PERPETUAL PEACE

Immanuel Kant

SECTION Il: CONTAINING THE DEFINITIVE
ARTICLES FOR PERPETUAL PEACE
AMONG STATES

The state of peace among men living side by side is not the natural state (status naturalis);
the natural state is one of war. This does not always mean open hostilities, but at least an
unceasing threat of war. A state of peace, therefore, must be established, for in qrder tobe
secured against hostility it is not sufficient that hostilities simply be not commltt.ed; apq,
unless this security is pledged to each by his neighbor (a thing that can occur only inacivil
state), each may treat his neighbor, from whom he demands this security, as an enemy.

First Definitive Article for Perpetual Peace

“ThE CIviL CONSTITUTION OF EVERY STATE SHOULD BE REPUBLICAN” The only constitu-
tion which derives from the idea of the original compact, and on which all juridical leg-
islation of a people must be based, is the republican. . ‘

... The republican constitution, besides the purity of its origin (having sprung fr.om
the pure source of the concept of law), also gives a favorable prospect for th; .desue.d
consequence, i.., perpetual peace. The reason is this: if th_e copsent of thF: c1.tlzens is
required in order to decide that war should be declared (and in this const1tut.1on 1t. cannot
but be the case), nothing is more natural than that they would be very cautious in com-
mencing such a poor game, decreeing for themselves all the calamities of war. Among
the latter would be: having to fight, having to pay the costs of war from their own re-
sources, having painfully to repair the devastation war leaves behind, and, to.ﬁll up the
measure of evils, load themselves with a heavy national debt that would embitter peace
itself and that can never be liquidated on account of constant wars in the futurc_e. Bu.t, on
the other hand, in a constitution which is not republican, and under which thej subjects
are not citizens, a declaration of war is the easiest thing in the world to decide upon,
because war does not require of the ruler, who is the proprietor and not a member of thp
state, the least sacrifice of the pleasures of his table, the chase, his country houses, his
court functions, and the like. He may, therefore, resolve on war as on a pleasure party for
the most trivial reasons, and with perfect indifference leave the justification which
decency requires to the diplomatic corps who are ready to provide it. . . .
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Second Definitive Article for a Perpetual Peace

“THE LAW OF NATIONS SHALL BE FOUNDED ON A FEDERATION OF FREE STATES” Peoples,
as states, like individuals, may be judged to injure one another merely by their coexis-
tence in the state of nature (i.e., while independent of external laws). Each of them may
and should for the sake of its own security demand that the others enter with it into a con-
stitution similar to the civil constitution, for under such a constitution each can be secure
in his right. This would be a league of nations, but it would not have to be a state con-
sisting of nations. That would be contradictory, since a state implies the relation of a su-
perior (legislating) to an inferior (obeying) i.e., the people, and many nations in one state
would then constitute only one nation. This contradicts the presupposition, for here we
have to weigh the rights of nations against each other so far as they are distinct states and
not amalgamated into one. ,

When we see the attachment of savages to their lawless freedom, preferring cease-
less combat to subjection to a lawful constraint which they might establish, and thus pre-
ferring senseless freedom to rational freedom, we regard it with deep contempt as
barbarity, rudeness, and a brutish degradation of humanity. Accordingly, one would think
that civilized people (each united in a state) would hasten all the more to escape, the sooner
the better, from such a depraved condition. But, instead, each state places its majesty (for
it is absurd to speak of the majesty of the people) in being subject to no external juridical
restraint, and the splendor of its sovereign consists in the fact that many thousands stand
at his command to sacrifice themselves for something that does not concern them and
without his needing to place himself in the least danger. The chief difference between
European and American savages lies in the fact that many tribes of the latter have been
eaten by their enemies, while the former know how to make better use of their conquered
enemies than to dine off them; they know better how to use them to increase the number
of their subjects and thus the quantity of instruments for even more extensive wars.

