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 Liberalism since the Cold War:

 an enemy to itself?
 GEOFFREY HAWTHORN

 Many expected that after the Cold War, there would be peace, order, increasing
 prosperity in expanding markets and the extension and eventual consolidation of
 civil and political rights. There would be a new world order, and it would in these
 ways be liberal. In international politics, the United States would be supreme. It
 would through security treaties command the peace in western Europe and east
 Asia; through its economic power command it in eastern Europe and Russia;
 through clients and its own domination command it in the Middle East; through
 tacit understanding command it in Latin America; and, in so far as any state could,
 command it in Africa also. It could choose whether to cooperate in the United
 Nations, and if it did not wish to do so, be confident that it would not be disablingly
 opposed by illiberal states. In the international markets, it would be able to maintain
 holdings of its bonds. In the international financial institutions, it would continue to
 be decisive in the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank; it would be an
 important influence in the regional development banks; and it would be powerful in
 what it was to insist in 1994 should be called the World (rather than Multinational)
 Trade Organisation. Other transactions in the markets, it is true, would be beyond
 the control of any state. But they would not be likely to conflict with the interests of
 the United States (and western Europe) in finance, investment and trade, and would
 discipline other governments. The need to support regimes of 'national security'
 to curtail the influence of the socialist powers would have gone, and it would
 be convenient now to encourage liberal democracies and their 'civil societies'.
 Democracies would be secure allies, and since, it was claimed, regimes of this kind
 do not go to war with each other, there would be less armed conflict. If a hegemony
 is 'a fit between a configuration of material', including military, 'power, the prevalent
 collective image of world order (including certain norms), and a set of institutions
 which administer the order', there would be a hegemony.1 The alternatives to liberal
 capitalism and democracy had been exhausted, war itself perhaps superseded. There
 was even talk of 'the end of history', and a new long peace.2 Politically, the world
 would be a more intelligent place.3

 Events, of course, continued. Iraq invaded Kuwait. Yugoslavia's republics fought
 themselves and each other. Wars persisted in Afghanistan, Angola, Uganda and
 Ethiopia and Eritrea, and started in Congo-Brazzaville, Guinea-Bissau, Lesotho,

 1 Robert W. Cox, 'Social Forces, States, and World Orders: Beyond International Relations Theory', in
 Robert W. Cox and T. J. Sinclair, Approaches to World Order (Cambridge: Cambridge University
 Press, 1996), p. 103.

 2 Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and the Last Man (London: Hamish Hamilton, 1992).
 3 James N. Rosenau, Turbulence in World Politics: A Theory of Change and Continuity (Princeton, NJ:
 Princeton University Press, 1990).

 145
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 146 Geoffrey Hawthorn

 Liberia, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Somalia and Sudan; there were coups elsewhere in
 Africa; Zaire actually collapsed; and there were uncertainties about the transition in
 South Africa. There was no firm settlement between Israel and Palestine and at best

 modest reform in Iran. Vietnam continued to occupy Cambodia, the government in
 Burma to defy the wishes of its electorate. China pressed its claims in the South
 China Sea against Brunei, Malaysia, the Philippines and Vietnam. The question of
 Korea remained unresolved. India and Pakistan were developing their nuclear
 weapons and demonstrating some ability to deliver them. There were financial
 difficulties in Russia, continuing recession in Japan, difficulties over China's terms of
 entry to the WTO, a financial crisis in Mexico and a more severe collapse of
 confidence in parts of north- and south-east Asia that for a moment was thought to
 be more widely threatening than any since the 1930s.

 Yet by the end of the 1990s, optimists could be confident. Iraq, they could say,
 had been contained, South Africa had passed more painlessly than many had
 expected from its illiberal past, Slovenia, Croatia, Macedonia and Bosnia
 Herzegovina had been separated and stabilized, and Kosovo, perhaps, would be.
 Cambodia had been provisionally settled, and if the war in Afghanistan and several
 of those in Africa had not stopped, these had had no consequence beyond their
 immediate vicinity. Intermittent threats from North Korea had been offset by greater
 caution from China, a more conciliatory government in South Korea, and
 negotiations, however fitful, with the United States. Relations between India and
 Pakistan had improved and then deteriorated, but the hostility had been largely for
 domestic display, and there was no open war. Israel and Palestine continued to argue
 over the implementation of the Oslo accords, but there was less fighting than before.
 Moderates had strengthened their position in Iran. The Association of South-east
 Asian Nations brought China into discussions in its Regional Forum and admitted
 Burma, Laos and Cambodia to its membership. Everyone hoped and many expected
 that the imbalance in the international economy at the end of the decade, whereby
 half the annual increase in world demand was being accounted for by private
 spending in the United States, would be offset by recovery in Japan and western
 Europe. The economic crisis in Russia persisted, but the IMF was lenient. The crises
 in north- and south-east Asia had not had the consequences that many feared, either
 in Asia itself or in the 'emerging markets' beyond; indeed, they produced a will to
 try to regulate the speculative activities of the hedge funds and the careless
 interbank lending that prompted them. There was progress in the negotiations on
 the terms of China's entry to the WTO. Competitive electoral politics appeared to
 be reasonably secure in most of Europe and Latin America, to have been strength
 ened in Thailand, and to be establishing themselves in Indonesia. Even those who
 remained critical of some of the actions of the United States could perhaps have
 agreed in 1999 that 'with the demise of the Cold War, virtually all the major
 problems that afflicted Great Power relations over the last half-century have been
 resolved'.4

 Liberal theorists of international politics have been accordingly sanguine. Some
 have argued that the United States' willingness to listen to other liberal states, the
 'co-binding' consequences of institutions of international security and economic
 cooperation, and an increasingly widespread agreement on 'civic values' have

 4 John Mueller, and Karl Mueller, 'Sanctions of Mass Destruction', Foreign Affairs, 78:3 (1999), p. 43.
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 together created a 'structural liberalism' that has outlasted the Cold War and been
 strengthened since.5 The proliferation of international agents and of the connections
 between them, some have added, make it appropriate to see power as an expanding
 resource from which all can benefit rather than as acts in which if there are winners,
 there have also to be losers.6 The new liberalism, others have said, makes it possible
 once again to look forward to a community of states whose members will identify at
 least as closely with each other's well-being as with their own, to lively civil societies
 that will act apart from states on an increasingly international stage, and to a
 'cosmopolitan', or at least 'cosmopolitical', democracy.7 Some have even suggested
 that one could now imagine 'governance without government'.8

