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Introduction

The present volume, written in close collaboration by Hidemi Suganami
and Andrew Linklater, is the first book-length attempt to detail
the essential features of the so-called English School of International
Relations and to demonstrate how some of its key texts and ideas
can provide a basis for a historically informed and normatively
progressivist understanding of contemporary international relations.

Our initial idea to produce a collaborative work on the theme of the
English School emerged while we taught together in the Department of
International Relations at Keele University. The subject was an obvious
choice for our collaboration. Since his arrival in the UK in 1970 as a
graduate student, Suganami has been closely acquainted with several
scholars, and their works, whose names it has become customary to
relate to the label, ‘the English School’. Although his own interests
in the study of international relations go beyond the traditional re-
search parameters of English School writers (see, e.g., Suganami, 1996),
some of their early publications (e.g., Manning, 1975) had a formative
influence on his understanding of the institutional structure of con-
temporary international society (see Suganami, 1982, 1983, 1989,
2001a). Over the same period, Linklater had dedicated much of his
scholarly work to developing a cosmopolitan perspective, arguing for
the necessity and possibility of reducing the areas in which the insti-
tutional distinction between citizens and outsiders is treated as mor-
ally relevant in the practice of world politics (see, in particular,
Linklater 1982, 1990, 1998). In this process, he had come to see in some
key works of the English School — especially historical ones emanating
from the British Committee on the Theory of International Politics — a
rich source of insight and inspiration.



The English School of International Relations

The present volume is also a response to an accelerating growth of
interest, especially marked in the past few years, in the English School,
its works, future potential and role in the disciplinary history of
International Relations. Indeed, contemporary analysts frequently rely
on the School’s principal themes to understand continuity and change
in the structure of international politics (see, for instance, Fawn and
Larkins, 1996a; Roberson, 1998). The lasting significance of its inquiry
into the relationship between international order and the aspiration for
human justice is evident in many analyses of the changing relationship
between state sovereignty, the global human rights culture and the
norm of humanitarian intervention which emerged in the context of
the post-Cold War era (Roberts, 1993; Wheeler and Dunne, 1998;
Mayall, 2000c; Wheeler, 2000). The English School’s pathbreaking an-
alysis of the expansion of international society has been extended in
studies of the failed state in the world’s most violent regions (Jackson,
1990, 2000). A related concern with the revolt against the West, and
with the need for understanding between different and often clashing
cultural world-views in a uniquely multicultural international society,
has lost none of its importance following the events of 11 September
(Shapcott, 2000; Linklater, 2002a). Moreover, students of the history of
the discipline continue to discuss and debate the significance of the
English School in the study of international relations (Dunne, 1998;
Suganami, 2001a; Bellamy, 2005).

Past areas of neglect on the part of the English School, such as
European integration, international political economy and global
environmental politics, are now being brought onto the agenda of
research by scholars who self-consciously follow in the footsteps of
earlier English School thinkers (see Buzan, 2001). As the agenda of the
School has broadened, so has its scholarly worth come to be recog-
nized by a wide range of writers (Der Derian, 1987; Linklater, 1998;
Krasner, 1999). Inquiries into the relationship between the English
School and constructivism have asked whether the former to some
extent pre-empted the latter in recognizing the importance of norms
in international relations and whether it might learn from the latter’s
methodological sophistication. These considerations have had a
central place in recent international relations theory (Dunne, 1995b;
Reus-Smit, 1999, 2002; Suganami, 2001d).

Investigations of this kind are closely connected with the growing
interest in forging connections between historical sociology and Inter-
national Relations. The historical-sociological turn in the discipline has
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Introduction

many different influences, among the most important being Watson'’s
panoramic analysis of the different global configurations of power in
world history and Wight’s grand vision of a comparative sociology of
states-systems (Wight, 1977; Watson, 1992; see also Buzan and Little,
2000; Hobden and Hobson, 2002; Linklater, 2002a). In summary, over
the last five to ten years, the English School has become more influen-
tial in global debates and discussions about the movement of world
politics, about the prospects for, and constraints on, the development
of fairer global arrangements, and about the methodologies which are
best suited to improve understanding on those fronts.

It was against this background of the renaissance of interest in the
English School that our idea of producing a jointly authored volume
was implemented. The division of labour between us reflected our
respective interests and strengths. Suganami wrote the first three
chapters of this volume, aimed, respectively, to show: (1) who can
plausibly be considered as the central figures of the English School;
(2) what types of questions they have investigated and how their
suggested answers constitute a closely interwoven set of knowledge-
claims; and (3) on the basis of what sorts of assumptions about the
nature of International Relations (IR) as an intellectual pursuit they
have conducted their inquiries. These reflect Suganami’s special inter-
est in meta-disciplinary engagement with substantive knowledge-
claims advanced by leading IR scholars.

Linklater wrote the next four chapters. These cumulatively demon-
strate how a critical and constructive reading of some selected English
School texts yields a rich perspective on world politics. This perspec-
tive (1) points to progressive potentials embedded in anarchical states-
systems; (2) accommodates the Kantian tradition of international rela-
tions theory as a foundation of its substantive contentions; (3) pro-
duces a historical-sociological research project on past states-systems,
with special reference to how different kinds of harm are brought
under normative constraint; and (4) is capable of formulating
some basic normative guidelines regarding the conduct of foreign
policy in a number of contexts prevailing in the contemporary world.
These reflect Linklater’s long-standing interest in normative theorizing
about international relations which articulates the progressive direc-
tion the contemporary society of states is capable of taking towards an
ethically more satisfactory social universe.

Both of us revised our respective chapters a number of times, and
on every occasion we each took into account the other’s criticisms
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The English School of International Relations

and responses until we were both satisfied that they have been dealt
with appropriately given what each of us sets out to achieve. Primary
responsibility for the claims made in Chapters 1-3 rests with
Suganami and that for those in Chapters 4-7 with Linklater. We are
jointly responsible for the introduction and conclusion.

In the process of mutual scrutiny, we became aware that our strat-
egies of reading texts are somewhat different. Suganami has tended to
focus on extracting a rationally defensible core from a given text,
cutting out ambiguities, inconsistencies and not fully developed
points. By contrast, Linklater has been more tolerant of ambiguities,
inconsistencies and underdeveloped points in a given text, and has
been concerned with developing the English School in a more critical
and normative direction. It is our hope, however, that our division of
labour and mutual ciriticisms have produced a balanced and fruitful
interpretation of the texts that we discuss in the main body of this
volume. The reader may notice that we are somewhat different in our
writing styles too. But it was not our aim to attempt to produce a
stylistically more unified volume. Naturally, we paid close attention to
the clarity and intelligibility of our expositions, and we hope we are
united in our styles in those respects. In the remaining part of this
introduction, the overall argument of the book is outlined to indicate
where we begin, how we end and through what route.

It was mentioned above that Linklater’s interest in the English
School is focused on the number of works emanating from the British
Committee on the Theory of International Politics, especially those of
Martin Wight, Adam Watson and Hedley Bull. He highlights these in
his chapters as the main source of inspiration and insight. The British
Committee has been seen as the institutional home of the English
School by some leading commentators on its life and works (see Dunne,
1998), and has effectively been treated as its other name (Little, 1995;
Watson, 2001). The association of the two bodies is nowhere more
apparent than in Barry Buzan’s call in 1999 to ‘reconvene the English
School” (Buzan, 2001) - to enhance intellectual collaboration among like-
minded International Relations (IR) specialists on the model of the
British Committee with a view to making scholarly contributions fur-
ther along the lines set out by some of the School’s classical texts. But
this view of the English School’s identity is at odds with an earlier
conception of it, according to which the School had evolved from ‘that
intimate intellectual grouping, based at the LSE in the 1950s and
60s, which inaugurated and first developed the [international society]
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Introduction

approach’ (Wilson, 1989: 55) to the study and teaching of international
relations under the intellectual leadership of C. A. W. Manning.

A closer examination of a series of key pronouncements concerning
the English School in the IR literature reveals that there are in fact
considerable discrepancies in the ways its identity has been construed.
This can cause a problem for a volume such as the present one whose
subject-matter is nothing other than the English School, its achievements
and potentials. Chapter 1 therefore attempts to resolve this problem by a
detailed critical examination of the history of the idea of ‘the English
School’. The upshot of the critical exposition is that ‘the English School’
is itself a historically constructed entity, through the process of historical
recounting, in which a number of partly overlapping, and more or less
equally plausible, stories are told about its origins, development and
identity. Neither the more recent ‘British Committee view’ of the English
School, led by Dunne (1991), nor the older ‘LSE view’ of it, initiated by
Roy Jones (1981), can be said to monopolize full truths about the School’s
identity. The realization that ‘the English School’ is a historically con-
structed idea enables us to adopt a broad and flexible picture of its
identity, according to which C. A. W. Manning, Martin Wight, Hedley
Bull, Alan James, John Vincent, Adam Watson and a few others, includ-
ing more recent contributors, such as Andrew Hurrell, Nicholas
Wheeler, Tim Dunne and Robert Jackson, are all seen to play a key role
in its origins and continuing evolution.

Chapter 2 outlines the arguments of the English School. This gives
further credence to the claim that the above-mentioned authors form a
school, as the questions they pose and the answers they deliver
are seen to form a closely interwoven tapestry of knowledge-claims
about international relations with regard to a number of interrelated
issues. These are divided into structural, functional and historical
dimensions, and several key English School contributors” arguments
are expounded in the light of this tripartite division.

The purpose of this chapter is to give an accurate account of the key
English School authors” substantive contentions about international
relations in some detail, paying attention to interconnections between
them put forward over a diverse range of issues. One important
section of this chapter discusses the contrast between “pluralism’ and
‘solidarism’. This distinction was introduced by Hedley Bull in one of
his earliest works (1966b) against the background of the failure of the
United Nations’ collective security mechanism during the Cold War,
but has come to be used in a rather different way in connection with
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the evolving practice of humanitarian intervention in the post-Cold War
period (see Wheeler 2000). Pluralism and solidarism, which at the begin-
ning referred mainly to two contrasting empirical interpretations about
whether there was sufficient solidarity or potential solidarity to make
law-enforcement workable in the existing international society, have
now come by and large to be taken to mean two contrasting normative
positions, one aiming at a minimalist goal of the orderly coexistence of
states, and the other going beyond this to include a more demanding
goal of the international protection of human rights standards globally.
How this shift of meaning was possible, given some ambiguity in Bull’s
initial writing (1966b), and how the empirical and the normative are
related in formulating one’s position along the pluralist-solidarist axis
are explained in the chapter. This discussion is important in that the
distinction between pluralism and solidarism in the more recent sense
plays a key role in the later chapters of this volume.

Having revealed close similarities and intricate interconnections in
the English School authors’ substantive arguments about their subject-
matter, Suganami moves, in Chapter 3, to examine the methodological
and epistemological parameters within which their substantive works
on international relations have been produced. The purpose of this
chapter is partly to see whether, at this deeper level too, there may
be some unity in the School’s thinking, and partly also to explain what
kind of intellectual enterprise theirs is when they produce knowledge-
claims about international relations. There is a need to engage in this
type of examination because English School authors have not them-
selves been very explicit about the epistemological nature of their
contentions, and the more methodologically self-conscious parts of the
IR community have therefore found English School works difficult to
incorporate into their research. As one North American critic has put it:
‘for many American scholars, simply figuring out what its methods are
is a challenge’ (Finnemore, 2001: 509; emphasis Finnemore’s).

The discussion in this chapter is conducted in response to this
remark in the light of the three key questions. (1) English School
writers are united in their appreciation of the relevance of historical
knowledge to the study of international relations, but what precisely is
it that they think the former can do for the latter? The discussion
reveals considerable ambiguity and uncertainty on the part of the
English School about the nature of historical knowledge and its rele-
vance to IR. (2) English School writers are united in their scepticism
towards a scientific study of international relations, but what do they
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offer in its place and what do they fail to give sufficient attention to in
their studies? The discussion points to the English School writers’
emphasis on explaining what goes on internationally by penetrating
the minds, and uncovering the assumptions and motives, of the key
actors, and also to their almost total neglect of causal mechanisms for
political change. (3) English School writers have exhibited notable
ambivalence towards normative or ethical questions, but what ex-
plains this, how have they circumvented such questions, and how
satisfactory is this situation? The discussion points to the absence of
any serious meta-ethical reflections within the English School; and its
writers’ tendency to insist either that they are only making a factual
observation about the presence of certain values within a society, or
that their evaluation of the desirability of particular international
norms pertains only to their instrumental appropriateness, and not to
the ultimate validity of the ends thereby sought. Despite such weak-
nesses, the English School’s approach to the study of international
relations is shown to have considerable merits: it does not fail to draw
attention to the institutional dimension of modern world politics or-
ganized as a society of states; it is historically informed; and it aims to
produce substantive understanding of international relations without
deviating too far into meta-theoretical disputations. Further, despite
their general emphasis on the goal of order in world politics, they, or
Bull in particular, do not lose sight of the fact that order is not the only
value pursued by humankind.

What emerges from these three chapters is a clear picture of the
English School as a broad church. Its works are closely interconnected,
yet they cover a wide range of subjects. There are certain ambiguities
and uncertainties in their methodological and epistemological as-
sumptions, yet even at this level there are common parameters and
tendencies in their thoughts and orientations. Future works that self-
consciously take the English School’s achievements as their point of
departure may cover diverse issues. Among them are: a more detailed
empirical study of the historical evolution of social arrangements in
inter-societal relationships; a normative theory of international rela-
tions which is more reflective of its meta-ethical foundations; an
analysis of world historical narratives from the viewpoint of their rela-
tions to different traditions of thought about the nature of international
politics. The next four chapters of this volume, written by Linklater,
go on to underline, and give some substance to, these suggestions.



The English School of International Relations

The starting point of Linklater’s engagement with the English School
writings is his judgement that the most fundamental question in IR is:
‘How far can world politics be changed for the better?” He considers
that English School authors have provided a judicious perspective
on this question — that there can be and has been more progress than
the realists think possible, but nothing so far-reaching as the radical
revolutionists would like.

In Linklater’s four chapters, the reader will find that his idea of
progressive transformation is expressed in the light of a number of
key concepts: ‘system, society and community’, ‘“pluralist society” and
‘solidarist society’, ‘international harm conventions and cosmopolitan
harm conventions’, and ‘a good international citizen” in different kinds
of social contexts. The underlying idea is that relations between polit-
ical communities can progress from one in which they treat one an-
other as simply a brute fact to take into account in deciding how to act
(‘a system’) towards a more fully societal one in which they share
interest in governance through common institutions (‘a society’). Soci-
etal relations can in turn develop from a minimalist (‘pluralist’) one, in
which the common goal is restricted to the maintenance of the orderly
coexistence of separate political communities, towards a more ad-
vanced (‘solidarist’) one, in which the goal increasingly incorporates
the protection of human rights across separate communities. When the
evolution progresses to an exceptionally high point where the society
can no longer appropriately be said to consist of separate political
communities which are determined to maintain their sovereignty or
independence, the label ‘community’ comes to be used. A pluralist
society of states is concerned with reducing inter-state harm and
incorporates ‘international harm conventions” within its institutional
framework, whereas a solidarist society of states incorporates ‘cosmo-
politan harm conventions’, designed to reduce harm done to individ-
ual citizens located in separate communities. ‘International good
citizens” are states, or governments acting for the states, who act to
protect the respective social goals of the pluralist, solidarist and other
interrelations.

English School writers have not analysed historical states-systems
with a view to producing a general theory of the evolution of
international society along such a path. However, some of them (e.g.,
Watson, 1992) have drawn attention to the historical tendencies for
a crude system of inter-state interaction to develop into a more
fully developed societal one, and also to the fact that the modern
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states-system, in particular, has come to embrace transcultural values
(e.g., Bull and Watson, 1984). At the same time, English School writers
do not lose sight of the danger of the destruction of international society
and the constant need to protect and strengthen the element of inter-
national society in world politics.

Against this background, Chapter 4 extrapolates from a number of
English School sources an explanation — which is in principle applic-
able transhistorically — of how states under anarchy may evolve their
relations from a mere system, via the most basic post-systemic form,
towards an increasingly more societal, and morally less deficient, kind,
and how such a process may come to embrace the entire world. In the
Cold War period, English School writings have been characterized by
their stress on prudence, caution and the pursuit of pluralist values.
There are followers of the English School tradition who are still in-
clined to draw attention to the dangers of trying to go much beyond an
orderly coexistence of states towards a more solidarist goal (e.g.,
Jackson, 2000). But, in Linklater’s view, the important function of the
English School as a whole has been to alert us to the progressive
potentials embedded in anarchical states-systems and possibilities for
further progress immanent in the contemporary society of states.

The purpose of the four chapters by Linklater, therefore, is to explore
how English School writings may be read, reread and exploited to
sketch out a progressive perspective on international relations which
draws on the resources of critical international theory. Such a stance,
however idealistic in its intent and orientation, is not a utopian project.
To the extent that it offers normative guidelines on how states ought
to behave in various contexts to sustain and enhance the moral quality
of life internationally, it is meliorist, gradualist and builds on what can
plausibly be interpreted to be already present as trends and potential-
ities within the existing reality of international politics. The older gen-
eration of English School writers were somewhat hesitant to offer
such normative guidelines very explicitly, adamant that, as an academic
observer, they should focus on representing the world as it actually is in
a detached manner. But, it is submitted, there is no way to represent the
world without necessarily offering an interpretation of it and there is no
way to do so without, however marginally, affecting, or contributing to,
the way the world goes on. This is especially so where the interpretation
proffered relates to the possibilities and limits of change.

