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ABSTRACT
Master’s Thesis
Russian Order and Justice Perspectives in Libya and Syria during the Arab
Spring
Melis BULCA

Dokuz Eyliil University
Graduate School of Social Sciences
Department of International Relations

International Relations Program

The English School treats the international system, international society,
and world society as different levels of historical analysis. The School is the only
approach in international relations that combines and accounts for the three
main traditions (realism, rationalism, and revolutionism). Hedley Bull, one of the
leading students of the School, in addition to introducing the pluralist-solidarity
debate and the related order vs. justice debate, systematically examined the roles
of primary international institutions such as balance of power, great powers, war,
diplomacy, and international law in preserving and reinforcing order within the
international society.

Within the framework of these concepts and debates, this thesis, by using
primary and secondary resources and qualitative research method, seeks to
understand Russian order and justice perspectives towards the conflicts in Libya
and Syria during the Arab Spring. The importance of these two countries
stemmed from their regimes’ use of force against the civilians and the (actual or
intended) military intervention by the international community, while political,
military, and economic factors have also made them critical for Russia.

This thesis shows Russia’s commitment to pluralist international society
and its primary institutions such as sovereignty, great powers and diplomacy as
defined by the English School also in that period. Russia took a stronger non-
interventionist stance in Syria after seeing that its abstention in the Libyan case

had led to a dubious military intervention by NATO. While Russian concerns for



human justice were limited in Libya and Syria, its concerns for international

order remained as a priority.

Keywords: Russia, Syria, Libya, UNSC, English School, Hedley Bull, Order,

Justice.



OZET
Yiiksek Lisans Tezi
Arap Bahan Siirecinde Libya ve Suriye’de Rus Diizeni ve Adalet Perspektifleri
Melis BULCA

Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi
Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii
Uluslararasi Iliskiler Anabilim Dah

Uluslararasi iliskiler Program

Ingiliz Okulu, uluslararas1 sistem, uluslararas1 toplum ve diinya
toplumunu tarihsel analizin farkh diizeyleri olarak ele alir. Okul, uluslararasi
iliskilerde ii¢ ana gelenegi (realizm, rasyonalizm ve devrimcilik) birlestiren ve
aciklayan tek yaklasimdir. Okul’un 6nde gelen 6grencilerinden biri olan Hedley
Bull, ¢ogulcu-dayamismaci ve bununla iliskili olan diizen-adalet tartismasim
baslatmanin yam sira, uluslararasi toplumda diizenin korunmasi ve
giiclendirilmesinde, gii¢c dengesi, basat giicler, savas, diplomasi ve uluslararasi
hukuk gibi birincil uluslararasi kurumlarin rollerini sistematik olarak
incelemistir.

Bu kavramlar ve tartismalar cercevesinde, bu tez, birincil ve ikincil
kaynaklari ve nitel arastirma yontemini kullanarak, Arap Bahari sirasinda Libya
ve Suriye catismalarmma yonelik Rusya’min diizen ve adalet perspektiflerini
anlamay1 amaclamaktadir. Bu iki iilke, rejimlerinin sivillere karsi gii¢ kullanmasi
ve uluslararasi toplumun (ger¢eklesmis veya niyet edilmis) askeri miidahalede
bulunmus olmasi nedeniyle onem tasimaktadir. Ayrica, siyasi, askeri ve
ekonomik iliskiler bu iki iilkeyi Rusya’nin goziinde onemli kilmaktadar.

Bu tez, bu donemde de Rusya’min ingiliz Okulu’nun tamimladigi cogulcu
uluslararasi topluma ve onun egemenlik, biiyiik giicler ve diplomasi gibi birincil
kurumlarina olan baghhgim gostermektedir. Rusya, Libya vakasinda ¢ekimser
kalmasinin NATO’nun tartismah askeri miidahalesine yol actigim gordiikten

sonra Suriye’de daha giiclii bir miidahale karsiti durus sergilemistir. Rusya’nin

Vi



insani adalete dair kaygilar1 Libya ve Suriye’de simirh kahirken, uluslararasi

diizene yonelik kaygilar ise oncelikli yerini korumustur.

Anahtar Kkelimeler: Rusya, Suriye, Libya, BMGK, ingiliz Okulu, Hedley Bull,
Diizen, Adalet.
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INTRODUCTION

Throughout history, many philosophers and politicians have engaged with the
concepts of order and justice. They tried to understand their nature and implications
for society, politics, and morality. These concepts played an important role in shaping
the international system. Hedley Bull contributed the most to the debate on order and
justice within the English School with his meticulous analysis.

The English School was chosen as a theoretical framework for this thesis
because it is deemed useful to use the English School’s state-centred analysis to
understand Russia’s order and justice perspective in the international system. From the
perspective of the School’s international society concept, Russia as a state is a member
of international society and is subject to the rules of this international society. Being a
great power, Russia also bears certain privileges and responsibilities. Thus, various
conceptual lenses offered by the School are regarded to be helpful in evaluating
Russia’s international behaviour and responsibilities. The English School places
importance on historical analysis. Thus, by using the historical method of the School,
it is possible to understand Russia’s relationship with Europe and other countries, its
place in international society, and how Russia (re)constructs its role. The School works
toward understanding many key concepts of international relations, such as balance of
power, great powers, international law, international norms, international cooperation,
international security, diplomacy, war, and peace. Some of those concepts, such as
great powers, war, and diplomacy, are even regarded as primary institutions of
international society. Russia is an important regional actor in Eurasia and is historically
accepted as a great power. Its decisions and interventions in countries have come to
affect the whole world. Russia’s relationship with international institutions, its
contribution to conflict and peace processes in international relations, and the security
politics of Russia can be satisfactorily interpreted through the conceptual lenses and
historical approach of the School.

Bull’s ground-breaking book, Anarchical Society, provides a basis for
understanding these concepts. Bull, in his book, evaluates justice in the context of the
use of rights and privileges, and considers order as a pattern of conduct that maintains

the basic aims of social life. He classifies different types of order and justice, including



human justice. Bull’s concept of human justice contributed to the emergence of the
Responsibility to Protect (R2P) concept. This concept basically refers to the
responsibility of states to protect populations from gross violations of human rights
such as war crimes, crimes against humanity, genocide and ethnic cleansing.

The peaceful protests that began in Tunisia and spread across the Middle
Eastern countries in the Arab Spring have attracted the attention of international
society due to the danger of disrupting the regional and international orders as
governments attempted to suppress the protests by force, resulting in massive
violations of human rights. Russia got involved and actively participated in the
following UNSC meetings in order to protect its own military and economic interests
in the Middle East, to assert itself as a great power in international society, and possibly
to distract international society from its own violations in the post-Soviet space.