When we consider the perverseness of human nature which is nakedly revealed in
the uncontrolled relations between nations (this perverseness being veiled in the state of
civil law by the constraint exercised by government), we may well be astonished that the
word “law” has not yet been banished from war politics as pedantic, and that no state has
yet been bold enough to advocate this point of view. Up to the present, Hugo Grotius,
Pufendorf, Vattel, and many other irritating comforters have been cited in justification
of war, though their code, philosophically or diplomatically formulated, has not and can-
not have the least legal force, because states as such do not stand under a common ex-
ternal power. There is no instance on record that a state has ever been moved to desist
from its purpose because of arguments backed up by the testimony of such great men.
But the homage which each state pays (at least in words) to the concept of law proves
that there is slumbering in man an even greater moral disposition to become master of
the evil principle in himself (which he cannot disclaim) and to hope for the same from
others. Otherwise the word “law” would never be pronounced by states which wish to
war upon one another; it would be used only ironically, as a Gallic prince interpreted it
when he said, “It is the prerogative which nature has given the stronger that the weaker
should obey him.”
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States do not plead their cause before a tribunal; war alone is their way of bringing
suit. But by war and its favorable issue in victory, right is not decided, and though by
treaty of peace this particular war is brought to an end, the state of war, of always find-
ing a new pretext to hostilities, is not terminated. Nor can this be declared wrong, con-
sidering the fact that in this state each is the Jjudge of his own case, Notwithstanding, the
obligation which men in a lawless condition have under the natural law, and which re-
quires them to abandon the state of nature, does not quite apply to states under the law
of nations, for as states they already have an internal juridical constitution and have thus
outgrown compulsion from others to submit to a more extended lawful constitution ac-
cording to their ideas of right. This is true in spite of the fact that reason, from its throne
of supreme moral legislating authority, absolutely condemns war as a legal recourse and
makes a state of peace a direct duty, even though peace cannot be established or secured
except by a compact among nations.

For these reasons there must be a league of a particular kind, which can be called a
league of peace (foedus pacificum), and which would be distinguished from a treaty of
peace (pactum pacis) by the fact that the latter terminates only one war, while the for-
mer seeks to make an end of all wars forever. This league does not tend to any dominion
over the power of the state but only to the maintenance and security of the freedom of
the state itself and of other states in league with it, without there being any need for them
to submit to civil laws and their compulsion, as men in 4 state of nature must submit.

The practicability (objective reality) of this idea of federation, which should gradu-
ally spread to all states and thus lead to perpetual peace, can be proved. For if fortune di-
rects that a powerful and enlightened people can make itselfa republic, which by its nature
must be inclined to perpetual peace, this gives a fulcrum to the federation with other states
so that they may adhere to it and thus secure freedom under the idea of the law of nations.
By more and more such associations, the federation may be gradually extended.

We may readily conceive that a people should say, “There ought to be no war among
us, for we want to make ourselves into a state; that is, we want to establish a supreme
legislative, executive, and judiciary power which will reconcile our differences peace-
ably.” But when this state says, “There ought to be no war between myself and other
states, even though I acknowledge no supreme legislative power by which our rights are
mutually guaranteed,” it is not at all clear on what I can base my confidence in my own
rights unless it is the free federation, the surrogate of the civil social order, which reason
necessarily associates with the concept of the law of nations—assuming that something
is really meant by the latter.

The concept of a law of nations as a right to make war does not really mean anything,
because it is then a law of deciding what is right by unilateral maxims through force and
not by universally valid public laws which restrict the freedom of each one. The only con-
ceivable meaning of such a law of nations might be that it serves men right who are so in-
clined that they should destroy each other and thus find perpetual peace in the vast grave
that swallows both the atrocities and their perpetrators. For states in their relation to each
other, there cannot be any reasonable way out of the lawless condition which entails only
war except that they, like individual men, should give up their savage (lawless) freedom,
adjust themselves to the constraints of public law, and thus establish a continuously growing
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state consisting of various nations (civitas gentium), which will ultimately include all the
nations of the world. But under the idea of the law of nations they do not wish this, and
reject in practice what is correct in theory. If all is not to be lost, there can be, then, in place
of the positive idea of a world republic, only the negative surrogate of an alliance which
averts war, endures, spreads, and holds back the stream of those hostile passions which
fear the law though such an alliance is in constant peril of their breaking loose again. Furor
impius intus . . . fremit horridus ore cruento (Virgi). . . .