 Liberal philosophers have offered grounds for such hopes. J?rgen Habermas
 continues to press his belief that individuals can be motivated to abstract themselves
 from existing political institutions in a 'decentred' public sphere in which they can
 discover and converge on their true interests in autonomy and agreement.9 John
 Rawls, moving from assumptions of self-interest informed by reflection on our
 moral intuitions from behind a veil of ignorance, through a Kantian ideal of the
 moral subject to the normative principles of a liberal society, proposes a more
 pointedly 'political liberalism' in which those who live in the same political society
 but have different conceptions of the good will agree that they have in the interests
 of justice 'reasonably' to accept that they cannot seek to convert or otherwise trump
 each other.10 Michael Walzer, whose particularist or 'communitarian' starting point
 is acknowledged in Rawls' decision to start from a liberal society, argues that
 although 'morality is thick from the beginning, culturally integrated, fully resonant',
 it does reveal itself 'thinly on specific occasions, when moral language is turned to
 specific purposes'; and that when excited by the 'vicarious endorsement' of the
 claims of those beyond one's own community, these can be purposes in common.11

 5 David Deudney and G. John Ikenberry, 'The Nature and Sources of International Order', Review of
 International Studies, 25 (1999), pp. 179-96.

 6 Paul Hirst, 'The Eighty Years' Crisis, 1919-1999: Power', in Tim Dunne, Michael Cox and Ken Booth
 (eds.), The Eighty Years' Crisis: International Relations 1919-1999 (Cambridge: Cambridge University
 Press, 1998), pp. 133^18. This is the implication also of Deudney and Ikenberry's argument. 'Realist
 theories of balance of power, hegemony, sovereignty, and nationalism', they argue, 'fail to capture the
 core dynamics of the liberal international order'; 'The nature and sources of liberal international
 order', p. 195.

 7 For example, Alexander Wendt, 'Collective Identity Formation and the International State', American
 Political Science Review, 88 (1994), pp. 384-96; Commission on Global Governance, Our Global
 Neighbourhood (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995); Daniele Archibugi, David Held and Martin
 K?hler (eds.), Reimagining Political Community: Studies in Cosmopolitan Democracy (Cambridge:
 Polity, 1998). The adjective 'cosmopolitical' is from Carol C. Gould, Rethinking Democracy: Freedom
 and Social Cooperation in Politics, Economy and Society (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
 1988), pp. 307-28.

 8 James N. Rosenau and Ernst-Otto Czempiel (eds.), Governance without Government: Order and
 Change in World Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992); Commission on Global
 Governance, Our Global Neighbourhood.

 9 J?rgen Habermas, 'Three Normative Models of Democracy', Constellations, 1:1 (1994), pp. 1-10;
 Between Facts and Norms: Contributions to a Discourse Theory of Law and Democracy (Cambridge
 MA: MIT Press, 1996).

 10 John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1971); John Rawls,
 Political Liberalism, 2nd edn., reprint, 1993 (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996); John
 Rawls, 'The Idea of Public Reason Revisited', University of Chicago Law Review, 64 (1997),
 pp. 765-807.

 11 Michael Walzer, Thick and Thin: Moral Argument at Home and Abroad (London: University of Notre
 Dame Press, 1994), p. 4.
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 Onora O'Neill, intent on avoiding the assumptions of a metaphysical or empirically
 particular kind that are made by Habermas, Rawls and the communitarians, starts
 from a more abstract, 'non-idealising' and 'banal', conception of agents. Because
 even the most particular reasons that people have to act, she suggests, presuppose 'a
 framework of more inclusive and indeterminate principles', because whenever their
 'activity assumes a plurality of finite and connected others' they are 'committed to
 including those others within the scope of their ethical consideration', and because
 connections in the modern world are as they are, their reasons to act now have a
 cosmopolitan scope.12 Not all of these arguments have been intended, like O'Neill's
 own, to extend to relations across frontiers; but all can be made to do so, and by the
 new idealists, frequently are. Individuals, the liberals have once again become
 convinced, are capable of acting rationally in a constructively reciprocal manner,
 and political frontiers have no moral force.

 In the demonstrated commitment of Western states to expanding markets and the
 extension and eventual consolidation of civil and political rights, the new world is
 indeed more liberal than the old. But the liberals' own accounts of why this should
 be have not always exposed the paradox in its having become so. This is especially
 evident in the politics of 'the new interventionism' and those of the international
 economy. In the the new interventionism, it is claimed, the tension between order
 and justice has at last been resolved. In the international economy, the prosperity
 that ensures them both is secured. The paradox is that these two moves can subvert
 what they claim to secure.

 The new interventionism

 The Cold War suspended the argument between those who were committed to a
 society of sovereign states in which each state defended its government's interests
 and committed itself only to those rules and institutions of international politics
 which existed to sustain that sovereignty, and those who aspired to a society in
 which sovereignty could be superseded in the interests of what had come to be called
 'human rights'. The 'rights' were formally acknowledged by most, but their practical
 extension was a matter for the government of each state alone. The Cold War also
 restricted the 'self-determination of peoples' to those who happened to find them
 selves in territories that had been defined as the territories they were by colonial rule.
 Even where a possible new state, unlike many of the former colonies, might be
 viable, no further self-determination was considered. Against the insistence of its
 member states on their sovereignty, there was little effort to meet the United
 Nations' formal obligation to promote international peace and security, and the
 attempts that were made were regularly vetoed on its Security Council. A distinction
 accordingly developed between intervening on humanitarian grounds, which states
 would not countenance, and intervening to keep a peace; and even intervening to
 keep a peace was only possible if the states between whom the peace was to be kept

 12 Onora O'Neill, Towards Justice and Virtue: A Constructive Account of Practical Reasoning
 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), p. 113, passim. O'Neill is careful to say that this
 does not presume the justice or virtue of a world state; it is merely 'argument to show that, at least in
 our world, foreigners count', and why.
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 were willing. Practical idealism was otherwise restricted to those institutions of the
 United Nations charged with the welfare of refugees and children and to
 nongovernmental organisations that were allowed to operate within the bounds of
 sovereignty and the consent of states. Elsewhere, what had come to be called
 'realism' prevailed.13 Some have suggested that in a different history, the question of

 when and on what grounds intervention in the internal affairs of a state could be
 justified might at last have been resolved.14 There would have been a will to find a
 balance between the commitment in the United Nations Charter to to international

 peace and security and the sovereign equality of states, and with the will, a way. The
 interventions of the 1990s, they argue, failed largely because the Cold War still cast
 its shadow.