The earlier English School inclination to focus on the limits of
progress went side by side with their disdainful view of radical
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revolutionism, which they tended to depict as verging on fanaticism,
totally lacking in prudence. One unfortunate victim — unfortunate not
only for the victim, but also for the development of the English School
as a serious intellectual movement imbued with a deep understanding
of the traditions of international thought — is Immanuel Kant. Contrary
to the well-publicized English School view, Kant’s international theory,
as demonstrated in Chapter 5, is best described as solidarism -
within the rationalist tradition which is characterized as a via media
between realism and revolutionism by Wight (1991). And when this
point is appreciated, and Kant restored to his rightful place, it becomes
easier to begin to appreciate the potential of English School writings as
a resource for developing a more explicitly normative and progressiv-
ist perspective on world politics. Chapter 5 demonstrates this by
pointing, among other things, to an important parallelism between,
on the one hand, Kant’s view of the possibility of progress in reaching
agreements about duties not to injure others in domestic, international
and transnational spheres of human relations, and, on the other, Bull’s
claim that infernational order is to be judged in the end by the extent to
which it contributes to world order.

Progressivism, underlying the argument of the four chapters by
Linklater, however, should not be taken to imply belief in the inevit-
ability of progress. What is sought and offered is an interpretation of
anarchical states-systems as having a potential to progress beyond
mere systemic relations, an assessment of the modern states-system
as perhaps uniquely capable of progressing far, and a judgement about
the current phase of world politics as embracing discernible trends and
possibilities for further progress towards solidarist goals. A character-
istically English School way — because of the British Committee’s
pioneering interest in a comparative study of states-systems — to
pursue this line of inquiry is to engage in a historical sociology of
states-systems with special reference to the development of inter-
national and cosmopolitan harm conventions. An outline of such a
project is given in some detail in Chapter 6. It argues that the fatalistic
sociology which we find in Wight’s writings does not exhaust the
English School’s resources, and that a sociology of states-systems
which points to progressive potentials is already present in Wight's
OWn essays.

In outlining the latter type of project, Linklater distinguishes be-
tween different forms of harm in world politics, and identifies some
ways of answering the question of whether the modern states-system
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is different from earlier ones because the former takes notions of
human solidarity more seriously than did the latter. He suggests that
in some respects the modern states-system may have incorporated
more demanding tests of human conduct, but acknowledges that
various moral deficits remain, not least because of widening global
inequalities, opportunities for exploitation of the poor, and so on. A
civilizing process of humankind is not a straightforward unilinear one,
which was also Kant’s view.

The focus on norms and values is a distinctive feature of the English
School’s approach to the study of world politics, and there is a marked
difference between that and the neorealists’ view of inter-state rela-
tions. For the latter, international order reproduces itself through the
operation of the invisible hand under anarchy. For the former, states-
systems are rare achievements and require ‘tremendous conscious
effort” (Butterfield, quoted in Dunne, 1998: 126) to sustain and develop
them. It is consistent with this that English School writings are agent-
centric and normative; instead of working out causal mechanisms of
transformation, they tend to discuss how states ought to behave to
sustain international order and, more recently, how humanitarian
goals may be achieved without at the same time seriously jeopardizing
order among states.

Given this, it is apt that the final chapter of this volume should
be dedicated to spelling out, on the basis of a number of key English
School texts, what principles ought to guide states’ conduct in various
kinds of international contexts. This is done by focusing on three
questions: (i) what states should do, to count as ‘good international
citizens’, in an environment marked by pluralism; (ii) what they
should do to one another as like-minded solidarists; and (iii) what
those located in a solidarist environment should do to those in a
pluralist environment when the concerns of the two kinds of societies
clash — most characteristically when serious human rights abuse takes
place within a pluralist (and non-interventionist) state which shocks
the conscience of the solidarists. These principles are extrapolated
mainly from English School writings, and are presented as a set of
guidelines about what states should be aiming for if they are genuine
about good international citizenship. At a maximum, they contain
a vision of the most decent forms of world political organization
attainable for our time.
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1  The idea of “The English School” as a
historical construct

The idea of the English School, or the view that such an entity exists,
is now firmly established in the community of scholars specializing
in International Relations across the world, especially since Barry
Buzan’s call, at the 1999 annual conference of the British International
Studies Association, to ‘reconvene the English School’. This has
resulted in a dramatic rise in the volume of conference papers and
published works on a wide variety of themes associated with the
School’s key texts and its research agenda (Buzan, 2001; www.leeds.
ac.uk/polis/englishschool/). But the idea of the English School is itself
only about twenty years old. The purpose of this chapter is to trace the
formation of this idea in the specialized academic discourse of Inter-
national Relations. It is in this branch of knowledge that the idea can be
said to find its home, even though the tradition of international
thought which the School represents in broad outline is arguably as
old as the Westphalian states-system itself."

The need to trace the emergence and evolution of the idea of the
English School stems from the fact that, during the twenty years or so
since the first reference was made to the School’s presence (Jones,
1981), there has been some deep discrepancy, as well as convergence,
among the chief commentators’ views on the School’s existence, iden-
tity and contributions. Here are some noteworthy examples, listed at
this point to reveal a wide diversity of views on the subject, which may

! Where in the traditions of international thought the central argument of the English
School lies is discussed later in this chapter in connection with Wight’s (1991) well-
known tripartite classification of these traditions, Bull’s (1977) incorporation of it in his
discussion of world politics, and, above all, Richard Little’s claim (2000) that the English
School stands for pluralism, representing all the three traditions of thought.
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be somewhat bewildering to those who have yet to locate themselves
in the intellectual map of British, or mainly British, International
Relations.

‘There is a school of thought, constituting the mainstream in the
study of International Relations in Britain, united by the general
similarities of disposition, initiated by C. A. W. Manning, and
followed by Alan James, F. S. Northedge and Hedley Bull. There are a
substantial number of teachers and students who were either directly
or indirectly influenced by the teaching of those four scholars.’
(Suganami, 1983: 2363)

‘To see these British scholars [Manning, Wight, Bull, Northedge and
Donelan] as a “school” is to see them as they did not see
themselves.’ (Grader, 1988: 42)

‘Without doubt the idea [of international society] occupies a central
place in their [English School writers’] thinking. Uncovering the
nature of international society is the focus of Manning’s principal
work. Similarly, the question, “What is the nature of international
society?”” was the central question in Wight’s International Theory. In
The Anarchical Society the idea of international society is central to
Bull’s theory of how order is maintained in world politics . . . Much of
Alan James’s work on international relations theory has been aimed
at demonstrating that it is both accurate and illuminating to conceive
the collectivity of states in terms of a society . . . The concept of
international society occupies a central place in the methodology of
Vincent’s recent study of human rights . . . Finally, and in a direct
fashion, Mayall, after noting the failure of the attempt to develop
value-free scientific theories of international relations, has “‘re-
asserted”” the concept of international society as “‘central to
international theory” . . . Northedge was a principal member of that
intimate intellectual grouping, based at the LSE in the 1950s and 60s,
which inaugurated and first developed the [international society]

approach . . . [His] works — particularly his International Political
System, and his essay on transnationalism — read very much like other
works of the English school.’ (Wilson, 1989: 54-5)

‘The idea of international society goes back at least as far as Hugo
Grotius. It is rooted in the classical legal tradition and the notion that
international law constitutes a community of those participating in
the international legal order. Within the discipline of international
relations, the concept has been put forward and developed by writers
of the so-called English school, including E. H. Carr, C. A. W.
Manning, Martin Wight, Hedley Bull, Gerrit Gong, Adam Watson,
John Vincent, and James Mayall.” (Buzan, 1993: 328)
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‘The School includes Martin Wight, Herbert Butterfield, Hedley Bull
and Adam Watson among others . . . The members of the School
came together initially at the instigation of Kenneth Thompson and
was identified as the British Committee on the Theory of Inter-
national Relations [sic].” (Little, 1995: 32, note 1)

‘Any book devoted to the concept of International Society must
necessarily acknowledge its debt to the Department of International
Relations at the London School of Economics. Coming from the site
of International Society’s birth and early nurturing in the writings of
Charles Manning, Hedley Bull, Martin Wight and, all too briefly, R. J.
Vincent, this volume hopes to build on their valuable intellectual
legacy” (Fawn and Larkins, 1996a: xi). ‘However, at the same time,
one of the assumptions of the book is that the notion of International
Society has traditionally been limited by its association with the
concerns of the so-called English School.”

(Fawn and Larkins, 1996b: 1)

‘To sum up: the “English School” as represented by Carr or
Butterfield could be understood as a version of classical realism —
in the case of Carr (1946) a secular version, in the case of Butterfield
(1953) a Christian version. But as represented by Wight (1991) and
Bull (1977), the “’English School”” is a more comprehensive academic
enterprise which emphasises the interactive relationship between all
three of these basic human inclinations in international relations (i.e.,
Realism, Rationalism and Revolutionism of Wight). Rationalism or
“Grotianism”’ is, of course, at the heart of that relationship.’
(Jackson, 1996: 213)

‘The “English School” is unfortunately named, given that its major
figure in recent years, Hedley Bull, was indisputably Australian,
albeit an Australian who built his career in London, and later, at
Oxford. The name also implies that most International Relations
theorists in England (or, more appropriately, Britain) were members
of the school, which has certainly not been the case — E. H. Carr,
C. A. W. Manning, and F. S. Northedge are but three leading British
theorists of the last half-century who would not qualify as members
of the English School. It is best defined as a group of scholars — most
notably Martin Wight, Adam Watson, R. J. Vincent, James Mayall,
Robert Jackson, and recent rising stars such as Timothy Dunne and
Nicholas Wheeler, in addition to Bull — whose work focuses on the
notion of a “’society of states’ or “international society””.’

(Brown, 1997: 52)

‘One of the most significant moments in British International
Relations thinking occurred in the late 1950s when a group of
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scholars gathered to form a Committee to investigate the fundamen-
tal questions of “international theory”. The first formal meeting of
the British Committee, in January 1959, signifies the symbolic origins
of the English School’ (Dunne, 1998: xi). “The affinity between the
English School and the British Committee effectively displaces
Charles Manning from being a member of the School, as he was
never invited to participate in the Committee’s proceedings” (Dunne,
1998, 12). ‘Perhaps the best way to describe Carr’s role is that of a
dissident in the School” (Dunne, 1998: 13). ‘More than any substantive
intellectual contribution, it is this pivotal role in organising The
British Committee on the Theory of International Politics which
marks out Herbert Butterfield as one of the founder members of the
English School” (Dunne, 1998: 73). “While I remain ambivalent as to
Manning’s contribution, I have no doubt that Carr remains critical to
the formation of the English School.” (Dunne, 2000: 233)

‘T have followed Dunne in defining the English school primarily
around a Wight-Bull-Vincent axis, leaving C. A. W. Manning to the
side.” (Epp, 1998: 48)

‘Rather than linking the English school to a wvia media and, in
particular, to the idea of international society, it is argued [in this
article] that the school, from an early stage, has been committed to
developing a pluralistic approach to the subject, expressed in both
ontological and methodological terms” (Little, 2000: 395). ‘Certainly
the English school has acknowledged the importance of rationalist
ideas but this is not to the exclusion of realist and revolutionist
ideas.’ (Little, 2000: 398)

Here then is some considerable diversity. According to some com-
mentators, the English School’s main contribution has been to articu-
late the international society perspective on world politics, Manning
being a founding figure, and the Department of International Relations
at LSE its initial institutional base (Suganami, 1983; Wilson, 1989; Fawn
and Larkins, 1996a, 1996b). According to some others, the English
School has indeed to do with the international society perspective,
but not with Manning (Brown, 1997; Dunne, 1998). In some commen-
tators” view, however, the School has to do mainly or even exclusively
with the British Committee on the Theory of International Politics led
by Butterfield and Wight (Little, 1995; Dunne, 1998). Some writers
consider E. H. Carr to belong to the English School (Buzan, 1993;
Jackson, 1996; Dunne, 1998), while others do not (Suganami, 1983;
Wilson, 1989; Brown, 1997). In the view of some commentators, even
the international society perspective is not what the English School is
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centrally about (Little, 2000, 2003; Buzan, 2001), while according to
another, there is no such thing as the English School in any case
(Grader, 1988).

Such a striking disunity of views, exhibited by those who claim to
know about the English School, its identity and contributions, appears
quite disconcerting, even standing in the way (unless sorted out at the
outset) of proceeding with a volume, such as the present one, whose
subject-matter is none other than the English School itself, its way of
thinking, and how we may build upon its achievements. The presence
of these contending interpretations, however, will not be especially
damaging to such an enterprise if we appreciate their similarities, as
well as differences; if we do not suppose any of these interpretations to
convey the truth about the identity of the School exclusively and
exhaustively; and if, above all, we understand that the idea of the
English School has a history.

It is a central contention of this chapter that, when these differing
interpretations are subjected to a critical textual and contextual scru-
tiny, and efforts are made to conciliate as well as adjudicate between
them, the identity of the English School will reveal itself — although,
importantly, as a historically constituted and evolving cluster of
scholars with a number of inter-related stories to tell about them. A
survey of the English School’s classical texts and their descendants,
conducted in Chapter 2, will demonstrate exceptionally close intercon-
nections among these works and add credence to the claim that their
authors can be seen to form a school. In Chapter 3, it will further be
argued that, despite a considerable diversity and uncertainties in their
presuppositions about the nature of International Relations as an intel-
lectual pursuit, there are certain reasonably clear parameters within
which English School writers have traditionally operated. The overall
aim of these three chapters is to establish what kind of entity the
English School is, who its key architects are, and what they stand for
— both in terms of their substantive contentions about world politics
and in terms of their understandings of the nature of International
Relations as an intellectual pursuit.

The following discussion will first focus on the debate about the
identity of the English School which took place in the 1980s. It will be
noted that, during this phase, those who believed in the existence of
such a school focused their attention primarily upon ‘that intimate
intellectual grouping, based at the LSE in the 1950s and 60s, which
inaugurated and first developed the approach’ (Wilson, 1989: 55) to the
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study of international relations, of which C. A. W. Manning, a juris-
prudence expert, was a leading figure. This is followed by an expos-
ition of a new trend in the 1990s which, while not doubting the
existence of the English School, began to see it in a rather different
light, drawing attention to the research agenda and output of the
British Committee on the Theory of International Politics, led in its
early stages by historians, Herbert Butterfield and Martin Wight. The
concluding discussion of this chapter draws attention to the nature of
the English School as a historical construct. A number of implications
follow from this (at times neglected) feature of the entity in question. It
will be suggested that a more comprehensive appreciation of the
English School as an intellectual movement can only come from a
thorough examination of a wide range of texts emanating from this
broad church in the study of international relations — an examination
of the kind that will be attempted in the subsequent two chapters.

The English School debate in the 1980s

After the publication, in 1981, of Roy Jones’ polemical article in Review
of International Studies, memorably titled “The English School of Inter-
national Relations: A Case for Closure’, there followed in the same
decade a few sporadic contributions to what might be called ‘the
English School debate’. This was a discussion about: (1) whether there
is indeed such a school; if so, (2) whether ‘the English School” is an
appropriate name for it; (3) who its leading members are; (4) how they
differ from other schools of thought about international relations; and
(5) what their main strengths and weaknesses are. These contributions
include a piece by Suganami (1983), a critical response to Jones and
Suganami by Sheila Grader (1988), and a reply to Grader by Peter
Wilson (1989).

The questions comprising the English School debate are not of equal
importance in substance. Question (3), for example, has struck many as
not warranting a lengthy debate (Dunne, 2000; Hurrell, 2001: 489;
Little, 2003: 444). Questions (4) and (5) are the more important ones
from the viewpoint of engaging critically with some standard works in
the field. Yet without a considered view on (3), questions (4) and (5)
could not be addressed. Clearly, who one considers to be the School’s
central figures shapes what one identifies as the School’s major texts
and tenets, and hence one’s assessment of the School’s achievements.
Question (3) has a procedural significance and cannot be dismissed as
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unworthy. Question (2), admittedly, would seem insignificant; yet it
was, in Jones’ case, closely associated with his position on the more
substantive question (5) — for, as explained below, he had chosen the
‘English School’ label specifically to point to what he saw as its key
members’ serious inadequacies.

Roy Jones (1981) on the English School

It is well known that Hedley Bull, a member of Jones” English School,
had launched an attack on the scientific approach to the study of
international relations, then in ascendancy in the United States. He
did so in defence of what he called a “classical” approach (1969), and he
no doubt had in mind here the kind of enterprise he was pursuing with
his colleagues in the British counterpart of the American Committee on
the Theory of International Politics (Dunne, 1998: 116£f). Nonetheless,
Jones did not think it appropriate to give the label “classical” or ‘British’
to what appeared thus to be presenting itself as a ‘British’ “classical’
alternative to the ‘“American’ ‘scientific’ approach. Jones preferred the
label “English” for the following reasons.

First, he lamented that, for the most part, his English School authors
have cut themselves off from the fundamental concern of the classical
theory of politics, from Plato onwards, ‘which is to form a view of the
best relationship which should exist between individual men in terms
of the common authority among them’ (1981: 1). This therefore ruled
out the label ‘classical’ for him. Second, he was dismayed that their
work shows little evidence of any commitment to ‘the truly British
liberal tradition of economic and political studies, founded largely in
the eighteenth century, to which numbers of outstanding Scotsmen
and even one or two Welshman made significant contributions’ (1981:
2; emphasis added). Thus, for Jones, the School did not deserve the title
‘British’, either. To these, he added one other reason: ‘For the most part
they also share a common academic provenance in the department of
international relations at the London School of Economics and Political
Science” (1981: 1).

That Jones was a Welshman writing from Cardiff may explain his
association of ‘London’ specifically with ‘England’. ‘The reference to
an “English” School was made first by a Welshman (Jones, 1981) who
was critical of the way that international relations was taught in
England’, commented Richard Little (1995: 32, note 1). Jones’ largely
idiosyncratic reasons for his choice of the label, however, related to his
two pertinent criticisms: English School authors’ lack of interest in
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doing political theory and their neglect of economic dimensions of
international relations. The latter point is noted often enough (see,
for example, O'Hagan, 2002: 121). As for the former, it is quite untrue,
of course, that English School writers were not interested in the argu-
ments of classical political thinkers, especially those who discussed
problems arising in the context of inter-state relations. But it is the case
that they fell short of producing a well-developed political theoretical
argument themselves concerning — as such an argument would cen-
trally address — the duties of citizens and their governments in the
world of sovereign states.

