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 F.A. Hayek and the Reinvention of Liberal Internationalism

 Jorg Spieker*

 Between the late 1930s and the mid-1940s, F.A. Hayek became involved in two
 parallel and partly intertwined debates that shaped the intellectual and political
 milieu in Britain at the time: one about capitalism and the role of economic planning,
 the other about the causes of war and the future of international order. This article

 considers Hayek's international thought as part of his wider effort to provide a
 comprehensive restatement of nineteenth-century liberalism. It examines the character
 and development of his conception of international order, and specifically focuses on
 the ideological and institutional context in which it emerged. Moreover, the article
 considers the international implications of Hayek's later thought and traces the
 lineage of his liberal internationalism back to Henry Sidgwick and his justification of
 liberal imperialism. The article concludes by locating Hayek's liberal economic
 internationalism within the field of inter-war international thought and by offering a
 brief assessment of his contributions to international relations.

 Keywords: Friedrich Hayek; liberal internationalism; federalism; imperialism

 I. Introduction

 If there is one single theme that could be said to have dominated the writings of Frie
 drich A. Hayek, which span seven decades and cross several disciplines, it is the idea
 of restating and defending the tradition of nineteenth-century liberalism. There can
 be little doubt that his engagement with the international dimension of liberalism
 formed an integral and important part of this overall project. Hayek opened the final
 chapter of The Road to Serfdom (1944) noting that the price the West had paid for its
 abandonment of nineteenth-century liberalism had been particularly high in the field
 of international relations.1 'Perhaps even more than elsewhere', he warned, 'current
 notions of what is desirable and practicable are here still of a kind which may well
 produce the opposite of what they promise.'2 It was apparent by then, at least to
 Hayek, that the prospect of lasting peace had receded with the advance of collectiv
 ism and economic planning. Not all hope was lost, however. The impending end of
 the war presented a real opportunity to revive the ideal of classical liberal interna
 tionalism. For Hayek, this ideal was inseparably linked to the federal principle of
 organisation: the idea of an inter-state federation is 'the consistent development of
 the liberal point of view', he wrote in 1939.3 Between the late 1930s and the mid
 1940s, Hayek formulated a relatively clear and coherent restatement of the liberal
 internationalist ideal. He proposed an international government tasked with the
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 preservation of a free-market capitalist economy as the only viable basis for interna
 tional order and peace. The aim of this article is to subject Hayek's restatement of
 classical liberal internationalism to critical analysis and assessment.

 In so doing, the article draws attention to a hitherto somewhat neglected aspect
 of Hayek's oeuvre. His thoughts on international relations are rarely mentioned in
 overall assessments of his political writings4, and in the discipline of International
 Relations (IR) and its sub-field of the history of international thought, Hayek has
 remained a relatively marginal figure. While often referred to in studies of interna
 tional thought during the inter-war years, Hayek has not been given the priority or
 space he arguably deserves within this field.5 One possible reason behind this relative
 neglect is that Hayek wrote little explicitly on international politics as such. Although
 he emphasised the importance of international problems and questions throughout
 his career, there are only a handful of writings wherein such issues receive a sustained
 focus of analysis. Moreover, the writings in question, which were produced during
 the 1930s and 1940s, are relatively narrowly focused on the specific economic aspects
 of international organisation debated at the time. However, and this is the main
 claim of the article, Hayek's international thought represents a relatively coherent
 and distinct, neo-Cobdenite variant of liberal economic internationalism, the recog
 nition of which is important for the on-going effort to provide a comprehensive
 account of the diversity of inter-war international thought.6 Hayek can be placed
 among those inter-war economists (like J.A. Hobson, John Maynard Keynes, and
 Lionel Robbins), who contributed to the emerging discipline of international rela
 tions by focusing on the bearing of international economic relations on the problem
 of world order. This article suggests that Hayek's federalist vision of international
 relations is distinctive in its uncompromising insistence on isolating a free-market
 capitalist economy from democratic politics. Moreover, Hayek's thought is interest
 ing for the wider questions it raises concerning liberalism and international relations
 - questions about the relationship between the economic and the political dimensions
 of international order as well as about the enduring problem of liberal imperialism.

 The article is organised as follows. In the next (second) section, I provide an over
 view of the context in which Hayek began to formulate his restatement of classical
 liberal internationalism. During his time at the London School of Economics (LSE),
 Hayek became part of a group of economists who were committed to the classical
 liberal tradition. Alongside his friend and colleague Lionel (later Lord) Robbins, he
 set out to develop a restatement of liberal internationalism based on the idea of feder
 ation. The section focuses on how Hayek and Robbins developed their reconceptual
 isation of liberal internationalism on the basis of their critique of laissez-faire and the
 assumption of a harmony of interests. In the third section, I examine the develop
 ment of Hayek's international thought in the context of the British federalist move
 ment. In the late 1930s and early 1940s Hayek was a member of Federal Union, a
 political organisation which promoted the idea of an international federation. The
 section traces the emergence and development of Hayek's federal vision in relation
 to the political and ideological divisions that existed within the movement. In the
 fourth section, I examine Hayek's later thought, focusing on his evolutionary philos
 ophy of history and its implications for his political and international theory. I argue
 that his evolutionary framework gave rise to a separation of mankind into a civilised
 and an uncivilised part. Moreover, I suggest that this hierarchical conception of civi
 lisational development provides the basis for a view of international relations as a
 two-tiered hierarchical system; that is, a system in which the relations among liberal
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 states are governed by the principle of equality, while the relations between liberal
 and non-liberal states are conceptualised in imperial terms. In the conclusion, I locate
 Hayek's distinct variant of liberal economic internationalism in the field of inter-war
 international thinking.

 II. The liberal plan

 The intellectual and political milieu that Hayek encountered when he came to
 London in January 1931 was shaped by a complex set of debates over the future
 form and direction of economic, social, and political order in the West and in the
 world as a whole. His subsequent intellectual trajectory was influenced above all by
 two parallel and partly intertwined debates of the time: one about capitalism and the
 role of economic planning, and the other about the causes of war and the future of
 international organisation. Ideologically, the direction and structure of these debates
 was significantly shaped by the crisis of liberalism - that is, the widely perceived
 notion that aspects of liberalism's economic and political doctrines were increasingly
 irrelevant for dealing with the prevailing circumstances. In Britain, nineteenth
 century laissez-faire liberalism was challenged by Fabians, new liberals, and other
 collectivist-oriented movements, parties, and ideologies. While the aims of these
 groups were diverse and often sharply opposed, they shared a commitment to an
 extended role of the state in the economy and society. On another front, liberalism
 was under siege from various forces which rejected the main tenets of its interna
 tional doctrine, including above all the idea of an international harmony of interests.
 Upon his arrival at the LSE, Hayek first became involved in defending the classical
 liberal tradition against its collectivist critics. Alongside Robbins, he emerged as one of
 the most conspicuous opponents of Keynesianism and planning ideas. As these ideas
 began to dominate both the academic world and the public imagination, Hayek and
 Robbins set out to defend classical liberalism and capitalism against its various critics.

 In the early and mid-1930s, Hayek was still mostly preoccupied with theoretical
 economics. He devoted much of his work at the time to applying the Austrian
 approach to business-cycle theory, which he had developed alongside his friend and
 mentor Ludwig von Mises during the 1920s. Together with Robbins, Hayek became
 involved in the debate over the causes of the Great Depression and the policies
 required for dealing with it. Their general position on this issue was succinctly cap
 tured by Robbins: 'The conditions of recovery ... do involve the restoration of what
 has been called capitalism. But the slump was not due to these conditions. On the
 contrary, it was due to their negation.'7 The Hayek-Robbins view blamed the reces
 sion primarily on government interference with the market economy: it was the result
 not of a failure of the free-market system, but of a failure of government policy. The
 theoretical disagreements between the two sides centred on the problems of money
 and the business cycle. While Keynes diagnosed the slump as a crisis of under
 consumption, Hayek and Robbins argued that the depression was caused by credit
 induced distortions in the structure of production.8 Hayek and Robbins vigorously
 opposed those who believed, like Keynes and the Cambridge School, that the remedy
 for the depression lay in expansionary macroeconomic policies to stimulate aggre
 gate demand and employment. Defending what was a minority opinion at the time,
 Hayek and Robbins insisted that Keynesian monetary policies would lead to infla
 tion and severe distortions of the price mechanism. Keynes, in turn, argued that the
 remedies proposed by Hayek and Robbins - stabilisation through deflation to restore
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 price and wage flexibility - would further depress investment and thus deepen an
 already deep recession.