First Supplement: Of the Guarantee for Perpetual Peace

The guarantee of perpetual peace is nothing less than that great artist, nature (natura
daedala rerum). In her mechanical course we see that her aim is to produce a harmony
among men, against their will and indeed through their discord. As a necessity working
according to laws we do not know, we call it destiny. But considering its design in world
history, we call it “providence,” inasmuch as we discern in it the profound wisdom of a
higher cause which predetermines the course of nature and directs it to the objective fi-
nal end of the human race.

. . . Before we more narrowly define the guarantee which nature gives, it is neces-
sary to examine the situation in which she has placed her actors on her vast stage, a sit-
uation which finally assures peace among them. Then we shall see how she accomplishes
the latter. Her preparatory arrangements are:

1. In every region of the world she has made it possible for men to live.

2. By war she has driven them even into the most inhospitable regions in order to
populate them.

3. By the same means, she has forced them into more or less lawful relations
with each other. . . .

The first instrument of war among the animals which man learned to tame and to do-
mesticate was the horse (for the elephant belongs to later times, to the luxury of already
established states). The art of cultivating certain types of plants (grain) whose original
characteristics we do not know, and the increase and improvement of fruits by trans-
plantation and grafting (in Europe perhaps only the crab apple and the wild pear), could
arise only under conditions prevailing in already established states where property was
secure. Before this could take place, it was necessary that men who had first subsisted in
anarchic freedom by hunting, fishing, and sheepherding should have been forced into an
agricultural life. Then salt and iron were discovered. These were perhaps the first articles
of commerce for the various peoples and were sought far and wide; in this way a peace-
ful traffic among nations was established, and thus understanding, conventions, and
peaceable relations were established among the most distant peoples.

As nature saw to it that men could live everywhere in the world, she also despot-
ically willed that they should do so, even against their inclination and without this
ought being based on a concept of duty to which they were bound by a moral law. She
chose war as the means to this end. So we see peoples whose common language shows
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that they have a common origin. For instance, the Samoyeds on the Arctic Ocean and
a people with a similar language a thousand miles away in the Altaian Mountains are
separated by a Mongolian people adept at horsemanship and hence at war; the latter
drove the former into the most inhospitable arctic regions where they certainly would
not have spread of their own accord. Again, it is the same with the Finns who in the
most northerly part of Europe are called Lapps; Goths and Sarmatians have separated
them from the Hungarians to whom they are related in language. What can have
driven the Eskimos, a race entirely distinct from all others in America and perhaps
descended from primeval European adventurers, so far into the North, or the
Pescherais as far south as Tierra del Fuego, if it were not war which nature uses to
populate the whole earth? War itself requires no special motive but appears to be
engrafted on human nature; it passes even for something noble, to which the love of
glory impels men quite apart from any selfish urges. Thus among the American sav-
ages, just as much as among those of Europe during the age of chivalry, military
valor is held to be of great worth in itself, not only during war (which is natural) but
in order that there should be war. Often war is waged only in order to show valor;
thus an inner dignity is ascribed to war itself, and even some philosophers have
praised it as an ennoblement of humanity, forgetting the pronouncement of the Greek
who said, “War is an evil inasmuch as it produces more wicked men than it takes
away.” So much for the measures nature takes to lead the human race, considered as
a class of animals, to her own end.

Now we come to the question concerning that which is most essential in the design
of perpetual peace: What has nature done with regard to this end which man’s own rea-
son makes his duty? That is, what has nature done to favor man’s moral purpose, and how
has she guaranteed (by compulsion but without prejudice to his freedom) that he shall do
that which he ought to but does not do under the laws of freedom? This question refers
to all three phases of public law, namely, civil law, the law of nations, and the law of cit-
izenship. If I say of nature that she wills that this or that occur, I do not mean that she im-
poses a duty on us to do it, for this can be done only by free practical reason; rather I mean
that she herself does it, whether we will or not (fata volentem ducunt, nolentem trahunt).