 The invasion of Cambodia by Vietnam in 1978 was a move in the Cold War itself.
 It had been supported by the Soviet Union but opposed by China and the United
 States as well as by the majority of the members of the United Nations, who
 regarded it as a simple violation of sovereignty. It was only when the Soviet Union
 decided to withdraw its support for foreign adventures in the mid 1980s that the
 violation could be discussed. Vietnam, now weakened, apologised to China for its
 invasion, and Security Council was able to agree to support a political settlement.

 Nonetheless, the UN had to acknowledge the existing sovereignties. It was required
 to manage a transition to elections in 1993 through a Supreme National Council
 that included both Vietnam's puppet government and the still formally legitimate

 Khmer Rouge, which Vietnam had usurped (and from which the leader of Vietnam's
 government in Cambodia, Hun Sen, had himself defected). Since Cambodia had not
 been put under trusteeship, the United Nations Transitional Authority had merely
 the responsibility, not the power, to ensure that the contenders kept to the spirit of
 the agreement. Not given the resources to exercise the responsibility it did have, even
 though its operation was at the time the most costly of those that had been mounted
 by the UN, UNTAC had to devolve more than it would have liked to the institutions
 of the existing government. The outcome of its work in the election in 1993 was to
 lead to an unsatisfactory coalition between Hun Sen's Cambodian People's Party
 and the royalists. The deadlock remained unresolved by a subsequent coup by Hun
 Sen and a second election in 1998.

 In Somalia, the end of the Cold War precipitated the dictatorial president into
 clan enmities that he had himself exacerbated by using both Soviet and American
 arms to maintain his power. President Bush, having at first resisted American
 involvement in peace-keeping in the country, changed his mind after his defeat in
 1992. The United States was now prepared to act unilaterally, but preferred inter
 national support. Support in December 1992 for what became the first humanitarian
 intervention authorised under Chapter VII of the United Nations charter was
 unanimous. The intervention, however, was in a state without a state. Inevitably, the

 13 There is an excellent summary of this state of affairs in James Mayall, 'Introduction', in James
 Mayall (ed.), The New Interventionism, 1991-1994: United Nations Experience in Cambodia, Former
 Yugoslavia and Somalia (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 1-24. Mayall follows
 Bull's distinction between the 'pluralists', upholding the sovereignty of states and international rules
 and institutions to sustain that sovereignty, and the 'solidarists', aspiring to something more. On the
 effective statehood of the ex-colonial territories, see Robert H. Jackson, Quasi-States: Sovereignty,
 International Relations and the Third World (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990).

 14 Mayall, 'Introduction', p. 6, although he is himself sceptical.
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 forces that were charged with it were drawn into the fights between the clans. They
 left the country nearly three years later having achieved little beyond the restitution
 of some devastated agricultural areas.

 The Cold War (and Tito's skill) had also suppressed enmities and resentments in
 the Socialist Federal Republic of Yugoslavia which, it might less persuasively be
 argued, might otherwise have been resolved. When Slovenia and Croatia declared
 their independence from the federation in 1991, the international community's long
 inattention to questions of secession led to a muddle in the course of which, having
 been faced with unilateral declarations of independence by Slovenia and Croatia,
 it decided to agree that Yugoslavia had conveniently dissolved itself. (In its
 acknowledgement of the right of the constituent republics to secede, the constitution
 of the Federal Republic formally allowed it to do so.) The Serbs then argued that
 Serbian populations in Croatia and Bosnia-Herzegovina had the right to secede
 from secession. Having first intervened to keep the peace in fights between the Serb
 dominated Yugoslavia, Croatia and the parties in Bosnia-Herzegovina, then on
 humanitarian grounds, then to prevent further disputes about self-determination, the
 governments that had become involved in the administration of the collapse of the
 Federal Republic through the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe,
 the European Union, and the UN accepted a separate state of Bosnia-Herzegovina
 and some autonomy within it for the Serbian Republika Srpska.15

 The interventions in Cambodia, Somalia and the former Yugoslavia in the first
 half of the 1990s were outcomes of the end of the Cold War, and were guided still
 by the priorities and conventions that prevailed in that war. So also was Russia's
 suppression of the attempted secession of Chechnya in 1994. In the intervention
 later in the decade, however, in the dispute between the Federal Republic of

 Yugoslavia and the Albanian Kosovans, priorities changed and conventions were
 broken. Kosovo had a territorial identity and its own structures of government,
 retained a separate federal status, and was acknowledged in the Federal presidency.
 In 1989, the government of the Federal Republic suspended its autonomy and made
 it part of the Serbian republic. Even when Western governments responded in 1997
 to the Federal Government's subsequent use of force against the Albanian Kosovars,
 whose Kosovo Liberation Army had in turn been using force against Serbs in the
 province, they continued to point to the restrictions in Chapter VII of the United
 Nations Charter, and refused the Albanian Kosovars' claim to statehood. They
 demanded the cessation of repression and the withdrawal of Serbian forces. But they
 also wanted a political settlement that would respect Serbia's territorial unity. To
 use force themselves, they at first believed, would strengthen Kosovo's claim to
 independence. When Serbia rejected their demands, and in late 1998 and early 1999
 allowed more attacks on Albanian Kosovars, a 'Contact Group' of Western states
 changed its mind. To their relief and surprise, the Secretary-General of the UN
 himself told an audience at NATO headquarters in the January that in view of the
 experience in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the organization should now consider using

 15 Mats Berdal and Michael Leifer, 'Cambodia'; Spyros Economides and Paul Taylor, 'Former
 Yugoslavia'; loan Lewis and James Mayall, 'Somalia'; in Mayall, The New Interventionism, pp. 25-58,
 59-93, 94-124. A full and illuminating account of the events in Yugoslavia in the first half of the
 1990s is Susan L. Woodward, Balkan Tragedy: Chaos and Dissolution after the Cold War
 (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1995); I am grateful to Helen Thompson for this reference.
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 Liberalism since the Cold War 151

 military means to halt internal conflict 'particularly against the wishes of the
 government of a sovereign state'.16 This NATO decided to do.

