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Abstract

This paper provides an exegesis of the international political theory of the first anarchist – Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809-1865). Despite having penned nearly 2000 pages on nineteenth-century international politics, his work is almost universally ignored by contemporary scholars of International Relations (IR).  The paper demonstrates that Proudhon’s central problematic is also that of the discipline of IR: the possibility of justice and order in anarchy. I argue that his approach provides a compelling new way of conceptualising and subsequently ordering world politics. The paper first focuses on his theory of the social and individual source of justice in global politics. I then turn to how Proudhon sees order as an emergent outcome of struggles for social justice. I then move on to illustrate what this theory implies for our understanding of anarchy in world politics. Finally, I turn to how he thought society should be ordered in the future if we are to achieve lasting justice and peace in anarchy. Unsurprisingly, his version of anarchism is the key.  The narrative also places Proudhon’s theory in its historical context. Writing at the beginning of the industrialisation of warfare (circa. 1860), and approaching the subject of war from the perspective of moral philosophy, Proudhon was writing at a very portentous juncture in the history of modern warfare and modern conceptualisations of international politics. Given his historical vantage point and the originality of his theory, I argue that his work deserves serious reconsideration.

“As man seeks justice in equality, so society seeks order in anarchy.” 

“Man’s belligerent nature is all that saves him from despotism.”

Introduction
Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (1809-1865) was the first self-professed anarchist in history.  He was also one of the leaders of the French republican movement during the most tumultuous years of the nineteenth century.  His appeal with the people got him elected for an ill-fated spell in the French National Assembly in 1848.  Proudhon also penned nearly two thousand pages outlining his theory of international politics – but these works are almost universally unknown to contemporary IR scholars.  He turned to international relations in the last five years of his life.  It was a crucial development in a life’s work dedicated to formulating a comprehensive theory of justice.  

It is well known that very few nineteenth-century political philosophers dealt directly and extensively with international politics, and IR theorists have historically had to extrapolate from fragments in their work, or infer theories of international politics from statements pertaining to domestic politics.   Proudhon is a notable exception.  The exegesis to follow is derived from three of a possible six works that deal directly with international politics.
 
The aim of this paper is to provide a fairly detailed outline of Proudhon’s international political theory and is divided between three sections.  First, I discuss Proudhon’s theory of justice and its relationship to war. Secondly, I discuss how Proudhon sees order as emergent from social conflict – both ideational and material, and the effects particular political orders and structures have on our understanding of justice in world affairs.  Thirdly, I illustrate the implications of the previous two points for a theory of anarchy in world politics, and Proudhon’s means of achieving justice within it.  My analysis follows Proudhon’s formulation, not the demands of contemporary ‘problems’ in IR theory, but it will be clear that his thought engages head-on with what might be called the perennial problems of IR theory: order, justice and anarchy.  The concluding section illustrates the ways in which contemporary political community and theory seem to be veering ever closer to Proudhon’s ideas, and why.
 
Limitations of space render it impossible to discuss Proudhon’s extensive and unconventional readings of Hobbes, Kant, Grotius, Pufendorf, Thucydides’ Melian Dialogue, and his borrowings from de Maistre and Rousseau.  Nor can I deal with Proudhon’s virulent and quite repugnant anti-feminism, reflected at its most extreme in his ambivalence towards mass-rape during the French Revolutionary Wars. This paper is nevertheless designed to instil confidence in others that a return to Proudhon’s work is a fruitful intellectual endeavour both for historical and conceptual reasons.  But anyone who decides to venture into his works will find that Proudhon’s arguments are sometimes more confusing, contradictory and infuriating than I have presented them here.  
Proudhon’s Theory of Justice and War
The roots of modern political theory reside in an attempt to substitute justice for war.  The theory of a State of Nature, was formulated to provide a rationale and justification for the state, explicitly so as to avoid war.  So the theory goes, once the state is established and internal community pacified by it, justice would be realised.  Further down the line, and engaging with the international anarchy that results from the ontological and normative priority of the state, Just War Theory stipulates the conditions under which a war can be considered just.  Assuming state sovereignty to be an absolute moral good, derived from the preceding theory of state formation, just war theory sees only defensive wars as just, and acts of aggression which threaten a state’s sovereignty as unjust.  What both theories do is reason from abstracts or first principles, and they are both statist.  
Realist IR theory assumes that international anarchy cannot be a realm of justice since it is quintessentially the realm of interests – state interests to be precise – and war is, and always has been, the inevitable outcome of the clash of interests between sovereign political units recognising no superior.  Justice cannot be realised in the international realm in the absence of a world state to provide it, and when we talk of war, justice has very little to do with it beyond performing a propaganda role.  Again, the model assumes that justice, where it is not conflated with interests, is the gift of, or can only be realised in, a sovereign state.  
Ironically, critiques of the state of nature theory and just war often end up equally pessimistic when it comes to the relationship between war and justice.  Tilly argues that social contract theory belies the truth of ‘racketeering’ as a more appropriate model to account for state development.
  The upshot of his materialist argument is that moral ideals have no place in thinking about war given the objective pressures placed upon states by their need to expropriate to sustain and protect themselves in a condition of anarchy.  Doppelt, on the other hand, argues against Walzer’s just war theory on the basis that it entrenches the very principle (state sovereignty) most struggles for justice attempt to overcome, and cites the anti-apartheid struggle as a case in point.
 Beitz argued that a Just War Theory bound to a “morality of states” encourages parochialism at the expense of a universal cosmopolitanism but can tell us nothing new about the relationship between war and justice.
  It is simply argued that by holding to first principle reasoning both the state of nature theory and just war theory become inherently ahistorical, parochial, and conservative of the status quo.  But unfortunately, once the historical record is let in, it seems it is very difficult for IR theorists to see how war and justice can be mentioned in the same breath.  
Proudhon argued that war was justice making and that this is because there is a tacit right of force in international politics that assumes that war is the final arbiter in a way that state force is in domestic society.  For this to be the case, it is important to see both sides as fighting for what they believe to be a just cause.  For Proudhon, morality is as real as power in international relations and any theory of international politics needs to look at the interaction between the two. The argument has two main parts, is confusing in places and sometimes contradictory due to his unsystematic use of key concepts.  What follows is a simplified version of it.  The first part of the argument concerns the source of justice, and the second the way in which norms of social justice emerge from social conflict.  
Justice