(1) Even if a people were not forced by internal discord to submit to public laws,
war would compel them to do so, for we have already seen that nature has placed each
people near another which presses upon it, and against this it must form itself into a state
in order to defend itself. Now the republican constitution is the only one entirely fitting
to the rights of man. But it is the most difficult to establish and even harder to preserve,
so that many say a republic would have to be a nation of angels, because men with their
selfish inclinations are not capable of a constitution of such sublime form. But precisely
with these inclinations nature comes to the aid of the general will established on reason,
which is revered even though impotent in practice. Thus it is only a question of a good
organization of the state (which does lie in man’s power), whereby the powers of each
selfish inclination are so arranged in opposition that one moderates or destroys the
ruinous effect of the other. The consequence for reason is the same as if none of them
existed, and man is forced to be a good citizen even if not a morally good person.
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The problem of organizing a state, however hard it may seem, can be solved even
for a race of devils, if only they are intelligent. The problem is: “Given a multitude of ra-
tional beings requiring universal laws for their preservation, but each of whom is secretly
inclined to exempt himself from them, to establish a constitution in such a way that, al-
though their private intentions conflict, they check each other, with the result that their
public conduct is the same as if they had no such intentions.”

A problem like this must be capable of solution; it does not require that we know
how to attain the moral improvement of men but only that we should know the mecha-
nism of nature in order to use it on men, organizing the conflict of the hostile intentions
present in a people in such a way that they must compel themselves to submit to coer-
cive laws. Thus a state of peace is established in which laws have force. We can see, even
in actual states, which are far from perfectly organized, that in their foreign relations they
approach that which the idea of right prescribes. This is so in spite of the fact that the in-
trinsic element of morality is certainly not the cause of it. (A good constitution is not to
be expected from morality, but, conversely, a good moral condition of a people is to be
expected only under a good constitution.) Instead of genuine morality, the mechanism of
nature brings it to pass through selfish inclinations, which naturally conflict outwardly
but which can be used by reason as a means for its own end, the sovereignty of law, and,
as concerns the state, for promoting and securing internal and external peace.

This, then, is the truth of the matter: Nature inexorably wills that the right should fi-
nally triumph. What we neglect to do comes about by itself, though with great inconve-
niences to us. “If you bend the reed too much, you break it; and he who attempts too
much attempts nothing” (Bouterwek).

(2) The idea of international law presupposes the separate existence of many inde-
pendent but neighboring states. Although this condition is itself a state of war (unless a
federative union prevents the outbreak of hostilities), this is rationally preferable to the
amalgamation of states under one superior power, as this would end in one universal
monarchy, and laws always lose in vigor what government gains in extent; hence a soul-
less despotism falls into anarchy after stifling the seeds of the good. Nevertheless, every
state, or its ruler, desires to establish lasting peace in this way, aspiring if possible to rule
the whole world. But nature wills otherwise. She employs two means to separate peo-
ples and to prevent them from mixing: differences of language and of religion. These
differences involve a tendency to mutual hatred and pretexts for war, but the progress of
civilization and men’s gradual approach to greater harmony in their principles finally
leads to peaceful agreement. This is not like that peace which despotism (in the burial
ground of freedom) produces through a weakening of all powers; it is, on the contrary,
produced and maintained by their equilibrium in liveliest competition.

(3) Just as nature wisely separates nations, which the will of every state, sanctioned
by the principles of international law, would gladly unite by artifice or force, nations
which could not have secured themselves against violence and war by means of the law
of world citizenship unite because of mutual interest. The spirit of commerce, which is
incompatible with war, sooner or later gains the upper hand in every state. As the power
of money is perhaps the most dependable of all the powers (means) included under the
state power, states see themselves forced, without any moral urge, to promote honorable
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peace and by mediation to prevent war wherever it threatens. to brgak out. They }(110 S0 tzxé
actly as if they stood in perpetual alliances, for great offensive alliances are in the natur

ful.
of the case rare and even less often success . ]
In this manner nature guarantees perpetual peace by the mechanism of human pas

sions. Certainly she does not do so with sufficient certainjcy for us fo preqlct .the fu(;uie
in any theoretical sense, but adequately from a pracpcal point of view, making it our duty
to work toward this end, which is not just a chimerical one.