 The 'non-negotiable' demands for a new interim settlement at Rambouillet in
 1999 included the condition that NATO, supplemented by the OSCE, would oversee
 its implementation. Force, it was now argued, was justified by the fact that such a
 settlement was itself necessary to avert a humanitarian catastrophe. The Serbians
 could not or would not meet the stringent new demands, which in including the
 provision for an eventual referendum on the province's future, threatened their
 territorial integrity, and force was deployed against them. The defence that was
 offered for the demands at Rambouillet, moreover, was new. With the connivance of
 the Secretary-General of the United Nations, but without seeking the approval of
 the Security Council, an alliance of liberal powers had taken it upon themselves to
 enforce the agreement they sought. In June 1999, pressed to do so by the Group of
 Seven industrial countries and with the agreement eventually of Russia, which
 secured for the Serbs the removal of any commitment to a referendum in Kosovo,
 the transfer of authority from NATO to the UN, a refusal to recognise the KLA,
 and the presence of Russian troops, the Security Council agreed, China abstaining,
 that Serbia should leave Kosovo to be administered by 'international civil and
 security presences' under UN authority. The principle of non-interference had been
 sacrificed to the enforcement of human rights, and an argument had been found to
 defend the use of arms for humanitarian intervention. Meanwhile, the choice
 between maintaining the territorial integrity of a sovereign state and allowing the
 self-determination of part of its population was postponed. Kosovo, still formally
 part of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, was in effect to become a UN
 protectorate.

 These might at first sight seem to be reasons for liberal delight. Even Lee Kuan
 Yew, always the coolest and often the most intelligent of realists, described the
 demonstration by NATO in the spring of 1999 that 'no government can act bar
 barically to its own people' as 'a fundamental advance in international relations'.17
 (Lee forgot that a similar qualification to sovereignty had been allowed for in the
 Peace of Westphalia.)18 Yet whatever the arguments for and against the principle of
 maintaining the territorial integrity of sovereign states, these have not been and
 cannot be arguments that are consistently applied. In Iraq, it is true, the Western
 powers have stopped short of allowing the secession of disaffected and persecuted
 groups in the north and south of the country. With the convenience of NATO
 airfields in Turkey, whose own 'humanitarian' violations have not been subject to the
 pressure put on Iraq itself, and the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, the United
 States and other Western powers have instead imposed 'no-fly zones' and fierce
 economic sanctions that can themselves be regarded as a humanitarian abuse.19 In
 Yugoslavia, the constitution of the Federal Republic was used as a fig-leaf to allow
 Croatia, Slovenia and Bosnia-Hertzegovina to secede. But because a larger propor
 tion of Kosovans than Croatians had already expressed their wish to do so, this was
 not a right granted to Kosovo. Nuclear powers, like China, can be as confident that

 16 Marc Weller, 'The Rambouillet Conference on Kosovo', International Affair s, 75 (1999), p. 221.
 17 'Veteran Asian Leader Scorns US policy', Financial Times, 19 May 1999.
 18 Leo Gross, 'The Peace of Westphalia, 1648-1948', American Journal of International Law, 42:20

 (1948), pp. 20^1.
 19 Mueller and Mueller, 'Sanctions of Mass Destruction'.
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 force will not be used against a country that has 'missiles with nuclear tips' as can
 those, as in Africa, who know that it will not be used where it cannot prevail.20

 Inconsistency in a world of variable wills and unequal powers is unsurprising.
 That the new interventions are self-evidently a function of the power to intervene,
 however, should give liberals pause. The sacrifice of the principle of non-interference
 in the affairs of a sovereign state to the principle that human rights should if neces
 sary be enforced against a state that denies them has been defended on principled
 grounds. In the words of the Secretary-General of NATO, the decision to use arms
 to force a settlement over Kosovo was 'not about oil, or money, or new trade routes',
 but 'values'.21 Carl Schmitt, smarting in Germany in the 1920s under the terms of
 Versailles and decisions of the League of Nations, had seen the paradox.

 When a state fights its political enemy in the name of humanity, it is not a war for the sake of
 humanity, but a war wherein a particular state seeks to usurp a universal concept against its
 military opponent. At the expense of its opponent, it tries to identify itself with humanity in
 the same way as one can misuse justice, peace, progress, and civilisation in order to claim
 these as one's own and to deny the same to the enemy ... To confiscate the word humanity,
 to invoke and monopolise such a term probably has certain incalculable effects, such as
 denying the enemy the quality of being human and declaring him to be an outlaw of
 humanity; and a war can thereby be driven to the most extreme inhumanity.22

 Schmitt was a romantic, and had a detectable nostalgia for a time when enemies
 were treated with honour. His perception, however, was correct. In Kosovo, NATO
 worked with the motley KLA, which was itself acting against a sovereign state and
 except when it suited the 'Contact Group' for it not to do so, against the expressed
 wishes also of the Western powers.23 The organization acknowledged that like the
 Western air forces over Iraq, it was using munitions of depleted uranium whose
 residue of uranium oxide would have adverse and lasting effects on health.24 It
 fought a war to stop ethnic cleansing, and intensified it.25

 For the application of such means, a new and essentially pacificist vocabulary has been
 invented. War is condemned but executions, sanctions, punitive expeditions, pacifications,
 protection of treaties, international police, and measures to assure peace remain. The
 adversary is thus no longer called an enemy but a disturber of peace and is thereby
 designated to be an outlaw of humanity.26

 20 The phrase is Lee's, 'Veteran Asian Leader Scorns US policy'. Others believe that China fears the
 precedent set by NATO's intervention in Yugoslavia in 1999, Anti-NATO Stance Draws Russia and
 China Together', Financial Times, 10 June 1999.

 21 'Diplomat at War', Financial Times, 15-16 May 1999; 'Blair Doctrine to Tackle Brutal Regimes',
 Financial Times, 23 April 1999.

 22 Carl Schmitt, The Concept of the Political, George Schwab (ed., trans.), with a foreword by Tracy B.
 Strong, reprint, 1932 (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1996), p. 54. The limiting case,
 Schmitt notes, is the war fought to end all wars, which 'degrades the enemy into moral and other
 categories and is forced to make of him a monster that must not only be defeated but also utterly
 destroyed. In other words, he is an enemy who no longer must be compelled to retreat into his
 borders only', p. 36.