Proudhon’s discursive context shaped the way in which he would approach international politics.  Like most, if not all French social theorists of his day, Proudhon saw the resolution of the ‘social problem’ as a moral imperative to be achieved through the correct organisation of society and the economy according to moral principles.  But unlike his utopian socialist contemporaries (and Hobbes before them) Proudhon did not see that a rationalist blueprint for society could be devised according to first principle reasoning and then the people persuaded to join it out of their own rational self-interest.
 
The dominant moral and philosophical paradigm at his time (and indeed to this day) was Kantian.  Kant argued that moral philosophy, like political philosophy, can have nothing to do with the empirical realm if it is to be able to provide us with the principles of right moral action in each case.
 The categorical imperative is a maxim designed in accordance with the rules of formal logic and has nothing whatsoever to do with the real world.  Kant argues thus: 

Pure philosophy (metaphysics) must therefore come first, and without it there can be no moral philosophy at all.  A philosophy that mixes these pure principles with empirical ones does not even deserve to be called philosophy (since philosophy is distinguished from common knowledge precisely because it treats in separate sciences what the latter apprehends only in a disordered way).  Still less does it deserve to be called moral philosophy, since by this confusion of a priori and empirical principles it spoils the purity of morality itself and works against its own purpose.

This reasoning from first principles, devoid of any connection to the real world, was nothing new in itself and still dominates thinking about politics and morality.   The state of nature thesis was designed to legitimate governance on the basis of a hypothetical pre-social order derived from a political and epistemological scepticism and the promises of rationalism.
  Explicitly rejecting both rationalism and the implicit utopianism of these state of nature theorists, Proudhon argued that man has no ahistorical nature.  It is probably best to see him as both “angel and brute”, but all individuals have a conscience, and this conscience or instinct for justice is the primary source of all moral norms.  Irrespective of whether, once articulated, they are judged to be ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ or whether they become embedded or obliterated, the fact of our individual capacity for moral thought and feelings is the basis of Proudhon’s theory of justice.  He argues that,
Justice is not a commandment ordered by a superior authority to a lesser being, as the majority of authors who write on the rights of man teach; Justice is immanent to the human soul [… and] it constitutes its highest power and supreme dignity.
 

Proudhon developed a theory of justice based on the principle of “Immanence”, as a direct and explicit rejection of the Kantian notion of “Transcendence”, or the Ecclesiastical theory of “Revelation”.   The Church argued that Justice was something given to man directly from God, and as long as we followed his commandments we would be fine, but we have no right to decide on moral matters for ourselves; nor if we did would they be our thoughts anyway, since all knowledge is given by God.  The Kantian rationalist project sought to deduce right moral action from the rules of formal logic in order to reject religious dogma, but imposed its own in turn.  Kant had argued that morality has nothing to do with the real world and still less to do with our passions which were assumed to be “‘pathological’ where duty is concerned”.
 Those unable to rationalise in the specified manner would have to follow the dictates of those who could, and only if we all followed the rules of formal logic could peace be secured on earth.  Rationalism gave us the state of nature theory and the categorical imperative.  Both theories are derived from a rejection of the real world, not an engagement with it.   

Following the return to the passions in French social theory at his time, most notably by Fourier, Comte and the Saint-Simonians, Proudhon argued that “justice is innate to our conscience”
 a pressure in our soul, basically an instinct and the source of our individuality. Morally speaking, Proudhon argues in De la Justice dans la Révolution et dans l’Église that history might usefully be seen as a process of re-discovering and recovering this alienated moral autonomy from the clasp of religion and then classical philosophy.  The third stage in this unacknowledged Comtean ‘three stages’ thesis, is the positive scientific age. Proudhon argued that morality was now open to scientific analysis based on observation.  This paradigm shift was obvious to most nineteenth century French moralists, but is largely ignored today. As the famous zoologist Konrad Lorenz has asked, “Would he [Kant] who did not yet know of the evolution of the world of organisms be shocked that we consider the moral law within us not as something given, a priori, by as something that has arisen by natural evolution, just like the laws of the heavens?”
 Who can say.  The more salient point however, is whether contemporary moral philosophers will ever learn this lesson.  Proudhon argued that, “If we trace the development of the moral sense in individuals and the progress of laws in nations, we shall be convinced that ideas of justice and legislative perfection are everywhere in direct proportion to intelligence.”
 But Proudhon did not follow the positivists in terms of methodology. Instead he presumed a naturalist ontology and a pluralist methodology and a normative anti-dogmatism. It is principally for this reason that he rejected overtures and offers of collaboration, from both Auguste Comte and Karl Marx.
 