PEACE THROUGH
ARBITRATION

Richard Cobden

.. . L assume that every one in this House would only sanction war, in case it was im-
peratively demanded on our part, in defence of our honour, or our just interest. I take it
that every one here would repudiate war, unless it were called for by such motives. I as-
sume, moreover, that there is not a man in this House who would not repudiate war, if
those objects—the just interests and honour of the country—could be preserved by any
other means. My object is to see if we cannot devise some better method than war for at-
taining those ends; and my plan is, simply and solely, that we should resort to that mode
of settling disputes in communities, which individuals resort to in private life. I only
want you to go one step farther, to carry out in another instance the principle which you
recognize in other cases—that the intercourse between communities is nothing more
than the intercourse of individuals in the aggregate. I want to know why there may not
be an agreement between this country and France, or between this country and America,
by which the nations should respectively bind themselves, in case of any misunder-
standing arising which could not be settled by mutual representation or diplomacy, to re-
fer the dispute to the decision of arbitrators. . . .

I should prefer to see these disputes referred to individuals, whether designated
commissioners, or plenipotentiaries, or arbitrators, appointed from one country to meet
men appointed from another country, to inquire into the matter and decide upon it; or, if
they cannot do so, to have the power of calling in an umpire, as is done in all arbitrations.
I propose that these individuals should have absolute power to dispose of the question
submitted to them.

I want to show that I am practical on this occasion, and, therefore, I will cite some
cases in which this method of arranging difficulties has already been resorted to. In 1794
we had a Treaty with America, for the settlement of certain British claims on the Amer-
ican Government. Those claims were referred to four commissioners, two appointed on
each side, with the proviso that they should elect unanimously, an arbitrator; in case they
should not agree in the choice of an arbitrator, it was provided that the representatives of
each country should put the names of certain arbitrators into an urn, one to be drawn out
by lot; and this arbitrator and the four commissioners decided by a majority all the cases
brought before them. Again, in the Treaty of 1814 with the United States, provision was
made for settling most important matters, precisely in the way I now propose. Provision
was made for settling the boundary between the United States and Canada, for some

Speech in the House of Commons, June 12, 1849, in John Bright and James E. Thorold Rogers, eds.,
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COMMUNITY OF POWER VS.
BALANCE OF POWER

Woodrow Wilson

... The question upon which the whole future peace and policy of the world depends is
this: Is the present war a struggle for a just and secure peace, or only for a new balance
of power? If it be only a struggle for a new balance of power, who will guarantee., who
can be guaranteed, the stable equilibrium of the new arrangement? Only a tranqul'l Eu-
rope can be a stable Europe. There must be, not a balance of power, but a community of
power; not organized rivalries, but an organized common peace.

Fortunately we have received very explicit assurances on this point. The statesmen
of both of the groups of nations now arrayed against one another have said, in terms that
could not be misinterpreted, that it was no part of the purpose they had in mind to crush
their antagonists. But the implications of these assurances may not be equally cllear to
all,—may not be the same on both sides of the water. I think it will be serviceable if I at-
tempt to set forth what we understand them to be. ‘

They imply, first of all, that it must be a peace without victory. It is nojc pleasant tp
say this. I beg that [ may be permitted to put my own interpretation upon 1t'and that it
may be understood that no other interpretation was in my thought. T am seeking only to
face realities and to face them without soft concealments. Victory would mean peace
forced upon the loser, a victor’s terms imposed upon the vanquished. It would be.ac-
cepted in humiliation, under duress, at an intolerable sacrifice, and would leave a sting,
a resentment, a bitter memory upon which terms of peace would rest, not permanently,
but only as upon quicksand. Only a peace between equals can last. Only a peace the very
principle of which is equality and a common participation in a common benefit. The rlg}}t
state of mind, the right feeling between nations, is as necessary for a lasting peace as is
the just settlement of vexed questions of territory or of racial and national allegiance.