 23 Chris Hedges, 'Kosovo's Next Masters?', Foreign Affairs, 78:3 (1999), pp. 24-42.
 24 'Nothing to Worry About, Says NATO', The Independent, 15 May 1999.
 25 First estimates are that perhaps 2,000-3,000 people had died in Kosovo before the war began; by its

 end, perhaps 6,000 Serb soldiers, 2,000 Serb civilians and 100,000 Kosovars might have done so,
 'Messy War, Messy Peace', The Economist, 12 June 1999, pp. 17-18.

 26 Schmitt, The Concept of the Political, p. 79.
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 This is not to suggest that those against whom NATO's force was deployed over
 Serbia and Kosovo were themselves innocent of what Schmitt predicted would be
 described as crimes against humanity. To NATO and many liberals, this was why the
 interventions were thought to be just. Nor is it to suggest that there was an
 equivalence of guilt. These are interesting and important issues, and in other
 contexts crucial. (NATO may however have compromised any subsequent justice in
 its advance publicity of the evidence against alleged 'war criminals'.) It is simply to
 say that the conflict between the NATO powers and the Federal Republic of
 Yugoslavia was political, and that it was political because it was a conflict. The
 point, as Schmitt put it, is not moral, but existential. There will be many motives for
 going to war, many reasons given for doing so, and many views on how acceptable
 these are. (For Schmitt himself, the one acceptable reason was if the enemy
 threatened 'one's own way of life'.)27 The fact is that war is the extreme instance of
 confrontation between friend and enemy, and that it is confrontation, whatever its
 motive, that is politics. To describe a confrontation of this kind, as those in the
 alliance have, as principled or 'humanitarian', is merely to describe one or other of
 the reasons for it. It is not to describe the fact of confrontation itself, which is a fact

 of power. Against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia in 1999, the power of NATO
 was used to enforce a conception of justice (and European interests) against existing
 international law.28

 The international economy

 Liberals, Schmitt predicted, will avoid talk of power. They will move instead
 'between ethics and economies'. 'From this polarity they attempt to annihilate the
 political as a domain of conquering power and repression .. . The state turns into
 society: on the ethical-intellectual side into an ideological humanitarian conception
 of humanity, and on the other into an economic-technical system of production and
 traffic'.29 He was as correct on the second count as on the first. The advocates of the

 new international economy have argued that in the aftermath of fixed exchange rates
 and capital controls, inflation, fiscal laxity, protection and public monopolies are
 against the interests of all except those who corruptly profit from the 'rents' that
 such practices allow them to extract. It is simply what John Williamson has called
 'common sense' to accept that in a world of deregulated exchange rates and the
 absence of controls on the movement of capital, financial stabilization and economic
 liberalization are essential to sustain a sound currency, international banking, a
 beneficial balance of internal and international trade, and the foreign investment
 that is essential to growth.30 This 'Washington consensus', as Williamson called it,
 has been enforced by the IMF and the World Bank. The two institutions have made
 it effectively impossible for weaker states to survive unless they observe the

 27 Ibid., p. 49.
 28 'Veteran Asian Leader Scorns US Policy'. Michael J. Glennon, 'The New Interventionism', Foreign

 Affairs, 78:3 (1999), pp. 2-7, is one who accepts that it was proper so to use it.
 29 Schmitt, The Concept of the Political, pp. 70, 72.
 30 John Williamson, 'Democracy and the "Washington Consensus'", World Development, 21 (1993),

 pp. 1329-36.
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 commonsensical conditions that the institutions put upon their lending. More
 recently, the WTO has made it difficult for states not to lose if they refuse to accept
 the organization's rules on international trade. The assumption is that the particular
 constellation of practices that has served the United States so well is a necessary
 condition of adapting to and succeeding in the new international economy. Coun
 tries that are not committed to eliminating subsidies for state-owned enterprises,
 privatizing what they can, balancing their budgets, lowering their tariffs, regulating
 their banks and removing restrictions on foreign investment; countries that do not,
 like the United States itself, provide an educational network that produces large
 numbers of competent engineers, a financial system that provides venture capital to
 unproven technologies, generous incentives for managers, and a flexible labour
 market, will not succeed.

 The economic prescriptions are debatable. The east Asian economies, whose
 growth has (except, so far, in Indonesia) survived the recession into which Japan fell
 in the early 1990s and the financial crisis that affected several economies in the
 region later in the decade, have famously done things differently. (The World Bank
 was in the early 1990s nevertheless reluctant to acknowledge the fact.)31 So also have
 several of the more successful economies in Europe, in which in contrast to the
 United States, the emphasis has been on incremental improvements in the quality of
 production, strong employers' associations, and different patterns of financing from
 those in either the United States or east Asia. But not only do the American-directed
 international institutions insist, in so far as they are able, on the American economic

 model. They also advocate what they take to be its political corollary, democracy in
 the American manner. The IMF and the World Bank and most of the regional
 development banks (with the exception of the European Bank for Reconstruction
 and Development that was set up to finance post-Communist Europe) have by their
 charters been prevented from insisting on explicitly political conditions of financial
 support. As Schmitt would have expected, they express their preferences in legal and
 administrative terms.32 But the irresistible implication has been that transparency,
 accountability, and the establishment and observance of a body of adequate civil law
 are themselves a function of a democratic politics, and unlikely to be realised under
 other kinds of regime. It has indeed become conventional in the post-Cold War
 years to presume that there is what Max Weber would have called an 'elective
 affinity' between economic liberalization and liberal democracy.

 The evidence for the connection is at best ambiguous. Singapore, for example, has
 an impeccably well-organised, prosperous and resilient economy that in virtue of its
 size has had no option but to accept the new rules of international finance and
 trade. Yet the People's Action Party government retains, in its Port Authority, one of
 the most successful public enterprises in Asia, attempts to restrict the distribution of
 critical publications, maintains the highest rate of judicial killing in the world, and

 31 Robert Wade, 'Japan, the World Bank, and the Art of Paradigm Maintenance: The East Asian
 Miracle in Political Perspective', New Left Review, 217 (1996), pp. 3-36.

 32 World Bank, Governance and Development (Washington, DC: World Bank, 1992). In a lecture in
 Cambridge in 1999, the President of the World Bank took pleasure in his account of how he had
 managed to persuade his board that corruption was a social rather than political problem, a problem,
 accordingly, that the Bank could address.
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 takes effective measures to prevent political opposition.33 (Singapore casts doubt
 also, for the moment, on the claim that whatever its political arrangements and
 cultural dispositions, no society can with closed doors stop what comes in through

 Windows. It is the first state to make it possible for all its citizens to be on-line, yet
 attempts to restrict their access. It fears that the Internet will make a transparent,
 market-based, decentralized and democratic society impossible to resist.)34 More
 consequentially, China, for which democracy in anything like the Western manner is
 still a question, is proceeding with the liberalization of finance, investment and
 trade.