 The Great Depression, aptly described by Eric Hobsbawm as 'the largest global
 earthquake ever to be measured on the economic historians' Richter scale'9, did
 much to erode the confidence that had hitherto been placed in the idea of a self
 regulating market. Even prior to the onset of the crisis, the 'economic dogma of lais
 sez-faire', as Keynes called it in 1924, had begun to lose public support and political
 influence.10 In Britain, and elsewhere, scepticism and mistrust turned into deep disil
 lusionment and outright disapproval as the crisis began to unfold in the early 1930s.
 The idea that free-market capitalism no longer worked and that some other way of
 organising economic life was needed became a commonplace in Europe and the
 United States as well as in Britain." Indeed, the orthodoxies of the pure free market
 seemed so obviously and thoroughly discredited that it would take another half cen
 tury for them to re-emerge as a driving force in public policy. Meanwhile, 'planning'
 became a buzzword in British politics. Uniting individuals across the political divide,
 it emerged as the most popular solution suggested for the crisis.12 And by the mid
 19305, the demand for some sort of economic planning 'was heard in all parties and
 spanned practically the entire ideological spectrum of the day'.13 As Hayek lamented
 in 1935, 'today there is hardly a political group anywhere in the world which does
 not want central direction of most human activities in the service of one aim or

 another.'1 It was at this point in time that Hayek became involved in the socialist
 calculation debate, a controversy over the feasibility of economic calculation under
 socialism. In 1935, he edited a book entitled Collectivist Economic Planning, which
 sought to bring to an English-speaking readership the Austrian argument that ratio
 nal economic calculation is impossible in a socialist economy.1' Hayek's involvement
 in this debate is widely considered to have triggered the shift in his work from the
 narrow concerns of theoretical economics to broader questions about social and eco
 nomic order.16 From the mid-1930s Hayek began to formulate a more comprehen
 sive defence of liberal institutions and principles.

 The main problem that Hayek and other liberals had to confront was the popular
 identification of liberalism with the increasingly unpopular doctrine of laissez-faire.
 The latter had acquired connotations of anarchy, planlessness, and lack of control -
 connotations encouraged and seized upon by advocates of planning. The term
 'planning' had a strong association with control, rationality, and order. It was fre
 quently used in conjunction with adjectives such as 'scientific', 'rational', and
 'orderly', and juxtaposed with the 'chaos', 'anarchy', and 'irrationality' associated
 with laissez-faire and the free market.17 The difference between planning and liberal
 ism was framed as a choice between taking or not taking responsibility for social and
 economic conditions. As Karl Mannheim wrote in 1940, the choice is between con
 trolling 'the situation which confronts us ... or letting it control us'.18 The notion
 that things will take care of themselves was decidedly unpopular in the context of
 economic crisis and uncertainty. Hence, what Hayek and others sought to undo was
 the association of liberal capitalism with laissez-faire and planlessness. In The Road
 to Serfdom, Hayek bemoaned that 'the wooden insistence of some liberals' on the
 principle of laissez-faire 'has done much harm to the liberal cause'.19 He followed
 Walter Lippmann's earlier assessment of laissez-faire as a flawed, but historically
 necessary doctrine. Lippmann, who was a leading public intellectual and political
 commentator in the United States, had a profound influence on Hayek's thinking.20
 In his influential book, The Good Society (1938), he argued that laissez-faire was
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 'a revolutionary political idea' which helped 'to destroy the entrenched resistance of
 the vested interests which opposed the industrial revolution'.21 Soon afterwards,
 however, 'the dynamic ideas which had brought the liberals to power were trans
 formed into an obscurantist and pedantic dogma.'22 Hayek, too, argued that the
 'crude rules' of laissez-faire, while 'necessary and unavoidable' in the struggle against
 vested interests, were insufficient as a principle of public policy.23 This is because
 nineteenth-century liberals did not yet fully grasp the role of government and law in
 providing the institutional framework of a free society. Ultimately, while not wrong
 in itself, laissez-faire was for Hayek 'a highly ambiguous and misleading description
 of the principles on which a liberal policy is based'.24 Hayek's critique of laissez-faire
 amounts to a recalibration of its mode of implementation rather than an outright
 rejection of it as a principle.

 In order to show that liberalism was more than laissez-faire and that liberals were
 not opposed to planning per se, Hayek and Robbins re-defined the term planning. In
 The Road to Serfdom, Hayek defined planning, in its most general sense, as a way of
 approaching problems rationally or using a measure of foresight and systematic
 thinking in dealing with one's affairs.25 So understood, planning is an indispensable
 and ubiquitous feature of society: not only is planning integral to political action,
 but it is also at the heart of economic life inasmuch as the latter is essentially about
 individual plans and their co-ordination. Hayek here followed Robbins who also
 defined planning as a necessary prerequisite for economic life: 'To plan is to act with
 purpose, to choose; and choice is the essence of economic activity.'26 On the basis of
 this definition, Hayek and Robbins reframed the question of planning: it was not a
 question of planning or not planning, but rather a question of what kind of planning.
 Liberalism was a plan - a plan for creating the conditions under which individual
 planning can be pursued. What distinguished 'the liberal plan' from its socialist and
 collectivist alternatives was that it did not entail centralised direction and organisa
 tion of economic activity. 'It is important', Hayek noted, 'not to confuse opposition
 against this kind of planning with a dogmatic laissez-faire attitude.'27 The liberal
 argument is 'not an argument for leaving things as they are'; it is an argument for
 using competition as a method of co-ordinating individual efforts. Crucially, this
 also meant that the liberal plan is not opposed to government action; to the contrary,
 it requires 'a wide and unquestioned field for state activity'.28 In addition to provid
 ing and adjusting the legal framework within which competition can function, gov
 ernment is also responsible for supplementing competition and the price mechanism
 where these are ineffective. This latter domain of governmental activity may include
 the provision of transport infrastructure, the restriction of pollution, and even the
 organisation of an extensive system of social services.29 Hayek also condoned gov
 ernment intervention for the purpose of ironing out fluctuations of the business cycle.
 The line, in Hayek, between good planning and bad planning is very fine indeed, and
 his readers may be forgiven for seeing a tension between his positive programme for
 government and his otherwise relentless denunciation of economic planning and
 state intervention.30 Hayek walked the tightrope between rejecting all forms of
 socialism and collectivism (including a middle-way compromise) on the one hand,
 while, on the other, distancing himself from an uncompromising laissez-faire stance.

