is constructed according to principles of "realism," which is con- 

cerned with "ideals" and "values" only to the extent of explaining 
them by reference to the conditions out of which they arise and 

the ulterior purposes they serve, can really fulfil the proper social 

functions of the study of politics, however intellectually sound it 

might be in its own terms. 
Carr's attack on the Utopian doctrines was opportune in the 

sense that these doctrines were not only a distortion of reality 
but were also widely held by members of the public and persons 
in prominent positions; such doctrines had to be cleared away 
if British policy were to be based on a correct perception of 
what the world was like. But as Carr recognizes, effective think- 

ing about policy requires more than understanding of the facts; 
it presupposes "a finite goal," "an emotional approach," "the right 
of moral judgement," and "a ground for action," none of which 
can be provided within the framework of a "consistent realism" 

(p. 113). The central difficulty of Carr's position is that though 
he sets out in search of such a moral spring for action he is 

prevented by his own relativist and instrumentalist conception 
of morals from finding one that is effective, and thus falls back 
on what Hans Morgenthau has called "surrender to the imman- 
ence of power."2 

By demonstrating that the principles to which Britain and 
France appealed reflect their special circumstances and serve 
their special interests, Carr undermines the moral foundations 

2 Hans Morgenthau, "The Surrender to the Immanence of Power: 
E. H. Carr," in Dilemmas of Politics (Chicago, 1958). Morgenthau 
contends that Carr, seeking a Utopia that will transcend power, sets 
out on an Odyssey of the mind that only leads back to power itself. 
He traces this through Carr's subsequent publications - Conditions of 
Peace (1942), Nationalism and After (1945), and The Soviet Impact 
on the Western World (1947). 
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of the case these states were making out against the revisionist 

powers. As the moral basis of German policy was in no better 
condition - indeed, as Carr points out, Germany in 1938 was 

beginning already to adopt the rhetoric of a satisfied power, to 

represent itself as the custodian of peace and the League of 
Nations as a troublemaker, there was no moral basis for choos- 

ing between the one group of powers and the other, and no moral 
reason to resist the threat of force. 

Yet it would have been possible to accept the "realist" analysis 
of Anglo-French doctrine and still make out a moral case for 
resistance at Munich; indeed the materials for such an argument 
are partly recognized in Carr's book. Britain and France had a 

special interest in the maintenance of peace, but this did not 
mean that the doctrine of an identity of interest as between 
the dominant group and the world as a whole was without any 
foundation. In the words of Dibelius (whom Carr quotes) : 

"England is the solitary power with a national programme 
which, while egotistical through and through, at the same time 

promises the world something which the world passionately 
desires: order, progress and eternal peace" (p. 105). If the inter- 
national order of which Britain and France were the principal 
custodians was tainted with their own purposes, there was no 
reason to believe that a new order erected by the revisionist 

powers would not be similarly tainted. Indeed, there was a case 
for preferring a British or American, rather than a German or 

Japanese, hegemony of the world on the ground that these 

nations, "profiting by a long tradition and by some hard lessons 
in the past" (p. 302) , better understood the task of creating an 

ascendancy which was generally accepted as tolerant and un- 

oppressive. 
But Carr was inhibited from fashioning, out of these mater- 

ials, a moral argument for preferring the Anglo-French position 
by a relativism that denied all independent validity to moral 

argument, and an instrumentalism which asserted that inter- 
national law and morality were merely the tool of the ruling 
group and excluded the elaboration of the notion of the good 
of international society as a whole. To provide a moral basis for 

foreign policy it is necessary (and it would still be necessary, 
even if it were philosophically erroneous) to go beyond the 

language of the sociology of moral belief, and to speak the lan- 

guage of morals, to assert and deny, as ordinary men do who 

are not afflicted by philosophical doubts, the existence of rights 
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and duties. An analysis set out in purely positivist terms can 

strengthen our understanding of the moral or ideological ingre- 
dient in international politics, but by itself it leaves us without 
one of the essential means of practical political thought and 
action. 