Looking back at the past twenty years or so, we may well doubt that
the argument of the Jones article has ever been taken seriously. In any
case, his rather tenuous reasoning for his pejoratively intended label
most certainly did not stay in the collective consciousness of the IR
profession, even within Britain. But the name — ‘the English School” -
did, and with it gradually arose an awareness that there was a distinct
community of scholars whose works exhibited a close family resem-
blance. By advocating its closure, Jones had inadvertently contributed
to the School’s coming into existence in the popular awareness of the
IR community at large.

The ‘seminal thinkers’ of this school, according to Jones, were
Manning and Wight, (Jones, 1981: 1). ‘Hedley Bull, Michael Donelan,
F. S. Northedge, Robert Purnell and others” were ‘the core of its extant
membership” ‘still in its prime’, and, he added, ‘young recruits [were]
constantly coming forward’ (1981: 1). In his judgement, these scholars
exhibited a number of similarities. They appear, he wrote, ‘to share
a broad commitment to international relations as a distinct, even
autonomous, subject’ (1981: 1). He added:

Their principal professional task they perceive to be that of
examining and describing such measure of order as the world as a
whole may, in their view, be expected to maintain on the basis of the
structure of relations between what they habitually call ‘sovereign
nation-states’. Their style is easily recognizable, if only for what it
leaves out: few statistics, no geometry and less algebra; and no vulgar
agonizing over so-called world problems of poverty, commodity
prices, monetary reform and such. Though often given to philosoph-
ical allusion, their own philosophical position is not distinguished by
its scope and completeness. (1981: 1; italics original)

It is difficult to summarize Jones’ article as a whole as he did not
develop his argument very systematically. A few pertinent observations
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are made, but they are mingled with dismissive assertions against
Manning and Wight in particular, in a manner that tends more to
reveal Jones’ exasperation with these writers” approaches and argu-
ments than expound them helpfully to the reader. He appears to have
been curious about why Manning and Wight, who had both passed
away by then, were held in so much awe personally by some of their
former students and colleagues. But when he read the writings of
Manning and Wight as well as those of their followers, he clearly
found their views on international society of sovereign states, inter-
national theory and international history muddled, unpalatable and
impoverished. Jones” two main criticisms aimed at their works were
reasonable — their neglect of economics and of serious political theor-
izing. However, other more detailed criticisms were to a great extent
based on his inadequate attention, as was his inclusion into his English
School of Michael Donelan, whose central aim was the application of
natural law to the conduct of international relations. His views, there-
fore, were considerably at odds with those of the rest listed by Jones
(see, in particular, Bull, 2000e).

The primary role that the Jones article performed in the history of
International Relations as an academic discipline was to make the
community of IR specialists begin to think that there was a distinct
school about their subject-matter: —the English School’. It is difficult to
judge what impact, if any, Jones’ call to close the school had in the 1980s.
The ‘extant members’ and ‘young recruits” of Jones” English School
went on, regardless, to produce some of their most significant works
in this period (Bull and Watson, 1984; James, 1986a; Vincent, 1986),
although Bull died in 1985, and Vincent in 1989, both tragically young.

Suganami (1983) on the British institutionalists

A similar set of features to the ones noted by Jones were also found
significant in grouping together Manning and a few others by
Suganami (1983), who characterized them as ‘the institutionalists’,
then occupying the mainstream position in the British study of inter-
national relations. Alan James, F. S. Northedge and Hedley Bull were
counted as among Manning’s ‘followers’, and it was noted that there
were ‘a substantial number of teachers and students who were either
directly or indirectly influenced by the teaching of those four scholars’
(Suganami, 1983: 2362). The common features identified were: (1) their
aspiration or declared intent to pursue Wertfreiheit (or ‘value-
freedom’), which subsumed a number of inter-related attitudes on
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their part towards values and norms in the academic study of inter-
national relations; (2) their rejection of behaviourism and scientism; (3)
their reliance on certain sociological methods, for example, ideal-type
analysis, and particular stress on the method of Verstehen (or “under-
standing’) in the light of the institutional or cultural framework of
international society; (4) their recognition of the unity as well as the
specificity of the states-system, based on their rejection of the domestic
analogy, and consequent assertion of the independence of International
Relations as an academic discipline; and (5) their positive estimate of the
degree of order in the states-system, and negative estimate of the possi-
bility of altering its basic structure, resulting in their rejection of uto-
pianism. Some of these themes will be examined further in Chapter 3.

This article, like Jones’, had been written against the background of a
succession of publications in the 1960s and 1970s. In 1962, Manning’s
The Nature of International Society had appeared, based on what he had
taught in the previous thirty years at the LSE (Suganami, 2001a). This
was followed, in 1966, by the publication of Diplomatic Investigations:
Essays in the Theory of International Politics, edited by Herbert Butter-
field and Martin Wight. In it were found some of the most important
early texts of the English School, such as Wight’s ‘Why Is There No
International Theory?” and ‘Western Values in International Relations’,
and Bull’s ‘Society and Anarchy in International Relations” and ‘“The
Grotian Conception of International Society’. This was a collection of
essays written by the members of the British Committee on the Theory
of International Politics, but little was known about its activities at
that time.”

Six years after the publication of the Butterfield and Wight volume
came, in 1972, another collection of essays, The Aberystwyth Papers,
edited by Brian Porter, a former student of Manning and Wight. In it
was found a chapter on “The Theory of International Politics 1919-
1969 by Bull, then well known for championing what he called the

2 The British Committee was founded in 1958 by the Rockefeller Foundation as a
British counterpart of an American committee (Butterfield and Wight, 1966: Preface).
Chaired successively by Butterfield, Wight, Watson and Bull, the Committee,
comprising a number of academics and some officials, and holding weekend meetings
three times a year, collectively produced Diplomatic Investigations (1966) and, in its later
phase, Bull and Watson’s The Expansion of International Society (1984). Separate
publications by Wight (1977), Bull (1977) and, later, Watson (1992) owe much to the
work of the Committee, whose central importance as a site of the English School’s
evolution is now evident, thanks mainly to the work of Tim Dunne (1998).
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classical approach against the concerted move, gaining preponderance
especially in the United States, to transform the study of international
relations into a scientific enterprise (Bull, 1969). There was also a
chapter by Manning, entitled ‘The Legal Framework in the World of
Change’, which expounded his unchanging view of the nature and
role of international law in the society of states. Herbert Butterfield,
who had written on ‘The Balance of Power” and ‘The New Diplomacy
and Historical Diplomacy’ for the Butterfield and Wight volume, now
contributed a chapter on ‘Morality and an International Order’.

A year later, in 1973, The Bases of International Order was published in
honour of C. A. W. Manning edited by Alan James, much of whose
effort in undergraduate teaching at the LSE and later at Keele Univer-
sity was focused on developing Manning’s ideas (Manning, 1951a,
1951b, 1954; Suganami, 2001a). The James volume contained chapters
by Manning’s former students and colleagues, including Northedge,
Goodwin, Wight, Bull and the editor himself. In 1974, John Vincent’s
Nonintervention and International Order was published, based on his
doctoral dissertation supervised by Hedley Bull and J. D. B. Miller at
the Australian National University. In 1975, Manning’s The Nature of
International Society was reissued with a new preface, followed by his
former pupil, Northedge’s publication, in 1976, of The International
Political System, based, in turn, on his undergraduate lectures at the
LSE. This annual succession culminated in 1977 in the publication of
Bull’'s major work, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World
Politics. The same year also saw Wight's Systems of States, based on his
work at the British Committee, posthumously edited by the Commit-
tee’s co-member and Wight's great admirer, Bull. This was followed, in
1978, by Power Politics also by Wight edited by Hedley Bull and
Carsten Holbraad, a former doctoral student of Wight.

By the close of the 1970s, then, it was possible to see, if one took note
of it, that a network of scholars was gaining a momentum in the British
teaching and study of International Relations as reflected in these
publications by old and young - all saying broadly similar things,
under similar titles, about international relations and the way to study
it, and everyone related to everyone else through some overlapping
personal connections. Suganami’s piece (1983) had been presented at
the 1980 Annual Conference of the British International Studies Asso-
ciation — in a panel on ‘The British Establishment in International
Relations’. James, Northedge and Bull each expressed their broad agree-
ment with the argument of the paper, James stressing, however, that
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there were significant differences among them as well as similarities,
and Bull pointing out that the main weakness of the paper was its
neglect of Wight’s work and his influence particularly upon Bull’s own
thinking about international relations. In Bull’s view, though not in
James’, the article exaggerated Manning’s formative influence on
British International Relations.”

Grader (1988) and Wilson (1989) on the English School

The theme of internal differences, to which James drew attention, was
developed by Grader (1988) in what appears to be the only work
published to respond point by point to Jones’ criticisms of the English
School. But Grader’s main argument — partly also directed at Suganami
(1983) — was that there were such fundamental “philosophical” differ-
ences among those scholars Jones and Suganami had bracketed to-
gether, that it was in fact meaningless to consider them as forming a
school. There was merit in the suggestion, she acknowledged, that the
identity of the ‘English School” coalesced around the idea of inter-
national society (1988: 38). She maintained, however, that the views
of Manning, Bull, and Northedge on international society were quite
diverse — for ‘Manning’s society is metaphysical, Bull’s is empirical
and normative, and Northedge’s view tends towards discounting
international society in favour of the international system of states’
(1988: 38). Grader conceded that the members of Jones” English School
were also similar in rejecting behaviouralism dominant in the Ameri-
can study of international relations, but she rightly noted that this was
not a feature unique to them (1988: 40-1). ‘To see these British scholars
as a “school” is to see them as they did not see themselves’, she
concluded (1988: 42).

There does seem to be some truth in this last contention. Before the
Jones article appeared (by which time Manning and Wight, the two
leading figures of his English School, were already dead), there was as

3 This is based on Suganami’s memory of his conversation with Bull, James, and
Northedge at the time the paper was presented. At the conference, Bull said of the paper
that it was a ‘decent’ one, criticized its neglect of Wight’s input, and expressed his
view that it was not a bad thing that a school of thought (called ‘institutionalism’ in the
paper) asserted its existence and articulated its views because, he said, others not
belonging to the school can formulate their respective positions in opposition to the
school’s lines. This is in accord with Wight’s notion of international theory as a
conversation between different strands of thought, and betrays Bull’s endorsement of
intellectual pluralism. It is important to note, however, that Bull (or James or Northedge)
did not object to being characterized in the paper as an institutionalist.

23



The English School of International Relations

yet no well-articulated, common understanding on the part of the IR
community at large — or even perhaps on the part of those whom Jones
had chosen to call ‘the English School” — that a line demarcating them
from others in the field, give or take one or two, constituted a particu-
larly significant boundary. This was what Grader, a former student of
Manning and others at the LSE, was pointing to. By 1989, however,
Wilson was able to cite a number of articles published in the immedi-
ate past (Vincent, 1983; Lyons, 1986; Hoffman, 1987) as evidence of
‘increasing acceptance among International Relations scholars that
there [was] a group of writers which should be recognized as consti-
tuting a distinct school of thought” — more often than not called the
English School (Wilson, 1989: 49). Wilson himself took the view that
there was a school of thought here, but primarily in the sense that ‘the
thought of the scholars in question is sufficiently similar for them to be
grouped together, and thereby distinguished from other International
Relations scholars” (1989: 52).

The way Wilson arrived at this conclusion was initially through
rejecting Grader’s claim that Manning and his supposed associates
were not talking about the same thing when they discussed inter-
national society. In particular, Wilson rejected as superficial Grader’s
key assertion that ‘Manning’s “‘society” [was] metaphysical whilst
Bull’s [was] empirical and normative” (1989: 52). As Wilson rightly
noted, ‘international society” was ideational and norm-based either for
Manning or for Bull, and they both took the view that its rules and
principles ought to be defended and made more effective (1989: 52-3).
Wilson went on to observe that there was ‘no difference in the onto-
logical status of the international society, as the concept [was]
employed by Manning, Wight, Bull, James and by more recent recruits
to the school such as R. J. Vincent and James Mayall’, adding that ‘this
[was] not surprising given Manning’s well-known intellectual influ-
ence, either directly or indirectly, upon’ the others (1989: 54). Wilson
also demonstrated that the concept of international society was central
to the theory of international relations advanced by Manning, Wight,
Bull, James, Vincent and Mayall (1989: 54-5), adding that even though
Northedge preferred the term ‘international political system’ to ‘inter-
national society’, his methods of analysis and central arguments
about international relations were very similar to those of the rest.
After all, he added, Northedge was ‘a principal member of that intim-
ate intellectual grouping, based at the LSE in the 1950s and 60s, which
inaugurated and first developed the approach’ (1989: 55).
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Ultimately, Wilson concluded, it is this sharing of certain methods
and arguments that united the English School, and separated them
from all others in the discipline. He maintained that their methods and
arguments were similar in the following four respects: (1) their asser-
tion of the orderliness of the relations of states; (2) their stress on the
institutional bases of international order; (3) their rejection of utopian
schemes for the radical restructuring of the international system; and
(4) their dismissal of the behavioural or scientific methodology in
favour of the empathetic understanding and interpretation (1989:
55-6). These are virtually identical to Suganami’s list of similarities,
noted earlier, presented as distinguishing the works of Manning and
his associates from those of others. Further, although Wilson did not
treat this as a defining feature of the English School, he maintained, as
did Jones earlier, that the institutional basis of the English School was
at the London School of Economics and Political Science.

Development in the 1990s

After Bull’s untimely death in 1985, followed by Vincent’s four years
later, a number of academics followed in their footsteps and also those
of Wight, who had passed away earlier in the 1970s. Among them were
Andrew Hurrell, one of the last of Bull’s students at Oxford, Tim
Dunne, a former doctoral student of Hurrell at Oxford, Nicholas
Wheeler, Dunne’s close collaborator, and Robert Jackson, then of
the University of British Columbia, who discovered the works of
Manning, Wight, Bull, James, Vincent and others through his British
colleagues (see Hurrell, 1990, 1992, 1998; Jackson, 1990, 2000; Wheeler,
1992, 2000; Dunne, 1995a, 1995b, 1998; Wheeler and Dunne, 1996;
Alderson and Hurrell, 2000). By now the ‘English School debate’
appeared to have been settled in so far as the issue of the School’s
existence was concerned. Meanwhile, attention of the IR community at
large came to be focused on the debates between the neo-realists
and their critics emanating from North America (Waltz, 1979;
Keohane, 1986a; Der Derian and Shapiro, 1989; Linklater, 1990a;
Buzan, Jones and Little, 1993). Against the background of the momen-
tous changes in the world scene, however, the beginning of the 1990s
also saw a number of IR scholars revisit ideas and arguments about
‘international society’ and ‘world order’ embodied in some of the
key writings that had come to be associated with the label, ‘the
English School’.
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A special “Winter 1992’ issue of Millennium, edited by Rick Fawn and
Jeremy Larkins, later published as International Society after the Cold
War: Anarchy and Order Reconsidered (1996a), demonstrated this, as did
the 1992 Limerick Workshop, convened to reconsider the idea of
international society after the end of the Cold War. This resulted in a
volume edited by Barbara Roberson: International Society and the Devel-
opment of International Relations Theory (1998). This coincided with the
publication of Dunne’s Inventing International Society: A History of the
English School (1998), based on his doctoral thesis, submitted in 1993.

So far, Dunne’s book has done the most to remind the IR world of the
existence of the English School and alert the profession to its collective
achievements. His ‘English School’, however, took on an identity which
was significantly different from that of the School discussed in the 1980s
by Jones, Suganami and Wilson. Whereas their pieces drew attention
specially to the legacies of Manning in the British study of International
Relations, Dunne focused on the work of the British Committee on the
Theory of International Politics. However, this shift of focus was al-
ready underway in some of the contributions to the Roberson volume
(1998:2,17, 85) and the two notable publications of this period by Buzan
(1993) and Little (1995) respectively. Before turning to Dunne’s work,
pivotal in the history of the English School debate, the two leading
authors’ treatment of the School is examined below.

Buzan (1993) and Little (1995, 2000)

Buzan'’s article on the English School appeared in an influential Ameri-
can journal, International Organization (1993) and Little’s in the first
issue of the European Journal of International Relations (1995). Apart from
his inclusion of Carr, Buzan’s characterization of the English School’s
identity is basically in accord with the prevailing view of the 1980s. But
when one compares Buzan’s argument developed at length in his
article with the works of Manning, Bull and Watson (counted by Buzan
as the leading members of the English School) as well as those of James
(whom it does not appear to be Buzan’s wish to exclude from the
School), one finds that his understanding of the English School think-
ing was selective.” In particular, he appears insufficiently aware that,
according to some of the leading English School writers themselves,
pragmatic needs were a strong enough motive for sovereign states, even

4 Buzan, in his more recent discussions of the English School (Buzan, 2004), refers to
James’ ideas fairly extensively in illustrating the School’s views.
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in the absence of common culture, to subject themselves to some basic
common institutions of international society.