The Libya and Syria cases were chosen in this study because they attracted the
attention of international society much more than the uprisings in other countries. Both
the regimes in Syria and Libya responded to their opponents with violent crackdowns,
leading to full-scale civil wars and high casualties that raised the prospect of military
intervention by the international society.! Due to civil war and violence in these
countries, migration and terrorism followed, which disrupted the regional order and
affected the entire international society in different ways.

This thesis seeks to understand the Russian order and justice perspectives
during the Arab Spring towards Libya and Syria through the conceptual lens of the
English School, especially that of its leading student, Hedley Bull. By exploring
Russia’s motivations, strategies, and justifications for its involvement in these regions,
the study aims to provide an understanding of how Russia, being a great power and a
permanent member of the UNSC, perceived and played out its role vis-a-vis those
conflicts in the region and how it regarded humanitarian intervention.

This thesis consists of three main chapters. The first chapter looks at the
perspectives of some International Relations (IR) theories towards order and justice.
Robert Cox divides IR theories into problem-solving and critical theories. These

theories mention order and justice concepts, but they do not define or analyse these

! Roland Dannreuther and Mark N. Katz, “Russia and the Arab Spring”, Russian Analytical Digest,
No. 98, 2011, p. 4.



concepts deeply and directly.? At this point, the English School emerges as a more
comprehensive alternative to these theories with its approach that encompasses three
main traditions (Realist/Hobbesian, Rationalist/Grotian, and Revolutionist/Kantian)
with their varying degrees of emphasis on order and justice. This chapter looks into
the English School and its representatives’ perspectives on order and justice. Lastly,
this chapter introduces Bull’s concepts of order and justice, as well as other English
School concepts such as the pluralism-solidarism debate and primary institutions of
the English School as a guiding conceptual framework for the thesis.

The second chapter looks at the factors that affected Russian order and justice
perspectives, and led to Russia’s security concerns. The chapter examines Russian
order and justice understandings starting from the 18th century, since its historical
background and particularly its relations with Europe played a significant role in
shaping the Russian identity. Russia sought to be recognized as an equal member of
the emerging European international society, along with other dominant European
powers. In order to realize this, Russia participated in alliances, various meetings and
institutions. Russia has tried to protect its internal order from both domestic and
external threats. What Russia did in this direction, how it legitimized its own invasions,
and how it perceived the invasions of other countries are all examined.

In the last chapter, Bull’s order and justice concepts are thoroughly deployed
to understand the Russian behaviour in the UNSC meetings vis-a-vis the cases of Syria
and Libya during the Arab Spring. Firstly, the reasons for the emergence of the Arab
Spring and how international society perceived the uprisings, including Libya and
Syria, are examined. Then, Russia’s reaction to the uprisings outside Libya and Syria
is explored as well as why it has come to be more interested in the uprisings in Libya
and Syria. These two countries are very special in the eyes of Russia because both
countries have special economic, military, and diplomatic relations with Russia.
During the Arab Spring, due to the increased conflict between the government and the
opposition in these two countries, Russia focused its efforts on attempts to protect its
economic, military, and diplomatic interests there. Lastly, this chapter seeks to

understand why Russia allowed the intervention of international society in Libya but

2 Robert W. Cox, “Social Forces, States and World Orders: Beyond International Relations Theory”,
Millennium: Journal of International Studies, Vol. 10, No. 2, 1981, pp. 128-130.



opposed a similar intervention in Syria through the presented Russian arguments in the
UNSC.

In the writing of this thesis, more than 200 sources were carefully selected from
a wide range of news reports, books, articles, and international and regional
organizations’ documents. In the literature, it is possible to find studies about Russia’s
domestic or foreign politics. However, it is difficult to run into studies including
Russia’s order and justice understandings on specific issue areas or political
developments. There are articles in the literature interpreting the UNSC resolutions,
for instance. However, these articles generally interpret the resolutions, do not look at
them from Russia’s perspective, and do not analyse them through Bull’s concepts.

During the literature review, S. Neil MacFarlane’s chapter, Russian
Perspectives on Order and Justice, published in the edited book of Order and Justice
in International Relations, stood out as the best and one of the few successful attempts
to understand Russian foreign policy through the lenses of the English School.?
MacFarlane’s work analyses Russia’s understandings of order and justice, starting
from early Russia until 2002. However, MacFarlane does not base his analysis on the
United Nations Security Council (UNSC) resolutions and meetings, and pursues a
broader historical approach. This thesis is both inspired by MacFarlane’s work and
seeks to contribute to the literature by building on it. It aims at filling the gap in the
literature by seeking to understand the Russian order and justice perspectives towards
the uprisings in Libya and Syria by interpreting the Russian positions in the related

UNSC resolutions and meetings through Bull’s concepts.

3 8. Neil MacFarlane, “Russian Perspectives on Order and Justice”, Order and Justice in
International Relations, (Ed. Rosemary Foot, John Lewis Gaddis, Andrew Hurrell), Oxford
University Press, New York, 2003, pp. 176, 206.



CHAPTER ONE
ORDER AND JUSTICE

This chapter, with a view to constituting a theoretical background to the case
studies on Libya and Syria, firstly examines the approaches of some IR theories toward
order and justice. Then, it looks at the English School and its representatives’
perspectives on order and justice and tries to justify why the English School is the most
appropriate theoretical approach to make sense of Russia’s understandings of order
and justice. Finally, it examines the solidarist-pluralist debate of the School and the

concept of world society and then digs into Hedley Bull’s views on order and justice.

1.1. THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO ORDER AND JUSTICE IN
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

All theories follow a perspective and view the world differently from one
another. According to Robert Cox, a renowned IR scholar, IR theories serve two aims
and thus can be classified accordingly. The first aim focuses on problem-solving. The
second aim involves the building up of a new (transformative/emancipatory)
perspective by critically analysing the existing theories. Problem-solving theories
accept institutions, social relations, and power dynamics as they are. These theories
effectively address the specific sources of the problem and ensure the smooth
functioning of these relationships and institutions. Accordingly, they defend the status
quo or, in other words, the maintenance of order. Realism, neo-realism, and liberalism
can be put into this category. Critical theories emerging from the second aim, on the
other hand, look into the origins and structures of institutions, social relations, and
power relations with a view to identifying the unjust and unfair practices associated
with them. The ultimate aim of those theories is to change the prevailing world order
for the better. Thus, they can be described as order-disrupting and justice-oriented
theories. Marxism, feminism, green theory, and post-colonial theory can be given as
examples of critical theories.* Below, examples from IR theory based on that divide

are explained briefly with a view to their perspectives on order and justice.