In fact Carr's positivism about morals is of much too primi- 
tive a kind. The fact that all moral beliefs are socially or historic- 

ally conditioned does not mean that they have no independent 
causal force, nor should it be taken to imply that moral dis- 

agreements cannot be settled by rational discussion. The fact 
that moral principles may serve as the instrument of a dominant 

group within a society does not mean that they cannot also 

function so as to fulfil purposes recognized by the society as a 

whole. Certainly it is not possible to treat the whole normative 

structure of international law and international morality in this 

crypto-Marxist fashion. A principle like pacta sunt servanda 

(one which Carr singles out for special criticism) will be upheld 

by particular powers (and rejected by others) at particular times 

for their own special reasons, but it derives not from the interests 

simply of the ruling group, but from the perceived interests of 

all states in securing the elementary conditions of social co- 

existence. 

m 

The international society of 1969 is different from that of 1939 
in a number of remarkable ways. It is no longer dominated by 
European powers. Two countries in the postwar period have had 
such a lead on their competitors in terms of military and eco- 
nomic resources that a new term, superpowers, has had to be 
coined to describe them. An ideological schism that was already 
a powerful influence in the interwar period came to occupy a 
central place, and has since gone into decline. The colonial and 

quasi-colonial relationships linking Europe and North America 
with Asia, Africa, and Latin America have largely disappeared, 
with the result that sovereign states are vastly more numerous 
and more various in character. A revolution has taken place in 
the means of conducting warfare. The phenomenon of mass par- 
ticipation in political life has extended itself around the world. 
In these different circumstances Carr's central themes retain 
their relevance but take on a new meaning. 

The Utopian internationalist doctrine has not disappeared 
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from the English-speaking countries, nor is it likely to do so, 
inasmuch as it expresses abiding elements in British and Ameri- 

can political tradition. But it has retreated into a corner, and it 
is difficult to imagine that an attack upon it is any longer "the 

urgent task of the day," either from the point of view of the 

practice of international relations, or from that of the study of it. 
In the 1940s and 1950s the United States became heir to the 

tendency to identify its own interests with those of the world 

at large, which Carr had found in Britain in the 1930s. The 

United States provided the principal impetus for the United 

Nations and fought a war in its name; it was inclined to view 

the regional military alliances it set up as doing the work of 

the United Nations in circumstances where that body could not 

operate effectively; and it promoted a host of other interna- 

tional bodies. Thus American policy became closely bound up 
with the promotion of these international bodies, general and 

regional, and of the internationalist ideology which underlay 
them. At the same time the United States found itself confront- 

ed by a power with a universal, revolutionary ideology, and in 

taking up the task of combating that power found it necessary 
to propagate a counter-revolutionary ideology of its own. Thus 

the United States' conception of its own interests became linked 

not only to the conception of a general interest in international 

co-operation, but also to that of a general interest in resisting 
an erroneous political and economic doctrine. 

It is not of course the case that the internationalist and anti- 
communist ideologies and bodies with which American policy has 

been associated are mere instruments of American national pur- 
poses. These ideologies and bodies express the extent to which 
the United States' perceived interests overlap with those of many 
other countries. The association of American policy with such 

ideologies and organizations, moreover, itself helps to broaden 

the American conception of the national interest and so to facili- 
tate the willing acquiescence of many countries in a system of 
world order which, while it reflects an American hegemony, also 

provides a large part of the world with a large part of what 
it wants. 

Any country in the position of the United States must be in 
constant danger of failing to distinguish between interests that 
are peculiarly its own, and interests that are shared with others 
in the vast and amorphous system of co-operation of which it 
is the centre. From time to time, as during the "Atlanticist" 
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phase of United States policy in Europe, such a failure occurs 
and has to be corrected. But the United States today, educated 

by more than two decades of world leadership, and also by a 
school of international political science in which Niebuhr, Kennan, 
and Morgenthau undertook for the United States the same task 
of deflation of moralism that Carr performed for Britain, is no 

longer in need of being told that international politics is the scene 
of conflicting national interests. 