 He followed a similar line of reasoning in his reconception of the international
 dimension of liberalism. While lamenting the abandonment of nineteenth-century
 liberal internationalism, he also recognised its deficiencies. Hayek here drew heavily
 on the arguments and proposals offered by Robbins. In Economic Planning and
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 International Order (1937), Robbins provided an extensive discussion of the interna
 tional implications of various types of economic planning. Crucially, he also offered
 a general reflection on international liberalism as well as a set of proposals for inter
 national organisation. His aim was to dispel that 'naive belief that unguided self
 interest is necessarily conducive to public benefit' and the often implied assumption
 of 'government as superfluous'.31 According to Robbins, the harmony of interests is
 not simply a natural given that must be respected, but something that is created and
 maintained by an 'apparatus of restraint'. Explains Robbins: 'Neither property nor
 contract are in any sense natural. They are essentially the creation of law ... the
 actual result of centuries of legislation and judicial decision.'32 The free market and
 the institution of property rest on a framework of law and order and are, in this
 sense, the creation of government. While past liberal thinkers may have shown a ten
 dency to take the market for granted and to underemphasise the importance of law
 and order, it would be 'a gross misconception' to assume that a liberal society is con
 ceivable without government.33 In Robbins's view, it was 'one of the main
 deficiencies' of nineteenth-century liberalism not to have sufficiently realised that the
 achievement of an international harmony of interests was only possible within a
 framework of security, law, and order.34 Insofar as this view of international rela
 tions relied upon mere 'demonstration of common interest and the futility of vio
 lence', it was in fact 'not liberal but anarchist'. '5 Referring to the League of Nations,
 Robbins adds that the weaknesses of a mere association of sovereign states 'are only
 too painfully evident'.36 The realisation of the principles of liberalism in the interna
 tional sphere, he contends, is unlikely to succeed so long as it is driven merely by the
 idea of'common interest and the futility of violence'. In his 1939 book, The Economic
 Causes of War, Robbins explicitly attacked Cobdenite liberalism for its inconsis
 tency. Cobdenite liberals, he argued, would never have suggested that a harmony of
 interests could prevail within states in the absence of a framework of law and coer
 cion; what justification had they, then, for assuming that this could be expected in
 the sphere of international relations, he asked/7 If the problem of war is ultimately a
 problem caused by the existence of independent national sovereignties, then 'there
 must be an international framework of law and order, supported by solid sanctions
 which prevent the emergence of those policies which are eventually responsible for
 conflict.'38 He emphasised the failure of nineteenth-century liberalism to recognise
 the need for 'a framework of international security' and 'a super-national author
 ity'.39 In Robbins's view, the pervasive belief in the possibility of a harmony of inter
 ests between sovereign states contradicted the historical experience of the League of
 Nations and was profoundly misguided. Hayek drew on Robbins's qualified defence
 and clarification of nineteenth-century international liberalism.

 Both Robbins and Hayek sought to clarify, to re-elaborate, and to defend the rel
 evance of classic liberalism in a climate that was clearly not very favourable. Their
 primary objective was to dissociate liberal internationalism from Cobdenite liberal
 ism and the League of Nations. In their view, the League of Nations failed not
 because it was based on the ideas and principles of international liberalism, but
 because it did not sufficiently embody those principles. More generally, they argued
 that the problems commonly attributed to nineteenth-century liberal international
 ism should really be attributed to the state and, in particular, to the influence of non
 or anti-liberal elements. The conclusion that could be drawn from this analysis is
 clearly stated by Robbins: 'It is not liberal institutions but the absence of such institu
 tions which is responsible for the chaos of today ... International liberalism is not a
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 plan that has been tried and failed. It is a plan that has never yet had a full chance.'40
 Their objective was to demonstrate that liberal internationalism was still possible,
 that a liberal international order was not only perfectly viable, but necessary, in
 order to confront the political challenges of the time. For Hayek, as for Robbins,
 international liberalism meant federalism. What was required for the preservation of
 international order was not an association of sovereign states, but a federation held
 together by an international governmental authority: 'There must be neither alliance
 nor complete unification; neither Staatenbund, nor Einheitsstaat, but Bundesstaaf -
 that is, 'a liberal world federation'.41

 III. The federal idea

 Federalism was one of the intellectual currents stimulating the debates on interna
 tional order in Britain in the late 1930s and 1940s. Institutionally, this movement
 was given formal expression by the creation of Federal Union, the organisation
 which more than any other shaped federalist thinking in Britain at the time. The
 increasing receptivity to federal ideas among both the general public and the elites
 was due in no small part to the prospect and, eventually, the reality of a second world
 war. When Federal Union's founders - Charles Kimber, Patrick Ransome, and
 Derek Rawnsley - met in London's Gordon Square in 1938, they were still inspired
 by the hope of averting another war. As this hope finally faded in 1939, the organisa
 tion came to regard the war as an opportunity to establish a new international order
 along federal lines; indeed, the war underlined the urgent necessity of this endeavour.
 By June 1940, Federal Union had 225 branches and 12,000 members 42 Moreover,
 the Federal Union Research Institute, which had formed in March of the same year
 under the leadership of William Beveridge, was now involved in organising conferen
 ces, study groups, and public meetings as well as publishing federalist books and
 pamphlets. The Institute was designed to provide a forum for the study of the techni
 cal problems associated with the establishment of an inter-state federation. It
 attracted an impressive array of British academics, politicians, and journalists from
 across the political and ideological spectrum. Hayek became a member of Federal
 Union in 1939 and actively participated in the work of the economists' section of the
 movement's research department in the early 1940s.

 The idea of federalism was not, of course, new - not even in the relatively narrow
 context of twentieth-century British international thought. It is well known, for
 example, that the federal idea was an important element in the work of the Round
 Table movement. This movement, whose purpose was to study and promote the idea
 of a federated British Commonwealth of Nations (a federalised Empire), was co
 founded by Philip Kerr (later Lord Lothian) in 1909. Lothian, who would later
 become a leading figure in the Federal Union movement, is widely regarded as one
 of the most original and influential British federalist thinkers.43 Other British
 thinkers who developed and proposed federalist ideas prior to the 1930s include
 Norman Angell, H.N. Brailsford, Leonard Woolf, G.D.H. Cole, R.S. Tawney, and
 Harold Laski. Moreover, the federal idea had already featured in the works of sev
 eral nineteenth-century British thinkers, including Lord Acton, J.S. Mill. Sidgwick,
 J.R. Seeley, W.T. Stead, and James Bryce. Members of Federal Union also often
 referred to the US federalist model and the principles embodied in The Federalist by
 Alexander Hamilton, John Jay, and James Madison. This was also the source of
 inspiration for Clarence K. Streit's bestseller Union Now, published in March 1939.
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 Streit was a New York Times journalist who reported on the League of Nations in the
 1930s and who, having witnessed its decline, argued for an international federal
 union of liberal democracies. He called upon the Atlantic democracies to abandon
 'the heresy of absolute sovereignty and its vain alternatives, neutrality, balance of
 power, alliance, or League of Nations'.44 The transfer of some of the state's most
 important prerogatives, including the regulation of trade and the power to make war
 and peace, to an inter-state government would remove the main sources of dispute
 and war among states. His proposal envisaged the immediate creation of 'a nucleus
 world state' formed by fifteen existing democracies, as well as the subsequent exten
 sion of this union into a 'universal world government'.45 Streit's federalist vision
 gave significant impetus to the revival of federalist thinking in Britain.

 Federal Union was intellectually and politically diverse and owed no special alle
 giance to any particular political party or ideology. There were several basic lines of
 apparent agreement among its members. First of all, there was a shared sense of
 urgency regarding the need for international reform, a sense which was captured well
 by Clement Attlee's famous phrase, coined in 1937, that Europe must 'federate or
 perish". Second, there was a good measure of consensus on the nature of the problem
 that federalism was hoped to solve, namely national sovereignty and international
 anarchy. Third, most if not all members agreed that the federal solution to this prob
 lem must entail the transfer of some of the state's powers - including, above all, for
 eign policy and defence - to some new form of international government. Fourth,
 and finally, consensus seems to have existed regarding the need for a future federa
 tion to be representative and democratic. While a large measure of agreement existed
 on these and other issues, there were considerable differences of opinion concerning,
 for example, the scope of a future federation. Moreover, members were divided over
 whether or not a reconstituted League of Nations should play some part in the move
 towards a federal world order. Finally, and not surprisingly, there was profound dis
 agreement on the economic question; that is, the question of the economic constitu
 tion of a future federation. This was undoubtedly the most significant division within
 Federal Union, for it involved not simply a quarrel over economic policy, but also,
 and more fundamentally, a disagreement over the relationship between the economic
 and the political.