This argument is fundamental to Manning, for whom states” need to
pay formal deference to the authority of international law as law was
in the nature of ‘a situationally generated pragmatic inevitability’
(1972: 328). Bull and Watson would ultimately agree with this line
since in their view, the states of Asia and Africa perceived strong
interests in accepting the rules and institutions of international society,
originating in the West, because they could not do without them even in
their relations with one another (1984: 433-43). James is even more
outspoken:

to me it seems that when independent political units come into
regular contact with each other certain requirements present
themselves almost as a matter of logical necessity: some rules are
necessary for the regulation of their intercourse, and also, therefore,
some agreement on how these rules are to be established or
identified; there must be some means of official communication,
and with it an understanding that official agents must be personally
respected and privileged; and if the collectivity of units is deemed to
form a society this carries with it the concept of membership, and
hence the necessity for some criterion whereby this political unit is
identified as a member and that not. These requirements would seem
to be valid whatever the cultural complexion or geographical location
of the political entities who establish or later join an international
society. (1986b: 466)°

That this ‘almost logical necessity” thesis only points at best to a
potential force embedded in inter-societal dynamics — that, therefore,
the supposed near-necessity may not materialize regularly in world-
historical terms — is less pertinent here than the fact that James had
thought along such ahistorical and mechanistic lines.” This, and the

5 This line of thinking is an application to the international sphere of H. L. A. Hart’s
argument about what he called ‘the minimum content of natural law” (Hart, 1961: 189-
95). The same source also inspired Bull (1977). Hart’s line is basically that, given the
characteristics of human beings, their wish to survive, and the nature of the
environment in which they live, it is rational, or pragmatically necessary, that social
norms governing different societies are found to have a few basic principles in common,
which are the sorts that used to be spoken of as natural law principles.

® Adam Watson’s observation (1992: 318) is pertinent here: “We may conclude that
regulatory arrangements always come into being between civilized polities when the
volume of contacts becomes worth regulating. Anything more intimate, a society that
goes beyond rules and institutions to shared values and assumptions, has hitherto
always developed within a cultural framework, even if some of the values and
assumptions are later adopted by communities outside the culture.’
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other observations just made, show that the argument from pragmatic
needs (rather than cultural commonality) was already an important
element in some English School thinkers’ view of the emergence of
norm-based cooperation in inter-state relations. But Buzan appears to
think that this is a special insight that he brings from the American
neo-realist camp to the English School (1993: 327). He expresses this
point in terms of the distinction between the Gemeinschaft and the
Gesellschaft (1993: 333ff). The former, according to him, is a society that
grows out of a common culture, and, unlike the latter, is not built on
pragmatic considerations on the part of the units. Further, he sees the
English School conception of international society as Gemeinschaft-like,
and contrasts it to the neo-realist conception which is Gesellschaft-like. But
his interpretation of the English School’s conception of international
society probably derives from his focused reading of Wight, according
to whom all historical states-systems grew out of a common culture
(Wight, 1977: 33), and also his relative neglect of the details, in particu-
lar, of Manning’s ideas and James’ writings.

A similar bias is found more conspicuously in Little, Buzan’s close
collaborator. According to him:

At the end of the 1950s, a group of individuals who came later to be
known collectively as the English School (ES) began to develop a
research programme which offers a radical alternative to established
thinking about international relations. (1995: 10)

The School includes Martin Wight, Herbert Butterfield, Hedley Bull
and Adam Watson and others . . . The members of the School came
together initially at the instigation of Kenneth Thompson and was
identified as the British Committee on the Theory of International
Relations [sic]. The reference to an English School was made first by
[Jones]. (1995: 32, note 1)

Thus, in Little’s version, Jones was the first to refer to ‘an English
School’, but it was really the British Committee on the Theory of
International Politics that came later to be known as ‘the English
School’.” Much as one needs to appreciate the importance of the British
Committee as a key contributory factor to the evolution of the English
School - after all, two central texts of the English School, Diplomatic
Investigations (1966) and The Expansion of International Society (1984),
were direct products of the Committee — Little’s literal identification of

7 While himself not equating the two entities, Buzan (2001: 472ff), too, suggests that
Jones (1981) was only depicting ‘an English School” (2001: 471; emphasis added).
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the two entities is somewhat surprising. Other than mentioning Jones’
article in passing, in which, incidentally, he had in fact referred to “the
English School’ rather than ‘an English School’, Little pays no attention
to the English School debate of the 1980s in which the School’s insti-
tutional base was seen to be located at the LSE. More importantly,
Little does not elaborate on his assertion that the British Committee
‘came later to be known as the English School’: he simply presents it as
if a matter of common knowledge. One noteworthy consequence of
this identification of the two bodies is that James, not being a member
of the British Committee, is not only excluded from Little’s ‘English
School’, but counted among the School’s critics (1995: 11).

But the issue of the inclusion or exclusion of one particular scholar
or another is not a very serious matter — for it would in any case be a
mistake to think of the English School as a club-like entity demarcating
its members clearly from the outsiders. That is, of course, one reason
why the English School could not be equated with the British Commit-
tee, which was an exclusive club. More importantly, Little’s idea of the
English School’s identity and his resultant focus on the works of Wight
and Bull at the expense of certain other writers, as well as a slight slant
he gave to his reading of those two scholars, led him to argue that the
English School’s approach should not be identified exclusively with
the international society perspective on world politics, but that they
should, in fact, be seen as advocating pluralism, the international
society perspective being only one of the three perspectives they offer.

There is undeniably some truth in Little’s contention here. To appre-
ciate this, it is necessary at this point to remind ourselves of Wight's
well-known tripartite classification of the traditions of international
thought (or 3Rs) and Bull’s incorporation of it in his discussion of
world politics, and to try to locate the central tenet of the English
School in the greater scheme of things.

According to Wight, there are three traditions of international
thought: ‘Rationalism’, ‘Realism’ and ‘Revolutionism’. Wight's
‘Rationalism’ (also referred to by the label ‘Grotian’) should not be
confused with the doctrine, also called ‘rationalism’ in the American
political science of international relations, according to which states, the
key actors in the arena of world politics, are rational utility-maximizers
(Keohane, 1989b). The Rationalist tradition of international thought,
in Wight’s terminology, takes the view that, despite the formally
anarchical structure of world politics, inter-state relations are governed
by normative principles in the light of which states can, and to a
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remarkable degree do, behave reasonably towards one another (Wight,
1991, 13-14). Now, the Rationalist paradigm was a third view, the via
media, juxtaposed to two others: Realism and Revolutionism, also
known as the ‘Machiavellian’ (or “Hobbesian’) and the ‘Kantian’ trad-
itions respectively in Wight's nomenclature. Realism sees in the an-
archical structure of the states-system that emerged from Western
Christendom a condition under which war is a perpetual possibility
between any states, where therefore “political action is most regularly
necessitous’ (Wight, 1966a: 26), and which thus makes plausible an
interpretation of international politics as ‘the realm of recurrence and
repetition” (Wight, 1996a: 26). Revolutionism, by contrast, advances an
entirely different — progressivist — interpretation of world history. It is
distinguished from the other two by its insistence that ‘it was only at a
superficial and transient level that international politics was about
relations among states at all” (Bull, 1991: xii). As Bull explains:

[According to Revolutionism] at a deeper level [international politics]
was about relations among human beings of which states were
composed. The ultimate reality was the community of mankind,
which existed potentially, even if it did not exist actually, and was
destined to sweep the system of states into limbo.  (Bull, 1991: xii)

At the end of this historical process, according to Revolutionism, lay a
world of justice and peace.”

Wight, who popularized this tripartite understanding of inter-
national thought in Britain,” seems to have been somewhat of an
enigma to his students: which tradition did ke fall under? To this, Bull
answers as follows, resisting the temptation to force Wight into any
one pigeonhole:

It is a truer view of him to regard him as standing outside the three
traditions, feeling the attraction of each of them but unable to come to
rest within any one of them, and embodying in his own life and
thought the tension among them. (Bull, 1991)

In his The Anarchical Society, Bull has translated this Wightianism, or
what, in Bull’s interpretation, was Wight’s position, to a related claim
that there are three elements in modern world politics, captured by the
Realist, Rationalist, and Revolutionist representations of the world.

8 For a detailed critique of Wight's and Bull’s treatment of Kant as a Revolutionist in
their sense, see Chapter 5.
° See, for example, the taken-for-granted way in which Wight's tripartite classification
is used in Goodwin (1973).
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According to Bull, just as no single tradition of thought is to be
favoured at the expense of the others, no single model of world
politics — power-political states-system, regulated international soci-
ety, or transnational solidarity and conflict — can be said fully and
accurately to depict the world (1977: 41-2).

It is these parallel claims of Wight, as interpreted by Bull, and of Bull
himself that give considerable plausibility to Little’s interpretation that
pluralism is the essence of the English School. It may even be that, as
Little (2000) maintains, these three approaches, Realism, Rationalism
and Revolutionism embody, or can be interpreted as embodying,
distinct social scientific methodologies, positivism, hermeneutics and
critical social theory. But, as Little himself acknowledges, the English
School writers ‘have seen it as one of their central tasks to create the
conceptual space needed to examine international society” (2000: 396).
Certainly, this was ‘not to the exclusion of realist and revolutionist
ideas’ (Little, 2000: 398). Indeed, the English School’s view of inter-
national politics overlaps to some extent with a moderate version of
Realism, which is unsurprising when we note that, according to Wight
himself, the three categories dovetail and are indistinctive at the edges
(Wight, 1991: 158). It remains the case, however, that the English
School writers tended to see themselves as drawing special attention to
those aspects of world politics which are best captured by Rationalism
or the international society perspective.

This is particularly true of Manning and James (James, 1964, 1973a,
19864, 1989, 1993; Manning, 1975). For Little, however, this observation
would not undermine his contention since these two scholars, not
being members of the British Committee, were outside of his English
School. But, as was already noted, Little does not defend his view that
the English School was just another name for the British Committee. In
any case, even though Bull and Wight, the two main figures of Little’s
English School, never suggested that the international society or Ra-
tionalist perspective captured everything about world politics, it is clear
from their writings as a whole that their emphasis was on the key
importance of that particular perspective. Thus, while they never
entirely rejected Realist depictions of international relations, they did
not articulate the Realist perspective in the way they, or Bull in par-
ticular, elaborated on the Rationalist one. In any case, they were quite
unsympathetic to Revolutionism (Bull, 1977, 2000b; Wight, 1991), and
their discussion of world society (see, in particular, Bull, 1977) was
seriously underdeveloped, as Little (2000) is himself aware. Wight
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confessed that his ‘prejudices are Rationalist’ (1991: 268) and that he
became ‘more Rationalist and less Realist’” (1991: 268) in the course of
the lectures on International Theory he gave at the LSE. Bull would not
have written so extensively in defence of the international society of
states and its historically evolved institutions, nor would he have
written so approvingly of Grotius’s contribution to making it possible
to conceive of sovereign states as forming a society (Bull, 1990), had he
not thought that the Rationalist perspective was of particular signifi-
cance. Indeed, according to Bull, the Rationalist perspective “provides
the constitutional principle in terms of which international relations
today are in fact conducted’ (1990: 93)."

In this connection, we may recall the following observation by
Jackson (1996: 213): ‘as represented by Wight [1991] and Bull [1977],
the “English School” is a more comprehensive academic enterprise
[than Realism] which emphasises the interactive relationship between
all three of these basic human inclinations in international relations
[i.e., Realism, Rationalism and Revolutionism of Wight]'. But Jackson
also added: ‘Rationalism or ““Grotianism”’ is, of course, at the heart of
that relationship” (1996: 213). This can be understood to mean that, in
Jackson’s view, the English School, as represented by Wight and Bull,
saw in Rationalism a particularly significant way to represent world
politics in the modern period. By comparison, Little’s characterization
of the English School as advocating pluralism tends to give a mislead-
ing impression that all the three elements of world politics were held
by them to be of equal significance, and cannot therefore be accepted

without seriously qualifying what is meant by ‘advocating pluralism’."'

1 Here is Bull’s assessment: “The importance of Grotius lies in the part he played in
establishing the idea of international society — an idea that provides one of the several
paradigms in terms of which we have thought about international relations in modern
times, and that, for better or worse, provides the constitutional principle in terms of
which international relations today are in fact conducted’ (1990: 93).

1 See, in this connection, also Buzan (2001). Buzan’s argument is that whereas ‘[t]he
main thrust of the English School’s work has been to uncover the nature and function of
international societies, and to trace their history and development’ (2001: 477), the
School’s approach is intrinsically pluralistic, and its Realist and Revolutionist elements,
focusing on the working of the international system and the evolution of world society,
respectively, can be developed further. To the extent that this implies that the English
School’s work on international society was just a phase in their research programme, it
does not strike as an accurate representation of the intentions of the School’s central
figures. To the extent that this shows a commitment to engage constructively with the
potentials of the English School, it is to be commended. See Buzan (2004) for the latest
development.
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In any event, Little’s pronouncement in 1995 that the British Com-
mittee had come to be known as the English School is considerably at
odds with the rough consensus that existed in the 1980s in the IR
profession regarding the identity of the English School. It appears,
however, that he characterized the English School in that manner
under the influence of a new interpretation that was emerging in some
quarters which culminated in Dunne’s publication of his book (1998)
with a subtitle A History of the English School.

Dunne (1998) on the English School

Dunne is the author who has done most to make the IR community
appreciate the importance of the British Committee in the evolution of
the English School. Even though, unlike Little, he does not literally
equate the British Committee with the English School, he offers a
picture of the School in which key members of the Committee are
given high positions, and which thereby challenges the older view of
its identity. For example, according to his considered view, ‘Manning
and Northedge are not members of the School’ (1998: 15). It needs to be
noted of course that, in line with the prevailing view, Wight, Bull and
Vincent remain the central figures of Dunne’s English School, but
Butterfield is given a prominent place because of his chairmanship of
the British Committee, and, much more doubtfully, Carr is treated as a
member because of ‘the importance key thinkers like Bull and Vincent
attached to his work” (Dunne, 1998: 36).

Dunne’s guidelines for identifying the members of his English
School are threefold: (1) self-identification with a particular tradition
of inquiry; (2) an interpretive approach; and (3) international theory as
normative theory (1998: 6-9). In the abstract, these criteria do not seem
so efficacious in making his idea of the English School diverge much
from the older conception. If anything, they appear too general to be
capable of delineating his subject-matter clearly. However, in translat-
ing his first membership criterion into ‘awareness of a body of litera-
ture, a set of central questions and a common agenda’ (1998: 6), what
he had in mind in more concrete terms appears to be a collaborative
grouping of researchers working together on a set project — of the sort
exemplified well by the British Committee. The outsiders to the Com-
mittee are therefore liable to be excluded even if they had belonged to
the same tradition of inquiry in a broader sense. The second member-
ship criterion is reminiscent of the stress on empathetic understanding
and interpretation treated by Suganami (1983) and Wilson (1989) as a
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distinctive methodological feature of the English School. But what they
were pointing to was the approach that straightforwardly insisted that
we must understand the cultural and institutional assumptions of
those who speak and act in the name of the states in order to be able
to make sense of what goes on in international relations. By contrast,
what Dunne has in mind, in substance, is the approach associated with
Wight’s ‘international theory’, which profoundly influenced Bull —
namely an attempt to interpret what goes on in world politics in the
light of the three or more Western traditions of international thought
identified in the ideas of international lawyers, political philosophers,
diplomats and state leaders. Those who stressed an interpretive
approach as indispensable to the study of international relations in
Suganami’s and Wilson’s sense, but did not share Wight’s interests
in patterns of international thought (and practice), such as Manning in
particular, are therefore liable to be excluded from the list."”

There is much to be said for the representation of the English School
that highlights the work of the British Committee and treats it as an
institutional base for the School’s achievements, an important site in
the history of the evolution of the English School’s research agenda.
Still, Dunne’s exclusion of Manning and inclusion of Carr cannot go
unchallenged. Of course, as was remarked earlier, the issue of the
inclusion or exclusion of one particular scholar or another may not
be a very serious matter. However, Manning had been such a central
figure in the earlier conception of the School that Dunne’s exclusion of
him is not of marginal significance. Nor is Dunne’s inclusion of Carr
inasmuch as this extremely influential scholar had never seriously
been treated as a member of the English School in earlier discussions,
Buzan'’s brief reference to him (1993) as belonging to the School being
one exception to this rule. Clearly, the combined effect of Manning’s
exclusion and Carr’s inclusion is not of negligible significance, and
therefore each case deserves some re-examination.

As for Manning, even though he was not invited to join the British
Committee, he certainly was a key figure —a foundational figure even —in
the cluster of thinkers in twentieth-century Britain who contributed to
making international society the central focus of academic speculation

!2 The sense in which Dunne attributes ‘normative’ theorizing to the English School -
his third membership criterion — is rather unclear. The School’s attitude towards the
issues of values and norms in the study of international relations will be discussed fully
in Chapter 3.
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about international relations. We should note here that making the
society of states the central focus of IR is precisely what Dunne means
by ‘inventing international society” (1998: xii), which is said by him to
be the central concern of the English School (1998: xii).

Of course, international society was never ‘invented’. Rather, it
gradually came to be grounded in thought and practice through a very
long process of sedimentation. Classical writers on international law,
such as Grotius, Pufendorf, Wolff and Vattel, as well as positivist
writers of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries who stressed
the “specific character of international law’, all made their intellectual
contributions to this process.'” But the concept of international society,
and a particular conception of it, which drew attention to its unique
character as a realm formally anarchical but substantively orderly,
became a focal point of the university teaching of International Rela-
tions in Britain. This is largely due to Manning’s formative influence.
He obtained a chair of International Relations at the LSE in 1930, and
for over thirty years he was the head of the undergraduate programme
in IR. Wight and Bull, who made very important contributions in
furthering the study of international society, had been invited by
Manning to join the LSE, where he was very keen to build a united
vehicle of undergraduate education in International Relations
(Suganami, 2001a). If, as Dunne rightly acknowledges, the primary
aim of the English School was to make international society a central
concern of the study of international relations, stories of the School that
do not include Manning as a major figure are seriously incomplete.