Indeed the Wilsonian notion of an ultimate identity of inter- 
ests among the peoples of the world, of which the United States 
was the best interpreter, has always been more truly represented 
in the communist world, where the doctrine that the interests of 
all peoples, when truly interpreted by communist parties, do not 
admit of any conflict has provided an obstacle, of a sort that 
does not arise within the Western world, to the adjustment of 
conflicts between the Soviet Union and its allies. The principal 
diplomatic tradition of the West is one which rejects both the 
idea of an identity of national interests and the idea that these 
interests are necessarily exclusive of each other, and affirms the 
notion of national interests which are different but which over- 

lap in some areas, the business of diplomacy being to determine 
what these areas are.3 

In the study of international relations also the lessons of real- 
ism have been assimilated, and the stream of thinking and writing 
that began with Niebuhr and Carr has run its course. The subject 
today is dominated not by any debate between realism and 

utopianism, but by the assimilation of a number of incursions into 
it from other branches of the social sciences.4 If there is a uto- 

pianism in the subject that is in need of deflation it is a utopian- 
ism that concerns not international politics but the limits of 

knowledge about it, the possibilities of a strictly scientific treat- 
ment of all its dimensions. It may be argued, indeed, that the 
time has come to restore the moral or normative element to a 
more central place in the study of international relations - not 

by returning to the particular moral doctrines embodied in the 
moralism that was the target of the realist school, but by recog- 
nizing the role actually played by values and rules in interna- 

3 This point is developed by Martin Wight in "Western Values in Inter- 
national Relations," in Herbert Butterfield and Martin Wight, eds., 
Diplomatic Investigations (London, 1966). 

4 See, e.g., Klaus Knorr and James N. Rosenau, eds., Contending Ap- 
proaches to International Politics (Princeton, 1969). 
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tional society, and the legitimacy of raising questions about 
them in considering questions of policy. 

Another of Carr's themes that has lost its urgency is the need 
to discover a solution to what was called "the problem of peaceful 
change." In the 1930s it could be assumed that war was the chief 
historic agent whereby changes were effected in the existing dis- 
tribution among states of sovereignty over territories and peoples. 
It followed from this that the preservation of peace required the 

discovery of some alternative method of producing change. The 

urgency of this problem arose because the major confrontation 
was between a group of states which were demanding change and 

threatening to make war so as to get it and a group of states 

which were opposed to change, but less opposed to some change 
than they were fearful of war. The major confrontation of the 

interwar period was in fact (with some changes of position 

among the lesser parties) between the principal victors in World 

War i, Britain and France, and the principal vanquished power, 

Germany; and the dominant issue was whether the Treaty of 

Versailles was to be accepted as the permanent outcome of the 

war, or whether the struggle was to be resumed unless some 

adjustments were made. 
Since the end of World War n the major division has been not 

between victors and vanquished, but between the two principal 
victors, the United States and the Soviet Union, both of whom 

had a stake in the new territorial and political status quo. It is true 
that in the Soviet- American conflict one of the elements (but never 
the most powerful one) in Soviet policy has been the objective 
of changing the political systems of other countries so as to bring 
them within the socialist camp, and that in the early 1950s voices 
were raised (but only feeble ones) in the United States in favour 
of attempting to promote political change within the Soviet orbit. 
It is also true that in the course of extending their influence over 

the globe and undercutting each other's positions, the United 
States and the Soviet Union has found themselves ranged on op- 

posite sides of a number of local conflicts between revisionists and 

defenders of the status quo: most notably, the United States has 

been allied with revisionist West Germany, and the Soviet Union 

with revisionist China. 
But although the two superpowers have both pressed for 

changes in various parts of the world, this has not given rise to 
consideration of the problem of peaceful change because it has 
ceased to be possible to accept the premise which in the 1930s 
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underlay discussion of the problem, viz., that in the absence of a 
solution to it, change would be brought about by war. As a conse- 

quence of the revolution in military technology, war has ceased 
to represent a means of effecting political change, at least in the 
case of unlimited war between superpowers in a relationship of 
mutual deterrence or stalemate. Peace, at least in the sense of 
the avoidance of large-scale war between the superpowers, is so 

clearly a supreme objective of both that it cannot be supposed that 
it depends on the satisfaction of the demands they have for 

change. There is therefore no global problem of peaceful change 
on the agenda of present-day international discussion, although a 
breakdown of the nuclear stalemate between the superpowers, 
which is not in sight at present but could in principle occur, might 
create one. 