4 Cox, pp. 128-130.



1.1.1. Problem-Solving Theories

As a representative of classical/modern realism, Hans J. Morgenthau views
power as an immediate aim. States try to achieve their national interests and struggle
for power in international politics. The struggle for power emerges from the inherent
selfishness of human nature, the desire for dominance, and the need to survive in an
anarchic international system. Morgenthau claims that order can be provided through
the balance of power, which serves as a tool for the self-defence of nations.®> According
to classical realists, communities, identities, and norms not only shape domestic and
international order, but morality and community also play an important role in
providing stability. Classical realists place importance on justice for two reasons. First,
a clear dedication to justice can establish and sustain a type of community that enables
actors to effectively convert power into influence. Second, dedication to justice serves
as a potent form of self-restraint, and the need for restraint increases in direct
correlation to one’s power level.®

According to structural realism (neorealism), because of the anarchic
international system, states must rely on self-help to ensure their own security. States
attempt to gain power to protect their survival. In discussions regarding the extent of
state power, neorealists are divided into offensive and defensive camps. One of the
defensive realists, Kenneth Waltz, argues that states, instead of maximizing their
power, want to sustain their positions in the international arena. Balances of power
repeatedly emerge and this balancing seeks to stop aggressive states. Furthermore, the
concern for relative gains limits the possibility of cooperation.” Offensive realists,
including John J. Mearsheimer, claim that against the prospect of revisionist/
expansionist great power/s, great powers should seek to maximize their power and if

possible, to be a hegemon; this is the safest way to ensure their survival.®

® Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics among Nations: Struggle for Power and Peace, First Edition, Alfred
A. Knopf, New York, 1948, pp. 13-157.

® Richard Ned Lebow, “Classical Realism”, International Relations Theories: Discipline and
Diversity, Third Edition, (Eds. Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki and Steve Smith), Oxford University Press,
UK, 2013, pp. 60-67.

7 Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics, First Edition, Addison-Wesley, USA, 1979,
pp. 106-126.

8 John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, First Edition, W. W. Norton &
Company, New York, 2001, pp. 32-33.



Liberalism, on the other hand, considers human beings as individuals and
defends their individual freedom and rationality. Therefore, liberalism believes in the
improvement/progress in social life and human beings’ ability to solve problems
through argument. Liberals consider government to be essential for ensuring order and
stability in society, but this is a limited government subject to the separation of powers.
In addition, their ideas on justice are based on legal and political equality.® Immanuel
Kant accepts that human beings are self-interested, but they can still cooperate and
establish a more peaceful society through reason (federation of republics). Democratic
(republican) governments, according to Kant, refrain from using force against each
other. In addition to the democratic form of government, economic interdependence,
international law and international institutions play crucial roles by strengthening

peaceful relations between states.°

1.1.2. Critical Theories

From the perspective of Karl Marx, humans are social and material beings.
Therefore, individuals need to interact productively with the natural world to ensure
their survival. Humans constantly reshape their environments, including natural and
social elements, as well as themselves. Marx believed that capitalism, despite
providing unparalleled progress in the productive capacities of human societies,
simultaneously creates disabling, exploitative and undemocratic conditions.!!
According to Marxism, the international system is prone to war because of the class
struggle between the bourgeoisie (owners of the production) and the proletariat (the
working class). Marxism argues that with the realization of class consciousness, a
proletarian revolution will occur, and a classless and prosperous communist society

will emerge.!?

® Andrew Heywood, Politics, Third Edition, Palgrave Macmillan, UK, 2007, pp. 45-46.

10 Bruce Russett, “Liberalism”, International Relations Theories: Discipline and Diversity, Third
Edition, (Eds. Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki and Steve Smith), Oxford University Press, UK, 2013, pp. 95-
111.

1 Mark Rupert, “Marxism”, International Relations Theories: Discipline and Diversity, Third
Edition, (Eds. Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki and Steve Smith), Oxford University Press, UK, 2013, pp.
155, 157.

12 Heywood, pp. 56-57.



Feminist theories argue that the international system consists of sexual or
gender inequalities, and they focus on the social role of women in this context.
Feminist theories consist of many perspectives. While radical feminists point to the
necessity of a sexual revolution, liberal feminists desire reform in the public realm by
expanding the legal and political rights of women and providing education and career
opportunities.”® Critical feminism investigates the ideational and material
representation of gendered identities and power in world politics. By examining and
interpreting texts, feminist poststructuralists strive to reveal and break down gender
hierarchies. Postcolonial feminists argue that all women have different needs because
of their race, culture, social class, and country.** Postcolonialists criticize the West’s
view of third-world countries as backward or irrational, and the West’s positioning of
itself as superior to these countries. Postcolonialism argues that colonial relations
between countries have affected world politics and continue to do so also today.
Postcolonial scholars consider international relations to be Eurocentric and argue for

the greater inclusion of the ideas and values of non-Western countries.®

1.2. THE ENGLISH SCHOOL

The English School is a rationalist IR theory that accepts the anarchical nature
of international politics but at the same time allows for an order and a certain degree
of justice between states'® and explains this international order with the concept of
international society.!’ It is possible to understand the existence of international society

by referring to examples of compliance with the laws of war or keeping diplomacy

13 Heywood, p. 64.

14 J. Ann Tickner and Laura Sjoberg, “Feminism”, International Relations Theories: Discipline and
Diversity, Third Edition, (Eds. Tim Dunne, Milja Kurki and Steve Smith), Oxford University Press,
UK, 2013, pp. 209-212.

15 Mine N. Kiigiik, “Postcolonial Approaches in International Relations”, Critical Approaches to
International Relations: Philosophical Foundations and Current Debates, (Eds. M. Kiirsad
Ozekin and Engin Sune), Koninklijke Brill NV, The Netherlands, 2022, pp. 160-166.

16 F. Asli Ergiil Jorgensen, “Ingiliz Okulu”, Uluslararas: fliskilere Giris: Tarih, Teori, Kavram ve
Konular, (Eds. Saban Kardas and Ali Balcr), Kiire Yayinlari, Istanbul, 2014, p. 187.