 Many agreed that the movement's primary purpose and raison d'etre - to find an
 effective solution to the problem of war - was prior to the question of the economic
 system of a future federation. In fact, several members from both sides of the politi
 cal and ideological divide were keen to emphasise that a distinction can and should
 be made between the economic and the political dimension of the federal question.
 Lord Lothian, for example, repeatedly argued that the divide between pro- and anti
 capitalism was entirely irrelevant to the immediate problem of international anar
 chy 46 The philosopher and writer Olaf Stapledon, a Left-leaning member of the
 organisation, took a similar stance, insisting that 'the immediate issue is not between
 socialism and capitalism but between order and chaos.'47 On the one hand, he was
 convinced that 'the movement for Federal Union, so long as it remains true to its
 own principles, is one of the forces making for the destruction of capitalism.'48 But
 he also argued, on the other, that 'the international problem of putting an end to
 national sovereignty' must have priority.49 Left-wing views within the movement
 were manifestly strong, especially in its early years, and several other influential
 members of the organisation agreed with this assessment. R.W.J. Mackay insisted
 that federation was a strictly political union which does not necessarily determine
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 social and economic organisation. In his view, there were two distinct problems that
 the Left had to address: the system of national sovereign states and the capitalist eco
 nomic system. Mackay thought that the move towards political union should be
 prior to social and economic change.50

 Hayek was one of those members of Federal Union who were convinced that the
 political and the economic are inseparably linked. In his 1939 article 'The Economic
 Conditions of Inter-state Federation', he argued that 'an essentially liberal economic
 regime is a necessary condition for the success of any interstate federation' and, con
 versely, that a federation 'is a necessary complement and the logical consummation
 of the liberal program'.51 He began by suggesting that the removal of barriers to
 trade and commerce within a federated area is essential for the formulation of a com

 mon foreign and defence policy. More generally, he argued that 'any measure of eco
 nomic seclusion or isolation' generates conflicts of interests within a federation and
 undermines its 'internal coherence'.52 For Hayek, this also meant that the scope for
 the independent economic policy-making of member states must be strictly limited.
 Monetary policy, for example, would have to become the responsibility of the federal
 government rather than of the member states. This did not mean, however, that fed
 eral government could assume just any of the economic functions and powers com
 monly exercised by states. Concretely, and this is the crux of Hayek's argument, it
 was impossible for a federal government to become involved in forms of economic
 planning. Hayek's case against international planning rests on the same basis as his
 argument against planning on a national level, namely the problem of the impossibil
 ity of agreement on ends. In the absence of shared beliefs and values it was simply
 impossible to agree on the desirable ends of society that are to be attained through
 economic planning. 'Planning, or the central direction of economic activity', explains
 Hayek, 'presupposes the existence of common ideals and common values; and the
 degree to which planning can be carried is limited to the extent to which agreement
 on such a common scale of values can be obtained or enforced.'53

 Since any federation will necessarily be heterogeneous in terms of ideals, tradi
 tions, and values, 'much of the interference with economic life to which we have
 become accustomed will be altogether impracticable under a federal organisation.'54
 In the final chapter of The Road to Serfdom (1944), Hayek went further in his critique
 of international planning, arguing that it is not only impracticable, but also politi
 cally dangerous. 'The problems raised by a conscious direction of economic affairs
 on a national scale', he argues, 'inevitably assume even greater dimensions when the
 same is attempted internationally.'55 This is because 'as the scale increases, the
 amount of agreement on the order of ends decreases and the necessity to rely on force
 and compulsion grows.'56 For Hayek, international planning could not 'be anything
 but a naked rule of force, an imposition by a small group on all the rest'.57 Keeping
 with the overall character of his book, Hayek then reinforced his case with the alarm
 ist and exaggerated link between planning and Nazism: 'If anything is certain it is
 that Grossraumwirtshaft of the kind at which the Germans have been aiming can be
 successfully realised only by a master race, a Herrenvolk, ruthlessly imposing its aims
 and ideas on the rest.'58 Robbins, too, had argued that international planning
 requires governments to assume extensive functions of control and regulation, and
 that there is always a danger that in such a system government eventually becomes
 'dictatorial'.59 And, like Hayek, he may have overstated the case somewhat: 'Is it not
 likely', he asks rhetorically, "that mass propaganda, stunt trials and secret coercion
 would become the normal instruments of government, and that, in the effort to work
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 the vast machinery which the nature of the system necessitates, even what little at
 present exists of individual freedom and variety would suffer a final extinction?'60

 The conclusion Hayek drew from this was that a future federal government
 would have to be constitutionally restricted from planning or otherwise interfering
 with the free market, and that it would have to be given the powers necessary to pre
 vent member states from doing so. He insisted that federation was viable only if it
 involved the creation of an international political authority with 'the minimum of
 powers without which it is impossible to preserve peaceful relationships, i.e. essen
 tially the powers of the ultra-liberal "laissez-faire" state'.61 For Hayek, then, the
 question of the economic constitution of a federation was prior to any other consid
 eration, and he insisted that there could only be one answer to this question: a liberal
 economic regime was the sine qua non not only of a possible future federation, but of
 the federal idea as such. The inverse position was taken by the writer John Middleton
 Murry, who argued that 'the very condition of the political possibility of Federal
 Union is a suspension of free trade within the federated area.'62 Unlike Hayek and
 Robbins, he was profoundly sceptical of Streit's federalist vision, which, based as it
 was on free trade, 'could not fail, in the present phase of industrial organisation, to
 create acute distress'.63 This scheme, he argued, would merely multiply 'the already
 almost intolerable strains of competitive capitalism'.64 If industry and trade were
 not, from the beginning, centrally controlled in a future federation, then the conse
 quent economic anarchy and suffering would create 'violent nationalistic movements
 against which the federal government would be powerless'.65 For a federation to be
 politically viable, in other words, 'a vast scheme of centrally-controlled economic
 reorganisation' was required.66 Like Hayek, Middleton Murry was convinced that
 the economic question was key to the federal idea: if Federal Union was to be more
 than a 'utopian scheme', he noted, 'the decisive influence of the "economic" on the
 "political"' would have to be 'frankly admitted.'67 And like Hayek, he insisted that
 there could only be one answer to this question: 'the choice is between federal collec
 tivism and interminable war.'68

 It should be noted here that while Hayek and Robbins took broadly the same
 position on the question of federalism, there were some important differences
 between them. These have recently been noted by Fabio Masini, who draws a firm
 line between Hayek's 'instrumental' and Robbins's 'constitutional', federalism: while
 the former regards international government as a mere means to prevent states from
 interfering with the global free market, the latter envisages a constitutional frame
 work that aims at a more efficient provision of collective public goods.6'' This distinc
 tion is useful but easily overstated. Robbins was as clear as Hayek that free trade was
 an integral part of a liberal federation, and that an international government would
 have to prevent states from interfering with the free market.70 And while Hayek
 tended to focus on the economic functions of federal government in his own writings,
 he also referred approvingly to a federal constitutional scheme which included the
 provision of public goods.71 Nevertheless, Masini's distinction alludes to a subtle but
 significant difference between the two thinkers: Hayek seems to have held a more
 limited conception of democracy than Robbins, in the sense that, for him, demo
 cratic government was more firmly subordinated to the principles of economic liber
 alism. This difference is reflected in their respective positions on the issue of free
 trade in a federation. Like Hayek, Robbins believed that federal government should
 prevent member states from interfering with free trade through tariffs, quotas, or
 other forms of protectionism. Unlike Hayek, however, he did not insist on writing an
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 absolute prohibition of such policies into the federal constitution. While Hayek ruled
 out the possibility of government restriction and regulation of trade at the federal
 level, Robbins argued that such policies might be justified, and that if they are they
 must be 'the result of majority decisions'.72 Thus, while Hayek and Robbins shared a
 fundamental commitment to the defence of free-market capitalism, Hayek adopted a
 more radical stance by insisting on the separation of economic policies and institu
 tions from democratic politics.