There are, however, local problems of peaceful change in areas 
where the superpowers are not both directly involved, and where 
as a consequence war still presents a means of bringing change 
about - albeit one that is limited by the possibility that the super- 
powers will in fact range themselves on opposite sides in the 

struggle, and by the general nervousness about war that is nowa- 

days displayed throughout international society as a whole, as a 

consequence of this possibility. Civil war, "people's war," and 
various forms of purely international war still represent a viable 
means of changing the political map of the world, so long as they 
do not bring the superpowers directly into conflict. In these local 
situations Carr's thesis about peaceful change retains its rele- 
vance. The large element of peaceful change that was present in 
the process of decolonization displayed the two elements that 
Carr held to be essential to it: the threat of force (in some cases 
imminent, as with Indonesia's acquisition of West Irian, in other 
cases only latent, as in India's achievement of independence) 
and a basis of moral consensus, agreement on the extension of the 
principle of national self-determination to non-European peoples. 
Peaceful change that is the consequence of arbitration or judicial 
settlement by a third party appears as remote now as it did 
to Carr in the 1930s. 

Another of Carr's themes that is relevant to the present time 
is that the world was divided between Have and Have Not states, 
between whom there existed little or no real community of inter- 
est, and that the Have states were guided by an ideology which 
obscured this fact, just as within modern states in the late nine- 
teenth and early twentieth centuries, Capital had been guided by 
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an ideology which asserted a spurious community of interest with 
Labour.5 

In the 1930s, however, the issue between the Haves and the 
Have Nots was the control of territory, including both terrritories 
in Europe which were sought by the Have Nots on grounds of 
national self-determination, and colonial territories outside 

Europe which could legitimately be sought because the principle 
of national self-determination was not generally held to apply 
there. These demands for territorial redistribution were put for- 
ward in the context of the theory that political control of terri- 

tory was necessary for access to markets and raw materials, and 

consequently that adequate living space was essential to the pros- 
perity of a nation. The clash between Haves and Have Nots, 
moreover, coincided with the main division in international poli- 
tics, between the defenders of the Versailles settlement and those 
who sought to undo it. The Have Nots, moreover - Germany, Italy, 
and Japan - together represented one of the two main concentra- 
tions of power in the world. 

At the present time, by contrast, there is not any general con- 
frontation of Have and Have Not states over the question of dis- 
tribution of territory. There are numerous states with territorial 
grievances, but they are not leagued together to express any com- 
mon grievance; moreover, the doctrine that political control of 
territory is necessary to provide access to markets and raw ma- 
terials has fallen into disfavour, just as it has come to be held that 
empire in the sense of the direct rule of one people by another is 
neither legitimate nor practicable at a cost acceptable to the 
ruler. 

The issues over which a conflict between Haves and Have 
Nots does take place concern the provision of trade and aid assist- 
ance by rich countries to poor ones, and the question of the 
spread of nuclear weapons. Neither the division of economic 
Haves and Have Nots, nor the split between nuclear Haves and 
Have Nots, coincides with the main confrontation in world poli- 
tics; on the contrary, the United States and the Soviet Union are 
leading Have states on both counts. Nor do the Have Not coun- 
tries on either question represent one of the major concentrations 
of military and diplomatic power. The economic Have Nots in- 
clude China and India, and the nuclear Have Nots include India, 

5 Carr was not, however, the first to introduce the concept of the Haves 
and the Have Nots into the discussion of international relations. 
I believe it was A. T. Mahan. 
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West Germany, and Japan; and these are countries which must 
count as major powers. But by contrast with the prewar period, 
the Have states, in whichever way they are defined, are not in 
a position of having to face a coalition of equal and possibly 
superior power. 

The country which comes nearest to the position of the pre- 
war revisionists is China. China is a Have Not in economic terms; 
and although it is a nuclear Have, it aligns itself with the Have 
Nots on nuclear questions because of its overriding concern to 
attack the position of the United States and the Soviet Union. 
It is a Have Not in relation to its own territorial integrity and 
also sees itself as the true heir of the Marxist-Leninist doctrine of 
universal revolt by peoples against their rulers, to which it has 
added its own conception of struggle by the "countryside" of the 
world against its "cities." More than any other contemporary 
Have Not, it has the power to make the world aware of its de- 

mands; and during the period of close collaboration between 
China and Indonesia, when President Soekarno's conception of a 

struggle of the New Emerging Forces against the Old Established 
Forces also reflected, as prewar German and Italian ideology did, 
a transposition of the Marxist description of class war into inter- 
national terms, it seemed as if a power bloc in some ways com- 

parable to the revisionist combination of the 1930s was about 
to emerge. But it was still lacking an essential ingredient, mili- 

tary and political power sufficient to bring about a fundamental 

realignment of forces. 
Carr's counsel to the Haves, that some measure of appease- 

ment of the Have Nots is essential to their retention at least of 
something of their position, may be applied to the present con- 
flicts in the field of trade and aid and in that of control of the 
spread of nuclear weapons. 