For Proudhon, justice exists and operates through three principle processes.  The individual is the primary source of justice; the communities and groups individuals build become the second layer of justice, are irreducible to the individuals of which they are comprised, and have a relative moral autonomy which Proudhon calls “collective conscience”; and finally, these social norms feed back into individual rationalisations of justice, and both help and hinder the subsequent development of the moral capacity in humans and in society.  Having discussed the instinctive roots of the individual’s moral sentiment, I will now turn to Proudhon’s idea of “collective conscience”, say something about social and moral norms and how Proudhon conceives of the moral relationship between the individual and society.  
We know that for Hobbes state-less society was “nasty brutish and short” and individuals came together to create a security community.  For Rousseau, pre-social life was idyllic and it is the creation of society which initiates the corruption of society.  Both Hobbes and Rousseau posit the state of nature thesis as an analytical a priori.  For both, therefore, there is a qualitative rupture between pre-social and social life.  This theory, it should be noted, was only ever made-up.   Unsurprisingly, Proudhon also has a vision of the state of nature.  
According to […my] theory, man, although he was originally in a completely savage state, constantly creates society through the spontaneous development of his nature.  It is only in the abstract that he may be regarded as in a state of isolation, governed by no law other than self interest […] Man is an integral part of collective existence and as such he is aware both of his own dignity and that of others.  Thus he carries within himself the principles of a moral code that goes beyond the individual … They are the characteristic mould of the human soul, daily refined and perfected through social relations.

Morality is a fundamentally social force because humans (the source of morality) are fundamentally and inescapably social animals.  However, there is nothing in this vision that necessitates the creation of the state.  In fact there is nothing in this vision that necessitates anything.  This is the strength of Proudhon’s philosophical realism, because the question of which institutions are most needed in the interests of society at a particular historical juncture is open for debate. Attempts to resolve this debate by recourse to rationalism, human nature, individualism or the state, are historically specific responses to social conditions by humans, and directly proportional, Proudhon might argue, to intelligence. 
In his work on federalism Proudhon gives us the clearest idea of how social collectivities co-operate and arise.
  He calls these collectivities “natural groups”.  They are any groups which “willy-nilly impose upon themselves some conditions of solidarity… which soon constitutes itself into a city or a political organism, affirms itself in its unity, its independence, its life or its own movement (autokinesis), and its autonomy.”
 These collectivities emanate three distinct forces which emerge from human interaction and cooperation, but are irreducible to the individuals they are composed of.  
The first is “collective force” which Proudhon uses as an economic category to describe the possibility and product of collective labour.  It is the surplus of this force which the capitalist expropriates as profit, by paying on an individual basis that which is productive of surplus only due to association.  The second is “collective reason”, a philosophic category which Proudhon uses to denote the emergent moral norms of society.  Again, this is necessarily the product of association and cannot be reduced to the individual and explains why society accepts what individuals might not, and vice versa.  And finally, Proudhon isolates what he terms “collective consciousness” – an existential or psychological category which denotes the metaphysical melting-pot of humanity as a whole.  This, he argues, is the emergent property of a clash and cooperation between individual moral beings, their collectivities and so on.  “In short, just as individualism is the primordial factor in humanity, so association is its complementary term.  Both are present constantly”.
 Proudhon argued that “I am led to consider society as a being as real a thing as the individuals who compose it, and then to see the collectivity or group as the condition for all [human] existence.”
 Noland sums it up like this: 

In Proudhon’s view, […] from the clash of singular, egoistical interests and wills – for conflict was inherent in the group as in society, in man and in nature – there is produced an entity which is a collective expression, something utterly unlike the individual elements themselves.  The confluence of individual forces produces an entity “different in quality from the forces that compose it and superior to their sum”
 

Haubtmann argues that the influence of Comte on Proudhon is here crucial to understanding Proudhon’s thought.
 Proudhon rejected the “moral communism” of Comte, where the individual was subsumed into the collectivity, and strove to secure some ontological and normative independence for him. Hall argues that, “[i]t has been suggested that Proudhon is one of the first social thinkers to attempt primitive synthesis of these levels of social reality.”
 Much of the literature on Proudhon concurs.
 What I want to do now is show how this conception of social conflict and morality explains how moral norms and collectivities emerge through the different levels, and link the discussion of justice to war.  
War

Much like the source of morality, Proudhon argues that the first layer of antagonism in social life is the relationship between individuals.   Individuals, Proudhon claims in tones which seem echoed in Nietzsche, have an innate drive to self-assertion, and struggle for recognition and dignity.

Real human virtue is not solely negative.   It does not solely consist of abstaining from all things condemned by law and morality, it consists also – even more so – in acting with energy, talent and with will and character against the excesses of those personalities which by the sole fact of their existence tend to erase us … It is impossible [… then] that two creatures in which science and conscience is progressive but does not proceed at the same pace; who in all things start from different points of view and who have opposing interests – but nevertheless work to agree to infinity – will ever be entirely in accord.   The divergence of ideas, the contradictions of principles, polemics, the clash of opinions, are the certain effect of their coming together.

If Proudhon is right that it is a basic human drive to assert ones dignity in all aspects of life, it is unavoidable that this should lead to conflict.   “Action is therefore a struggle: to act is to combat.”
 In primitive societies, the conflict between man and man is acutely exacerbated by the conflict between man and nature.  The result of this conflict is the need to associate, for mutual protection, for creative or productive purposes, and also for destructive and domineering purposes against other associations and nature itself.   These associations are spontaneous in so far as they are the natural response to pre-existing social conditions and vary in size and purpose depending on the tasks they are designed to fulfil.  Struggle, conflict and antagonism between individuals and groups, between social groups, and between humanity and nature are what create society.  But Proudhon also argues that while humans associate for protection they also have the ability to rationalise their social orders, to understand and to give meaning to social life.   

Proudhon argues that the first such rationalisation was religion.  Proudhon’s original contribution here was to show how it was inevitable that our religious cosmology was fundamentally infused with militaristic metaphor.   Early societies conceived of war as a “law of the universe, a law which manifested itself before the eyes of the first humans, in the heavens as thunderstorms and lightning, and on earth by the antagonisms of tribes and races.”
 Nearly all peoples considered a sizable proportion of their gods to be warriors.   Secondly, the religious cosmology was seen as a conflict between heaven and hell, with celestial justice always accompanied by the sword.   In fact, Proudhon goes so far as to argue that if we remove the militaristic metaphor from religion we destroy it.   A good without an evil to counter it would be meaningless; heaven would have no raison d’étre without hell.  