 The division between Left and Right is often mentioned as one amongst several
 issues of contention within Federal Union. What is not often appreciated is just how
 deeply this division runs through the entire body of thinking of the movement. Take,
 for example, the seemingly straightforward issue of the causes of war. There appears
 to have been a general consensus among members of the movement that the causes
 of international conflict and war are to be found in the anarchical structure of the

 international system. This, indeed, was the logical rationale behind the whole federal
 ist enterprise:

 National sovereignty leads to competition in armaments, economic self-sufficiency and
 international regimentation, and thus inevitably to war ... No international order based
 on co-operation between sovereign states will prove either efficient or durable since all
 sovereign states in the last resort seek their own national self-interest. Nothing less than
 a union of the peoples can end this anarchy and give peace, justice and freedom to all.73

 Behind this layer of agreement, however, there were divisions over the precise
 nature of the problem of war, and especially over the role of economic factors in cre
 ating it. Middleton Murry agreed that the chief cause of war is 'the jealous clinging
 to that national sovereignty which maintains that a nation must be the final arbiter
 of its own quarrel.'74 However, he also insisted that nationalism is 'largely a reaction
 and a protection against the socially anarchic effects of universal free trade between
 competitive capitalist societies.'75 While Hayek and Robbins agreed that the problem
 of war was a problem related to unrestricted national sovereignty, they offered a very
 different view of the role of the economic system in shaping this problem. For them,
 the problem of sovereignty was exacerbated by restrictions on free trade. The politi
 cal consequence of economic planning and protectionism is 'the politicalisation
 (Politizierung) of international economic relations'.76 In short, nationalism is not a
 reaction against international free trade, but a consequence of its abandonment.

 The same division between liberal and socialist views on the economic constitu

 tion of a federation would surface in the context of the seemingly consensual argu
 ment for democracy. Again, the commitment to democracy features prominently in
 the movement's statement of aims: 'We advocate a Federal Union of those nations

 which hold that ... government must be conducted with the consent of the gov
 erned.'77 While both liberals and socialists were committed to the principle of democ
 racy, they had different understandings of what democracy meant. For Hayek,
 democracy and federalism were inextricably linked. 'Federalism', he noted in The
 Road to Serfdom, 'is, of course, nothing but the application to international affairs of
 democracy, the only method of peaceful change man has yet invented.'78 But he
 made a significant qualification: 'The realisation of the ideal of an international dem
 ocratic order demands a resuscitation of the ideal in its true form.''19 In his view, dem
 ocratic government in the international sphere 'should only prove possible if the
 tasks of the international government are limited to an essentially liberal program'.so

This content downloaded from 24.155.211.133 on Sun, 15 May 2022 06:44:29 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 930  J. Spieker

 Democracy, he said, will only work 'if the majorities do not abuse their power of
 interfering with individual freedom'.81 In Hayek's view, international economic plan
 ning is incompatible with democratic government: 'To imagine that the economic life
 of a vast area comprising many different people can be directed or planned by demo
 cratic procedure betrays a complete lack of awareness of the problems such planning
 would raise.'82 Other members of the movement disagreed. Stapledon, for example,
 held that 'capitalism and a really democratic federal union are incompatible'.83 He
 expressed a view held by many when he wrote that 'no democracy is sufficient today
 which does not secure for the individual, along with his simple political rights, very
 effective economic rights against exploitation."84 Curry insisted that a federal union
 should be consistent with Abraham Lincoln's notion of 'government of the people,
 by the people, and for the people'.85 In his view, this necessarily meant recognition of
 both economic as well as political rights, for 'political liberty without reasonable eco
 nomic security may be little more than a mockery'.86

 Another fundamental and related controversy that surfaced within the movement
 was that over the meaning of 'liberalism' and the substance of 'the liberal tradition'.
 In his book The Case for Federal Union (1939), W.B. Curry offered a distinctly collec
 tivist understanding of liberalism. 'The liberal tradition', he contends, 'consists essen
 tially in the ideas of law. liberty, democracy, tolerance and rationality.' 7 Thus
 understood, liberalism is a tradition that embodies 'the very core of the idea of civi
 lisation', a tradition, moreover, that 'we should strive to perpetuate and
 strengthen.'88 But he also observed that liberalism finds itself in 'a state of eclipse'
 and that this is due, in part, to the mistaken identification of liberty with the doctrine
 of laissez-faire,89 Curry argued that 'laissez faire is not an immediate logical inference
 from the notion of individual liberty', and that 'if the liberty of all, and not merely of
 the rich and powerful, is to be respected', there must be 'some measure of public con
 trol of economic affairs'.90 There is, according to Curry, no contradiction between
 liberalism and economic planning since 'the root difficulty in planning is the preser
 vation of individual liberty.'91 Another influential member of Federal Union, the phi
 losopher C.E.M. Joad, made a similar argument, suggesting that 'social and
 economic justice is part of the liberal tradition.'92 This extended liberal tradition, he
 argued, could be preserved under capitalism, or in a world of sovereign states, be
 they capitalist or socialist. Hence, nothing but a federation with a planned economy
 could safeguard the liberal tradition. While Joad and Mackay agreed with Hayek
 that federation is an integral part of the liberal tradition, their collectivist conception
 of this tradition is one that Hayek vigorously opposed.

 Hayek was concerned with the question of whether, why, and how a federal
 union of states would constitute an effective solution to the problem of international
 order. His basic argument was that an inter-state federation would be necessary,
 desirable, and feasible if and only if it is built on the basis of an essentially liberal eco
 nomic regime. This argument is not reflected in Federal Union's statement of aims
 (1940) or in its peace-aims report of 1942. Socialist and Left-liberal views dominated
 the organisation and Hayek seems to have played a relatively marginal role in its
 activities. His call for the restoration of free-market capitalism and liberal govern
 ment in international relations did not resonate well within the movement. He did

 not contribute to either of the two collections of essays published by Federal Union
 in the early 1940s, and is not known to have had any significant role in other activi
 ties of the organisation.93 Given that Federal Union was not particularly receptive
 to, or supportive of, Hayek's ideological convictions, it would seem not unreasonable
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 to assume that he came to regard the movement as an inadequate environment for
 the revival of liberalism. It is also quite possible that he came to prioritise his endeav
 our of a general restatement of liberal principles over the more narrow concern with
 international organisation. In any case, The Road to Serfdom contains both Hayek's
 last sustained engagement with international relations as well as a settling of
 accounts with the Left-leaning members of Federal Union. Hayek explicitly posi
 tioned his federalist vision in opposition to 'the numerous ill-considered and often
 extremely silly claims' made in relation to the idea of interstate federalism 'during
 the height of the propaganda for "Federal Union'". 4