It is worth noting at this juncture that Nicholas Wheeler, while
quoting Dunne’s book as an authoritative source on the English

3 Grotius ([1646]1925) argued that despite the absence of a higher authority, the
relations of sovereigns are subject to legal constraints and in so doing he contributed to
the emergence of the idea of a society of states. This idea (of sovereign states, rather than
sovereigns, forming a society) can, however, be said to have arisen only after states came
to be seen as moral persons coexisting in an international state of nature. Manning
shows his awareness of this point when he distinguishes the (early modern) Grotian
concept of the society of sovereigns from what he called the (modern) ‘neo-Grotian’ idea
of the society of sovereign states (Manning, 1975: 69). This idea, stemming from
Hobbes’s ([1651]1962) analogy of the state of nature with the relations of sovereigns, was
gradually worked out by Pufendorf ([1688]1935) and Wolff ([1764]1934), culminating in
Vattel’s ([1758]1916) conception of a society of states. Positivist international lawyers
and legal theorists of the nineteenth century and early twentieth century considered
international law as a law of a specific kind — between states, not above states. The idea
that international society, despite its formal anarchy, is still societal corresponds to the
view that international law, while decentralized, is still a legal system (Jellinek, 1922:
379; Kelsen, 1967).
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School, has nevertheless considered it appropriate to include Manning
among those ‘usually’ treated as its members (2000: 6); and further that
Chris Brown, in the second edition of his Understanding International
Relations (2001), dropped his earlier reference to Manning being an
outsider to the English School - even though he has not found it fit to
include him in his account of the School.

Inasmuch as Dunne’s exclusion of Manning can be seen as a minor
corollary to his serious revisionist attempt to shift the focus away from
the traditional centre of attention towards the then relatively un-
known, but crucially important factor, the British Committee, there is
little to be said against him — except that the exclusion of Manning
from the English School is not a necessary corollary. A discussion of
the English School that pays full attention to the writings, emanating
from the collaborative work within the Committee, need by no means
neglect the works of those who were not invited to join the Committee
— as the discussion in Chapter 2 will demonstrate."*

Dunne’s inclusion of Carr in the English School is also problematic.
It is curious that, unlike in the case of Manning, the fact that Carr, too,
was never invited to join the British Committee (Dunne, 1998: 93) is not
made to count. Thus Dunne treats Carr ultimately as a member,
though ‘a dissident” (1998: 38), of the English School, despite his
judgement that he does not satisfy a key condition of the membership
of a school, that is, ‘the conscious act of identification with a particular
community of scholars’ (1998: 12-13). This move is significant to note
in that Dunne had treated Manning as an outsider substantially
because of his judgement that he did not satisfy this particular ‘ne-
cessary condition” (1998: 6), Manning’s exclusion from the British
Committee being a key manifestation, for Dunne, of this lack of sense
of community."”

' For Dunne, ‘the clinching reason for being suspicious of Manning’s inclusion in the
English School concerns the racial exclusions built in to his conception of international
society, something Wight rejected on Christian grounds, and Bull and Vincent because
of their belief in racial equality” (2000: 233). It is doubtful, however, that racial exclusions
— a racist principle — can be said to be built into Manning’s conception of international
society as any constitutionally independent political community, regardless of race, was
included in international society as he saw it. See Suganami (2003) for a more detailed
discussion of racism/West-centricity in Manning and other English School writers.

1> It may be added here that the idea of someone being ‘a dissident’ within a
community without the conscious act of identification with it makes little sense.
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Dunne’s chief reason for considering Carr as a member of the
English School is the importance its key members like Bull and Vincent
attached to his work (Dunne, 1998: 36). But this is not a strong enough
argument for including Carr specifically in the English School - for it is
difficult to think of a key member of the entire IR community of the
generation of Bull and Vincent who did not attach considerable signifi-
cance to Carr’s thinking about international relations. Furthermore,
there is not the slightest doubt that Manning was far more important
than Carr when judged specifically in terms of their respective contri-
butions towards answering what Dunne identifies at one point as the
central question for English School international theory — ‘what is
international society?” (Dunne, 1998: 8). As Bull rightly noted, ‘[t]he
idea of international society — of common interests and common values
perceived in common by modern states, and of rules and institutions
deriving from them - is scarcely recognized in [Carr’s] The Twenty
Years” Crisis (Bull, 2000c: 137). In that book, Carr has a very short
section on international community, but his argument concerning its
ideational and constructed nature (1946: 162), noted by Dunne (1998:
34), is in fact strongly reminiscent of the line Manning had taken with
increasing stress at least since 1936 (Manning, 1936: 1975). If one of
them influenced the other in this area, it is more likely that Manning
influenced Carr than Carr did Manning. It may also be added that
Carr, in the Preface to the first edition of The Twenty Years” Crisis (1939),
acknowledged his indebtedness to Manning.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, the publication of Dunne’s book temporar-
ily reopened the ‘English School debate” (Dunne, 2000a, 2001; Knudsen,
2000, 2001; Makinda, 2000, 2001; Suganami, 2000, 2001c). Nonetheless,
there is no doubt at all that his book has made a major impact on the
way the IR community now thinks of the English School. Roger Epp’s
statement, quoted earlier, that he ‘followed Dunne in defining the
English school primarily around a Wight-Bull-Vincent axis, leaving
C. A. W. Manning to the side’ (1998: 48), illustrates this well. In any
case, a critical discussion of Dunne’s specific claims about Manning
and Carr is not meant to undermine the value of his contributions, and
in particular the attention he has drawn to the work of the British
Committee, untouched in the 1980s discussions about the English
School. Dunne’s book certainly added a new — and indispensable —
insight into our understanding of the School’s contributions.

Within the IR profession, not only in Britain but also in other parts of
the world, the existence of the English School is no longer seriously in
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doubt, and there is a broad consensus about who its leading figures
are.'® There is also a strong interest now, partly orchestrated by
Buzan’s call (2001) to ‘reconvene the English school’, or to enhance
intellectual collaboration on the model of the British Committee with a
view to making scholarly contributions further along the lines set out
by some of the School’s classical texts. Twenty years after the Jones
article, the School now appears alive and well again — with, one may
add, ‘the core of its extant membership’ ‘still in its prime” and ‘young
recruits constantly coming forward’.

The English School approach, however, is no longer seen primarily
as embodied in the ahistorical perspective of Manning or the study of
the formal structure of contemporary international society which de-
veloped under his intellectual leadership. More historically based
works stemming from collaboration within the British Committee are
now highlighted as containing the English School’s key achieve-
ments.” But this by no means entails that, in our engagement with
the English School tradition, all that we should concern ourselves with
is the legacy of historical scholarship of the leading British Committee
members. For one thing, as will be examined closely in Chapter 3, the
attitudes towards history they exhibit are not always very clear-cut or
consistent. Furthermore, as will be shown in Chapter 2, English School
works are closely interwoven, forming a tapestry of arguments
extending from the more ahistorical and formal, through functional
and normative, to the more historical and historical-sociological. A
more comprehensive appreciation of the English School as an intellec-
tual movement, if this is to be desired, can only come from a thorough
examination of a wide range of texts emanating from this exceptionally
close-knit, yet to some extent also diverse, community of scholars in
the study of international relations.

16 Buzan’s most recent work (2004) treats Manning as among his English School
authors, but excludes Carr, whom he considers a Realist (Buzan, 2004: 30-1) — in turn a
distorted representation given Carr’s overall argument in his classic work (see Carr,
1939).

17 “Forum on the English School’, published in Review of International Studies 27(3), has
‘Foreword” by Adam Watson (2001), one of the surviving members of the British
Committee. It is clear that Watson takes Buzan’s call to ‘reconvene the English School’ as
meaning ‘relaunching the British Committee’.
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The nature of the English School

In the light of the foregoing analysis of the formation of the idea of the
English School, it is possible to offer a number of important observa-
tions about the School’s key characteristics.

First, those who discuss the English School think of it more than just
a school of thought united simply by the outward similarities of views
expressed on a particular set of issues. They have in mind a group of
scholars the similarities of whose views are attributable in varying
degrees to intellectual influences, interactions and collaborations,
based on the particularly intimate personal or professional relation-
ships amongst them. This is a specially strong theme in Dunne’s
conception of the English School. Even Wilson, according to whom
the English School formed a school of thought primarily in the sense
that ‘the thought of the scholars in question is sufficiently similar for
them to be grouped together, and thereby distinguished from other
International Relations scholars” (1989: 52), rightly draws attention to
the fact that the scholars in question formed an ‘intimate intellectual
grouping’ (1989: 55; emphasis added).

Secondly, however, the English School is more cluster-like than club-
like as an entity. Thus Dunne, who pays considerable attention in his
book to the membership issue, suggests nevertheless, that the English
School does not have fixed or immutable boundaries (Dunne, 1998: 5).
This means that it is a mistake to think of the English School as having
clear insiders and outsiders. The British Committee on the Theory of
International Politics had a very strong sense of exclusiveness from the
beginning, but, as Dunne (2000a: 229) rightly notes, the Committee and
the English School cannot be equated, even though some leading
members of the Committee were also those who came to be treated
as central figures of the English School.

Thirdly, the historicity of the English School must be recognized. This
means a number of things. The first is that it is anachronistic to
suppose the School to have been a well-defined entity from the start.
Such a supposition leads one to assume that a clear set of membership
criteria applied from the beginning or that there must have been a
collective understanding on the part of the members from the start that
they formed a group. But the English School did not come into exist-
ence on a particular day by self-proclamation or confirmation of its
identity on the part of its supposed members. Rather, it had an uncer-
tain beginning, in which there was no clear awareness either on the
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part of those supposedly within or without that the line dividing them
was necessarily any more significant than any other plausible bound-
aries. What stimulated the emergence of the English School was an
external proclamation — by Roy Jones. Thus Dunne, who stresses the
element of self-identification as a key to the presence of a school, notes
in passing that Jones ‘helped to create’ the English School (1998: 3).

What has happened is a gradual formation of the English School in
the collective consciousness of the IR community: the English School,
not easily or uncontroversially recognizable earlier, has come to be
more readily seen and treated as an entity. A number of factors
contributed to this historical process of emergence. First, there really
were some overlapping connections and similarities among some of
those whom Jones first wrote of as forming a school and a few others
he did not mention. Second, a sufficient number of commentators in
the IR profession began to talk of ‘the English School” as forming a
distinct grouping in the study of international relations. Third, most of
those who were said to form this grouping, and were still alive,
accepted, or did not strongly resist, this labelling. The English School
is an entity that emerged historically as people — the ‘IR people’ —
gradually came to think of it as an entity.

Given such a process of its emergence, it is not surprising that there
is some dispute as to the School’s pre- or early history. There were
some objectively present similarities and connections, but depending
on which particular connections are stressed and which similarities are
highlighted, different stories are constructed as to the origins of the
English School — either by its historians or by its subsequently self-
identifying members. This is another sense, a very important sense, in
which the historicity of the English School must be recognized — it is a
historically constituted entity, through the act of historical recounting.

The disagreement regarding the centrality or otherwise of certain
figures arises from the fact that who one includes in, or excludes from,
one’s discussion of the early life and works of the English School is
inevitably a function of what story one wants to tell about that entity.
However, what story one feels able to tell about the subject is to some
extent also a function of who one thinks were the School’s more central
figures. And although there is no point in discussing “who was in and
who was out’ in a categorical way, because there never has been any
rigid boundary to the English School that would make such a question
meaningful to raise in the first place, it does not follow that any
interpretation of the centrality or otherwise of a particular scholar is
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as good as any other, or that it does not matter who is considered
central or peripheral.

Finally, the historicity of the English School also means that it takes
on the character of an intellectual tradition, thereby forcing the School
to transform itself from a particular grouping who worked together at
one time, towards a succession of scholars who identify themselves as
part of the biography of a subject, called the English School, in which
they depict themselves as learning from and attempting to modify the
methods and arguments of the earlier scholars. At this stage, the ‘we’
feeling uniting the School becomes a historical consciousness. There is
little doubt that many of those working in response to Buzan’s initia-
tive to reconvene the English School share such a consciousness,
though again it would be a mistake to consider that such an awareness
had a clear beginning. It gradually grew through a historical, and
historicizing, process.'®

The English School, it appears on the basis of the foregoing discus-
sion, is best seen as a historically evolving cluster of (so far) mainly
UK-based contributors to International Relations. They were initially
active in the latter part of the twentieth century and broadly agree in
treating Rationalism, in Wight’s sense, as a particularly important way
to interpret world politics. Their views and intellectual dispositions
share a family resemblance due partly to the very conspicuous per-
sonal or professional ties. These ties were initially formed at the
London School of Economics, but later extended to other academic
institutions, and were also, to a large extent independently, cultivated
within the exclusive British Committee on the Theory of International
Politics. The School being a cluster — sharing a pattern of thought and
involving personal or professional connections — rather than an exclu-
sive club, as the British Committee clearly was, there is no rigid bound-
ary between its ‘insiders and outsiders’. There are many IR scholars
worldwide whose views also share some family resemblance with
the opinions of those associated with the English School — though,
in their case, not due to close personal or professional ties (Nardin,
1983).

Such a characterization of the English School suggests (and accords
with the view) that C. A. W. Manning, Martin Wight, Hedley Bull,
Alan James, John Vincent and Adam Watson have a strong case to be

8 See Carr (1986) on how (historical) identity is produced by (historicizing) narrative.
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treated as the School’s central figures in its early stages, though this is
not in the least to insist that there are no others, or that there will not be
a slightly different, but perhaps equally plausible, conception of the
English School. Herbert Butterfield, in particular, would seem to have
a reasonably good case to be included in the list, though his direct
contribution to the study of international relations is somewhat limited
(Butterfield, 1966a, 1966b, 1972)." Butterfield would not have objected
to being counted as an important figure in the English School as this
has come to be constructed in the dominant narratives of the 1990s; but
of course these narratives had placed the British Committee, and with
it, Butterfield himself, as their key subjects (see, in particular, Dunne,
1998: 73).

One way to characterize these writers would be to label them ‘in-
stitutionalists’, for their main or initial focus of attention is the insti-
tutional structure of the relations of states, which, to them — hence their
label ‘Rationalists’ — are marked by a considerable degree of order and
some degree of justice (Suganami, 1983). But the label “institutionalists’
is more commonly used to refer to a group of North American writers
led by Robert Keohane and others, and ‘Rationalists’, unfortunately,
is an ambiguous title. In any case, the name ‘the English School” has
already taken root within the IR community worldwide. What its
leading authors” main concerns and arguments are regarding the
nature of world politics is the subject of the next chapter.

19 See Hall (2002) for an excellent discussion on Butterfield. See also Hall (2001).
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There are three basic and inter-related orientations in the English
School’s investigations into world politics. They may be labelled ‘struc-
tural’, ‘functional’ and ‘historical’. Manning’s The Nature of Inter-
national Society (1975), James’ Sovereign Statehood (1986a), and parts
of Bull’s The Anarchical Society (1977) are examples of the first type.
Their main contributions are in the identification of the institutional
structure of contemporary international society. The second type is
illustrated by parts of Bull’s The Anarchical Society, which added to a
structural study an extended investigation into the workings and rela-
tive merits of the existing institutional structure. Vincent’s Noninterven-
tion and International Order (1974) and Human Rights and International
Relations (1986a) also fall into this second category, although in the latter
Vincent’s focus has shifted from the instrumental to the more explicitly
ethical. The third type advances the study of the historical evolution of
the institutional structure of international relations. Wight’s Systems of
States (1977), Bull and Watson’s The Expansion of International Society
(1984), Gong’s The Standard of Civilization in International Relations
(1984), and Watson’s The Evolution of International Society (1992) exem-
plify this type of study. Among the more recent works, Wheeler’s
Saving Strangers (2000) and Jackson’s The Global Covenant (2000) are
notable contributions to the second type of inquiry as Buzan and Little’s
International Systems in World History (2000) is to the third."

1 Wheeler (2000) and Jackson (2000) deal with both functional and normative issues; the
latter is treated under the general rubric of the functional analysis in this chapter because
to say that a certain value ought, or ought not, to be pursued by states in international
society is to suggest that international society is or is not a framework which functions
well for the purpose of achieving such values. The ambivalence of earlier English School
writers towards normative questions is discussed further in Chapter 3.
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These texts are closely interwoven, adding further credence to the
claim that the phenomenon we are dealing with here deserves to be
discussed under the rubric of a school — even though the Buzan and
Little volume is arguably more of a corrective to Waltz’s neo-realist
picture of the world than a work that belongs straightforwardly to the
English School tradition. This chapter aims to present an intellectual
portrait of the English School through a detailed interrogation of a
number of these key texts which have emerged in the past few
decades.

The structural study of international society

Alexander Wendt has remarked that ‘[w]hen IR scholars today use the
word structure they almost always mean Waltz’s materialist definition
as a distribution of capabilities” (1999: 249). This is not so in the British
study of international relations where Rationalism, in Wight’s sense,
has been a dominant interpretation of world politics. In spite of the
formally anarchical structure of the world of states, international rela-
tions are governed by rules, and therefore, substantively, the inter-
actions of states exhibit a degree of order that could not, under
anarchy, normally be expected. This is the essence of Rationalism,
and one of the central tenets of the English School, as captured in the
title of Bull’s chief work, The Anarchical Society. The relative dominance
of Rationalism over Realism in Britain has meant that the word ‘struc-
ture’ is more closely associated with the institutional framework of the
world than with its polarity, the pattern of the distribution of national
capabilities in a brute sense. Characteristically, where the English
School authors discuss ‘great powers’, they invariably have in mind
the socially recognized status of a small number of powerful states,
rather than merely their outstanding military capabilities (see e.g.,
Bull, 1977). Integral to the English School’s institutional orientation in
the study of international relations is their view, explained below, that
a world of states is an entity markedly different from an ordinary
domestic society.

Against the domestic analogy: Manning, Wight and Bull

The Anarchical Society was a culmination of a decade of thinking on the
part of its author, who, in one of his earliest essays, had formulated his
central preoccupation in a brief but significant footnote as follows:
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Anarchy: ‘Absence of rule; disorder; confusion’ (O.E.D.) The term
here is used exclusively in the first of these senses. The question with
which the essay is concerned is whether in the international context it
is to be identified also with the second and the third.

