MexayHapoaHble OTHOLLIEHUS

Bonpoc VlHd)O

YBarkaeMble yHaCTHUKN!

OnuMnunagHoe 3agaHune rno HarnpasiaeHunto «<MeXXayHapoaHble OTHOLLIEHUSA» COCTOUT TOJIbKO 13 ABYX
yacTen ¢ 3aga4amu, 0653aTeNbHbIMU A5 BbINOJHEHWA. 9TO 03HAYAET, YTO BaM HY>KHO nonpobosaTk
YCMeLHOo CrpaBuTbLCSA ¢ 06enMmn YyacTamu, 4Tobbl MpeTeHa0BaTh Ha NPU30BbIe MecTa.

OGuuaﬂHaCTbnpeunonaraeTeﬂMHoe3anaHmennﬂBcexyHaCTHMKo&
CﬂeuuaﬂbHaﬂqaCTbCOCTOMTM3peFMOHaﬂbHHXGHOKO&CpeﬂMKOTOpHXHyMHOBb@paTbTOHbKO
OOMH. BbinonHeHne 3aganHuni OBYyX U 6onee 6/10KOB He I'IpMHeCéT BaM LOMOJHUTENbHbIX 6ansoB.:

1. Poccus: 3agaHme Ne 2

2. A3unga: 3apaHme Ne 3

3. EBpona: 3agaHune Ne 4

4. CeBepHasa Adpurka u bavxHum Boctok: 3agaHme Ne 5

Ba>xHo! Npu BbiNoNHEHUN 3adaHui No 6onee aByM n 6onee 6s0kaM cneymanbHON YacTu K
npoeepke 6yaeT NpUHATA TOJIbKO OA4HO U3 HUX Ha YCMOTpPEHMe Xopu. Anennsaunm Ha Bbibop
3aaHNSA K NPOBEPKE HE NMPUHMMAIOTCS.

Mpw BbIMOJIHEHUWN 3a4aHWI Bbl MOXKETE MOJIb30BaTLCS JI0OLIMU OHTAaH-C/I0BaPSAMUN N OHANH~-
nepesoAYnKaMun Ansa NepeBoja 0TAE/bHbIX CJIOB U BblpaXXEHWIA: Mepexos Ha APYryio
BKJaAKy/apyroe okHO An8 nepesoaa He ByneT cuMTaThCs HapyLlleHneM. icnonb3oBaHue
YepPHOBMKOB 1 CMPaBOYHbIX MaTepPMasioB CTPOro 3anpeLleHo.

BepwvmM B Baw ycnex!

Bonpoc]
Bann: 40,00

. OBLWASA YACTb
MpouTHUTE TEKCT, U3JI0KMTE OCHOBHbLIE UAEeMN aBTOPa U AaiTe ux oueHKy (Ha pycckom
A3bike)

The False Promise of International Institutions Author(s): John J. Mearsheimer
Source: International Security , Winter, 1994-1995

Many policymakers as well as academics believe that institutions hold great promise for promoting
international peace. This optimistic assessment of institutions is not warranted, however, mainly
because the three institutionalist theories which underpin it are flawed. There are serious problems
with the causal logic of each theory, and little empirical evidence for any of them. What is most
impressive about institutions, in fact, is how little independent effect they seem to have had on state
behavior.

We have an important paradox here: although the world does not work the way institutionalist
theories say it does or should, those theories remain highly infldential in both the academic and
policy worlds. Given the limited impact of institutions on state behavior, one would expect
considerable skepticism, even cynicism, when institutions are described as a major force for peace.
Instead, they are still routinely described in promising terms by scholars and governing elites.
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It is beyond the scope of this paper to attempt a detailed explanation of this paradox. Nevertheless, |
would like to close with some speculative comments about this puzzle, focusing on the American
context.

The attraction of institutionalist theories for both policymakers and scholars is explained, | believe,
not by their intrinsic value, but by their relationship to realism, and especially to core elements of
American political ideology. Realism has long been and continues to be an influential theory in the
United States. Leading realist thinkers such as George Kennan and Henry Kissinger, for example,
occupied key policymaking positions during the Cold War. The impact of realism in the academic
world is amply demonstrated in the institutionalist literature, where discussions of realism are
pervasive. Yet despite its influence, Americans who think seriously about foreign policy issues tend
to dislike realism intensely, mainly because it clashes with their basic values. The theory stands
opposed to how most Americans prefer to think about themselves and the wider world.

There are four principal reasons why American elites, as well as the American public, tend to regard
realism with hostility. First, realism is a pessimistic theory. It depicts a world of stark and harsh
competition, and it holds out little promise of making that world more benign. Realists, as Hans
Morgenthau wrote, are resigned to the fact that "there is no escape from the evil of power,
regardless of what one does.” Such pessimism, of course, runs up against the deep-seated
American belief that with time and effort, reasonable individuals can solve important social
problems. Americans regard progress as both desirable and possible in politics, and they are
therefore uncomfortable with realism's claim that security competition and war will persist despite
our best efforts to eliminate them.

Second, realism treats war as an inevitable, and indeed sometimes necessary, form of state activity.
For realists, war is an extension of politics by other means. Realists are very cautious in their
prescriptions about the use of force: wars should not be fought for idealistic purposes, but instead
for balance-of-power reasons. Most Americans, however, tend to think of war as a hideous
enterprise that should ultimately be abolished. For the time being, however, it can only justifiably be
used for lofty moral goals, like "making the world safe for democracy’; it is morally incorrect to fight
wars to change or preserve the balance of power. This makes the realist conception of warfare
anathema to many Americans.