In the case of trade and aid what is at stake is not the eco- 
nomic prosperity and rate of growth of the Have countries, for 
these cannot be wrested from them by the Have Nots as if they 
consisted of crates of gold bullion, but their ability to go on enjoy- 
ing them in an environment in which there is the minimum of 
hostility directed at them from the poorer section of the world. 
The measures of appeasement that are necessary are the recogni- 
tion that the promotion of economic growth in the poor countries 
must be accepted as a goal for international society as a whole, 
and the acceptance of sacrifices of immediate interest in trade and 
aid policy so as to promote this goal. 
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In the case of the spread of nuclear weapons what is at stake 
is not the indefinite retention by the Haves of the military ad- 

vantages conferred upon them by possession of nuclear weapons, 
for even in the short run it is beyond their capacity to attain this 

by their own efforts. What is at stake is the ability of the nuclear 

powers to preserve a world order in which, while there are special 
advantages for those who possess nuclear weapons, along with 
the risks and responsibilities that accompany them, there is also 
some prospect of minimizing the dangers that an uncontrolled 

spread of nuclear weapons might bring to the world as a whole. 
The measures of appeasement that appear necessary, if the co- 

operation of non-nuclear powers is to be secured in an enterprise 
of this sort, are that the nuclear Haves should themselves prac- 
tise discipline and restraint in their own nuclear weapons policies, 
while (in the case, at least, of the two superpowers) at the same 
time balancing this with the risks and responsibilities they have 
as guarantors of the security of certain non-nuclear countries. 

The positions of the United States and the Soviet Union as 
the principal Have states, in terms of over-all military power and 

diplomatic authority, as well as by virtue of their economic and 
nuclear position, and their consciousness of pressures brought to 
bear on them by the Have Nots, have served to augment their 
sense of a common interest in the preservation of world order 
that originated in their perception of a common interest in the 
avoidance of nuclear war. 

The question of "give and take" as between the Haves and the 
Have Nots is one to be worked out as between the United States 
and the Soviet Union on the one side, and their various challengers 
on the other, allowing for the fact that the basic alignment in 
the world is still that which divides the two superpowers from 
each other. Assuming (but of course it should not be assumed) 
the desirability of preserving a world order based on American 
and Soviet leadership, the question of the nature and extent of 

"give and take" that is appropriate in any given case is a matter 
of striking a balance between the need, which Carr emphasized, 
to provide sufficient appeasement of the Have Nots to secure their 

co-operation or at least their acquiescence, and the need, about 
which he had nothing to say, not to concede so much that such a 

system of world order would cease to be viable. 
The pre-eminent problem of international relations remains 

that of identifying and strengthening the foundations of interna- 
tional order. Carr's basic theme was that the foundations of the 
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nineteenth-century international order had collapsed, and that 

the doctrines of international law, international morality, and in- 

ternational organization that were current in the interwar period 
failed to take account of this fact. But having completed this 

work of demolition he did not go on to consider what the insti- 

tutions and devices are by which order has in the past been pre- 
served among states in the absence of a common government, or 

might be maintained in the present circumstances. 

Today, we are no longer troubled by the illusion that the 

nineteenth-century order is still there, and if there is an "urgent 
task of the day" it is the more positive one of considering what 

the materials are out of which a new international order may 
arise or may be built. Here Carr's book does not offer much help. 

Concepts such as the balance of power, the concert of the great 

powers, the comity of nations, international law, the diplomatic 

system, cosmopolitan civilization, and the common interests of 

mankind are either left out of account, or treated simply as in- 

struments of the special purposes of some state or group of states. 

The idea of an international society -of common interests and 

common values perceived in common by modern states, and of 

rules and institutions deriving from them - is scarcely recognized 
in The Twenty Years' Crisis. In the course of demonstrating how 

appeals to an overriding international society subserve the spe- 
cial interests of the ruling group of powers, Carr jettisons the 

idea of international society itself. This is the idea with which a 

new analysis of the problem of international relations should now 

begin. 
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