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I. Definitions

A.  Balance of Power

“The first and cardinal contribution of the great powers to international order is to manage their relations with one another.  It is this function that they perform in relation to international order that is most widely recognised in international society at large, and which provides the basis of the willingness of other states to accept the notion of the special rights and duties of the great powers.



     “The management by the great powers of their relations with one 


another involves, first and foremost, the actions they may take to preserve 


the general balance of power, and so provide the conditions under which 


the system of states can endure…  Here we have only to note that this 


general balance of power is one in which the great powers are the 



principal ingredients, and that actions taken to preserve it depend 



principally on measures of contrivance, including measures of 



collaboration, among the great powers.”
 

B.  Hegemony

     “In Aristotle, and in contemporary Greek political understanding and practice, a hegemon was seen as a ruler whose power is based on the interests and consent of those over whom power is exercised.  If the hegemon is a state, the resulting political structure is a system of alliances in which the hegemonic state exercises leadership over mutually 

consenting states.”
 
C.  Structural Power

“Relational power, as conventionally described by realist writers of textbooks on international relations, is the power of A to get B to do something [it] would not otherwise do…  Structural power, on the other hand, is the power to shape and determine the structures of the global political economy within which other states, their political institutions, their economic enterprises and (not least) their scientists and other professional people have to operate.  This structural power... means rather more than the power to set the agenda of discussion or to design (in American academic language) the international regimes of rules and customs that are supposed to govern international economic relations.  That is one aspect of structural power, but not all of it…  Structural power, in short, confers the power to decide how things shall be done, the power to shape frameworks within which states relate to each other, relate to 

people, or relate to corporate enterprises.”
  

II.  Susan Strange’s Structural Analysis of International Political Economy

A.  Four Primary Structures 

1.  Security

 

2.  Production

 

3.  Finance

 

4.  Knowledge/Ideology

B.  Four Secondary Structures of International Political Economy

 

1.  Transport Systems: Sea and Air

 

2.  Trade

 

3.  Energy

 

4.  Welfare
III.  Basic Historical Time Table of International Relations: From the French Revolution 

through World War Two

1789, The French Revolution
The “nation” here becomes synonymous with the “state,” hence the term 

“nation-state.”

1792–1793, Revolutionary Wars
Between 1792 and 1815, war was almost uninterrupted in Europe.
  During these early years of the revolution, however, the basic pattern was clearly and decisively established, as it became increasingly apparent to everyone involved that the revolution in France was in no way whatsoever merely an ‘internal matter.’

In France, power struggles began between the various contending domestic powers, each of whom sought to gain control of the revolution for their own ideological, political, or economic ends.  Abroad, the old regime began its long struggle to destroy the future of the revolution in France as well as any prospects it might potentially have within its own countries.  Their aims, of course, were twofold: to maintain control at 

home and to restore some form of monarchical rule in France itself. 

1793–1794, The Reign of Terror (a.k.a., The Terror)

Robespierre and the Jacobins began a radical process of publicly executing any presumed enemies of the revolution.  During the final six weeks alone, nearly 1,300 people were guillotined in Paris.  Not surprisingly, 

Robespierre was among them.

1800–1815, Napoleonic Wars
*  1806, Formal Collapse of the Holy Roman Empire

Although by 1806 the Holy Roman Empire’s existence was already more de jure than de facto, Napoleon’s victories against Prussia, in Jena and Auerstädt, during this same year were of tremendous significance for a variety of reasons—not least of all for their eventual effects on the reorganization of Germany, especially given Napoleon’s victories against the Austrians in Austerlitz the preceding year.  Prior to Napoleon’s conquests, the German states of the Holy Roman Empire numbered two-hundred thirty; in the wake of the final collapse of the Holy Roman Empire, Napoleon’s subsequent reorganization of their territories, and the 1814–1815 settlement at the Concert of Vienna, the number of these states was reduced to thirty-nine and organized into a loose 

German Confederation (the Bund).    

* 1814–1815, Concert of Vienna (also known as the Congress of Vienna)
1815–1914, The Hundred Years’ Peace

Europe was largely at peace during this period.  However, there were several exceptions to this generally stable state of affairs.  First of all, there were three waves of revolutionary uprisings occurring internationally between 1821–1824, 1829–1834, and, most importantly, in 1848.  By the mid-nineteenth century it had become apparent to all of Europe’s leaders that they would henceforth be forced to calculate the masses into almost all of their future political and economic decisions.