The equality of nations upon which peace must be founded if it is to 1.a5t must l?e an

equality of rights; the guarantees exchanged must neither recognize nor imply a differ-
ence between the big nations and small, between those that are powerful and tho.se. that
are weak. Right must be based upon the common strength, not upon the in§1v1dua1
strength, of the nations upon whose concert peace will depend. Equality of terrltqry or
of resources there of course cannot be; nor any other sort of equality not gained in the
ordinary peaceful and legitimate development of the people themselves.. But no one asks
or expects anything more than an equality of rights. Mankind is looking now for free-
dom of life, not for equipoises of power.

Address of the President of the United States to the U.S. Senate, January 22, 1917, Congressional
Record: Senate, Vol. 54, 64th Congress, 2d session.
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And there is a deeper thing involved than even equality of right among organized
nations. No peace can last, or ought to last, which does not recognize and accept the prin-
ciple that governments derive all their just powers from the consent of the governed, and
that no right anywhere exists to hand peoples about from sovereignty to sovereignty as if
they were property. I take it for granted, for instance, if I may venture upon a single exam-
ple, that statesmen everywhere are agreed that there should be a united, independent, and
autonomous Poland, and that henceforth inviolable security of life, of worship, and of
industrial and social development should be guaranteed to all peoples who have lived hith-
erto under the power of governments devoted to a faith and purpose hostile to their own.

I speak of this, not because of any desire to exalt an abstract political principle which
has always been held very dear by those who have sought to build up liberty in America,
but for the same reasons that I have spoken of the other conditions of peace which seem to
me clearly indispensable,—because I wish frankly to uncover realities. Any peace which
does not recognize and accept this principle will inevitably be upset. It will not rest upon
the affections or the convictions of mankind. The ferment of spirit of whole populations
will fight subtly and constantly against it, and all the world will sympathize. The world can
be at peace only if its life is stable, and there can be no stability where the will is in rebel-
lion, where there is not tranquility of spirit and a sense of justice, of freedom, and of right.

So far as practicable, moreover, every great people now struggling towards a full de-
velopment of its resources and of its powers should be assured a direct outlet to the great
highways of the sea. Where this cannot be done by the cession of territory, it can no doubt
be done by the neutralization of direct rights of way under the general guarantee which
will assure the peace itself. With a right comity of arrangement no nation need be shut
away from free access to the open paths of the world’s commerce.

And the paths of the sea must alike in law and in fact be free. The freedom of the
seas is the sine qua non of peace, equality, and cooperation. No doubt a somewhat radi-
cal reconsideration of many of the rules of international practice hitherto thought to be
established may be necessary in order to make the seas indeed free and common in prac-
tically all circumstances for the use of mankind, but the motive for such changes is con-
vincing and compelling. There can be no trust or intimacy between the peoples of the
world without them. The free, constant, unthreatened intercourse of nations is an essen-
tial part of the process of peace and of development. It need not be difficult either to de-
fine or to secure the freedom of the seas if the governments of the world sincerely desire
to come to an agreement concerning it.

It is a problem closely connected with the limitation of naval armaments and the co-
operation of the navies of the world in keeping the seas at once free and safe. And the
question of limiting naval armaments opens the wider and perhaps more difficult ques-
tion of the limitation of armies and of all programmes of military preparation. Difficult
and delicate as these questions are, they must be faced with the utmost candour and de-
cided in a spirit of real accommodation if peace is to come with healing in its wings, and
come to stay. Peace cannot be had without concession and sacrifice. There can be no
sense of safety and equality among the nations if great preponderating armaments are

henceforth to continue here and there to be built up and maintained. The statesmen of
the world must plan for peace and nations must adjust and accomodate their policy to it
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as they have planned for war and made ready for pitiless contest and rivalry. The question
of armaments, whether on land or sea, is the most immediately and intensely practical
question connected with the future fortunes of nations and of mankind.