17 Hedley Bull, Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics, Third Edition, Palgrave,
New York, 2002, pp. 8-13. Bull defines an international system as states that interact frequently and
influence each other’s choices. An international society emerges when states share common interests
and values, and feel bound by a common set of rules in their relations. These concepts will be
explained in detail in the section on Bull.



channels open. In addition, the rational behaviour tendency of states and statesmen can
be considered as a sign that international society will continue to exist.'®

The English School claims neither that international politics is constantly
conflictual (the Hobbesian view) nor that there could be a common world state (the
Kantian/liberal view). Although states are political units with different political views,
aims, and national interests, they respect each other’s sovereign rights and meet the
minimum common requirements for maintaining international order.*® The English
School emerged after the Second World War, particularly during the Cold War period
when the international environment was tense.?’ A group of English academics began
gathering in the 1950s and founded the British Committee on the Theory of
International Politics in 1959, which then formed the basis of the English School.?*
Members of the English School came from different fields, including those mostly
from the disciplines of politics, history, law, and sociology. This different range of
members allowed the ideas of the School to be rich and variable instead of a general
one. The most important representatives of the English School are Herbert Butterfield,
Martin Wight, Adam Watson, and Hedley Bull. They can also be considered as the
first-period representatives of the School. The late-period ones include Tim Dunne,
Hidemi Suganami, Nicolas Wheeler, Andrew Hurrell, David Long, and Peter Wilson
among others.??

The English School has a very rich theoretical foundation. It is the only
approach in IR that combines and accounts for all the three main traditions (realism,
rationalism and revolutionism). This framework can analyse both the analytical and
normative dimensions of international politics. In addition, the School’s original
concept of international society allows us to better understand the dynamics of
contemporary IR.% The predominant analytical lens adopted by the English School,

the international society, is state-centred. It analyses and interprets world politics

18 Jorgensen, p. 188.

19 Jorgensen, p. 188.

20 Andrew Linklater and Higemi Suganami, The English School of International Relations: A
Contemporary Reassessment, First Edition, Cambridge University Press, New York, 2006, pp. 96-
99.

2 {smail H. Elgi, “Ingiliz Okulu’nun Diizen-Adalet Tartismas1 Baglaminda BM Baris1 Destekleme
Operasyonlarinin Analizi”, Ankara Universitesi SBF Dergisi, Vol. 77, No. 3, 2022, pp. 467.

22 Elei, p. 167.
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through the intersubjective practices of states.?* Concerning the methodological
structure of the School, it is possible to say that its students did not discuss much the
issue of method in their works. However, nearly all scholars of the School used
classical and historical methods. Theorists of the English School were distant from
positivism and closer to classical analysis.?

The English School acknowledges the coexistence of the international system,
international society, and world society concurrently.?® In other words, the School has
a pluralistic outlook on world politics and uses all these three concepts as different
levels of historical analysis. Members of the School acknowledge the impact of
structural pressures at the systemic level, highlight the significance of actors and
mechanisms within international society (including the dynamics between the system
and society), and assess how individuals and transnational groups influence states
within the broader context of world society.?” The representatives of the School
predominantly use the European context as their primary reference for understanding
international society, which leads them to rely on the traditional instruments of
European statecraft to comprehend how order was preserved during the evolution and
expansion of international society within that system.?®

The most important contribution to the School on its way to becoming a theory
on its own was made by Hedley Bull, who took the works of the other three scholars
(Herbert Butterfield, Martin Wight, Adam Watson) as a basis, edited and published
them after Wight’s death, and then developed and theorized them with his own
contributions.?® In addition, Bull’s contribution to the School lies in his systematic
exploration of the roles of the balance of power, diplomacy, and international law in

the preservation and reinforcement of order within international society. Although

24 Tim Dunne, Inventing International Society: A History of the English School, First Edition,
Palgrave Macmillan, London, 1998, p. 187.

25 Devlen ve Ozdamar, p. 50.

% Barry Buzan, From International to World Society? English School Theory and the Social
Structure of Globalization, First Edition, Cambridge University Press, New York, 2004, (World
Society), p. 10.

27 Balkan Devlen, Patrick James and Ozgiir Ozdamar, “The English School, International Relations,
and Progress”, International Studies Review, Vol. 7, No. 2, 2005, p. 184.

28 Devlen, James and Ozdamar, p. 193.

2% Devlen ve Ozdamar, p. 45.

10



other scholars within the School have touched upon these topics, Bull’s work stands
out for its comprehensive and meticulous analysis.*

The English School’s state-centred analysis is a good start to understand
Russia’s justice and order perspectives in the international system. Concerning the
School’s key concept of international society, Russia is a member of international
society and is subject to the rules of that society. The English School works toward
understanding many concepts of international relations, such as balance of power,
great powers, international law, international norms, international cooperation,
international security, diplomacy, war, and peace. Some of those concepts such as
great powers, war and diplomacy are even regarded as primary institutions of
international society. Russia is an important regional actor in Eurasia and is historically
accepted as a great power. Its decisions and interventions in countries have come to
affect the world politics at different time periods. Bull’s ideas on justice, order, and
international society are deemed helpful in explaining and understanding Russia’s
order and justice perspectives. That’s why in this study, the focus will be on Hedley
Bull and his famous book Anarchical Society, in which he explains these concepts in
depth.

1.2.1. Representatives’ Perspectives on Order, Justice, and International

Society

Before looking more deeply into the concept of international society and
particularly the divide between Solidarists and Pluralists, it may be useful to mention
the most significant students’ perspectives on justice, order, and international society.

Martin Wight, one of the leading students of the School, considers international
politics as a continuous long-standing dialogue among three traditions. These
traditions are the Realist (Hobbesian), Rationalist (Grotian) and Revolutionist
(Kantian). Any of these traditions is insufficient to help understand and explain the
problems in international relations on its own. The important thing is to maintain the

dialogue among them.3!

% Devlen, James and Ozdamar, p. 193.
31 Jorgensen, p. 191.
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The Realist tradition, which describes international politics as an anarchical
environment, has its origins in Niccolo Machiavelli and Thomas Hobbes. There is no
single world state, and states are the only actors in world politics with different national
interests. Therefore, constant conflict exists in the international arena. This tradition
has a level of analysis that considers the system as closed to change. Besides, it does
not believe in the existence of an international society. It claims that international law
and international organizations will only continue to exist as long as powerful states
believe that these institutions serve their interests.

The Rationalist tradition believes that statesmen have rationality that allows
them to choose what is right. Hugo Grotius, a scholar of international law, affected
this tradition with his ideas on international rights and duties. According to this
tradition, sovereign states are the main actors in international politics. However, states
are not abstract institutions; on the contrary, they are human-made institutions.
Although the anarchic nature of international society (the absence of a world
government) is acknowledged as a reality, the rationalist argument is that states
generally respect each other’s sovereignty rights and can cooperate on a basic level by
making rational choices. Thus, it is possible to talk about the existence of an
international society of states based on their common interests, values and
institutions .