 Liberals might reply that regimes of this kind cannot last. Yet the politics that the
 liberals favour are themselves unstable. The tacit preference, as the Brazilian Roberto

 Mangabeira Unger puts it, 'is relative democracy: democracy but not too much'.
 Too little can concentrate too much power in the state, too much can encourage too
 much resistance to it. In the one, collusion between finance and business can lead to
 an unresponsive government. In the other, as in the election of Hugo Chavez to the
 presidency of Venezuela in December 1998, anger at the inequalities that liberaliz
 ation brings can revive a taste for popular dictators. Each can undermine the liberal
 project. The preference is accordingly for constitutional rules and electoral arrange
 ments that keep power in the hands of an internationally controllable and nationally
 controlling political class, a civil society that presents no threat to that class, 'and
 media systems that help maintain the people at low levels of political engagement'.
 Only in a society like Cuba, Unger mischievously but not implausibly observes (or,
 one might add, like Singapore), in which inequalities have been reduced under a very
 different kind of political dispensation, might the instability be avoided.35

 The new international economy, unlike that which existed from the mid 1940s to
 the early 1970s, is not a politically deliberate creation. It emerged by default. Both
 directly, however, and by extending the agenda for the Bretton Woods institutions,
 the United States took advantage of it, and took what control it could. The irony, in
 the light of the conditions that the IMF and the World Bank imposed on their
 borrowers, was that Washington proceeded itself to borrow by selling Treasury
 Bonds to countries in western Europe and east Asia that had no wish to find
 themselves having to finance the world. John Ruggie has remarked that 'it was the
 fact of an American hegemony that was decisive after World War II, not merely
 American hegemony?6 In the absence of any effective competitor, this has been even
 more true since the 1980s.

 33 Christopher Tremewan, The Political Economy of Social Control in Singapore (London: Macmillan,
 1994); Garry Rodan, 'Elections without representation: the Singapore experience under the PAP', in

 Robert H. Taylor (ed.), The Politics of Elections in Southeast Asia (Cambridge: Woodrow Wilson
 Center Press and Cambridge University Press, 1996), pp. 61-89.

 34 This is the argument of Thomas L. Friedman, The Lexus and the Olive Tree (New York: Farrar,
 Strauss and Giroux, 1999). The image of closed doors and open windows is Barry Eichengreen's.

 35 Roberto Mangabeira Unger, Democracy Realised: The Progressive Alternative (London: Verso, 1998),
 pp. 68-9, 120. Geoffrey Hawthorn, 'Civil society, development and politics in the South' in Sudipta
 Kaviraj and Sunil Khilnani (eds.), Civil Society: History and Possibilities (Cambridge: Cambridge
 University Press, forthcoming).

 36 John Ruggie, 'Multilateralism: The Anatomy of an Institution', in John Ruggie (ed.), Multilateralism
 Matters: The Theory and Praxis of an Institutional Form (New York: Columbia University Press,
 1993), p. 31.
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 The persistence of politics

 The most optimistic liberals hoped that the post-Cold War world would be one in
 which a balance between mutually threatening states would be replaced by the
 pursuit of justice under a single liberal power. War would be superseded by the
 peaceful establishment of human rights under democratic regimes that would
 acknowledge the benefits of a liberal international economy. The problems that had
 afflicted Great Power relations in the previous half-century, not least those that arose
 in the conflict between order and justice, would have been solved. Now that there

 were no longer any alternatives to contest, all that remained would be to construct
 the cosmopolitan democracy that a perpetual peace between consensual republics
 would allow. In the extravagant imagination of Alexandre Koj?ve, who began his
 career as an Hegelian philosopher, ended it as an enthusiastic servant of the embryo
 of union in western Europe, and inspired Francis Fukuyama, religion would be
 dead, nature mastered, and the possible contents of life clear for all to see. There
 would be nothing left to oppose, nothing left to think. Politics would be at an end,
 and administration would rule.37

 In almost every respect, these expectations have been mistaken. The military
 power of the United States is supreme. Its conventional forces are superior to those
 of any other state, and although others may have nuclear weapons, none has a
 comparable capacity to deliver them, and none would benefit from doing so against
 the United States itself. The reach of American conventional forces, however, is not
 unlimited. It is also far from clear that public opinion in the United States would
 continue to countenance forays on the ground or even by air into disputes that risk
 lives and do not affect what is perceived as the security of the United States itself.
 Both facts were evident in NATO's intervention in Kosovo in 1999. It has
 accordingly become even more important to the United States that the membership
 of the organization be enlarged. In this way, other states can be asked to 'share the
 burden' of military action at the edges of western Europe and beyond that the
 United States would like to see taken but cannot be sure of being able to commit
 itself to alone. Meanwhile, NATO's action against Serbia was convenient to those
 politicians, like the German foreign foreign minister, Joschka Fischer, who see 'the
 decisive task of our age' in Europe to be that of turning the Union into a state.38 But
 the failure of the United States' request that its allies join it in action against Iraq in
 1997-98 has shown that the commitment of the existing members of NATO to
 action outside Europe is unreliable. Despite the initiative of a Partnership for Peace
 in 1993 and its more recent insistence on enlarging NATO itself, it seems unlikely
 that the United States will succeed in creating an alliance that is sufficiently wide and
 reliable to enable it to do what it wants to do. For this reason, and because the
 United States will want to offend China less than it wants to offend Russia, it also
 seems unlikely that it will succeed in further strengthening its Mutual Security Treaty
 with Japan and extending that agreement to other states in east Asia.

 37 Alexandre Koj?ve, Introduction to the Reading of Hegel (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1980),
 pp. 159-61; Robert Pippin, 'Being, Time and Politics: The Strauss-Kojeve Debate', in Idealism as

 Modernism: Hegelian Variations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), pp. 233-61; Perry
 Anderson, 'The Ends of History', in A Zone of Engagement (London: Verso, 1992), p. 324.