 “[W]ho cannot see that war served as a primitive mould of theology […]?” Proudhon asks.
 He argues that war was “essential to life, to the production of both man and society,”
 both as the creator of a specific natural groups in society, a system of moral norms, and as a rationalisation of the limits of social life. It is a truism, but probably one worth repeating, that the “same [human] conscience that produces religion and justice also produces war; the same fervour, the same spontaneity of enthusiasm that animates the profits and the jurists sweeps along the heroes: it is this which constitutes the divine character of war.”
  

But, he argues that individuals, unlike states, are as incapable of waging war as they are of preventing it.  War involves the full creative output of association and individual initiative, but cannot be reduced to it; much as the prevention of war would take a correspondingly massive collective effort (banner waving will not suffice as recent history shows).  Proudhon sees war as a social process with structural properties, but it is fundamentally integrated into, and the product of, social life and its rationalisation.   War needs ideals and ideas to animate peoples and the high ideals of religion, then the nation were such ideals – in short, people need something to fight for, and rarely, if ever, fight for nothing.  
He argued further that “[c]onquest, while it lays the ground for and circumscribes the state, [it] creates the sovereign”.
 His intention was to show that war creates states and sovereigns, investing them with mythical qualities derived from the strongly idealised nature of war at that time.  This is also true of the emergence of the individual. The modern concept of the individual, as much as any association such as the workshop, the family, the tribe, city and the region, are all the emergent result of conflict and war within and between societies, and between societies and their ecological surroundings.  The concept of the sovereign, individual, or nation, legitimates political orders by providing rationalisations of them.  But what we need to see, Proudhon argues, is that what maintains social order, quite apart from the rationalisations of them, both ‘domestically’ and ‘internationally’, is a “right of force”.  
For Proudhon, “The right of force exists by tacit convention […]; it is neither a concession nor a fiction […] it is truly a right in every sense of the word.”
 Since self assertion is constitutive of the human being, force is a right like all the others, but without it the others become flaccid and impotent.   It is thus fundamental to all species of right because without the struggle to enforce justice, without the struggle to fight for and maintain what we believe in, society would atrophy.  Submitting to force is the basis of political orders, and we would only do that if we respected it as a right – at least tacitly. If we reject this right, we fight against it and the winner, the most powerful, is the new power.  This is discussed further in the section to follow, but Proudhon does not see force as a ‘good’ in itself.  It is only in relation to other things, or in terms of its outcomes, that we can judge it.   

The right of force is the most simple and most elementary [of all rights]: it is the homage rendered to man for his force.   Like all other rights it exists only under the condition of reciprocity [and assuming] the right which belongs to the first does not destroy that of the other.

Even though force is historically, sociologically and analytically the first of all rights, it is also “the last in rank”.
 Humans develop intellectually, and this development is fundamentally linked to our capacity to change our ways of expressing and circumscribing this right of force.  The problem is that they have to do so within the confines of a pre-existing, stratified social and ideational order.  This is as true of individuals as it is for the associations they create. So it should come as no surprise that Proudhon argues that “for there to be a veritable law (droit) of nations, there must be in the moral being which we call the nation, an order of relations which one cannot find in the simple citizen.”
 

As has been argued and repeated ad nauseum since Hobbes: A nation or a State is a collective person, endowed as an individual with a life of its own; it has its liberty, its character, its genius, its conscience, and consequently its rights – the first and most essential of which is the maintenance of its originality, of its independence and its autonomy.

The independence and autonomy of the individual and of states was a relatively new concept at that time, but crucial if states or individuals were to be recognised as distinct, rights-bearing political units. But the upshot of this formulation of Proudhon’s theory is that we have to recognise that war between states, or the struggle between individuals will be considered just by both sides; any other way of seeing this is anti-empirical/unrealistic or a fiction allowed by first principle reasoning.  It is only if we see it in this way that we understand the balances that are agreed to after wars, that we can explain the passion with which people fight on both sides, and that we can explain why people resort to war in the first place.  

War is thus a judgement of force, and its judgement is, and always has been, veridical – victors not only write history, they also (re)write laws. If we disagree with this outcome, we have to fight against it. And that is what always happens.  Simply put, for Proudhon “The historical point of departure for all species of right is in war.”
 As Proudhon says, “This genealogy, which conforms to the historical record, is the inverse of that generally assumed.”
 

The right of force, the right of war and the rights of nations, defined and circumscribed as we have just achieved, support one another, implicate one another and engender one another and themselves, while they also govern history.   They are the secret providence which directs nations, makes and unmakes states, and through the harmonising of force and law drives civilization through the surest and widest path.   Through them are understood a mass of things which are impossible to understand by ordinary law, or by any historical system, or by the capricious machinations of chance.
 

“War is a judgement, true or false, of force.”
 There is no getting away from this reality. But, if modern philosophy is right, and war has nothing to do with justice, 

all our institutions, our traditions and our laws are infected with violence and radically vitiated; there follows something awful to believe: that all power is tyranny, all property usurpation and that society is to be reconstructed from top to bottom.   Not even tacit consent, proscription or ulterior conventions could redeem such an anomaly […] one does not edify right on its own negation.

To see this argument as a “strategy of provocation”, as Pick does, is to trivialise it.
 Proudhon is mischaracterised as rationalising slaughter when he was in fact giving a sociological account of its historical rationalisation and transformation, coupled with providing a sociological foundation to his moral philosophy. Proudhon is deadly serious here, and does not argue anywhere that we need to smash it all and start again. 