The Revolutionist tradition believes that people are the ultimate actors of
international politics, not states. In this sense, it has a cosmopolitan view. The ideas of
Immanuel Kant affected this tradition. It claims that in the future, the international
environment will change completely and a world government will be established in its
place. Revolutionists have a normative view that is open to progress. According to
them, human beings, who are essentially good, are moving toward a great revolution
and will one day achieve eternal peace in which all states will disappear.®*

According to Martin Wight, since an international society exists within the

interactions between states, it would be overly simplistic to assume that statesmen are

32 Martin Wight, International Theory: The Three Traditions, First Edition, Leicester University
Press, Leicester, 1991, (Three Traditions), pp. 16, 141, 162.

33 Wight, Three Traditions, pp. 13, 29, 162.

34 Wight, Three Traditions, pp. 14-24.
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solely driven by the use of force and unaffected by the notions of right and justice.®®
However, he states that to create an international society, there is a need for a common
culture among the states. The existence of a common culture is crucial for the
survivability and continuity of an international society.*® Martin Wight identifies
international society with four specific attributes. An international society is a unique
society consisting of states. Although the number of members of international society
increases from time to time, it is usually small. Their members are immortals and those
members are unique in terms of territorial size, geographical position and resources,
population, cultural ideals and social arrangements.®’ For him the international society
serves as the primary domain for the rationalist (Grotian) tradition, which fosters order
and cooperation among states through the cultivation of shared culture, values, norms,
institutions and similar mechanisms.® Although Wight accepts some attributes of
realism that can be seen in his books, by giving importance to the concept of
international society, he situates himself in the Grotian rationalist tradition, similar to
other English School representatives. He placed particular emphasis on the
significance of a diplomatic system, international law, and institutions that serve to
alter the functioning of power politics. Also, for him, the entity of international law
proves the entity of international society.*

R. J. Vincent, another major contributor to the English School, suggests that
because states are seen as rational actors, they are likely to choose a society of states
that is characterized by order rather than chaos. Vincent emphasizes the importance of
unity among states based on practical benefits rather than on shared legal or cultural
values.*® Although a common culture is desirable and useful in the creation of an
international society, according to Vincent, such an expectation does not seem possible

within the current reality of global international society.**

35 Martin Wight, Power Politics, (Ed. Hedley Bull and Carsten Holbraad), First Edition, Holmes and
Meier, New York, 1978, (Power Politics), p. 29.

3 Martin Wight, Systems of States, (Ed. Hedley Bull), First Edition, Leicester University Press,
Leicester, 1977, (Systems of States), p. 33.

37 Wight, Power Politics, pp. 106-107.

38 Wight, The Three Traditions, p. XII.

39 Wight, Power Politics, pp. 101-107.

40R. J. Vincent, “Edmund Burke and the Theory of International Relations”, Review of International
Studies, Vol.10, No.3, 1984, (Burke), p. 213.

41 R. J. Vincent, Human Rights and International Relations, First Edition, Cambridge University
Press, New York, 1986, (Human Rights), p. 51.
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Vincent states that there is no cultural homogeneity in today’s world and that
every state has a different conception of human rights.*> However, the absence of
consensus does not prevent the development of an international society; outsiders are
observed to both adopt the values and norms of the European international system and
simultaneously influence them for future developments.** He asserted that an
international agreement requiring all states to uphold universally recognized
fundamental human rights strengthens and solidifies international society. Moreover,
international society can be fortified by addressing the disparities between the North
and South.** He argues that the presence and evolution of an international society will
generate greater cooperation, order, and justice among states.*® According to him, the
concepts of justice and order mutually affect each other and if there is a threat against
order, then there is also a threat against the possibility of reaching justice as well.*
Vincent offers a historical analysis of the intervention concept where his strong
pluralist side can be seen, and how the theory and application of non-intervention have
played a role in shaping the development of international society. He claimed that
states were unprepared to authorize interventions aimed at promoting justice within
other states.*” Thus, he refrains from fully supporting unrestricted intervention in the
name of human rights.*® Non-intervention is a basic rule for maintaining orderly
international relations, as its adherence would signify the acknowledgement by states
of the existence of one another.*

He states that any principle of humanitarian intervention grants permission for
various forms of interference, often claiming to be driven by humanitarian motives
with varying degrees of credibility. However, such interventions can significantly

undermine the stability of the international order.> In his later works, he focused on

42 Vincent, Human Rights, p. 48.

43 Devlen, James and Ozdamar, p. 190.

4 Vincent, Human Rights, pp. 146-151.

45 Devlen, James and Ozdamar, p. 188.

4 Vincent, Human Rights, p. 114.

47R. J. Vincent, Nonintervention and International Order, First Edition, Princeton University
Press, Princeton, 1974, (Nonintervention), p. 389.

4 Vincent, Human Rights, p. 114.

4% Vincent, Nonintervention, p. 331.

%0 Vincent, Human Rights, p. 114.
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human rights and moved closer to the solidarist side. For him, human or world justice
and intervention may undermine the order of international society.>*

Barry Buzan is accepted as a significant scholar because of his call to reconvene
the English School in 1999. With this call, he aimed to foster intellectual cooperation
among the like-minded scholars of IR.>2 For Buzan, the existence of an international
society increases cooperation and order between states. Thus, in his works, he
discusses ways of strengthening international society to preserve order and cooperation
between states.>® He does not agree with Wight’s ideas on common culture. According
to him, international society can develop with the help of the logic of anarchy without
pre-existing cultural ties.>*

Buzan distinguishes between two types of society: first-order societies and
second-order societies. The former encompasses individuals, whereas the latter
encompasses societies composed of individuals, such as states and companies.>® From
Buzan’s perspective, international society emerges as gemeinschaft (civilizational) and
gesellschaft (functional). He emphasizes the importance of proving that an
international society can be deliberately constructed on the basis of the gesellschaft
perspective with mutual recognition of each other as legal equals in an anarchical
environment.®® Buzan claims that the distinction between primary and secondary
institutions offers a valuable framework for analysing international order from both a
global and regional perspective. All kinds of international regimes, accompanied by
an international organization or not, fall into the category of secondary institutions.>’
Within the realm of international politics, he argues, order can be maintained by
strengthening the primary institutions of international society, such as diplomacy, the
balance of power and international law.®

Adam Watson, on the other hand, whose work helped to shape the English

School’s concept of international society, argues that international society comprises

51 Devlen, James and Ozdamar pp. 191-194.

52 Linklater and Suganami, p. 4.

53 Devlen, James and Ozdamar p. 188.

% Barry Buzan, “From International System to International Society: Structural Realism and Regime
Theory Meet the English School”, International Organization, Vol. 47, No. 3, 1993, (International
Society), pp. 333-351.