Third, as an analytical matter, realism does not distinguish between "good” states and "bad" states,
but essentially treats them like billiard balls of varying size. In realist theory, all states are forced to
seek the same goal: maximum relative power. A purely realist interpretation of the Cold War, for
example, allows for no meaningful difference in the motives behind American and Soviet behavior
during that conflict. According to the theory, both sides must have been driven by concerns about
the balance of power, and must have done what was necessary to try to achieve a favorable
balance. Most Americans would recoil at such a description of the Cold War, because they believe
the United States was motivated by good intentions while the Soviet Union was not.

Fourth, America has a rich history of thumbing its nose at realism. For its first 140 years of existence,
geography and the British havy allowed the United States to avoid serious involvement in the power
politics of Europe. America had an isolationist foreign policy for most of this period, and its rhetoric
explicitly emphasized the evils of entangling alliances and balancing behavior. Even as the United
States finally entered its first European war in 1917, Woodrow Wilson railed against realist thinking.
America has a long tradition of anti-realist rhetoric, which continues to influence us today.

Given that realism is largely alien to American culture, there is a powerful demand in the United
States for alternative ways of looking at the world, and especially for theories that square with basic
American values. Institutionalist theories nicely meet these requirements, and that is the main
source of their appeal to policymakers and scholars. Whatever else one might say about these
theories, they have one undeniable advantage in the eyes of their supporters: they are not realism.
Not only do institutionalist theories offer an alternative to realism, but they explicitly seek to
undermine it. Moreover, institutionalists offer arguments that reflect basic American values. For ex-
ample, they are optimistic about the possibility of greatly reducing, if not eliminating, security
competition among states and creating a more peaceful world. They certainly do not accept the
realist stricture that war is politics by other means. Institutionalists, in short, purvey a message that
Americans long to hear.

There is, however, a downside for policymakers who rely on institutionalist theories: these theories do
not accurately describe the world, hence policies based on them are bound to fail. The international
system strongly shapes the behavior of states, limiting the amount of damage that false faith in
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institutional theories can cause. The constraints of the system notwithstanding, however, states still
have considerable freedom of action, and their policy choices can succeed or fail in protecting
American national interests and the interests of vulnerable people around the globe. The failure of
the League of Nations to address German and Japanese aggression in the 1930s is a case in point.
The failure of institutions to prevent or stop the war in Bosnia offers a more recent example. These
cases illustrate that institutions have mattered rather little in the past; they also suggest that the
false belief that institutions matter has mattered more, and has had pernicious effects.
Unfortunately, misplaced reliance on institutional solutions is likely to lead to more failures in the
future.
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Il. CMEUUAJIBHASA YACTb
BbibepunTe 1 BEINOSIHUTE TONBLKO OAMH 13 6/10KOB 3a4aHNN CNeunaibHON YacTu
Bbnok 1. Poccusa. [NoarotoBbTe pa3BEPHYTOE ONUCaHME ABYX TeEM:

1. KpbiMCKasi BOMHa
2. CTosibINUHCKNE pedopMbl
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Il. CMEUUNANBHASA YACTb
BbibepuTe 1 BbINOSHNTE TONBKO OAMH 13 6J10KOB 3aaHWi CNeunasbHOn YacTun
Bnok 2. A3us. lNMNogrotoBbTe pa3BEéPHYTOe ONMCaHNe ABYX TEM:

1. O6bennHeHne Kutasa nof BAacTblo FOMUHbAAHA. TOMUHBbAAHOBCKME peopMbl B robl
«HaHKUHCKOro aecatunetums» (1927-1937 rr.). Boopy>keHHas onno3nuus NpaBuTenbCTBy €O
CTOpOoHbl KOMMyHMCTMYecKon napTuun Kntas (KMK).

2. MapTUNHO-NONNTNYECKOE CTPOUTENLCTBO B ANOHUM NOC/Ie OKOHYaHWS aMepuKaHCKOoM
OKKyMnauuun. ICTOKN SMOHCKOI0 «3KOHOMUYECKOro Yyaa». MpruymHbl SKOHOMUYECKOW CTarHauum
AnoHunn Ha pybexke 1990-x rr.
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Il. CREULWAJNIBHAA YACTb
BbibepuTe 1 BbINOJIHUTE TONILKO OAMH 13 6/10KOB 3aaHNN CReLnanbHON YacTun
Bnok 3. EBpona. [MoaroToBbTe pa3BEPHYTOE ONnMncaHne OBYX TeM:

1. TpnauaTuNeTHsAS BOMHa N ee UToru. BecTanbckas cncteMa MeXXayHapoAHbIX OTHOLUEHWUN.
2. OdopmMneHmne 6nokos B Espone (1870-e — 1900-e rr.). Co3aaHue TpoNcTBEHHOro Colo3a u
AHTaHTBI.
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Il. CMEUNANBHASA YACTb
BbibepunTe 1 BbINOJIHUTE TONILKO OAMH 13 6/I0KOB 3aaHN cneunanbHOM YacTu
Bnok 4. CesepHas Acdpuka u bam>xHum BocTok. MNoarotoBbTe pa3BépHYTOe ONMCaHNe ABYX TEM:

1. MonuTnyeckas naeonornsa naHapabrnsmMma Kak OCHOBa MHTErpPaLMOHHbIX MPOLLECCOB Ha
BavxHeMm BocToke n B CeBepHon Adprke B XX Beke

2. NonnTtnyeckas brnorpacgua Cagnama XycenHa. Ero posb n MeCTo B UICTOPUN pernoHa
Bav>xHuin Boctok n CeBepHasa Adgpuka.
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