(1966a: 35, note 2)

In the immediately preceding footnote, Bull acknowledges his indebt-
edness to Wight and Manning (1966a: 35, note 1). Bull’s deep indebted-
ness to Wight is clearly visible throughout this article, which freely
makes use of the body of literature and categories now familiar to the
readers of Wight’s posthumously published work, International Theory:
The Three Traditions (1991). Bull’s indebtedness to Manning, by con-
trast, centres on just one key concept, the domestic analogy, of whose
validity in the study of international relations the two scholars were
highly sceptical. In a lecture delivered at the Geneva Institute of Inter-
national Relations in August 1935, presaging much of what he subse-
quently taught about the nature of international society, Manning had
stated as follows:

Given, then, a milieu where the units are persons only in idea, where
the foundation of ordinary intercourse is the notion of sovereignty,
and where law is not even superficially an instrument of social
control, the problem of promoting collectivism must, I conceive, be
one where analogies drawn from domestic experience may admit, at
best, of only the most hesitant application. (1936: 165)

In the same lecture, Manning (1936: 174) went on to use the term ‘the
domestic analogy’ to refer to the application of ideas based on domes-
tic experience to the discussion of international relations. Notwith-
standing his support for the League of Nations, he was critical of an
unreflective, and what was to him an excessive, reliance on this ana-
logy. In fact, he considered the society of states to be sui generis, which
was also his reason for believing in International Relations as a distinct
academic discipline, to be distinguished, in particular, from Politics
within states (Suganami, 2001a). Exactly thirty years after Manning’s
Geneva lecture, Bull’s ‘Society and Anarchy in International Relations’
appeared in Butterfield and Wight's Diplomatic Investigations. Bull’s
article begins with a clear formulation of one of the central themes of
International Relations, which is worth quoting in full:

Whereas men within each state are subject to a common government,
sovereign states in their mutual relations are not. This anarchy it is
possible to regard as the central fact of international life and the
starting-point of theorizing about it. A great deal of the most fruitful
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reflection about international life has been concerned with tracing the
consequences in it of this absence of government. We can, indeed,
give some account in these terms of what it is that distinguishes the
international from the domestic field of politics, morals, and law.

One persistent theme in the modern discussion of international
relations has been that as a consequence of this anarchy states do not
form together any kind of society; and that if they were to do so it
could only be by subordinating themselves to a common authority.
One of the chief intellectual supports of this doctrine is what may be
called the domestic analogy, the argument from the experience of
individual men in domestic society to the experience of states,
according to which the need of individual men to stand in awe of a
common power in order to live in peace is a ground for holding that
states must do the same. The conditions of an orderly social life, on
this view, are the same among states as they are within them: they
require that the institutions of domestic society be reproduced on a
universal scale. (Bull, 1966a: 35)

In this article, Bull demonstrated why the domestic analogy was not
a fruitful line to follow, and argued that, despite anarchy, international
society could, and did, exist. In his other contribution to the Butterfield
and Wight volume, entitled ‘Grotian Conception of International Soci-
ety’, Bull discussed what type of legal regime should govern the
society of states, and here, too, he expressed his serious reservations
about the reliance on the domestic analogy, arguing that the twentieth-
century tendency in international law to emulate the standards of
domestic law was misconceived and counterproductive from the view-
point of enhancing the orderly coexistence of states (Bull, 1966b). A
similar point was made also by Manning, who remarked as follows in
one of his last major essays:

It is, submittedly, more realistic to see international law as law of a
different species, than as merely a more primitive form of what is
destined some day to have the nature of a universal system of non-
primitive municipal law. (1972: 319)

Bull’s rejection of the domestic analogy led him to argue that inter-
national society, while anarchical in structure, had its own historically
grown, indigenous, non-domestic-type institutions, through the working
of which, order was maintained in world politics at the inter-state
level. According to Bull (1977), these institutions were: the balance of
power, international law, diplomacy, war and the concert of great
powers. In his identification of these ‘institutions’, Bull may have
been influenced by Wight, who had suggested that the institutions of
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international society were ‘according to its nature” — ‘diplomacy, alli-
ances, guarantees, war and neutrality’ (1978: 111; emphasis added) —
and also that — following Lassa Oppenheim (1912, 1:80) — the balance of
power was a precondition for the effective functioning of international
law (Wight, 1966¢: 172). But, unlike Wight, who seems to have been
interested more in the writings of some classical jurists than in the
operation of international law in the contemporary world, Bull rightly
counted international law as one of his five institutions of international
society. But the person who put a real stress on international law as the
backbone of international order was Manning, a student of Jurispru-
dence who had turned to International Relations (Suganami, 2001a).

Manning on international society

There seems little doubt that the prevalence of Rationalism among the
British academic specialists in International Relations is due, to some
extent, to Manning’s foundational effort to draw attention to the
uniqueness of international society as a formally anarchical but sub-
stantively orderly social environment (Suganami, 2001a). Whereas
Wight was inclined to treat this particular stance as one of the three
main traditions of thought about international politics, and expended
much energy in gathering specimens of Rationalist thinking from
Grotius onwards, there was no explicit attempt on Manning’s part to
build his understanding of international relations by recourse to the
classical literature. Manning always presented his picture of the world
as something he himself saw, or understood to be, out there. Out there
in the world, according to him, were states — personified entities, as he
stressed — whose governments acted in their names, and carried on
interacting with one another on the basis of a certain set of assump-
tions, a primary one being that sovereign states were members of an
international society. Another important assumption was that the
sovereign states were bound by international law and international
morality (Manning, 1972: 318-19; 1975).

Herein, incidentally, lies Manning’s simple solution to the (at times
confused) discussion regarding the relationship between sovereign
statehood and international legal obligation. There is, according to
him, no conceptual contradiction between them. It is a fundamental
principle of international society, as it has historically evolved, that inter-
national law creates rights and duties for the states; and although the
states, which are members of international society, are called ‘sover-
eign’ states, the meaning of the word ‘sovereign’ in this context differs
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from that of the same word when used to refer to ‘sovereign’ person(s)
within the state; the term ‘sovereign states’ simply refers to their status
as ‘constitutionally insular’, or ‘constitutionally independent’; in fact, it
is only these entities that fully enjoy the rights and duties under
international law; and all this is no more than a matter of conventional
assumption or what Manning called ‘socially prevalent social theory’
of international relations, which it was one of his chief aims to expose
(Manning, 1972: 305-10; 1975: xxi-xxii, ch. 9).

It was, according to Manning, the prevalence, as orthodox, of such a
set of assumptions that made it possible for states to interact with one
another in a relatively orderly manner.” However, the realm in which
this set of assumptions prevailed — the society of states — was at the
same time the realm which this very set of assumptions made possible.
International society, to Manning, therefore was a socially constructed
social reality. International society, as a social reality, provides a context
in which particular states formulate and implement their foreign pol-
icies; hence Manning’s insistence (1954: 67) that the study of the context
is indispensable to the study of the interactions of the states. But the
context, in turn, is not a naturally given, but a socially constructed
environment, subject therefore to interpretation, reinterpretation and
reshaping. He wrote:

Omar Khayyam, when he sang of ‘this sorry scheme of things’, did
not thereby imply that he would have been happier without one . . .
And we, too, like him, shall perceive that there already exists a
scheme, a sorry one perhaps, but given, and a going concern . . . Yet,
while perceiving it as given, we should not mistake its genesis. This
scheme was not the work of Nature . . . It is artificial, man-developed
— a ‘socio-fact” in the jargon of some. What this generation can hope
to affect is not so much the present inherited structure of the given
scheme of things, man-created though it be; but, the manner in which
the coming generation comes to read, re-interpret, and, in reinter-
preting, to remould, the scheme. (1975: 8-9)

Thus, in Manning, we find an early example of constructivism in Inter-
national Relations, predating the current rise of interest in constructiv-
ism by a few decades, although neither he nor any other English School
writer produced such a detailed work as, for example, Wendt’s (1999)
on the social construction of international reality (Suganami, 2001d).

2 Wight (1966b: 97), too, spoke of an international social consciousness as a
presupposition of international society.
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Manning took very seriously the contribution international law
made to international order. To him, an orderly coexistence of sover-
eign states was effectively synonymous with their lawful coexistence,
and what was particularly important, from his viewpoint, was to
keep alive the orthodox diplomatic assumption that international
law is a binding system of norms. As far as this assumption pre-
vailed, he thought, the game of international relations could go on
without an umpire; if it were to crumble, civilized intercourse of
states would be seriously undermined (Manning, 1972; 1975: preface
to the reissue).

Manning’s analysis was at the beginning of the formal structure
study of international relations in Britain. His approach was followed
closely by his former student and colleague, Alan James, whose Sover-
eign Statehood (1986a) is a contribution on that subject that exemplifies
well the English School’s interest in the formal structure study of
world politics. In legal matters, too, James’ line (1973b) is very close
to Manning’s, emphasizing the importance of the binding nature of
international law for the maintenance of international order. Perhaps it
was in reaction against what was seen as Manning’s excessive legalism
and the emphasis some of his close followers placed on international
law and organizations that Bull advanced a line of argument which
deflated the claim of international law and organizations to be the
master institutions of international society.

From Manning to Bull
Introducing his The Anarchical Society, Bull remarked:

the approach to order in world politics that is developed here is one
that does not place primary emphasis upon international law or
international organisation, and which, indeed, treats order as
something that can exist and has existed independently of both.
Order, it is contended here, does depend for its maintenance upon
rules, and in the modern international system (by contrast with some
other international systems) a major role in the maintenance of order
has been played by those rules which have the status of international
law. But to account for the existence of international order we have to
acknowledge the place of rules that do not have the status of law. We
have also to recognise that forms of international order might exist in
the future, and have existed in the past, without rules of international
law. It is, I believe, one of the defects of our present understanding of
world politics that it does not bring together into common focus
those rules of order or coexistence that can be derived from
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international law and those rules that cannot, but belong rather to the
sphere of international politics. (1977: xiii—xiv)

The reference here to ‘the modern international system’ and ‘some
other international systems’ betrays the extent to which, under the
influence of Wight, Bull came to be interested in a comparative study
of historical states-systems — a dimension conspicuously absent from
the writings of Manning and James. But it would be a mistake to
interpret the above passage as indicating a major difference between
Manning and Bull. Manning certainly placed much emphasis on inter-
national law, but he too acknowledged the primacy of international
politics to international law, as the following passage reveals:

The title of this essay ['The Legal Framework in a World of Change’]
notwithstanding, it never was the law that provided a framework,
even in the most metaphorical sense, for international politics, but
always the other way about. At any moment international law is
what it is because the facts of international politics are what they are.
It is the political framework which reflects itself in the law — and not
the law which determines the political framework . . . If international
politics occur within and in terms of a framework, it is scarcely
within a framework of law. At most it is within a framework of
shared diplomatic assumptions, the common premises of all
international debate. And this framework, as it happens, cannot
fundamentally be considered to have changed [in the fifty-year
period of 1919-69, on which Manning was invited to write].

(1972: 318)

What Bull has attempted in The Anarchical Society is to identify the
content of these ‘common premises of all international debate” or the
‘framework of shared diplomatic assumptions’ within the modern
international system in a much more detailed way than Manning had
done. In Bull’s interpretation (1977: 67-70), such common premises or
shared diplomatic assumptions comprise three sets of rules: ‘the fun-
damental or constitutional normative principle of world politics” in the
present era, ‘the rules of coexistence’, and ‘the rules concerned to
regulate co-operation among states — whether on a universal or on a
more limited scale’. The fundamental principle, according to Bull,
‘identifies the idea of a society of states, as opposed to such alternative
ideas as a universal empire, a cosmopolitan community of individual
human beings, or a Hobbesian state of nature or state of war, as the
supreme normative principle of the political organisation of mankind’
(1977: 67-8). This is identical in substance to Manning’s oft-repeated
point that international society is made possible by the prevalence of
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the orthodox diplomatic assumption that sovereign states form an
international society. Bull’s ‘rules of coexistence’ (1977: 69) relate to
such basic issues as the control of the use of force by states or making
valid agreements between them, and are embodied in general inter-
national law, and in a less precise form, in conventional moral ideas
about inter-state relations. Bull’s ‘rules of co-operation” comprise vari-
ous rules ‘that facilitate co-operation, not merely of a political and
strategic, but also of a social and economic nature’ (1977: 70), and are
in fact hard to imagine existing outside of international legal conven-
tions and treaties. Effectively, therefore, Bull’s argument is a more
complex version of Manning’s simple argument (1975: xxi—xxii, 110-
11) that international order is sustained by the prevalence of the
orthodox diplomatic assumption that sovereign states are bound by
international law and international morality.

Bull’s already quite complex argument does not end here, however.
According to him, the mere recognition of the existence of rules is not
sufficient for the maintenance of international order. To be effective,
rules must be communicated, administered, interpreted, enforced,
legitimized, adapted and protected, and Bull argues that these functions
have been fulfilled by what he calls the institutions of international
society — the balance of power, international law, diplomacy, war and
the concert of the great powers (1977: 56-7, part 2).

Here Bull appears to follow his Oxford teacher, H. L. A. Hart (1961),
who suggested that an advanced legal system is characterized by a
combination of primary and secondary rules, or rules about behaviour
and rules about rules. In a parallel fashion, Bull has suggested that
international order has been sustained by a combination of ‘rules’ and
‘institutions’.” To the extent that Bull’s analysis of international order is

* Bull’'s own comment on this point was that he did not consciously follow Hart’s theory,
but that, having the similarity pointed out to him, he could now see that there was a
parallel. See Suganami (1983: 2375, n. 43). Buzan’s argument (2004: 169) that Bull’s
‘institutions’ derive from his ‘rules of co-existence” and that that is why Bull’s “institutions’
are (necessarily) ‘pluralist’, rather than ‘solidarist’, is hard to fathom. It is clear that
‘international law’, in particular, is an institution that can embody rules of cooperation, as
well as rules of coexistence and constitutional rules. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine, as
already noted, Bull’s rules of cooperation outside of the international legal system.
‘Diplomacy’, another of Bull’s ‘institutions’, may be directed towards the achievement of
goals associated with ‘co-existence’, but need not be; it is also an indispensable institution
for the attainment of those goals that come under the rubric of ‘co-operation” in Bull’s
scheme. Similarly, ‘great powers’ may concert for all kinds of goals, not just for those of
‘co-existence’. Only ‘the balance of power” and ‘war’ may be said to relate specifically
to ‘co-existence’, and not ‘co-operation’, in Bull’s scheme.
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an application of Hart’s theory of domestic order, there is a degree of
domestic analogy in Bull’s structure of thought. However, Bull’s rejec-
tion of that analogy can be seen in his insistence that international
order exists despite the absence of institutions at the international level
analogous to those of a domestic society, and that international order is
maintained by the functioning of those institutions that are peculiar to
international relations.

In moving from the discussion of rules to that of institutions, Bull
makes an important observation that in the anarchical, or decentralized,
world of inter-state relations, it is sovereign states themselves that are
chiefly responsible for making the rules effective. States make the rules,
and communicate, administer, interpret, enforce, legitimize, adapt and
protect them (Bull, 1977: 71-3). This corresponds to James’ basic point
(1986a) that international society is a society of sovereign states, where
only those entities which satisfy the criterion of sovereign statehood,
understood as constitutional independence, can enjoy international
rights and duties fully as society members. Bull’s conception of the role
of the states in an anarchical international society also parallels Hans
Kelsen’s idea (1967: 101-5) of the role of the states in the decentralized
international legal order, and was developed further in one of Bull’s
most important essays, ‘The State’s Positive Role in World Affairs’
(2000b).” In noteworthy contrast to Waltz’s neo-realist conception
(1979), which effectively equates self-help with self-preservation by
military means, Bull’s conception of self-help under anarchy has to do
with ‘helping to make the rules effective’ — or socialized collaboration in
what Manning had heuristically called the game of ‘let’s-play-
sovereign-states’ (1975: xxviii). Identifying the constitutive and regula-
tive rules of this ‘game’ has been the English School writers’ first
objective. Manning, James, Wight and Bull, taken together, pursued
this objective with considerable thoroughness.

International system, international society and

world society
It may have been noted that Manning’s “international society’ is essen-
tially an idea adopted by those who act and talk in the name of the
states to guide and make sense of their own interactions. For him,
‘international society” was the name of the game sovereign states

* Bull, however, considered Kelsen'’s idea of the decentralized social monopoly of force
as wishful thinking. See Bull (1986: 329).

52



The argument of the English School

played, and he was keenly aware that the game could deteriorate into a
less orderly one (1975: Preface). A similar point could be conveyed by
employing Bull’s distinction between ‘international system’ and ‘inter-
national society’. For him, an ‘international system’ can already be said
to exist when ’states are in regular contact with one another, and where
in addition there is interaction between them sufficient to make the
behaviour of each a necessary element in the calculations of the other’
(1977:10). By contrast, ‘international society” only exists “‘when a group
of states, conscious of certain common interests and common values,
form a society in the sense that they conceive themselves to be bound
by a common set of rules in their relations with one another, and share
in the working of common institutions’ (1977: 13). Bull’s distinction has
been challenged by James (1993), and this challenge has subsequently
been endorsed by Wendt (1999: 254), because, to them, all but the most
elementary forms of interaction would require rules so that there really
is no clear demarcation between Bull’s ‘system’ and ‘society’. Still, it
would seem reasonable to suppose that ‘the element of international
society’, as defined by Bull, may become more, or less, pronounced in
world politics.