The next question then becomes, how does society learn and develop through war? How are we supposed to move out of this period of global war? What can death and destruction teach us? Well, quite a lot actually. As Proudhon shows, the brute materiality of war has consistently eroded faith in the ideals by which it is justified. Central to this is the argument that there is a “permanent contradiction […] between the theory of the right of force and its application.” The nadir of the collective application of the right of force is in war.  But, like force, “Sublime and saintly in its idea, war is horrible in its execution; while its theory elevates man, its practice dishonours him.”
 

He argues that in war, the realities of the situation demand that soldiers disregard ideals in the name of necessity, or forces them to re-evaluate their pre-war ideals, or ask whether the means justify the ends given the carnage they inflict.   Moreover, the brutality of one’s opponents creates further cause for war.  But, with ‘interests’ being the rising creed at this time, and utility the guiding morality, Proudhon lamented the possibility that when interests and ideals come into conflict, interests tend to “trample all morality and all ideals underfoot.” Seeing this process as largely inevitable, Proudhon prays that we might be protected “from the introduction of utilitarianism in war as much as in morality.”
 God wasn’t listening. 

When weapons become such that numbers and discipline, or even courage mean next to nothing in war, bid adieu to majority rule, adieu to universal suffrage, adieu to empire, adieu to republic, in fact adieu to all forms of government.   Power will rest with the most villainous.
 

Modern artillery, rifling, the revolver, and other such cutting edge instruments of war at Proudhon’s time, had begun to reduce war to “reciprocal slaughtergrounds”,
 and Proudhon came to see that “the perfectibility of weapons renders the reconciliation of peoples impossible.”
 He argued that those with the “largest machines and greatest capital” will invariably win and the spirit (or romance) of war will vanish.
 This was not to be the case, in the short term at least. But as Mueller has argued, nuclear weapons have hopefully rendered war between nuclear powers “sub-rationally unthinkable”.
 

Proudhon argues that duelling provides a good analogy for the development of warfare and of justice.  The basic point is that duelling is based upon equality of risk and is a demonstration of strength and virtue observed throughout the ages where the victor is deemed the right and just.   If the rules of a duel are broken the outcome is deemed unjust and the victor seen as a tyrant or brigand; the result murder, not valour.   Proudhon makes the argument that the material evolution of duelling has been to progressively equalise and simplify the contest in order to accentuate the notions of valour inherent to it.   Developing from surrogate riders on horseback with armour, duelling in the 19th century took place between the two dishonoured men, in shirtsleeves and pistols. This, he points out, is the polar opposite of what has happened to war.  Warfare has moved progressively from hand-to-hand combat to distance killing, and the element of individual valour has been largely lost. War no longer provides a means for realising justice, because there is no moral content – no more élan. 
  

Proudhon’s ideas are historically very significant. John Muller has not only argued that duelling began to lose its shine in the nineteenth century, he also argued that “In the nineteenth century the idea that war was a truly repulsive exercise began to gain truly widespread acceptance for the first time in the history of Western civilization.”
  Looking back at the transformations in military technology leading to the nuclear stalemate of the 1980s, McNeill has argued that, 

The technology of modern war … excludes almost all the elements of muscular heroism and simple brute ferocity that once found expression in hand-to-hand combat.   The industrialization of war, scarcely more than a century old, has erased the old realities of soldiering without altering ancient, inherited psychic aptitudes for the collective exercise of force.   This constitutes a dangerous instability.   How armed forces, weapons technology, and human society at large can continue to coexist is, indeed, a capital question of our age.

Perhaps unsurprisingly, this contradiction between war romanticism and war’s industrialisation are exactly the issues Proudhon deals with and his thinking about international politics reflects and engages with his historical context directly. He was situated at a decisive juncture in modern history where French revolutionary élan was a driving moral force for much of society and yet modern artillery and rifling were rendering it pointless.   One only has to read Tolstoy’s War and Peace to get a sense of the strong moral sentiment that infused the military and the nationalist populations in all countries in Europe during the Revolutionary wars.  Everybody believed their cause just, and that they were fighting for something.  But as the French were soon to discover, moral fortitude or the promises of political revolution no longer won wars in the way that it did less than a generation earlier.  When they were faced by the latest Prussian artillery at the end of the 1860s the then (conventionally considered) superior French were routed – signalling the first major shift in the European balance of power for nearly a century.  We should, therefore, be unsurprised by the stronger martial statements and tones that permeate Proudhon’s thinking about world politics, nor should we be surprised to see him thinking about these things.  What is surprising is the lack of a corresponding interest in war in the work of other revolutionary social theorists of his day.
  
Order and War

In 1863 Napoleon III stated, with some hyperbole, that the peace treaties that emerged from the 1815 Congress of Vienna, and which marked the end of the Revolutionary Wars had “ceased to exist”.  He implied that the days of French imperial ambition had re-begun and that the restrictions imposed upon her by the allied powers in 1815 were unacceptable.  Louis Napoleon’s words understandably sparked panic and outrage across Europe. The left at that time saw 1815 as the entrenchment of a reactionary and counter revolutionary post war order, and so when Proudhon came out in support of the treaties he was widely ridiculed, despite denouncing Louis Napoleon as a fool.  But his thoughts deserve revisiting because of what they tell us about how Proudhon understood international order and justice.  What we find is that arguing in favour of retaining the 1815 treaties was totally in keeping with his thinking about world politics. For Proudhon, the treaties provided the institutional structure within which the revolution could be benignly and progressively continued.  
To recap, 

I have argued, proved even, that this right of force or of the strongest,  routinely taken to be an irony of justice, is a real and respectable right and as sacred as all other rights.   Further, it is upon this right of force that social structures (l’edifice social) reside, and this according to the human conscience and in spite of the ramblings of the academy, holds true throughout the ages.   But I have not said that because of this that might makes right, that it is all of the law, or that it is wholly preferable to intelligence.   On the contrary, I have protested against these self-same errors.