 38 Quoted by Andrew Gimson, 'The Green Man's Burden', The Spectator, 19 June 1999, p. 14.
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 These prospects are unsatisfactory both for those who see the United States as it
 sees itself, as the guarantor of peace and justice in the post-Cold War world, and for
 those who are alarmed by this ambition. To the first, it fails to guarantee defence
 against a conceivably resurgent Russia, an aggressive China, and other dangers that
 are as yet unseen. To the second, the weakness of such alliances frees the United
 States to continue to act capriciously in nominally liberal adventures which on their
 own terms fail and in their consequences, as in Iraq and Kosovo, not only extend
 suffering rather than contain it but also, in overriding international law, increase the
 possibility of what an understandably cross Secretary-General of the United
 Nations described in May 1999 as 'anarchy' in the world.39 For true liberals, the only
 solution, towards which there have been no moves in the 1990s, would be for the
 charter of the United Nations itself to be revised to give a lower priority to the
 sovereignty of states, for this, if it were to be agreed, would need to be accepted
 when the occasion arose by the permanent members of the Security Council, for the
 change to be acknowledged in international law.40 For others, meanwhile, who fear
 the absence of an effective balance of power, even the absence of effective power
 altogether, the best hope is that the present partially unipolar world becomes steadily
 more multipolar.

 This is not to suggest that the least bad future will be to return to the past.
 During the Cold War, the balance of power in the world was between states with
 quite different conceptions of economic and political order that directly threatened
 each other with force. Conceptions of politics and the histories and 'cultures' that
 might be said to ground these conceptions do continue to be different. That is why
 Samuel Huntington warned that the post-Cold War world would be one in which a
 conflict of cultures would replace a conflict of ideologies.41 But Huntington arguably
 exaggerated the differences he saw. He also overlooked the contrary effects of the
 new international economy. Russia is dependent on support from the IMF and in
 the foreseeable future will continue to be so. China, although naturally exploiting the

 United States' wish to maintain good relations in order to extract all the concessions
 it can, is plainly intent on joining the WTO. Even in the larger states in Latin

 America, Africa and Asia, in Brazil, for instance, or in India, as well as in China, it
 has been less conceivable in the 1990s than it was in the 1970s that those who believe

 themselves to be at an irremediable disadvantage in this economy would unite to
 press for a reform of the international financial institutions in order to protect
 themselves against the potentially damaging power of the markets in currency,
 goods and services.

 Only a few radical intellectuals, as much at variance with the balance of opinion
 in the political class in their own countries as with opinion in the North, have even
 suggested that they should press for such reforms.42 This is not to say that were
 reforms to be implemented, the economies of such countries would not benefit,

 39 'Annan Urges Role for UN', Financial Times, 20 May 1999.
 40 It is argued that 'sovereignty' is not sensibly seen as an all or nothing affair (Christopher W. Morris,

 An Essay on the Modern State (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), pp. 172-227). But
 whatever the arguments for qualifying it, it allows itself, once these arguments are accepted, to be
 overridden.

 41 Samuel P. Huntington, The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order (New York:
 Simon and Schuster, 1996).

 42 For instance Unger, Democracy Realized, pp. 84?6.
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 though to have the desired effect, the reforms would in turn require changes in the
 distribution of material advantage within the countries in question that are, in many
 cases, politically almost equally difficult to imagine. (One should nevertheless note
 that since the 1980s, the World Bank, appreciating that its original commitment as a
 bank for 'reconstruction and development' to directly productive investments was
 increasingly being met by private funds, has for reasons of principle and its own
 institutional survival concentrated on lending for social amelioration, including the
 alleviation of poverty.) To suggest that radical reform of the rules of the inter
 national economy is now unlikely is rather to say that the short- and medium-term
 advantages of accepting this economy as it is, together with the power of the United
 States, the IMF, the WTO, private banks, the markets in currencies, goods and
 services, and as Friedman and others argue, the new information technology, make it
 next to impossible to imagine sustained resistance. Only at the margins, in the
 regulation, for instance, of interbank lending and hedge funds and other sources of
 potentially destabilizing short-term finance, are South and North likely to agree.
 Only on this matter, because the South does not want to suffer the effects of forced
 sudden devaluations, and because the North does not want to have to finance their
 consequences, is there likely to be some action. In a more multipolar world, however,
 one might expect that the weaker states would, in negotiations on economic matters,
 suffer less direct and insistent political interference from the stronger.

 In one respect, therefore, Fukuyama was right. In matters of political economy,
 there are fewer alternatives than there were. Where he and others were mistaken in

 the euphoria that followed the turn in China after 1976 and the sudden collapse of
 the Soviet Union and its satellites in 1991 was in supposing that the new inter
 national economy would be one in which, within states, there would necessarily
 be only one kind of politics. A liberal economy does not require a fully liberal
 democracy, and the liberal democracies that do exist are compromises of a partial,
 possibly unstable, kind that knowingly stop some way short of affording citizens that
 'recognition' which, drawing on Koj?ve, Fukuyama believed they need and can now
 receive. But Fukuyama and those who have argued to a similar conclusion have at
 least seen that politics would continue. The mistake of the more ambitiously
 cosmopolitan liberals has been to suppose that the new world could be one in which
 politics would no longer be necessary. Practically, these people's picture appears to
 be of a gradually extending democracy which would be facilitated by an extension of
 forums to the world itself, propelled by ever expanding layers of 'civil society'.
 Theoretically, their picture is guided by the conviction that when freely considered,
 perhaps in the forums themselves, perhaps in 'civil society', conceptions of the ends
 of life beyond prosperity converge and eventually coincide. It is a picture of an
 eventually universal human association whose members come to see that the pursuit
 of power, even in the pursuit of prosperity, is a thing of the past.43

 43 There is an excellent account of the senses that have been given to 'civil society' and the incoherent
 expectations that its advocates have had of it in Lawrence Hamilton, 'Deconstructing "Civil Society":
 Institutions, Practices, Roles', unpublished Paper (Cambridge, 1999).
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 The paradox of liberal power

 If this is a mistake, which it surely is, the question for a liberal international politics
 at the end of the century is what kind of mistake it is. The world at the end of the
 century is one in which nearly three-quarters of states (the most obvious exceptions
 are Colombia in Latin America and many still in sub-Saharan Africa) retain their
 domestic authority but in which none is able to achieve what it wants from others by
 unilateral action; on most matters, even the presently most powerful of all has to
 seek multilateral support. There are nation-states, in short, and international
 'regimes'. Some scholars regard these regimes merely as vehicles in which govern

 ments pursue interests that they form elsewhere; some as arenas in which
 governments seek to derive advantage over others; some as communities in which
 governments act in concert for reasons that are themselves communal.44 In part, the
 arguments are empirical. In NATO's military engagement against the Federal
 Republic of Yugoslavia in 1999, the United States was arguably acting in the first
 manner; in the dispute in the WTO in 1999 over Europe's policy on the importation
 of bananas, it was acting in the second; in responding through the United Nations
 to Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in 1991, it was acting in the third; in the IMF, it acts in
 the first two and can convince itself that it is acting also in the third. The arguments,
 empirical and practical, will continue. In part, however, they are also conceptual.
 How should one now think of power, and of how is it used?