 IV. The evolutionary turn

 In his early international thought, Hayek repeatedly claimed that his ideas about
 inter-state federation are rooted in the tradition of nineteenth-century liberalism.
 There are, however, very few references in Hayek's work which would allow us to
 make this connection between his ideas and the tradition he claims to have repre
 sented and developed. Indeed, the only clue we have in this respect is his brief refer
 ence to Sidgwick's The Development of European Polity (published posthumously in
 1903).95 In The Road to Serfdom, Hayek portrayed Sidgwick as one of those nine
 teenth-century liberals who, while perhaps not fully aware of the complementarity of
 liberal principles and federal organisation, nevertheless entertained the belief in fed
 eralism as 'an ultimate goal'.96 Sidgwick (1838-1900), who is widely regarded as one
 of the most important and influential liberal intellectuals of the nineteenth century,
 did believe that an inter-state federation could eventually replace the anarchic inter
 national system. In The Elements of Politics (1897), he was still profoundly sceptical
 about the prospect of realising this transformation of international order. From the
 point of view of 'our highest political ideal', he remarked, 'we ought not to recognise
 as normal the existence of a number of completely independent political
 communities.'97 He believed that 'some federation of European or West European
 States, with a common government sufficiently strong to prevent fighting among
 these states, is not beyond the limits of sober conjecture as to the probable future
 course of political development.'98 Sidgwick's cautious optimism was based on the
 idea that political development is driven by a fundamental tendency of societies to
 combine in continually larger aggregates, an idea that he shared with other nine
 teenth-century liberals. Sidgwick's views on international relations are in this respect
 similar to those held by his contemporary Herbert Spencer. Following Spencer, Sidg
 wick believed in 'the tendency shown throughout the history of civilisation to form
 continually larger political societies - as Spencer would say, to "integration" - which
 seems to accompany the growth of civilisation.'99 For Sidgwick, this tendency is gen
 erated by various factors, including the threat and the economic burdens of war, the
 industrial character of modern societies, increasing facilities and habits of communi
 cation, and an emerging consciousness of a common civilisation.100 Like Spencer,
 Sidgwick held the view that this tendency could eventually lead to a federation
 among the 'civilised states of Europe'. But he was also acutely aware of the
 'divergence between accepted political ideals and actual political facts', and he
 believed that the federal ideal 'is at present beyond the range of practical politics'.101
 For Sidgwick, 'the practically dominant ideal' of his age was a society of states under
 international law.
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 While he acknowledged that international relations in an anarchic system are
 largely defined by the pursuit of national self-interest, he insisted that the latter is
 restrained by certain accepted moral and legal 'rules of international duty'.102
 According to Sidgwick, the principle that underlies these rules is that of 'mutual non
 interference', or 'the accepted principle of what has been known in modern times as
 International Law'.103 For Sidgwick, arbitration was 'the most hopeful means of
 reducing the danger of war' among states.104 In his view, the circumstances of the
 European state-system as they were permitted only limited reform, notably the elabo
 ration and systematisation of existing legal and moral 'rules of international duty'.
 While improvement of the machinery of arbitration and negotiation would go some
 way towards diminishing the problem of war, it could not, Sidgwick admits, 'bring
 in the reign of universal peace'.105 But Sidgwick also envisaged the possibility of the
 formation of leagues of states which could use the threat of intervention in order to
 prevent manifest aggression in cases where there is general agreement as to the side
 on which justice lies. And he was convinced that 'the formation of such leagues is the
 most hopeful mode of preparing the way for a permanent federation of civilised
 states, strong enough to prevent wars among its members.'106 Such 'purely defensive
 leagues', he thought, should be supported 'as the best substitute and preparation for
 a federation able to maintain peace among civilised states'.107 In his later work, how
 ever, he seems to have adopted a more optimistic view. 'When we turn our gaze from
 the past to the future,' he said, 'an extension of federalism seems to me the most
 probable of political prophecies relative to the form of government.'108

 Like most liberal intellectuals in the late nineteenth century, Sidgwick drew a
 sharp distinction between the society of 'civilised European states' on the one hand,
 and the 'semi-civilised' and 'savage' non-European societies of the rest of the world
 on the other. And his separation of humanity into a civilised and an uncivilised part
 provides the basis for two different principles governing international relations. For
 Sidgwick, the relations between civilised states should be based on 'the principle of
 mutual non-interference'. He insisted that interference of one state in the affairs of

 another is to be rejected, 'at least if they are at all equal in grade of civilisation, and
 sufficiently coherent internally to be regarded as united wholes'.109 In Sidgwick's
 view 'a semi-civilised State may sometimes gain more than it loses by being brought
 into a condition of semi-independence on a more civilised neighbour.'110 In chapter
 18 of The Elements of Politics, Sidgwick discusses the two forms of international rela
 tions which obtain between members of the European state system and the rest of the
 world: colonisation of uncivilised peoples and conquest of semi-civilised countries.
 He begins with an examination of the benefits and the drawbacks associated with the
 'justifiable conquest' of those 'decidedly inferior in civilisation'.111 He identified the
 human and material cost of fighting, diminished cohesion and increased vulnerabil
 ity, as well as the risk of increasing geopolitical rivalry among the Great Powers, as
 the most serious drawbacks. In addition to the material advantages, which include
 an increase in resources and strength for war as well as an increase of wealth, he
 refers to certain 'spiritual' benefits, such as 'the justifiable pride' felt in performing
 'the noble task of spreading the highest kind of civilisation'.112 In the case of coloni
 sation, the 'rational motives' are very much the same. There is, in Sidgwick, a doc
 trine of imperial conquest which justifies hierarchical relations between civilised and
 uncivilised societies on the basis of its supposed cultural and moral benefits for the
 latter. What is important for the present purpose is that while Sidgwick advocated
 the principle of equality and non-intervention for relations among European states,
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 he was equally clear that this principle would not obtain between civilised and uncivi
 lised or semi-civilised societies.

 Sidgwick conceives of international relations as a two-tiered hierarchical system
 in which the relations among liberal states are governed by the principle of equality,
 while the relations between liberal and non-liberal states are conceptualised in impe
 rial terms. As has been noted elsewhere, Sidgwick's vision of a liberal federation was
 constrained by a justification of imperialism based on a cultural understanding of
 racial difference: 'liberal internationalism and liberal imperialism went hand in
 hand.'113 How did Hayek conceive of the relations between liberal and non-liberal
 states? In 'The Economic Conditions of Interstate Federalism', he made a brief
 remark on the colonial question of whether colonies should be administered federally
 or nationally.114 Hayek's preference for the federal administration of existing colo
 nies indicates his acceptance of the colonial status quo; it also suggests, more gener
 ally, that colonialism is, in his view, not incompatible with liberal federalism. But
 Hayek did not tell us how and on what basis the relations between a liberal federa
 tion and non-liberal states are to be governed. In The Road to Serfdom, he remarked
 that by submitting themselves to an international government based on the rule of
 law, 'the great victorious powers' may also 'acquire the moral right to impose the
 same rules on others'."'' But Hayek here failed to specify not only what exactly this
 'moral right' is and how it would be 'imposed', but also who those 'others' on whom
 it could be imposed might be.

 While Hayek did not provide a sustained discussion of international relations
 in his later political thought, he did repeatedly emphasise the importance of inter
 national problems and indicated what the international implications of his
 thought are. Moreover, he frequently refers back to his earlier work on interna
 tional affairs. In The Constitution of Liberty (1960), for example, he provided a
 restatement of the federal ideal: satisfactory solutions to problems which arise
 from international relations, he said, 'will probably not be found as long as we
 have to accept as the ultimate units of international order the historically given
 entities known as sovereign nations'."6 But Hayek was sceptical about the possi
 bility, and indeed the desirability, of creating an international government in the
 then prevailing circumstances. He was concerned that such an institution would
 be entrusted with the same 'new powers of government' which Western states
 had assumed in the domestic sphere. As long as 'we have yet to learn how to
 limit the powers of all government effectively', he remarks, 'only makeshift solu
 tions to problems of international relations seem possible.'"' Hayek warned that
 'until the protection of individual freedom is much more firmly secured than it is
 now, the creation of a world state probably would be a greater danger to the
 future of civilisation than even war.'" In Law, Legislation and Liberty (1982),
 Hayek repeated his commitment to 'the ideal ... that the same rules should be
 applied to all human beings', an ideal that he hopes 'we shall continue to gradu
 ally approach because it seems ... the indispensable condition of a universal
 order of peace.'119 At the same time, however, he noted 'that the achievement of
 this ideal will be delayed rather than speeded up by all too impatient attempts to
 press for it'.120 In Hayek's view, the attempt to push this ideal 'further than gen
 eral sentiment is yet ready to support it' would lead to 'a revival of strong
 nationalist sentiments and a retreat from the positions already achieved'.121 In
 his later political thought, Hayek thus continued to stress the problem of interna
 tional order and to express his ideal of a pacific federation of liberal states.
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 Hayek also proposed a constitutional scheme the basic principles of which he
 considered to be 'of relevance in connection with contemporary endeavours to create
 new supra-national institutions'.122 Basically, his proposal envisaged a constitution
 which preserves liberal order by ensuring that democratic government remains
 within the bounds of the rule of law. He thus reinforced his earlier call for an interna

 tional authority whose powers are 'restricted to the establishment of general rules
 which merely prohibit certain kinds of actions of the member states or their cit
 izens'.123 Hayek's model constitution reflects his insistence on the priority of individ
 ual liberty over democracy: democratic decisions are binding if and only if they
 produce liberal outcomes. Hayek's views on the relationship between liberalism and
 democracy also bear the controversial implication that an authoritarian regime com
 mitted to liberal principles could be preferable to a non-liberal, democratic one. In
 effect, his constitutional framework limits democratic control over economic policy.