For Proudhon international politics is the structural shell of domestic politics.  It takes huge amounts of force to keep global society in the shape it is in.  This force and balancing is historically and ontologically prior to domestic politics – of course, Proudhon does not put it quite like that. What Proudhon argues is that the re-balancing of powers and the new internal make-up of states following the aftermath of war provides the formal, constitutional context of global justice.  1815 therefore represented the end of near universal monarchical rule in Europe and the birth of the “age of constitutions”.  

What Proudhon rightly points out is that in the aftermath of the Revolutionary Wars most of Europe had adopted constitutional government as the new legitimate form of political rule.  This reflected the new constellations of political forces within society, for now monarchies could no longer rule by divine right.  The people (admittedly mostly rich men) were now the new power-sharers and the mass of the population considered themselves citizens and co-nationals for the first time in history.  Ideationally, the universal declaration of the rights of man, balances and division of powers, ‘universal’ suffrage, republicanism, and later socialism, were all given force during these wars, and were fundamentally progressive in the same way social citizenship and truly universal suffrage was to become post World War II.
   The French revolution had unleashed forces which radically transformed European politics. The 1815 treaties represented a balance of ambitions between the forces of change and those of reaction – both of whom believed their causes, and their means, to be just.  The process was not new, the outcomes were. 
If the treaties of 1815 no longer existed, Proudhon argues, then “there is no longer any European public law”, no “guarantees” of public order and Europe is again in a state of war.  There would be no more “legal frontiers”, the integrity of nationalities would be under question again, and nothing but force would reign.
 In fact, he argues, it would be counter revolutionary to eradicate the treaties.  What Proudhon asks us to accept is that the new world order, consecrated by the 1815 peace treaties, was tacitly acceptable to the great powers and had settled European international politics while it had revolutionised the internal make-up of states.  The Congress of Vienna was a Europe-wide constitutional settlement that sought to reciprocally balance European powers, and the rising bourgeoisie and nobility within states, against one another in a way that had never been done before.
  

Proudhon explicitly viewed the treaties of 1815 as mutualist security pacts; they were also the basis of the new recognition of human rights because they secured the very conditions in which these rights might be realised and the wars were fought, ideally, for these reasons; they inaugurated the revolutionary ideal of recognising the individual as the basis of justice even if this was not recognised universally in practice.  There is thus, 

solidarity between the principle of international equilibrium and the principle of constitutions, and that the faits accomplis of the last fifty years, because of this solidarity, are those which today we cannot touch without making society regress beyond the treaty of Westphalia, to that terrible right of force, of which the Thirty-Years war was one of its most shocking applications.

War is thus a punitive sanction in international politics as much as state force is a punitive sanction in domestic politics.  There is no analytical distinction that pertains to levels of analysis, only to the types of actors and the means at their disposal.  The one thing that is constant is force and the mutual, if tacit, recognition of it as a right for all who choose to employ it, irrespective of how counter-intuitive this may seem.  But Proudhon argued that to avoid the use of war in the future, society had to change again. 

The contradiction which gave Proudhon most concern, arose when Rousseau’s words were taken literally, and states, now nation states for the first time, began to conceive of themselves as “one and indivisible”.   He recognises that it was only by affirming difference and unity vis-à-vis other states, that it became possible to balance states at all, and that this principle was progressive.  The system of family ties that united most of Europe’s monarchies was largely abolished and so was celestial oversight in the person of the Pope.  The problem then became that states actively pursued policies designed to make themselves the very things they protested to be, when in reality they were no more “one and indivisible” than Europe itself. This was of course the reinvigoration of a process of state domination in society that had been going go on forever, but with social control and the technologies of death radically modernised, the task of crushing internal divisions became much easier, and the ideology used to justify it easier to propagate and disseminate. 
The next stage of political revolution, in Proudhon’s mind is to redress the situation which 1815 has left Europe: namely to combat against the internal belligerence of states vis-à-vis diversity – the foundation of Proudhon’s ontology and the precondition of all social dynamism – and state’s continuing tendency to pursue belligerence in international politics.  And the way to do this, Proudhon argued, is to work within the existing liberal constitutions and continue the progress of the revolution by recognising the moral autonomy of natural groups within states, in the same way in which nominally natural and autonomous states had newly been recognised in world politics.  Proudhon couples this with an economic programme designed to stabilise domestic society not only because the economy was unjust, but also because it is the contradictions in the economy which ultimately produce war. 