55 Buzan, World Society, pp. xviii, 188.

% Buzan, International Society, pp. 333-349.
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a group of states or independent political entities. These entities not only interact with
each other, affecting each other’s actions, but they also agree upon shared rules and
institutions through dialogue and mutual agreement.®® Watson examines the state
systems created by different civilizations throughout history and how these systems
have transformed into international societies. He claims that economic and strategic
pressures hold together systems that have been formed throughout history.®® He agrees
with Wight by arguing that the foundations of any known international society are built
within a dominant culture.% According to him, order is provided by alliances and is
supported by comprehensive agreements and rules that restrict and benefit all
participants within the system, ultimately transforming order into a society.®? Watson
believes that the international order can be maintained by strengthening the institutions
of international society, such as diplomacy, balance of power and international law.5
He claims that the existence of an international society increases cooperation and order
between states. For him, common interests are sufficient for the existence and
maintenance of an international society.®* He expresses doubt about the feasibility of
establishing a wuniversally accepted concept of justice because of varying
interpretations and its evolutionary nature over time, but he does not contend that such
an effort would lead to the collapse of international society.®®

Robert H. Jackson, a relatively contemporary and influential US scholar of the
English School, claims that international society functions as a moral and legal
framework to assess foreign policy, diplomatic relations, the threat or use of military
force, and other activities within the realm of international politics.®® International
society is an entity comprising sovereign and legally equal member states in the

anarchic environment of world politics.®” Jackson’s pluralist side can be seen in his

59 Adam Watson, The Evolution of International Society: A Comparative Historical Analysis,
Routledge, London, 1992, (The Evolution of International Society), p. 4.
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multiple arguments. He asserts that universal values, such as human rights and
humanitarian action, are most effectively advanced within a pluralist framework. He
places statecraft at the centre of maintaining order and for him great powers have a
particular duty to protect international peace and security.®® He considers war to be the
greatest danger to human rights. He states that if a choice is to be made, then the
stability of international society holds greater significance over the concerns of
minority rights and humanitarian safeguards in any country.”® This is because
humanitarian intervention is not capable of resolving the underlying systemic issues
within societies embroiled in a civil warfare. Additionally, the parties involved in the
intervention typically lack the readiness to make enduring commitments to long-term
social reconstruction efforts that may last for decades.”* His belief that military
intervention might disrupt the international order and that endeavours to foster
solidarity could reinforce the predominant moral inclinations of the West and reinforce
the West’s economic and political influence over the entire international community,
inclines him to align with the pluralist perspective.’?

For Hedley Bull, probably the most significant student of the English School,
the emergence of an international society requires common interests and values. Also,
units that belong to this international society feel connected by a set of rules. In his
view, the concepts of justice and order have subjective definitions. They are shaped by
social dynamics, the state system, and global politics.”® By supporting the middle-
ground approach between the conservative stance that prioritizes order and the
revolutionary stance that prioritizes justice, Bull claims that maintaining order in
international relations is best accomplished by addressing demands for justice, and that
justice is most fully achieved within a framework of order.” Bull’s ideas on justice,

order, and international society will be explained in detail in a separate section below.
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1.2.2. A Debate Within the School: Pluralism vs. Solidarism

The pluralist-solidarist debate revolves around the nature and capacity of
international society, especially focusing on the real and potential scope of shared
norms, rules, and institutions within the system of states.” The main subjects of the
pluralist-solidarist debate are human rights, humanitarian intervention, and the
responsibility of the West against the so-called Third World.’®

Pluralist thinking is based on the realist side of rationalism and is centred on
states.”” For pluralists, the assumption of international law is based on the positive law
made by states. In the international arena, sovereignty has legal and political priority.
In other words, the pluralists prioritize the importance of the sovereignty of states and
their protection from intervention. Seen from this perspective, humanitarian
intervention undermines the foundations of international society and hence, the
justification for the non-intervention principle being the corollary principle of
sovereignty.’® From this perspective, as Buzan claims, the maintenance of order and
diversity between states is more important than the fulfilment of justice.” Also, for
pluralists, states can (and do) achieve coexistence by setting minimum goals that all
parties agree upon. Therefore, attempting to impose justice-related principles on states
that are not based on consensus and intervening in their internal affairs for the sake of
them can have negative effects on the international order.®

Notwithstanding the closeness of the pluralist thinking to realist tradition, they
differ from each other in a number of respects in the English School. Pluralist
international society has a special perspective that considers order within anarchy and

believes conflict and compromise can coexist.?! States can form a society with shared
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norms, rules and institutions. As Bull said, states can agree on significant aims such as
sovereignty and non-intervention.® In realism, institutions are weak and abused by
powerful states to reach their goals. In pluralist international society, even though
norms, rules, and institutions do not provide a deeper cooperation as in solidarist
international society, they serve to maintain order and coexistence.®® According to
pluralists, some common practices, such as diplomacy and treaties, can mitigate
conflict between states. While realism considers cooperation hard to achieve, pluralist
international society considers it accessible with common rules and norms that
decrease uncertainty. According to realism, war is inevitable and peace emerges
temporarily and as a result of the balance of power. For the pluralist international
society, war can still emerge, but states try to restrain the use of force or to regulate its
conduct with international norms.

Solidarist thinking can be said to be a combination of cosmopolitan values and
Kantian rationalism.8* Because of their cosmopolitan concerns, in the international
arena, solidarists focus on protecting the rights of individuals and not the states. They
consider the individual as a subject of international law and, like Grotius, rely on
natural law rather than positive law. When the works of the solidarist students are
analysed, it is seen that human rights take precedence over the sovereignty rights of
states. In addition, they try to understand how a more interventionist international
society based on universal human rights and shared common values can emerge.
From their perspective, states are responsible for protecting the rights of individuals.
Thus, intervention becomes obligatory and legal when individuals are subjected to
injustice, their rights are violated, and they are unable to be protected by the states.
Because the prosperity of international society depends on respect for human rights,
their thinking prioritize justice for the individual.®® However, their prioritization of
justice does not mean that solidarists do not place importance on order. On the
contrary, the concept of order is important to them, because, for solidarists, an unjust

order cannot be maintained.8” According to Buzan, solidarists usually highlight the
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importance of combining order and justice, as they believe that an order devoid of
justice is undesirable and unsustainable.®®

When looking at the representatives of solidarist-pluralist debate, Hedley Bull,
James Mayall, and Robert Jackson seem to be the most significant pluralist students,
while Tim Dunne, R. J. Vincent (in his late works) and Nicholas Wheeler can be
regarded as solidarists.®® Hedley Bull divided international society into pluralist and
solidarist types. With this separation, he initiated the pluralist-solidarist debate.*® Even
though the beginning of this debate dates back to Bull, Vincent presented the first
solidarist arguments. As stated before, although Vincent’s earlier works were closer to
the pluralist side, his later works came closer to the solidarist side. Nevertheless, it is
possible to see the marks of both sides in his works.®* According to Vincent, a solidarist
international society would involve all units sharing similar internal laws and values
concerning humanitarian intervention or, at the very least, accepting their collective
responsibility regarding this matter.%2