In this line of thinking, ‘international society’ is not a society of states
out there in the world, but rather an ideal-type to which any system of
states may approximate to varying degrees. However, it must be noted
that a group of states will approximate to ‘international society”’ to the
extent that they think of themselves as constituting a society of that
kind, and that therefore, in Bull’s thinking, as in Manning’s earlier,
‘international society’ is not a concept external to the practice of states.
In Bull’s thinking, the element of international society is in competition
with two other elements: that of international system and that of world
society, the three ideal types corresponding roughly to the Realist,
Rationalist and Revolutionist interpretations of world politics,
respectively.”

What is noteworthy is that Manning and James, too, acknowledged
that to depict the world as a society of sovereign states is not the only
way to represent it. Manning noted that there is another layer to
the world: “Within, beneath, alongside, behind and transcending, the

° This reveals the extent of Wight's influence on Bull. As will be explained in Chapter

3, however, the equation of ‘international system’ in Bull’s terminology with
predominantly Realist conditions is only partially valid. But this need not detain us
here.
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notional society of states, there exists, and for some purposes fairly
effectively, the nascent society of all mankind’ (1975: 177). According
to him, however, it was a concern, not of a ‘formal-structure study’, but
of ‘social dynamics proper’ (1975: 201), to investigate this human
universe, which, he acknowledged, was very complex as it contained
many social organisms — ‘the peoples, and the people, and the groups,
the organisations, and the associations not yet articulated for effective
action’ (1975: 201).

Manning’s distinction between the object of ‘formal-structure’ study
and that of ‘global social dynamics’ corresponds to James’ distinction
between ‘international society’ of sovereign states and what he idio-
syncratically called the ‘international system’, consisting of states and
all kinds of non-state actors.” It is noteworthy that neither Manning nor
James considered the object of “global social dynamics” to consist of
individual human persons. This might be contrasted with the case of
Bull, for whom ‘the great society of all mankind’ (1977: 20) or ‘human
society as a whole’ (1977: 22) consisted of ‘individual human beings’
(1977: 22). But when Bull talked in this way, he was partly following
the classical natural law tradition, in which ‘the great society of all
mankind’ functioned as a normative postulate (Bull, 1977: 20), and was
also adding to it a modern assumption that the individuals were the
ultimate units of society. Importantly, Bull (1977: 20-2, 276-81) also
spoke of ‘the global political system” (which he used interchangeably
with ‘the world political system’), by which he had in mind any
historically specific political institutional arrangement that encom-
passed the whole of humanity. He maintained that this first appeared
in the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century and took the
form of a global system and society of states (1977: 20-1). But he
contended that a new global political system was now emerging which
could not be described exhaustively as simply a system or society of
states — for other kinds of actors were involved in it (1977: 21; 276-81).”

® James used ‘international system’ in this sense in his first-year lectures on
‘International Society’ which he gave for a number of years at Keele University.

7 Before the emergence of the global political system, various regional political systems
coexisted. Bull conceded that the intermeshing of the various parts of the world was not
simply the work of states: ‘private individuals and groups played their part as explorers,
traders, migrants and mercenaries, and the expansion of the states-system was part of
a wider spread of social and economic exchange’ (1977: 21). But, he argued, the political
structure to which these developments gave rise was one simply of a global system and
society of states (1977: 21). Bull initially used the two terms ‘global political system’ and
‘world political system’ interchangeably in a generic sense to denote any political
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It is noteworthy, however, that while Manning recognized the im-
portance of studying global social dynamics, he did not himself engage
in it in any substantive manner, and James effectively dismissed it as
too complex to pursue (1989: 223). As for Bull, he acknowledged the
moral priority of the human society as a whole’ to the ‘society of
states” when he argued that ‘[o]rder among mankind as a whole’ is
morally prior to ‘order among states’ (1977: 21-2). However, he did not
make any direct enquiry into the structure or workings of the contem-
porary human universe as a whole, even though he (1977: 276-7;
2000a, 252) conceded that there is now a global political system of
which the system/society of states is only part and that many of the
issues that arise within this global political system cannot be satisfac-
torily dealt with in a framework that confined our attention to the
relations of sovereign states alone.

This tendency common among Manning, James and Bull to avoid
involving themselves in an empirical study of the human universe as a
whole seems consonant with these three Rationalist writers’ self-con-
scious distancing from Revolutionism. According to Wight's tripartite
classification, Revolutionism, as we saw, is distinguished from the
other two by its insistence that ‘it was only at a superficial and transi-
ent level that international politics was about relations among states at
all’ (Wight, 1991: xii). As Bull explains:

[According to this position] at a deeper level [international politics]
was about relations among human beings of which states were
composed. The ultimate reality was the community of mankind,
which existed potentially, even if it did not exist actually, and was
destined to sweep the system of states into limbo.  (Bull, 1991: xii)

arrangement governing the whole of mankind (1977: 20-1), but in the final part of The
Anarchical Society, ‘the world political system’ is used in the more specific sense of ‘the
world-wide network of interaction that embraces not only states but also other political
actors, both “above” the state and “below’ it (1977: 276). Still, Bull’s key contention
appears to be that the states-system has always been part of a wider social complex; that,
nonetheless, when the states-system first came to cover the whole globe in the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, states were by far the most important political
actors; but that more recently the global social complex has come to contain a wider
variety of politically significant actors. Crucially, however, what is meant by ‘political’
remains unarticulated. In making sense of Bull’s discussion, it is also important to bear
in mind that there were normative and empirical aspects to it. The ‘great society of all
mankind’ (which he unquestioningly assumed consisted of individual human persons)
was the notion he used on the normative plane, whereas the ‘world/global political
system’ (now, according to him, consisting of state and non-state political actors, though
not earlier) related to his empirical concern.
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While allowing for a possibility that some day there may be a true
Gemeinschaft of all the human race, Manning (1972: 310; 1975: 71, 179)
was sceptical of the scenario of the withering away of sovereign states.
James (1972: 34) effectively discounted such a possibility. Bull (1977:
ch. 11) took somewhat more seriously the idea that a new form of world
political system (in particular, what he called a new medievalism)
might emerge in the future, but he, too, remained persuaded that the
sovereign states system continued to be functional and was here to stay.

The functional and historical dimensions of the institutional study of
international relations will be dealt with below in turn. For the moment,
it is sufficient to note that the writers examined here had a good deal of
confidence in the continuing relevance of the existing institutional
framework of world politics, structured as a system/society of sover-
eign states, and because of this their primary focus was on this structure
itself. Nonetheless, they were broadly similar in their basic belief that,
empirically, the system/society of states was always part of a wider
social complex that included state and non-state actors.”

The functional study of international society

The English School writers” second objective has been to study how,
and how satisfactorily, the institutional structure of the contemporary
international society has functioned, and how this compares with
other possible institutional structures. The question of how, and how
satisfactorily, any kind of institutional structure functions within a
particular realm is one that could not meaningfully be addressed
without reference to some specific set of goals pertaining to that realm.
‘Order’ has been the chief preoccupation of the English School writers
in this respect (James, 1973b; Manning, 1975: 10), and here Bull’s
contribution is by far the most far-reaching.

Bull on basic values

The starting point of Bull’s argument is that security against violence,
observance of agreements and stability of property, private or public,
are the three primary goals of society. According to him, every society

8 See Buzan (2004) for his painstaking effort to characterize, in his own way, the
structure of this wider global social complex. He sees this complex as a combination of
three ideal-type societies: inter-state, inter-human and transnational. These consist of
states, individual human persons and transnational actors, respectively, and each is
capable of being global or regional.
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will be found to aim at satisfying these basic goals, and a society which
does not satisfy these goals to some extent hardly deserves its name.
To the extent that these goals are met within a given society, that
society can be said to be ‘orderly’; and, for Bull, ‘order” in social life
is thus “a pattern of human activity that sustains’ (1977: 5) such goals.

One may expect Bull to argue, by simple analogy, that international
society, too, is found to aim, by a number of means, to satisfy the three
basic goals, which, when transposed to international relations, will
amount to security against inter-state violence, observance of inter-
national agreements and respect for sovereignty; and that this society
deserves its name because these basic goals are satisfied to some
extent. In substance, this is roughly what Bull maintains, but he prefers
a more direct approach to analogical reasoning, and focuses on what
the members of modern international society, particularly the major
powers, have considered to be the goals of that society.()

According to Bull (1977: 16ff), there are six such goals: (i) the preser-
vation of the system and society of states itself against challenges to
create a universal empire or challenges by supra-state, sub-state and
trans-state actors to undermine the position of sovereign states as the
principal actors in world politics; (ii) the maintenance of the independ-
ence or external sovereignty of individual states; (iii) peace in the sense
of the absence of war among member states of international society as
the normal condition of their relationship, to be breached only in
special circumstances and according to principles that are generally
accepted; (iv) limitation of inter-state violence; (v) observance of inter-
national agreements; and (vi) the stability of what belongs to each
state’s sovereign jurisdiction. Of these, the last three are acknowledged
to be international applications of the three basic goals of any society
that Bull had identified. Looking at these goals enumerated by Bull, we
may be struck by conceptually untidy overlaps between them.

Be that as it may, Bull had defined ‘order’ in social life as ‘a pattern
of human activity that sustains elementary, primary or universal goals
of social life” (1977: 5), and “international order’, correspondingly, as ‘a
pattern of activity that sustains the elementary or primary goals of the

? 1t is consonant with this (usually unnoticed) historically contingent nature of Bull’s
‘goals of international society’ that whereas he characterizes his three goals of all
societies as elementary, primary and universal (1977: 5), he drops the last qualification,
for the most part, in characterizing his ‘goals of international society’ (see 1977: 8, 18, 19;
cf ibid.: 16).
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society of states, or international society’ (1977: 8). International order
can therefore be said to exist to the extent that there is a pattern of
activity that sustains the elementary or primary goals of international
society, and now that these have been identified, Bull is able to ascer-
tain that international order does exist to some extent (1977: ch. 2).
Bull’s next move is to ask how this degree of international order is
sustained, and in this context he advances a complex argument sum-
marized in the previous section — that it is through the combination of
three kinds of rules and five institutions of international society that
order among states has historically been maintained.

How these institutions function is a difficult question to answer in
general terms. Still, Bull’s overall assessment is that these institutions
contribute considerably towards the maintenance of international
order, and that this in turn contributes considerably towards the
achievement of the elementary and primary goals of ‘social life among
mankind as a whole’, consisting not of states, but of individual human
persons. The idea of the elementary and primary goals of ‘the great
society of all mankind” (Bull, 1977: 20) is problematic in that it is
unclear how they can be ascertained. It is easy to see that they have
not been identified by an anthropological observation on a global scale.
Rather it appears that they were postulated by Bull for the social life of
the human race as a whole (Suganami, 1986). Uncharacteristically for a
relatively careful thinker, Bull never seems to have confronted this
question. He appears to have taken a simple line that the global society
of all human individuals, inasmuch as it is seen as a society, must have
as its elementary and primary goals those he has identified as the
elementary and primary goals of any society, i.e. security against
violence, observance of agreements and stability of property (Bull,
1977: 19-20).

It should be noted here that these are the sorts of goals that are
cherished by those who are satisfied with the existing scheme of
things. Plainly, those who are not satisfied with the status quo would
not go so far as to suggest that such goals did not matter. But they
would not be concerned about security against violence, observance of
agreements, or stability of property in the abstract. Their primary con-
cern would be with more concrete issues, such as whose lives were
made more secure against what kind of violence, how agreements
were reached with what kinds of content, and who benefited from
the stability of property more than others. Only those who had no
immediate concern with such concrete issues could sit back and talk in
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the abstract. This line of thinking shows that Bull’s normative starting
point is shaky. His point of departure appears to be one that has been
abstracted from the position of the socially satisfied, and made plaus-
ible by an accompanying claim that even the socially underprivileged
would not deny the elementary importance of the three basic goals seen
in the abstract. Against this line of criticism, Bull will retort that he does
not in fact subscribe to these goals unconditionally (see Bull, 1977: xiii,
77-98), but this aspect of his argument is underdeveloped.'’

So far, Bull’s argument has been summarized to reveal his basic
moves. But it should be noted that he went far beyond other English
School authors of his period in presenting a very detailed discussion
on: (1) whether any particular kind of international legal norms are
more likely to contribute effectively to the maintenance of international
order than any other; and (2) whether, with respect to certain specific
goals, international society based on the division of the world into
sovereign states may function less well than other possible global
institutional arrangements. Of these two themes, the first famously
led Bull to draw a distinction between what he called ‘pluralism” and
‘solidarism’. Bull favoured ‘pluralism’ as conforming to what he con-
sidered to be the contingencies of the 1960s and 1970s, though it is
sometimes noted that, later in his life, he began to be more open-
minded about the beneficial impact of incorporating practices and
institutions that are consonant with a version of solidarism. The
second of the two themes was central to Part Three of The Anarchical
Society which he wrote in the 1970s against the challenges of some
globalist writers, especially those engaged in the World Order Models
Project, led by Richard Falk and Saul Mendlowitz.

Pluralism and solidarism

On the first question of whether any particular kind of international
norms is more likely to contribute effectively to the maintenance of
international order than any other, Bull responded by juxtaposing two
tendencies in international law — the nineteenth-century ‘pluralist’
tendency, the other, the twentieth-century ‘solidarist’ tendency. Bull
found a paradigm of pluralism in the nineteenth-century system of
positive international law as presented in Oppenheim’s textbook
(1905-6). Bull contrasted this with the twentieth-century trend,

19 See Chapter 3 below on the English School’s ambivalent attitude towards normative
questions.
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embodied in the Covenant of the League of Nations, the Kellogg-
Briand Pact, the Charter of the United Nations, and the Charter of
the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg. However, he saw in
these documents a reformulation of an older doctrine of ‘solidarism’, a
classical statement of which he claimed to find in the writings of
Grotius; hence his reference to the twentieth-century legal trend as
neo-Grotian."'

The central difference between solidarism and pluralism is said by
Bull to be that whereas, according to the former, there is solidarity or
potential solidarity in international society sufficient to enable enforce-
ment of the law against the law-breakers, according to the latter, ‘states
do not exhibit solidarity of this kind, but are capable of agreeing only
for certain minimum purposes which fall short of that of the enforce-
ment of the law” (Bull, 1966b: 52). So, in essence, what distinguishes the
two positions is the difference in their respective empirical judgements
about the world as it currently is, solidarism suggesting that there is
much solidarity in the world already, and pluralism offering a more
sceptical interpretation.

However, Bull goes on to argue that there are also three issues that
divide the two positions as embodied in the writings of Grotius and
Oppenheim: (i) the place of war in international society; (ii) the sources
of the law by which member states of international society are bound;
and (iii) the status in the society of states of individual human beings.
Having defined ‘solidarism” and “pluralism” initially in terms of the
presence or otherwise of solidarity or potential solidarity among states
sufficient for the purpose of law enforcement, Bull now appears to
have expanded the scope of the two doctrines considerably, influenced
by what he took to be the two paradigmatic texts embodying solidar-
ism and pluralism respectively. This move has to some extent ob-
scured the meanings of the two terms in Bull's own usage, and
allowed some later writers to contrast them in ways which are not
fully consonant with their initially intended meanings. This makes it
necessary to articulate the defensible core of the distinction when expli-
cating Bull’s line of thought structured around the two contrasting
terms.

1 Bull used the term ‘Grotian’ in two different senses: (i) to describe the broad doctrine
that there is a society of states, and (ii) to describe the solidarist form of this doctrine
against Vattelian pluralism. See Bull (1977: 322, n. 3). On the problematic nature of the
view that the twentieth-century international law revives Grotian ideas, see, among
others, Onuma (1993b: 97-8, n. 137).
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As for the first area of disagreement, noted in the previous para-
graph, which, according to Bull, separates Grotius from Oppenheim,
Bull presents Oppenheim as advocating that international law had no
role to play in distinguishing between legitimate and illegitimate
grounds for resorting to war: the chief function of international law
in this area was confined to the legal control of the ways in which
states, as belligerents or neutrals, behave in time of war. In short,
according to this position, ius ad bellum was not a concern of positive
international law; only ius in bello was. By contrast, Grotius is pre-
sented as arguing that distinguishing between states which resort to
war for rightful reasons and those which, without justice, start a war
was an important function of law governing the relations of sovereign
states.

Bull’s evaluation of the two positions attributed to Oppenheim and
Grotius respectively is quite detailed. But the upshot of his lengthy
discussion, which in substance closely follows Vattel’s defence of what
he termed ‘the voluntary law of nations” (Forsyth et al 1970: 89-125), is
that whereas ‘Oppenheim’s system is free of the domestic analogy, the
Grotian system makes important concessions to it” (1966b: 65). Bull
explains this as follows:

In international society as conceived by Oppenheim . . . the analogy
[of war] with police action [on the one hand] and crime [on the other]
is rejected. Since war is taken [by Oppenheim] to be a legitimate
political act of states, the consideration which informs the rules
governing its conduct is not that of ensuring the victory of a just
party but that of limiting the dimensions of the conflict so that the
international order is not destroyed by it. The duty to observe the
laws of war, the right of neutrality, the obligation of alliances, the
right of sovereignty and duty of non-intervention, the silence of
international law concerning the private duty to bear arms, are
devices for the limitation of conflict. (1966b: 65)

Grotius, too, recognized such institutions as the laws of war, neu-
trality, alliances and non-intervention, says Bull. But, according to
Bull’s reading, Grotius ‘seeks to circumscribe their operation with
qualifying clauses drawn from his doctrine of the just war’ (1966b:
66). Thus, for example, Bull points out that nowhere does Grotius say
that the privileged position afforded by natural law to the just party is
overridden by the positive law of nations. That is to say, according to
Bull’s interpretation, while Grotius acknowledged that customary
international law did not discriminate between just and unjust causes
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of war and therefore accorded the same rights and duties to all belli-
gerent states in time of war, he nevertheless considered it right that the
state resorting to war for just causes be permitted more legal rights and
freedom than the unjust opponent (1966b: 60). Similarly, according to
Bull, Grotius held the view that the status of neutrality ‘does not oblige
neutral states to adopt an attitude of impartiality but requires them
instead to adopt a qualified discrimination in favour of the just party’
(1966b: 61). Furthermore, Grotius, says Bull, held that ‘the principle
that war be fought only for a just cause must override the obligations
of a treaty of alliance” (1966b: 62); that ‘the right of a sovereign state to
take up arms for a just cause applies to civil conflicts as well as
international ones’ (1966b: 63); and, finally, that ‘if an individual sub-
ject believes the cause of the war in which he is ordered to bear arms to
be unjust, he should refuse’ (1966b: 64).