Anarchism: Justice and Order Revisited

Proudhon’s theory of anarchism is ontological as much as it is normative.  What we’ve seen is that for Proudhon there is no natural transcendental order to society either ‘domestic’ or ‘international’.  Social order is produced over time precisely because what is just at any given moment is only relative to human intelligence, our desires and passions and drive.  Society is continually seeking order in this anarchy and consecrating new world orders according to new, emergent norms of global justice and in response to material change.  Where religion was the first European system of order and justice, and was manifested in Papal celestial justice and Divine Right monarchies, philosophy and science followed with their alternative views of the Nation State; the first giving us the French Revolution epitomized by the ideas of Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and the latter the totalitarian state with its rationalist progenitors.  
Possible future world orders, Proudhon seems to argue, are circumscribed by that which is suggested to us within the horizon of the present.  He also vehemently denounces the arrogance of a minority led, vanguardist revolution in the interests of the majority – something which differs only nominally from state led social change. Proudhon recommended a radical alternative, and one we are fast approaching today, perhaps because of our violent and bloody historical wrong-turn; but it will only be accepted as legitimate if it can be shown to correspond with our innate sense of justice and derived from our need to associate in more complex ways in response to new social and material conditions.  This is where anarchism, specifically Proudhon’s theory of “agro-industrial federalism” comes in.  
Political and economic balances are consecrated through contracts, constitutions, law, treaties, pacts or to use the Latin, foedus, the etymological root of federalism.  There is nothing transcendental or ahistorical about a pact or contract.  Quite the opposite.  When they cease to serve the interests of those who are party to the pact, it breaks down only to be reformed according to the new social, material and moral needs of individuals and societies.  Both in domestic and in international politics, it is force which acts as the guarantor of the contract.  States, “considered in the ideal” live in a state of anarchy.  In reality they always have ties and mutual obligations – society exists between states because there is no getting off this self-contained eco-sphere. Of course, this says nothing of the specific nature of the society in time.  The problems with international anarchy are as obvious as a totalitarian global system would be odious.  Proudhon’s theory of “agro-industrial federalism” is designed to strike a balance by devising a system that can accommodate all these forces and still remain dynamic and flexible.  The principle guarantor is “trust” and this can only be secured where the system is seen to be just, and this comes from the equilibrium of forces, the asymmetric reciprocity of rights and duties, and from peace.  
Where De la Justice (2nd ed, 1860) was an attempt at classical metaphysics and la Guerre et la Paix (1861) historical sociology, Si les Traites de 1815 ont cessé d’éxister (1863) was a discussion of constitutional norms and normative structures, and Du Principe Fédératif (1863) was an exercise in political science.  It is by far the best written of his works and Laski remarks that it is, moreover, “one of the great books of the nineteenth-century”.
 
For Proudhon, the main external or foreign tendencies of all states are the “messianic visions and many attempts to form universal monarchies or republics.”
 

In these systems there is no end to the process of assimilation; one may say that here the idea of a natural frontier is a fiction, or better, a political fraud; rivers, mountains, and seas are no longer considered as territorial limits but as obstacles which the liberty of the king and nation must overcome.  The logic of their principles, moreover, requires this; the power to possess, accumulate, command and exploit is indefinite, it knows no bounds but the universe.  The most noted example [being] the Roman Empire […] Every state is annexationist by nature.  Nothing stops its aggressive march, unless it confronts another state, likewise an aggressor and capable of defending itself.

The point was to find a system which respected difference and instituted justice through balance and reciprocity. Once his principle of federation had been implemented (the details of which will be fleshed out below), Proudhon believed that “each nationality would recover its liberty, and a European balance of power would be achieved – an idea foreseen by all political theorists and statesmen, but impossible to realise among great powers with unitary constitutions.”

It is possible to define four principles in Proudhon’s Du Principe Fédératif which he argues lead to a just and dynamic ordering of society.  The first is the principle of contract.  Proudhon recognises that this principle is “liberal par excellence”.
 The point is that the principle of contract must be real, not fictional, if justice is to be realised.  “In J.-J.  Rousseau’s theory, which is also that of Robespierre and the Jacobins, the social contract is a legal fiction, imagined as an alternative to divine right, paternal authority, or social necessity, in explaining the origins of the state and relations between government and individual.”
 The mutualist contract can only be struck between parties who have reciprocal needs but asymmetric abilities and will only ever be done for mutual benefit.  Contracts would not be struck where there is no mutual benefit, and contract, being agreed, are designed to weigh and balance powers against one another in everyone’s interests.  Contract is thus a principle of justice because it seeks equality in principle, and provides order in an anarchical reality.  

But who would sign this contract? What are the legitimate parties to these deals? Individuals and groups contractually obligate themselves to one another all the time – but usually for economic reasons.  For Proudhon this should now be expanded to the political sphere.  All natural groups should, where necessary, obligate themselves to one another by contract according to the specific needs and functions of the groups- political and economic.  The dual animating principles would be the division of powers and their subsequent balancing and federating by contract.  Proudhon states it like this:
1/ Form groups of a modest size, individually sovereign, and unite them by a federal pact.

2/ Within each federated state organise government on the principle of organic separation; that is, separate all powers that can be separated, define everything that can be defined, distribute what has been separated and defined among distinct organs and functionaries; leave nothing undivided; subject public administration to all constraints of publicity and control.

3/ Instead of absorbing the federated states and provincial and municipal authorities within a central authority, reduce the role of the centre to that of general initiation, of providing guarantees and supervising, and make the execution of its orders subject to the approval of the federated governments and their responsible agents.

Each natural group must be democratically constituted.  The principle of rule would be bottom-up rather than top-down.  Natural groups elect delegates who would represent their interests in relevant forums rather than elect individuals who decide for us how we should be represented.  The division of power consecrates society’s natural groups; contract binds them; their actions are the wishes of a democratically constituted body; society is thus the means to the realisation of individual and social goals rather than being the object of minority control in the assumption that they know what is right for society as a whole.  The division of powers also guards against despotic appropriation of the means of governance.  
Of course, being a socialist Proudhon also recognised that the economy could not be left to the anarchic forces of footloose capital.  To combat this, he proposes that the economy should be federated and democratised along the same lines as the state has developed.  This is the basis of his progressive revolutionary anarchism.  He calls it “agro-industrial federalism” but in most of his earlier works he calls it mutualism.  This can be defined as follows: 

individual liberty must be respected; a balance of values and services must be ensured; the benefits of capital must be reciprocal; the cessation of the alienation of collective forces; government must be established on the democratisation of industrial groups, the source of collective force, that is to say that states should be reformed according to the law of their internal balancing; the clergy must be removed from providing primary education; professional (practical) education must be organised; public oversight must be assured.