Secondly, there was the Crimean War of 1853–1855, which pitted France, England, Sardinia, and Turkey (the Ottoman Empire) against the Russians in the Black Sea.  Though a treaty was signed in 1856, this naval war seriously exposed Britain’s military weakness.  Moreover, the war was viewed by many observers as a relatively disastrous conflict for everyone involved, indeed even as the product of diplomatic bungling and the symbolic collapse of the post-Napoleonic European consensus.

Thirdly, there was the Austro-Prussian war of 1866 and the Franco-Prussian War of of 1870–1871, the latter of which brought about the fall of the France’s Second Empire and the unification of the German Empire under Bismarck.  Here, there was no doubt that Germany was on the rise as a European power.  The war was quick, limited, and shrewdly directed towards political aims.  

The Crimean War, the Austro-Prussian war, and the Franco-Prussian War represent very important developments, especially insofar as they set underscored the decline of Austria, Britain, and France—powers which had traditionally dominated European politics throughout the seventeenth, eighteenth, and early-nineteenth centuries, especially in the cases of Britain and France.  Indeed, even though the nineteenth century is often referred to as the Pax Britannica, or, similarly, in terms of British hegemony, these three wars and their respective aftermaths suggest that certain qualifications must be made to this claim.

In any event, Karl Polanyi has aptly described the period of “the Hundred Years’ Peace” in the following manner:

Nineteenth century civilization rested on four institutions.  The first was the balance-of-power system which for a century prevented the occurrence of any long and devastating war between the Great Powers.  The second was the international gold standard which symbolized a unique organization of world economy.  The third was the self-regulating market which produced an unheard-of material welfare.  The fourth was the liberal state.  Classified in one way, two of these institutions were economic, two political.  Classified in another way, two of them were national , two international.  Between them they determined the characteristic outlines of the history of our civilization.
           

(It is interesting to note the manner in which Polanyi’s four institutions correspond roughly to Susan Strange’s four primary structures: balance of power = security structure; self-regulating market = production structure; international gold standard = financial structure; liberal state = knowledge 

structure.)

1914–1918, World War One
Friedrich Meinecke suggested in his Machiavellism that perhaps the greatest irony of this war lay in its basic structures, i.e., those very institutions which had been central to the modern political project of liberalism itself: nationalism, industrial capitalism, and mass-militarism.  How could these forces—originally seen, in one way or another, as liberating, progressive, and stabilizing in nature—have turned out to produce such disastrous results for European civilization?  Indeed, was the 

Great War actually in anyone’s national interest at all?

1919–1939, The Inter-War Years
E.H. Carr aptly termed this period “the Twenty Years’ Crisis,” referring to the idealistic prospects according to which world order was so feebly reorganized in the wake of World War One.  In other words, there was no hegemon, no clear set of institutional parameters, and no real hierarchy of power between the states—to say nothing of the lack of will and unity displayed by the victorious powers themselves or the completely unrealistic reparations imposed upon the vanquished.  As J.M. Keynes had already written in his Economic Consequences of the Peace (1919), the postwar settlement could hardly help but lead eventually to another war; in 

essence, little of lasting value was actually resolved at Versailles. 

1939–1945, World War Two

This war could hardly help but to develop into a distinctly hegemonic struggle between the US, the USSR, and Nazi Germany for either global domination or self-defence against the like.  Not only did the powers have differing national security interests and varying forms and degrees of legitimacy, but each was also showing distinctly different patterns of administrative and politico-economic organization as well, especially against the backdrop of the depression—all of which, of course, is to say 

nothing of the existing ideological differences between them.

IV.  The Great Powers in Modern European History

 
A.  Britain

 
B.  France

 
C.  Prussia (becomes the German Empire in 1871)

 
D.  Austria (becomes Austria-Hungary in 1866)

 
E.  Russia (becomes the USSR in 1917)

V.  Other Important Terms

 
A.  Pax Romana
 
B.  Pax Britannica
 
C.  Pax Americana
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