 Realists will accept that the United States must do what, to remain a state in a
 world of states, any state must do, which is to maintain its power and authority over
 its own citizens and in so far as it can, over other states also. To do this, it has at
 least to imagine an opponent, what Schmitt thought of as an 'enemy'. Not to have
 one, as Schmitt saw, is to cease to be political. And to cease to be political is to cease
 to act as a state.45 The difficulty now is that there are few obvious antagonists. The
 particular difficulty now for the United States (but not for the first time in the
 twentieth century) is that in the absence of such antagonists, Washington has either
 to invent them in talk of 'threats to its security' or to insist on its liberal rectitude.
 Under a weakening liberal president, who like other liberal presidents before him
 was inexperienced in world affairs, the temptation has proved irresistible. In acting in
 this way, however, the United States also demonstrates its own weakness, to
 overcome which it is prompted to act in the same way again, and in so doing, traps
 itself.

 Realists will say that this would be so even if the liberal project were to succeed in
 the way that the most optimistic cosmopolitans hope. 'Men work nothing well',

 Machiavelli remarked, 'if not through the necessity' of law and the force of arms;

 44 There is a good review of these positions, which the authors describe as liberal, realist and cognitivist,
 in Andreas Hasenclever, Peter Mayer and Volker Rittberger, Theories of International Regimes
 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997). In their case for a new 'structural liberalism' in 'The

 Nature and Sources of Liberal International Order', Deudney and Ikenberry emphasise the second,
 adding that the advantages can be absolute as well as relative, and the third.

 45 An enemy exists only when, at least potentially, one fighting collectivity of people confronts a similar
 collectivity. The enemy is solely the public enemy, because everything that has a relationship to such a
 collectivity of men, particularly to a whole nation, becomes public by virtue of such a relationship',
 Schmitt, The Concept of the Political, p. 28.

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.73 on Wed, 22 Nov 2017 15:03:40 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 160 Geoffrey Hawthorn

 'where choice abounds', 'everything fills up with confusion and disorder'.46 Liberals
 might reply that were there to be but one law in the world, freely arrived at, and one
 force to uphold this law, there would be no enemy, and politics in Schmitt's sense
 would end. The realists will retort that if Machiavelli was right, this would have to
 be a world in which the need for choice would have disappeared or in which, if it
 had not, new choices were forbidden. In the meantime, politics continues. The
 paradox of a liberal hegemony in the post-Cold War world is that it is weak because
 it cannot convincingly be demonstrated, and in so far as it can be, threatens to
 undermine the principles on which it is. In the 1920s, Schmitt rightly insisted that the
 authority of the Rechtstaat lies in its opposition to the Machtstaat. If a Rechtstaat
 itself becomes a Machtstaat, it risks losing that authority. (In the early 1930s,
 Schmitt himself forgot the point and advocated what he called a 'qualitatively' total
 state. In his admiration for Hobbes' point of departure, he forgot Hobbes' insistence
 on the right to defend oneself against the state when it demands one's life).47 For a
 world in which liberals dominate, the implication is plain. Nietzsche remarked that if
 men do not have external enemies, they become enemies to themselves.48 It is the fate
 of liberal powers also to become enemies to themselves when they do.

 46 Niccol? Machiavelli, Sergio Bertelli (ed.), // Principe e Discorsi Sopra la Prima De?? di Tito Livio, vol.
 1 (Milan: Feltrinelli, 1961), p. 136, quoted by Sebastian de Grazia, Machiavelli in Hell (Brighton:

 Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1989), p. 198.
 47 John P. McCormick, Carl Schmitt's Critique of Liberalism: Against Politics as Technology

 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997), pp. 249-89. In 1936, Schmitt ended his association
 with the National Socialist government. By 1944, he appeared to have accepted what in the 1930s he
 had denied; McCormick, pp. 300-1.

 48 Friedrich Nietzsche, Keith Ansell-Pearson (ed.), Carol Diethe (trans.), On the Genealogy of Morality,
 reprint, 1887 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1994), pp. 61-2.

This content downloaded from 81.152.81.73 on Wed, 22 Nov 2017 15:03:40 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms


	Contents
	145
	146
	147
	148
	149
	150
	151
	152
	153
	154
	155
	156
	157
	158
	159
	160

	Issue Table of Contents
	Review of International Studies, Vol. 25, The Interregnum: Controversies in World Politics 1989-1999 (Dec., 1999), pp. i-ii, 1-304
	Volume Information
	Front Matter
	Introduction: The Interregnum: Controversies in World Politics, 1989-99 [pp. 3-19]
	Historical Perspectives
	The Rise and Fall of the Cold War in Comparative Perspective [pp. 21-39]
	History Ends, Worlds Collide [pp. 41-57]
	Globalization and National Governance: Antinomy or Interdependence? [pp. 59-88]
	Beyond Westphalia? Capitalism after the 'Fall' [pp. 89-104]

	Contending Visions
	The Potentials of Enlightenment [pp. 105-125]
	Marxism after Communism: Beyond Realism and Historicism [pp. 127-144]
	Liberalism since the Cold War: An Enemy to Itself? [pp. 145-160]
	Clausewitz Rules, OK? The Future Is the past: With GPS [pp. 161-182]

	Geopolitical Landscapes
	Mission Impossible? The IMF and the Failure of the Market Transition in Russia [pp. 183-200]
	Europe after the Cold War: Interstate Order or Post-Sovereign Regional System? [pp. 201-223]
	Where Is the Third World Now? [pp. 225-244]
	Whatever Happened to the Pacific Century? [pp. 245-269]
	Still the American Century [pp. 271-299]

	Back Matter