Influenced by the works of Vincent, Nicholas Wheeler established a solidarist
position that is essentially state-centred. He claims that the conflict between human
rights and sovereignty/non-intervention would not emerge if all states upheld human
rights within their borders. Also, Andrew Linklater primarily aligns with a state-centric
solidarist perspective, even though there is a more evident cosmopolitan solidarism in
his works that lies just below the surface. Linklater, like Vincent, seeks a normative
foundation that represents the least common denominator to create a more solidarist
society of states. Similar to Vincent’s approach, his strategy includes destroying the
rationale that presents sovereignty and non-intervention as inevitably conflicting with
a cosmopolitan perspective on human rights.*

According to Barry Buzan, the current international society is neither

completely pluralist nor completely solidarist. Rather, it reflects both approaches to a
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certain extent. Buzan’s solidarist perspective is primarily rooted in the pragmatic
argument put forth by Hedley Bull and Charles Manning, which proposes that states
can agree on arrangements based on their preferences. Grounded in this rationale,
Buzan defines solidarism as encompassing any effort that shifts international society
from mere coexistence to realms of collaboration and convergence.®*

Robert Jackson and James Mayall are both pluralists. Pluralism, from Jackson’s
perspective, concerns itself with safeguarding and fostering the political and cultural
diversity and uniqueness that has evolved throughout human history.®® In Mayall’s
pluralism, states have varying interests and values similar to individuals. For this
reason, the scope of international society is confined to establishing a framework that
allows them to coexist harmoniously to a certain extent.?® When opposing the solidarist
understanding, they use two arguments. First, attempts to create a more solidarist
world are prone to disturb the current order and incapable of creating a substitute for
it, because they believe that no authority apart from the state possesses the capacity to
maintain order. Second, political and cultural diversity is a value that should be
protected. Morally, they prioritize maintaining diversity over the advantages of

humanitarian intervention.®’

1.2.3. Concept of the World Society in the English School

It is important to note that the founding scholars of the English School did not
openly define the limits of world society, since, generally speaking, the English School
takes the society of states as its basic framework of analysis, not world society. In this
context, Buzan argues that the concept of world society has become an intellectual
dustbin. Moreover, the origin of solidarist-pluralist international society debate is
based on the unclear boundaries between international and world societies.%

According to Buzan, a world society that reflects a revolutionist understanding
consists of all individuals, identities, and non-state organizations. In this respect, world

society (revolutionism) places the transcendence of the state system at the heart of IR
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theory. Besides that, revolutionism also involves universalist forms of
cosmopolitanism. Even though it includes communism and shares similarities with
transnationalism, its core connection is primarily with normative political theory.%
While Richard Little considers world society the most challenging aspect within the
framework of the English School,'® James Mayall views world society from a
perspective that perceives humanity as a unified entity.%! For Robert Jackson, world
society constitutes the sphere in which one’s obligation is delineated by their belonging
to the human race.%?

From Vincent’s perspective, world society contains empirical elements, yet it
lacks a normative community that possesses the ability to evaluate and put moral
assertions into action. Also, he envisions a world society where states gradually align,
and where transnational actors and individuals possess rights concerning each other.%
Rather than perceiving international society and world society as distinct analytical
concepts, Vincent considered them as two historical powers that must strive to
reconcile their contradictions. In this regard, it is possible to argue that he desires to
combine international and world society on a normative basis. In his view, a
completely solidarist international society would essentially turn into a world society,
as all entities would have similar domestic laws and values regarding human rights
issues.1® For historical representatives of the School, such as Herbert Butterfield,
Martin Wight, and Adam Watson, world society is expressed through a common
culture. It is also an essential condition for the existence of international society.
However, Bull and other representatives were concerned that the advancement of
world society could weaken the foundational principle of sovereignty within

international society.%®
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For Bull, the world society concept not only refers to a certain level of
interaction that connects all parts of the human community but also to a shared sense
of interests and values that can serve as a foundation for creating common rules and
institutions. In other words, the world society concept corresponds to global social
interaction as a whole.1%

Considering these characteristics of world society, it is possible to claim that,
due to its solidarist characteristics (as Buzan puts forward numerous essential sources
of solidarist ideology like natural law, humanism and cosmopolitanism which have
strong foundations within the context of world society),'°” world society prioritizes

justice.

1.3. ORDER AND JUSTICE FROM THE PERSPECTIVE OF HEDLEY BULL

Hedley Bull went to great lengths to explain the concepts of order and justice
in his seminal book of Anarchical Society. To start with justice, according to Bull,
justice is a concept that ultimately has room only for a personal or subjective definition.
His starting premise is that there are some ideas or convictions about what justice
entails in international politics and that demands made in support of these concepts
have an impact on how things turn out. Bull considers justice ideas as moral and
ethical. Because sometimes the word justice is used synonymously with morality or
virtue, declaring that an action is just is merely another way of saying that it is morally
correct.1%®

Bull argues that thoughts about justice form a specific subcategory of moral
thoughts and that justice is related to equality in the use of rights and privileges. In this
sense, demands for justice are demands for equal enjoyment of rights and privileges
on both sides of the conflict despite their differences. In world politics, demands for
justice include the elimination of privilege or discrimination along with equality in the
dispensation or implementation of rights. There is a need to keep in mind precise
distinctions while considering justice, which is common in theoretical analyses of the

concept. The first distinction is between general justice and particular justice. The

106 Byll, p. 269.
107 Buzan, World Society, p. 21.
18 Byll, p. 75.
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second distinction is between substantive and formal justice. Substantive justice refers
to the acceptance of rules that grant specific rights and obligations, while formal justice
refers to the implementation of the same rules for similar individuals. These rules in
IR may have different characteristics. For instance, while legal rule necessitates the
non-intervention of states in each other’s internal matters, moral rule gives self-
determination right to all nations. Operational rule, on the other hand, requires that
great powers respect each other’s spheres of influence.®