I have spoken upon these great matters without reserve and with the utmost explic-
itness because it has seemed to me to be necessary if the world’s yearning desire for
peace was anywhere to find free voice and utterance. Perhaps T am the only person in
high authority amongst all the peoples of the world who is at liberty to speak and hold
nothing back. I am speaking as an individual, and yet I am speaking also, of course, as
the responsible head of a great government, and I feel confident that I have said what the
people of the United States would wish me to say. May I not add that T hope and believe
that T am in effect speaking for liberals and friends of humanity in every nation and of
every programme of liberty? I would fain believe that I am speaking for the silent mass
of mankind everywhere who have as yet had no place or opportunity to speak their real
hearts out concerning the death and ruin they see to have come already upon the persons
and the homes they hold most dear.

And in holding out the expectation that the people and Government of the United
States will join the other civilized nations of the world in guaranteeing the permanence
of peace upon such terms as I have named I speak with the greater boldness and confi-
dence because it is is clear to every man who can think that there is in this promise no
breach in either our traditions or our policy as a nation, but a fulfillment, rather, of all
that we have professed or striven for.

I am proposing, as it were, that the nations should with one accord adopt the doc-
trine of President Monroe as the doctrine of the world: that no nation should seek to ex-
tend its polity over any other nation or people, but that every people should be left free
to determine its own policy, its own way of development, unhindered, unthreatened, un-
afraid, the little along with the great and powerful.

I am proposing that all nations henceforth avoid entangling alliances which would
draw them into competitions of power, catch them in a net of intrigue and selfish rivalry,
and disturb their own affairs with influences intruded from without. There is no entan-
gling alliance in a concert of power. When all unite to act in the same sense and with the
same purpose all act in the common interest and are free to live their own lives under a
common protection.

I am proposing government by the consent of the governed,; that freedom of the seas
which in international conference after conference representatives of the United States
have urged with the eloquence of those who are the convinced disciples of liberty; and
that moderation of armaments which makes of armies and navies a power for order
merely, not an instrument of aggression or of selfish violence.

These are American principles, American policies. We could stand for no others.
And they are also the principles and policies of forward looking men and women every-
where, of every modern nation, of every enlightened community. They are the principles
of mankind and must prevail.

LIBERALISM AND
WoRLD PoLITiCS

Michael W. Doyle

Promoting freedom will produce peace, we have often been told. In a speech before the
British Parliament in June of 1982, President Reagan proclaimed that governments
founded on a respect for individual liberty exercise “restraint” and “peaceful intentions”
in their foreign policy. He then announced a “crusade for freedom™ and a “campaign for
democratic development” (Reagan, June 9, 1982).

In making these claims the president joined a long list of liberal theorists (and pro-
pagandists) and echoed an old argument: the aggressive instincts of authoritarian lead-
ers and totalitarian ruling parties make for war. Liberal states, founded on such
individual rights as equality before the law, free speech and other civil liberties, private
property, and elected representation, are fundamentally against war, this argument as-
serts. When the citizens who bear the burdens of war elect their governments, wars be-
come impossible. Furthermore, citizens appreciate that the benefits of trade can be
enjoyed only under conditions of peace. Thus the very existence of liberal states, such as
the U.S., Japan, and our European allies, makes for peace. 7

Building on a growing literature in an international political science, I reexamine
the liberal claim President Reagan reiterated for us. I look at three distinct theoretical
traditions of liberalism, attributable to three theorists: Schumpeter, a brilliant explicator
of the liberal pacifism the president invoked; Machiavelli, a classical republican whose
glory is an imperialism we often practice; and Kant.

Despite the contradictions of liberal pacifism and liberal imperialism, I find, with Kant
and other liberal republicans, that liberalism does leave a coherent legacy on foreign affairs.
Liberal states are different. They are indeed peaceful, yet they are also prone to make war,
as the U.S. and our “freedom fighters” are now doing, not so covertly, against Nicaraguai
Liberal states have created a separate peace, as Kant argued they would, and have also dis-
covered liberal reasons for aggression, as he feared they might. I conclude by arguing that
thfa differences among liberal pacifism, liberal imperialism, and Kant’s liberal internation-
alism are not arbitrary but rooted in differing conceptions of the citizen and the state.

LIBERAL PACIFISM

Thefe is no cgnonical description of liberalism. What we tend to call liberal resembles a
family portrait of principles and institutions, recognizable by certain characteristics—for
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