Moral ties would be as plural as the associations individuals become directly involved in. Democracy should reflect the specific interests of these associations and economic power would be returned to the workers who create it. This would involve socialising property through democratic and mutualist ownership, and the federation of states and units according to need. Proudhon’s case study is the Swiss confederation which he saw as being a model for the rest of the world. He argued that a federated political state with the addition of a mutualist economy would remove the necessity and ability to wage aggressive war for minority material ends, while retaining the potential of defensive wars because of universal interest in maintaining a system that provided mutual benefit. Contractual society and federated political units are also flexible enough to allow peaceful change, he argues, and strong enough to ensure stability because they represent the asymmetric powers of society. 

This was Proudhon’s idea of global justice, and one that has become more commonplace today in the wake of failed attempts at totalitarianism over the last 150 years.  In the mean time modern liberal states have crushed all internal divisions and the natural cleavages that developed over the centuries (the nominally United Kingdom being a case in point).   But this statist project has failed to achieve its unitary utopia, and now society is moving away from these ideas despite their progenitors and institutors claiming that they reflect timeless essences or the only possible rational order for society.  
Conclusion: The state is dying – long live Proudhon.
E. H. Carr argued that Proudhon’s thinking on international politics was “an aberration of thought”, a “panegyric to war” and the ramblings of a “confused” mind convinced of French exeptionalism.
  I hope that such opinions will, with time, be consigned to the dustbin of history.  A short overview of Proudhon’s work on international politics has hopefully shown that his work is coherent, conceptually and analytically suggestive, and historically significant. We need to see that crushing opposition to dominance, either disciplinary, political or economic, comes at a price none of us can ultimately afford and the history of anarchism is a case in point. Proudhon’s anarchism needs to be re-evaluated as a coherent and normatively laudable approach to international politics which seeks to reconcile difference and order, and justice in anarchy. It is clear that there has always been an alternative to the statist paradigm that has been handed down to us through the ages and has dominated IR for most of its history. We should recognise this even if we decide it cannot provide us with any lasting answers to today’s predicaments. But the fact that people are moving towards Proudhon’s ideas anyway suggests to me that a return to his work would satisfy more than historical curiosity. It would also re-set the parameters of the discourse of IR and show the extent to which IR has been a narrow, inward looking and regressive discipline for most of its lifetime.  I now want to close this discussion by illustrating some of these ‘borrowings’ and the unacknowledged anarchist legacy in IR theory. None of the remarks to follow could have been sustained without the preceding analysis of Proudhon’s thought. 

Anarchism was arguably at it most influential in the years immediately prior to the Second World War.  Since then it has waxed and waned, but never vanished. Proudhon’s thought was central to the Spanish revolution
 and after the war reappeared in the thought of Anglo-American political theorists. We see his ideas about the role of natural groups and federalism in Mitraney’s theory of functionalism.
 Proudhon’s ideas were also resuscitated by the British pluralists Harold Laski and G.D.H Cole,
 both of whom are viewed by Schmidt as providing radical alternatives to contemporary IR theory, but who have also been ignored.
  My analysis shows that we can see that Proudhon’s theory concerning the individual and his/her relationship with the reality of society has been handed down via Durkheim and French social theory to contemporary Anglo-American constructivism.
  His thought also lives on in Paul Hirst’s theory of associational democracy,
 and is also currently being revived and reviewed by contemporary historians unsatisfied with Marx’s analysis of French history and the subsequent marginalisation of Proudhon’s place within it.
 Proudhon also remains a central focus of any history of anarchism.  But where Proudhon is most conspicuous is where he is absent.  My analysis has shown that Proudhon’s ideas mirror contemporary moves away from orthodox Marxism and the move by the left towards ideas of liberty, community, citizenship, pluralism and radical democracy.
 Ironically, Marxists seem to have returned to the very arguments they were so vehemently opposed to some 150 years ago.  The problem is that because of stigma, and misreadings by Marx and others, no one seems brave enough to recognise this move, despite a sizable proportion agreeing that it is absolutely crucial for the left to make this move.   

More interestingly for students of contemporary political systems, devolution, subsidiarity, federalism (polyvalent, asymmetric or whatever), and multi level governance all correspond to what Proudhon believed would happen when societies realised that for justice to be served and for society to function, it had to be able to realise the interests of their natural groups, rather than those of a nominally all-seeing, omnipotent sovereign.  The reasons for this move away from statism are that as it has been proven manifestly impossible to rule society from the sovereign heights of totalitarianism, and politicians have come to realise that the principle of unified state sovereignty has become something of a relic of the times in which it was first conceived, and has not been able to provide the very thing Hobbes, Rousseau and almost everyone else, intended it to: namely, peace and justice.  
Attempts by political theorists to think through this process and conceptualise alternative politico-economic orders have also moved onto anarchist territory, but without recognising anarchism.  New medievalism,
 subsidiarity,
 cosmopolitanism (Held’s cosmopolitan governance project in particular),
 green political thought
 and participatory economics,
 are all attempts to think beyond the state and see how we might organise political life in the absence of the sovereign.  

My analysis suggests that Proudhon’s thought provides a far more realistic, philosophically realist, normatively radical, anti-capitalist and yet liberal approach to world politics and the peaceful ordering of society.  It is historically grounded, metaphysically deepened through his critique of Kant, and based on the recognition of the necessity of difference and diversity as a prerequisite of any functioning society. His critique of centralism has a tint of tragedy about it given our historical vantage point, but it is precisely this vantage point which makes his work so important for us today.  His is a post-Westphalian theory par excellence and a return to it is long overdue. 

� I would like to thank Oliver Daddow, Ruth Kinna, Saul Newman, Scott Turner, and Steven Vincent for comments on an earlier draft of this paper. Translated versions of Proudhon’s works have been used where possible and are indicated by the source text; otherwise all translations are my own. 
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