For Bull, there are three types of justice in world politics. The first is
international or interstate justice. He understands these types of justice as moral rules
that give rights and obligations to states and nations. For instance, the idea that all
states, regardless of their size, racial makeup, or ideological dispositions, are
denominated on equal terms to sovereignty rights or the idea that all nations are
denominated on equal terms to the right of national self-determination. States are the
primary players in world politics. Every state preserves the idea that they have rights
and obligations that are both legal and moral.'*® The second is individual or human
justice. Individual or human justice refers to moral principles that give each individual
human being rights and obligations. In the natural law doctrine, human justice came
before the improvement of interstate or international justice. It is likely that these ideas
on human justice prepared the primary intellectual basis for interstate and international
justice. It was contrived that in states and nations, individuals and rulers have rights
and duties, rulers are people, and nations are the sum of those people; therefore, states
and nations are thought to have rights and obligations. The third is cosmopolitan or
world justice. These concepts try to define what is good or right for the entire world,
for a hypothetical civitas maximum or cosmopolitan society to which all people belong
and whose interests should take precedence. These concepts are considered supporting

pillars for the common good of the world. They suggest that these people should form

109 Bull, pp. 75-77. Bull also makes a further distinction between arithmetical justice and proportionate
justice on the one hand and between commutative/reciprocal justice and distributive justice on the other.
Whereas arithmetical justice briefly means equal rights and obligations, proportionate justice means
rights and obligations that may not be equal but are allocated in accordance with the aim in mind.
According to commutative/reciprocal justice, a group of people mutually accepts the rights and
obligations of each other through a series of negotiations and exchanges. In distributive justice, this
bargaining emerges within a society as a whole and their decisions about the common good and
interests.

10 Byll, p. 78.
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a society whose common interests determine their individual rights and obligations.
Such a concept of the world’s common good deals with the common aims or values of
world society. In this context, the views of sovereign states and the international
organizations they dominate are important directives in determining the world’s
interests, !

Perceptions of world order, on the other hand, vary greatly across regions and
are influenced by diverse national and regional backgrounds, socio-economic
circumstances, and political environments. The definition of order varies with respect
to social life, the system of states, and world politics. From Hedley Bull’s perspective,
social order involves the acceptance of human behaviour according to the rules of
conduct. In theory, order can exist in social life even without rules. These rules are not
inherently tied to the concept of justice but rather serve as a means to establish order
in people’s social lives. Order in social life refers to a pattern of behaviour that upholds
the essential, crucial, or universal objectives of social existence. In addition, order in
social life entails the acceptance of predictable conduct that aligns with laws applicable
to past, present, and future cases.*? In all communities, order is considered a pattern
of conduct that maintains the basic aims of social life. It is possible to say that order is
provided by a sense of common interests in these basic aims; by rules which determine
the pattern of conduct that maintains them; and through institutions that enforce these
rules. A sense of common interests can emerge from a rational calculation that
considers reciprocal limitations as essential to maintaining the aims of social life. It
can also emerge from fear. The common interests in achieving the basic aims of social
life might be unclear and fail to offer precise data on which behaviours align with these
aims and which do not. Thus, rules by explaining the type of conduct that is orderly
contribute to the provision of order. On the other hand, order in social life can be
maintained without the support of rules. It is feasible, for instance, that men could act
coherently with basic social aims by virtue of a reflex action if organized patterns of
behaviour were instilled by conditioning.*3

Bull points to the Marxist idea that rules function as tools to advance the

particular interests of the ruling or dominant members within a society. The values and

11 Bull, pp. 79-82.
12 Bull, pp. xx, 6-7.
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special interests of the preponderant members in society are reflected in the definition
of rules. Therefore, it is possible to see the influence of those members, for instance,
upon the rules regulating property rights, limiting the resort to violence or specifying
the type of agreements to be upheld. For example, from a Marxist perspective, property
rules reflect the interests of the bourgeoisie class. The bourgeoisie is the owner of the
means of production and exploits the labour of the working class. However,
restrictions on the application of violence, the existence of property rules, and hopes
about the fulfilment of agreements are also in the common interest of society members.
Thus, in any society, actors who try to change the existing order desire not to abolish
those rules but rather to modify them in such a way that they would stop serving the
special interests of the presently preponderant members. 14

To understand the international order, it is necessary to examine the definition
of states, the system of states/international system, and the society of
states/international society. States are independent political societies, each of which is
led by a government, and they push their sovereignty in relation to a particular part of
the world and population. A system of states/international system emerges when two
or more states interact frequently enough and have enough influence over one
another’s choices. An international society/society of states is formed by a group of
states that are aware of their common interests and values in the sense that they feel
bound by a common set of rules in their relations with one another.!*®

The international order is a routine of behaviour that maintains the
foundational objectives of the society of states, or international society. In the
international order, there are four objectives. The first objective is the protection of the
system and society of states itself. Although there are differences between modern
states, they have been united in their opinion that they are the main players in world
politics and the main holders of rights and obligations within it. The society of states
has tried to survive as the dominant form of global political organization in fact and
law. However, some actors, such as a particular dominant state, supra-state actors, sub-
state actors, and trans-state actors, continue to challenge the presence and privileged

status of states in world politics.}*® The second objective is to preserve individual

14 Bull, pp. 52-53.
15 Bull, pp. 8-13.
116 Bull, pp. 8, 16.

26



states’ external sovereignty or independence. Any given state’s main goal in joining
the society of states is to be acknowledged as independent by other members,
understood as its supreme control over its citizens and territory. For this to be realized,
the independence and sovereignty rights of other states must be accepted. In reality,
however, international society has treated the goal of maintaining the independence of
great powers superior to the goal of maintaining the society of states, the latter
historically having been subordinated to the former. This shows the predominant role
played by the great powers in shaping international society. Throughout history, great
powers, considering themselves as the custodians or guardians of international society,
allowed for the violation of the sovereignty or independence of small states via
spheres-of-influence agreements or agreements to establish buffer or neutralised
states.'’” The third objective is the goal of peace in the sense of avoiding war under
the normal conditions of international society membership, only violated under
extreme conditions. International society relies on peace to ensure the protection of the
state system, while states find it necessary to wage war to guarantee this protection.
This includes protecting their sovereignty and independence. This act of waging war
is mostly considered as self-defence. The secondary position of peace relating to these
other two objectives is marked in the United Nations Charter by the constant references
to ’peace and security’. The fourth objective, as mentioned earlier, is that a society of
states shares common goals in social life. These goals include the restriction of
violence resulting in death or bodily damage, adherence to promises, and equitable
distribution of property through rules of ownership. The thought of the necessity of
war is only accepted by states when it is for a just motive. They have also continually
declared their commitment to rules that follow the idea that wars should be held within
certain limits necessary to allow communication at all times.8

World order is a human activity that maintains the foundational or basic
objectives of social life among all humans. The world order is different from the
international order because the international order represents the order that exists
among states. However, every society is not represented by a corresponding state.

Therefore, a world ord