 What is of particular interest about Hayek's later political thought for the present
 purpose is his evolutionary philosophy of history, which provides the basis of his
 political and international theory. Hayek's conception of civilisational progress is a
 product of what has been called the 'evolutionist turn' in his thinking.124 Any consid
 eration of Hayek's relationship with nineteenth-century liberalism would be seriously
 incomplete without a consideration of this aspect of his later thought. Basically,
 Hayek claimed that the rules and institutions of modern civilisation have developed
 in a process of social or cultural evolution. In Hayek, this meta-narrative about civili
 sational progress gives rise to a fundamental distinction between liberal and non-lib
 eral, civilised and non-civilised, peoples and societies. Crucially, and this is what I
 attempt to show in this section, this distinction provides the basis for a two-tiered
 hierarchical conception of international relations which is implicit in Hayek's work.
 In his attempt to revive the tradition of nineteenth-century liberalism, Hayek thus
 adopts one of its most controversial aspects. Like many of his liberal predecessors
 and successors, Hayek developed a conception of international relations which envi
 sages a pacific federation of liberal states governed by liberal principles. And like
 Sidgwick and other liberal thinkers, he provided a rationalisation of, and justification
 for, imperialist policies between the liberal federation and the non-liberal rest of the
 world. While Hayek's conception of civilisational progress and the justification of
 liberal imperialism it implies are in many ways different from Sidgwick's, both can
 be said to have envisaged a two-tiered hierarchical international system.

 For Hayek, the process of 'cultural evolution' was central to the historical devel
 opment of civilisation. One of the key differences between Hayek and classical liberal
 thinkers, such as Sidgwick or Spencer, is that Hayek develops a distinctly Darwinian
 conception of civilisational progress. He depicts history as a continual struggle
 between two biological properties and their respective socio-cultural expressions. On
 one side of this fundamental conflict were the basic genetically inherited instincts
 which made possible the tribal way of life 'in which the human race and its immediate
 ancestors evolved during the few million years while the biological constitution of
 homo sapiens was being formed'.125 Collectivist instincts, such as solidarity, altru
 ism, and an instinctual aggressiveness towards outsiders, enabled human coexistence
 in the small and closed societies that man relied upon before he came to develop
 those rules of conduct that made possible the emergence of the open society. For
 Hayek, the process through which present civilisation has emerged is that of a
 'gradual replacement of innate responses by learnt rules'.126 He regarded the human
 'capacity to learn' as the single most important biological endowment of man; the
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 emergence of this capacity was "the last decisive step determined by biological
 evolution' which has enabled other instinctual modes to be partly displaced.127 It
 was through this capacity that the process of cultural or social evolution was set in
 motion and that the move from the near-animal state to civilisation became possible.
 For Hayek, the historical development of civilisation was explicable on the basis of
 this distinction or conflict between our collectivist instincts and the tribal way of life,
 on the one hand, and our capacity to learn and the liberal way of life, on the other.

 For Hayek, the defining characteristic of non-liberal or closed societies is that
 they are based on common purposes or ends. And as long as 'particular purposes are
 the foundation of political organisation, those whose purposes are different are
 inevitably enemies; and it is true that in such a society politics necessarily is domi
 nated by the friend-enemy relation.'128 Hayek's distinction between open and closed
 societies implies a subtle but significant shift in his thinking from a concern with the
 conflictual potential of non-liberal economic policies to a focus on the inherent
 aggressiveness of non-liberal societies. Hayek assumed that liberal states are inher
 ently more peaceful than non-liberal states because they embody liberal ideals of
 freedom and equality before the law. Thus, the possibility of a universal order of
 peace depends on 'extending the rules of just conduct to the relations with all other
 men, and at the same time depriving of their obligatory character those rules which
 cannot be universally applied, that we can approach a universal order of peace which
 might integrate all mankind into a single society'.129 Peaceful collaboration is only
 possible in 'the absence of concrete common purposes', and the extension of the
 order of peace beyond closed groups requires 'substituting abstract rules of conduct
 for obligatory concrete ends'.130 Insofar as Hayek's 'universal order of peace' presup
 poses 'that the same rules should be applied to all human beings', it requires the
 wholesale transformation of non-liberal societies into liberal ones.131

 In The Constitution of Liberty, Hayek provides a statement which, while some
 what ambiguous, seems to indicate that he did advocate liberal interventionism as a
 necessary means towards universal peace. Hayek states that 'not all that is the result
 of the historical development of the West can or should be transplanted to other cul
 tural foundations.'132 He continues by saying that 'whatever kind of civilisation will
 in the end emerge in those parts under Western influence may sooner take appropri
 ate forms if allowed to grow rather than if it is imposed from above.'133 While con
 vinced of the superiority of Western civilisation, and of the need for other parts of
 the world to copy its achievements, he seems to refrain from explicitly endorsing the
 systematic global extension of liberal capitalism. But there follows an important
 qualification: 'If it is true ... that the necessary condition for a free evolution - the
 spirit of individual initiative - is lacking, then surely without that spirit no viable civi
 lisation can grow anywhere.'134 Liberal order, in other words, is the necessary pre
 condition for an 'appropriate' and 'viable' civilisation to develop; the task of the
 West is to 'waken' through a 'regime of freedom' the entrepreneurial spirit where it is
 lacking.135 What Hayek gestures towards here is the notion of an interventionism
 aimed not merely at imposing juridical limits on non-liberal states, but at the whole
 sale transformation of their societies and ways of life.

 Hayek believed that the principles and institutions governing international rela
 tions should be derived from, and modelled on, those applicable in domestic politics.
 Thus, like other liberal internationalists before and after him, Hayek assumed a
 direct correlation between the principles of order in the domestic and the interna
 tional sphere. When he said that an inter-state federation is 'the logical
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 consummation of the liberal programme', he meant that this is the only way in which
 the basic liberal premises of individual liberty and equality under the rule of law can
 be realised in international politics. In Law, Legislation and Liberty, Hayek explicitly
 invites us to make the domestic analogy in order to comprehend the implications of
 his thought for the problem of international organisation.136 In accordance with his
 earlier account of an inter-state federation, he suggests any new international author
 ity should 'be limited to restraining national governments from actions harmful to
 other countries'.137 But while relations between liberal states are thus governed by
 the principles of equality and non-intervention, the same does not apply for relations
 between liberal and non-liberal states. Hayek insisted that 'liberal principles can be
 consistently applied only to those who themselves obey liberal principles, and cannot
 always be extended to those who do not.'138

 V. Conclusion: Hayek's liberal internationalism

 By way of conclusion, it might be useful to situate Hayek's federalism within the
 wider tradition of liberal internationalism as it developed during the inter-war
 period and beyond. Starting from the premise that the general category of
 'idealism' is profoundly inadequate for this purpose, I will make use, instead,
 of David Long's more sophisticated distinction between three different modes of
 inter-war liberal internationalism.139 According to Long, Cobdenism was one of
 the three main tendencies into which liberal internationalist thought fragmented
 at the time. Hayek's federalism is in some ways consistent with this view of inter
 national relations. Like Richard Cobden, Hayek believed that the removal of
 economic barriers between states constitutes an indispensable condition for
 peace. His demand that international economic relations should be treated as
 relations between individuals rather than between states echoes Cobden's call for