Bull considered that the Grotian stance, summarized in this way,
embodied ‘concessions to the domestic analogy’ because to argue in
this way is to assume that the standards of behaviour within and
between states ought fundamentally to be similar, that what is right
within the boundaries of states ought also to be pursued across them.
And Bull held that the tendency on the part of Grotius to make
concessions to the domestic analogy has a twentieth-century counter-
part, ‘neo-Grotianism’, present in the League Covenant, the UN Char-
ter, and the Charter of the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg
— even though Bull also recognized that there are some important
differences between Grotius’s prescriptions and those embodied in
the twentieth-century neo-Grotian legal instruments (1966b: 66).

In short, what is contrasted by Bull here, under the rubrics of
‘solidarism” and “pluralism’, and in the light of his reading of Grotius
and Oppenheim, are two standard views concerning the ways inter-
national law should regulate states” recourse to war. According to the
‘discriminatory” view, international law should recognize the differ-
ence between legitimate and illegitimate reasons for war and, once war
begins, it should discriminate in favour of the legitimate against the
illegitimate parties. This view entails a wide variety of positions,
encompassing a relatively mild one of the sort Bull attributes to
Grotius and a more radical one advocating the need for a collective
security system or even an international police force. According to the
‘non-discriminatory’ view, by contrast, international law should not
concern itself with the distinction between legitimate and illegitimate
recourse to war, and in war, it should treat all parties equally. This was
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the prevailing view of the nineteenth century against the background
of which Oppenheim wrote his textbook.

But, as was noted above, this is not the only way in which Bull
contrasts ‘solidarist Grotius” and ‘pluralist Oppenheim’. For, according
to Bull, the two writers also disagree on the issue of the sources of law:
Grotius believed in natural law governing the relations of sovereigns
and gave it a fundamental status, whereas Oppenheim, denying the
existence of such a system of law, was concerned exclusively with
positive international law arising from custom and treaty (Bull,
1966a: 66-7). According to Bull, Grotius’s naturalism contributed to
his solidarism — for Grotius believed that certain a priori principles of
justice, contained in the law of nature, ought to apply to international
relations and in so asserting, Grotius did not pay attention to the
empirical question of whether there was a sufficient degree of soli-
darity in international society to make such principles effective.
Oppenheim’s positivism, which paid attention to historical events,
contributed, in Bull’s view, to his tendency to appreciate that states
in international society were united only for certain minimum pur-
poses (Bull, 1966b: 67). In short, Grotius’s inclination for a priori
reasoning led him to advance solidarism while Oppenheim’s legal
positivism and empiricist tendency made him lean towards pluralism.

This explanation is not implausible in the case of the two particular
writers contrasted by Bull, but it should not be taken to suggest that all
believers in natural law are necessarily solidarists. For instance, Vattel
([1758]1916), who inspired Bull’s pluralism, still believed in natural
law. Nor are legal positivists by nature pluralists. In fact this is dem-
onstrated by the very case of Oppenheim. Though unnoticed by Bull,
Oppenheim was an ardent supporter, prior to World War I, of the
move to set up a permanent international court of justice (Oppenheim,
[1911]1921), and, afterwards, of the League of Nations (Suganami,
1989: chs. 4 and 5). This means that Oppenheim in fact went far beyond
Grotius in the concessions he made to the domestic analogy. Thus,
although Bull does not sense this, the distinction between naturalism
and positivism cannot serve as a defining condition for the solidarism/
pluralism distinction.

A third difference between Grotius and Oppenheim, according to
Bull, is that whereas in Oppenheim’s conception states were the sole
subjects of the rights and duties under international law, Grotius
acknowledged the existence of the great community of mankind in
which human beings were subjected to the law of nature. This,
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however, is an unfair comparison in that, unlike Grotius, Oppenheim,
in writing his textbook, was concerned solely to present the then
existing positive international law which, as a matter of fact, had
nothing to say about the community of mankind. For all we know,
Oppenheim himself, like Grotius earlier, may well have believed in
moral norms to which human beings are subject qua members of the
human race. What Oppenheim denied was that such moral principles,
if present, formed part of the system of positive law accepted by the
states of his time as governing their relations. In fact, there is no
difference in this respect between the two writers because Grotius
([1646]1925), too, considered the positive ‘law of nations” to be distinct
from the ‘law of nature’ or universal moral principles. Still, Bull rightly
noted, a society formed by states and sovereigns was secondary in
Grotius’s thinking to the universal community of mankind, and the
legitimacy of the former was derivative of the latter (Bull, 1966b: 68).

The difference between an exclusive concern with the society of
states and a position which sees this as just one layer of the world
underneath which lies the moral community of mankind does not, of
course, necessarily correspond to the difference between pluralism
and solidarism. This is because, as the example of Vattel again demon-
strates, the latter of these two views can yield a pluralistic stance by
simply giving priority to the needs of states over moral imperatives of
humanity. Still, Bull sees Grotius as a solidarist because Grotius gave
priority to the moral community of mankind. Bull points out that
Grotius’s endorsement of conscientious objection and, more import-
antly perhaps, his argument in favour of humanitarian intervention (or
what would nowadays be conceived of as such) were possible because
Grotius took human beings to be the ultimate subjects of normative
consideration regarding international relations (Bull, 1966b: 64, 68). By
contrast, Bull took it to be an integral part of the pluralist doctrine,
contained in the positive law of nations as exposed by Oppenheim,
that sovereign states were held to have the duty not to intervene in one
another’s internal affairs (Bull, 1966b: 63)."

Here then is an important contrast between solidarism and plural-
ism; the former gives moral priority to individual human persons
whereas the latter either neglects human persons altogether or

!2 Whether Oppenheim personally upheld such a normative position cannot be inferred
from his exposition of positive international law of his time — a point that is neglected in
Bull’s exposition.
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considers states to have moral priority. Here, however, emerges a
curious, and not often noticed, conceptual incongruence in that Bull,
too, argued for the moral priority of the goals of the society of mankind
over those of the society of states (1977: 21-2), yet he was (by his own
admission) not a solidarist. He was clearly a pluralist in the sense that
between (1) the system of international law free of the domestic ana-
logy, which he saw as exemplified in the nineteenth-century system
portrayed by Oppenheim, and (2) the one which made concessions to
it, which Bull found in the writings of Grotius, and in a number of key
twentieth-century legal instruments, he considered the former to be
superior. However, what must be noted here is that Bull saw the
system presented by Oppenheim as superior only in the empirical sense
that it was more in tune with what Bull took to be the twentieth-
century reality of international society. It should be remembered
that pluralism and solidarism, as initially defined by Bull, are in
essence differing empirical judgements about the extent of solidarity
or potential solidarity present in the existing international society.

Seen in this way, an apparent incongruence — that even though they
both believe in the moral primacy of the community of mankind,
Grotius, for Bull, is a solidarist and Bull presents himself as on the
side of pluralism — disappears. What separated them was their respect-
ive assessments of the degree of solidarity present among sovereign
states in their own times. Bull may explain this difference in terms of
Grotius’s tendency for a priori reasoning (in harmony with his natural-
ism) and Bull’s own empiricism (consonant with his positivism). But
the view that a legal positivist, being an empiricist, tends towards
pluralism is plausible only in a world in which, empirically, pluralism
is the more defensible view. Bull, of course, considered that he lived in
such a world."”

On the basis of the foregoing discussion, ‘solidarism’ may be con-
sidered as an interpretation of the existing international society which
sees a sufficient degree of solidarity or potential solidarity among
states to make effective a relatively demanding system of international
law. Such a system would typically incorporate the distinction between
legal and illegal reasons for war, a mechanism of law enforcement

'3 It may be said of Bull that he was a pluralist in his empirical thinking but that in his
normative orientation he was a solidarist. Wheeler and Dunne (1996: 106) suggest that
Bull was a solidarist because ‘the ultimate moral referent of his theory is the welfare of
individual human beings’.
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against those which illegally resort to war, and the principle of the
international protection of human rights. A “pluralist’ is not necessarily
or even primarily someone who rejects the values such legal principles
aim to protect, but who nevertheless considers it on balance unprofit-
able to try to incorporate these principles into international law, given
the present circumstances of international society marked by the lack
of sufficient solidarity among states — unprofitable from the viewpoint
of achieving the desired goals without sacrificing the minimum goal of
the orderly coexistence of states.'*

To the extent, however, that the degree of solidarity among states
may be expected to vary from one set of states to another, or from one
historical period to another, neither solidarism nor pluralism, under-
stood in this way, should be treated as stating a universal or timeless
truth about international society. It may therefore be that a generally
pluralist international society — or one in which a pluralist interpret-
ation prevails and which therefore is oriented more or less exclusively
towards a minimalist goal of ensuring an orderly coexistence among
sovereign states — has a solidarist core or pockets of solidarism — in
which a solidarist interpretation is dominant and where therefore
higher goals, such as international and cosmopolitan justice, are
aimed at and to some extent realized. It may also be that a pluralist
international society evolves over time into a more solidarist one."”

Bull, when he wrote ‘Grotian Conception of International Society’
(1966b), was clearly a pluralist, as was John Vincent, when he pub-
lished Nonintervention and International Order (1974). In the later Bull
(2000d), and also in the later Vincent (Vincent, 1986a; Vincent and
Wilson, 1993), however, it is sometimes said that we find some signs
of their willingness to move towards a somewhat more solidarist
conception of international society (Wheeler, 1992; Alderson and Hurrell,
2000: 206). Thus, Bull, having earlier (1977: 152) suggested that the
international protection of human rights was potentially subversive of
the minimum goal of the orderly coexistence of sovereign states, now
(1984a) acknowledged the importance of taking seriously the Third
World countries” demands for a more equitable distribution of the
world’s wealth and resources, though it may also be noted that he

4 A pluralist, however, need not be committed to the view that the present
circumstances are transient; s/he may well consider that they are unlikely to change.
See Jackson (2000: ch. 15).

13 See Buzan (2004: esp. 231-40), for a detailed analysis.
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continued to reject neo-Grotianism as ‘at best premature’ (1986a: 330)
with respect to the legal control of the use of force by states. In a
parallel fashion, Vincent, having earlier (1974) been determined to
oppose legalizing any international use of force even against massive
human rights violations by states, now (1986a: 125) acknowledged that
the right to life (or right to security against violence and a right to
subsistence) was an internationally recognized basic human right, and
conceded that “the principle of non-intervention no longer sums up the
morality of states” (Vincent and Wilson, 1993: 129), although he still did
not argue that humanitarian intervention by international organiza-
tions or states must be permitted when large-scale violations of human
rights occur.'®

There appears to be a number of inter-related reasons for this subtle
shift in their positions. First of all, they took it to be the case that
international society itself was evolving in the direction of increased
solidarism, not only in its normative aspirations, but apparently also in
the degree to which such aspirations were taken seriously by states
(Vincent, 1986a: 129-30; Wheeler, 1992; Bull, 2000b: 146-7; 2000d: 221,
225). This was of course the background against which they shifted
their focus from the issue of order to that of justice. The Anarchical
Society (1977) was ‘a study of order in world politics’, whereas Bull’s
1983 Hagey Lectures were on ‘Justice in International Relations’ (2000d);
correspondingly, having written Nonintervention and International Order
(1974), Vincent now wrote on Human Rights and International Relations
(1986a).

This does not mean that they came to abandon their concern for the
minimum goal of the orderly coexistence of states. Characteristically,
Bull maintained that ‘order in international relations is best preserved
by meeting demands for justice, and that justice is best realized in a
context of order” (Bull, 2000d: 227; see also ibid., 243). Similarly, Vincent
argued that an international consensus that all states must respect
universally acknowledged basic human rights was not inimical to the
survival of international society, but, on the contrary, consolidated it
(Vincent, 1986a: 150-1). Still, the two authors’ shift of intellectual focus
from ‘what would be good for order in the world of states’ to ‘what
ought morally to be done about injustices in the world of mankind’

16 A similar view is expressed by Bull in his conclusion to his collected volume on
intervention (Bull, 1984b: 181-95). Wheeler (1992) gives a comprehensive comparative
account of the earlier and later views of Bull and Vincent on humanitarian intervention.
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appears to have contributed to reducing their earlier tendency to dwell
sceptically on what could not be achieved in world politics without
upsetting the minimum goal of international order.

It is possible that there were some readjustments in the two authors’
strengths of feeling about what ought urgently to be done to amelior-
ate the appalling conditions of life in the community of mankind, to
which no doubt they came to be exposed with increased intensity. Of
course, Bull in particular often proclaimed that academics ought to
detach themselves from such feelings in their analysis of world politics
(Bull, 1977: xv; 2000a: 261-2). Still, one’s judgement about how much
solidarity or, for that matter, potential solidarity there exists at present
in the society of states is to a considerable extent speculative in nature,
though, in order to make one’s judgement persuasive, one would
make a judicious use of empirical illustrations to support it. If one
does not feel very strongly that, for instance, a massive human rights
abuse in one country is a serious moral concern for the rest of human-
kind, one may tend to be relatively tolerant of an empirical suggestion
that there is no sufficient solidarity in the world at present to make it
on balance profitable to permit or legalize humanitarian intervention.
By contrast, if one feels very strongly that such a situation constitutes a
serious moral concern for the rest of mankind, one may come to be
more receptive to the view that, unless there is an overwhelming
empirical evidence that permitting or legalizing humanitarian inter-
vention would have disastrous side-effects, states should be permitted
to resort to it within certain constraints under such circumstances.
One’s empirical speculation (especially about what is possible in the
circumstances one sees as prevailing) is difficult to separate from one’s
moral view and the strength with which one holds it — a subject to be
revisited later in the discussion.

The relative efficacy of the sovereign states system

On the second question of whether international society based on the
division of the world into sovereign states may function less well than
some other global institutional arrangement with respect to certain
specific goals, Bull no longer confined his attention to what he had
earlier identified as the three basic goals of world society, but con-
ducted his discussion with respect to the goals of: (i) peace and secur-
ity, (ii) economic and social justice, and (iii) environmental protection.
According to Bull’s globalist opponents, such as Richard Falk, these
were the values the human race needed to aim to protect with some
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urgency, and to that end the sovereign states system required a
far-reaching structural alteration (Bull, 1977: ch. 12).

Against this, Bull took the view that there was no good reason to
believe that an alternative kind of global organization, such as a world
government or what he called a neo-medieval order, is more effective
in managing the problems that the human race is faced with at the
current phase of its history.”” He acknowledged that the goals of
economic and social justice, and of the efficient control of the global
environment are hard to attain within the framework of the sovereign
states system. However, in his judgement, even with respect to these
goals, the states-system is an acceptable mode of organizing the world.
According to him, peace and security between separate national com-
munities are a prerequisite for any move towards economic and social
justice, or towards an improved control of the global environment, and
the sovereign states system is a reasonably efficient, and at present the
most familiar, means for obtaining these preliminary goals. Moreover,
in his view, the states-system does in fact make some, not inconsider-
able, contribution towards the goals of justice and efficient environ-
mental control. At any rate, there is no assurance that a world
government or any other conceivable global institutional arrangement
can render to mankind significant assistance in its pursuit of these
goals. This is because, according to Bull (1977: ch. 12), economic and
social injustices and environmental problems have much deeper
causes than the political organization of the world.

But if the sovereign states system is to contribute to the goals of
economic and social justice and of the efficient environmental control,
in addition to the more basic goals of peace and security, Bull argued,
the element of international society must be preserved and

17 Bull wrote (1977: 255): ‘We might imagine, for example, that the government of the
United Kingdom had to share its authority on the one hand with authorities in Scotland,
Wales, Wessex and elsewhere, and on the other hand with a European authority in
Brussels and world authorities in New York and Geneva, to such an extent that the
notion of its supremacy over the territory and people of the United Kingdom had no
force. We might imagine that the authorities in Scotland and Wales, as well as those in
Brussels, New York and Geneva enjoyed a standing as actors in world politics,
recognised as having rights and duties in world law, conducting negotiations and
perhaps able to command armed forces. We might imagine that the political loyalties of
the inhabitants of, say, Glasgow, were so uncertain as between the authorities of
Edinburgh, London, Brussels and New York that the government of the United
Kingdom could not be assumed to enjoy any kind of primacy over the others, such as it
possesses now. If such a state of affairs prevailed all over the globe, this is what we may
call, for want of a better term, a neo-mediaeval order.”

69



The English School of International Relations

strengthened. For this purpose, he maintained, ‘a sense of common
interests among the great powers, sufficient to enable them to collabor-
ate in relation to goals of minimum world order” (1977: 315) would be
essential. But he added: ‘a consensus, founded upon the great powers
alone, that does not take into account the demands of those Asian,
African and Latin American countries cannot be expected to endure’
(1977: 315). Further, Bull maintained that the future of international
society is likely to depend on the preservation and extension of ‘a
cosmopolitan culture, embracing both common ideas and common
values, and rooted in societies in general as well as in their elites’
(1977: 317). He added:

We have also to recognise that the nascent cosmopolitan culture of
today, like the international society which it helps to sustain, is
weighted in favour of the dominant cultures of the West. Like the
world international society, the cosmopolitan culture on which it
depends may need to absorb non-Western elements to a much
greater degree if it is to be genuinely universal and provide a
foundation for a universal international society. (1977: 317)

In short, according to 