 'as little intercourse as possible between the Governments, [and] as much connec
 tion as possible between the nations of the world'.140 Cobden's quote captures
 the basic principle that underlies his international thought, namely non
 intervention. In Cobden, non-intervention meant both abstinence from interfer
 ence in the affairs of foreign peoples and the absence of government restrictions
 on trade and commerce. Hayek's argument for the removal of protective tariffs
 and other obstructions to free trade is essentially a Cobdenite non-interventionist
 argument. It seems, however, that this identification of Hayek with Cobden's
 mid-Victorian laissez-faire internationalism can only serve as a preliminary guide
 for understanding the former's place in the liberal internationalist tradition. This
 is because Hayek rejected Cobden's assumption of the existence of a natural har
 mony of interests. Cobden believed that the removal of arbitrary political restric
 tions on free trade would allow 'the forces of social harmony to weave their own
 pattern of human cooperation': laissez-faire was for him the basic principle of
 organisation in politics, as in economics.141 When Hayek referred to the
 'deficiencies' of nineteenth-century liberal internationalism, this is precisely what
 he had in mind: the Cobdenite assumption that the harmony of interests is a nat
 ural given and that government is inessential, if not superfluous. Whereas for
 Cobden the liberalisation of international trade would be sufficient for the reali

 sation of an international harmony of interests, Hayek emphasised the need for
 international government.
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 However, a non-interventionist view is not in principle incompatible with the
 idea of international government, at least not if the latter is conceived as 'the
 "night-watchman state" of laissez-faire liberalism writ large'.142 According to
 Long, a Cobdenite, non-interventionist view of international government would
 restrict the latter's role to maintaining the rule of law and protecting the free
 market from state interference.143 Long's identification of Hayek as a representa
 tive of this strand of liberal internationalism is broadly accurate. But once the
 Cobdenite view is extended to include a minimalist conception of international
 government, it begins to overlap with what Long refers to as traditional or
 Hobbesian idealism. Central to this strand of liberal internationalism is the ideal

 of transcending the condition of inter-state anarchy by creating an international
 order of law backed with the power of coercion. Essentially, this perspective con
 sists of applying Hobbesian logic to the international sphere.144 This category is
 broad enough to encompass a whole range of perspectives on international rela
 tions, ranging from collective-security schemes to proposals for a centralised
 world state. Hayek's federalism falls somewhere between these two ends of the
 spectrum: 'Neither an omnipotent super-state, nor a loose association of "free
 nations", but a community of nations of free men must be our goal.'145 He was
 clear about the need for international law to be backed up by force: 'When we
 want to prevent people from killing each other we are not content to issue a dec
 laration that killing is undesirable, but we give an authority power to prevent it.
 In the same way there can be no international law without a power to enforce
 it.'146 Inasmuch as Hayek regarded the threat and use of force as critically impor
 tant in creating an international rule of law, he could also be categorised as a tra
 ditional or Hobbesian idealist. If the idea of international government is excluded
 from Cobdenism and a strict separation maintained between the latter and tradi
 tional idealism, then Hayek's federalism must be located in between these two
 strands of liberal internationalist thinking. It might be helpful to adopt the term
 '«<?o-Cobdenism' here in order to recognise the relatively distinct sub-tradition
 that Hayek and Robbins represented. To clarify: while entirely consistent with
 the classical Cobdenite thesis of peace through free trade, neo-Cobdenism advo
 cates international government as a condition of possibility for the existence of a
 harmony of interests, rather than assuming that the latter develops naturally.

 Hayek's neo-Cobdenite internationalism is a form of economic international
 ism and can be compared to the ideas of other British inter-war economists who
 wrote on international affairs. There would seem to be certain points of conver
 gence between Hayek and the economic internationalism of Hobson.147 Like
 Hayek, Hobson made free trade the cornerstone of his internationalism: both
 thinkers were convinced not only that free trade makes economic sense, but also
 that restrictions on free trade cause international conflict. Both Hobson and

 Hayek were strident critics of nationalism and absolute state sovereignty; and
 both attacked protectionism and economic nationalism. Moreover, neither Hayek
 nor Hobson believed that the promotion of free trade was in itself sufficient to
 solve the problem of international order. Both believed that international reform
 was necessary in order to counter the state of anarchy in international relations,
 and neither of them was convinced that this could be achieved in the absence of

 an enforceable framework of international law. While Hobson was initially an
 advocate of collective security and a supporter of the League of Nations, he
 became disillusioned with the League later in his life and began to entertain the
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 ideal of an international federation. Like Hayek, he approved of Streit's proposal
 for an international federation of democracies; for Hobson, as for Hayek, this
 was the only political arrangement which could guarantee lasting peace. Hobson,
 too, believed that federalism was 'the international aspect of democracy',
 although his conception of democracy was 'thicker' than Hayek's.148 Moreover,
 in contrast to Hayek's, however, Hobson's federalism was driven by functionalist
 logic.149 He believed that international government should develop gradually
 along the lines of functional requirements rather than by way of comprehensive
 constitutional integration - federalism by instalments, so to speak. Crucially, for
 Hobson, the rationale behind this functionalist logic was the provision of welfare
 needs.150 Thus, in both Hayek and Hobson. we find a combination of a classical
 liberal, Cobdenite free-trade argument with a traditional idealist emphasis on
 strong international government. Yet, for Hobson, free trade was not so much
 an end in itself, but a preliminary to a more interventionist, and decidedly non
 Hayekian, international economic order. In his later thought, he conceived of an
 international government which would actively manage international economic
 relations rather than merely guaranteeing free trade.151 Insofar as Hobson's con
 ception of international government entailed elements of economic planning,
 such as redistribution and the provision of welfare, it is closer to the ideas of
 those Left-leaning federalists that Hayek opposed than to his own thinking.
 Hayek and Hobson can be thought of as having represented the two main
 streams, Right and Left, into which liberal economic internationalism bifurcated
 during the inter-war years. In their own ways, both responded to the dilemma
 that liberal internationalism faced at the time. Both Hayek and Hobson were
 committed to core liberal principles, such as liberty, equality, peace, and prog
 ress. However, while Hobson's new liberal internationalism prioritised the ideas
 of community, welfare, and social justice, Hayek's neo-Cobdenism emphasised
 individual liberty, private property, and competition.

 To conclude, Hayek's contribution to international relations consists less in the
 details of his arguments and proposals than in the questions he raised. His early writ
 ings on international affairs do not seem to have had a significant impact on develop
 ments in international organisation during the post-war period. His vision of a
 liberal, free-market federation never came close to realisation, and his rather crude
 argument about the necessary relationship between economic interventionism and
 international conflict remains questionable.152 Hayek's international thought raises
 questions in particular about the relationship between liberal ideals and their realisa
 tion through illiberal means. Taken to its logical extreme, Hayek's absolute prioriti
 sation of individual liberty over democracy gives rise to a form of authoritarian
 liberalism which sits uneasily with the emancipatory claims of his theory. Hayek's
 conception of international government was radical in its insistence on the a priori
 constitutional isolation of a free-market capitalist economy from democratic politics.
 In his later thought, Hayek grounded his conception of (international) politics in an
 evolutionary framework, the implications of which also raise serious questions about
 the peaceful nature of liberalism itself. Like other liberals before and after, Hayek
 assumed that liberal societies are inherently more peaceful than non-liberal societies,
 thus providing the grounds for denying the latter equal rights to non-intervention.
 Insofar as Hayek's ideal of a 'universal order of peace' is haunted by the spectre of
 liberal imperialism, it reflects a problematic that has long been at the very heart of
 liberal international theory.153
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