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Introduction        

Edward Hallett Carr (1892-1982)
 was a major thinker and writer on some of the central debates of the twentieth century: international relations, the Soviet Union and the philosophy of history. Carr’s achievement has been assessed differently depending on the field of study in which he is situated, and this has led to the emergence of different ‘Carrs’.
 Although three Carrs have been referred to respectively by many authors for decades, it is only recently that there have been comprehensive studies of the multi-faceted nature of his contribution and his life. They can be particularly called ‘Carr studies’ that aim to produce overall assessment of different portraits of him, attempting to unite three ‘Carrs’ into one beyond the boundaries of disciplines.
 Thus, Carr has become a topic of lively debate since the late 1990s, as one of the most important and provocative twentieth-century thinkers. 

‘One Carr’ approach is led largely by current International Relations (IR) literature, which does not actually intend to integrate a number of pictures of Carr but rather to open his texts to multiple interpretations. Classic interpretation of his heroic achievement as the Realist has been contested and traditional IR image of Carr has been de-legitimated. Scholars are now discovering new meanings in Carr’s texts and creating various pigeonholes for him to be fitted within the framework of IR theory. According to them, Carr is now a historical Realist, realistic Utopian, proto-IR-critical theorist, revolutionist, functionalist etc. These different readings of Carr reflect the authors’ interpretations of some aspects of contemporary international issues and their intention to employ Carr to give answers to questions that they want answered. In this sense, ‘Carr studies’ should be seen more as aspects of contemporary international relations than as an explanation of Carr’s ideas and concepts; it can be a historically specific understanding of Carr’s thought, which also tells us what the major topics are in contemporary world politics. 

Even though the authors ambitiously aim to correct the picture of the Realist Carr that has until now prevailed, however, those studies do not necessarily provide us with a way of approaching the dynamism of his thought and of characterising its complexity and diversity. Instead, these studies on the whole might leave the reader with an impression that he was an erratic thinker who had many different or contradictory elements in his thought. This is because they do not appreciate Carr’s intellectual development, which was an successive interaction of his ideas and reality, reflecting broader historical and social contexts, so much as concentrate on a specific part of his work to categorise him ahistorically. My chief concern here is how and the extent to which Carr’s system of thought was organised to be a whole in spite of his miscellaneous interests, ideas and concepts, which have been broken into parts by contemporary IR labelling. The key argument is that Carr had one central question from which his wide range of concerns dynamically developed: how to overcome the nineteenth-century liberal system.  

This paper aims to explore how Carr dealt with this core question in his argument on the post-Second World War world, in particular, on European world. The war was a turning point for Carr; after the ‘twenty years’ crisis’ his essentially Realist and pragmatic views on international affairs became intertwined with his radicalism and collectivism on a new social and economic order in Britain and multi-national political communities in Europe. It is also interesting to note that during this period Carr was very active in speaking to the public through the mass media and had an impact not only on the British policy-making process but also on several post-war plans abroad. Carr’s diagnosis of, and prescription for, the future of Europe explains, therefore, the inter-related spheres of his position, action and thought. Exploring them in the historical context of theory and practice of post-war reconstruction will contribute to the debate on how Carr studies are to develop, and in doing so this paper also throws new light on the early stage of discussion on conceptual framework of European integration.
1. Carr’s Idea of ‘New Europe’
Where and What is ‘New Europe’?

Carr’s view of Europe was never static but constantly evolving over a period of years, reflecting the contemporary international issues that he dealt with. In his pursuit of the ‘New Europe’, which we shall presently see, two significant dimensions can be found: one is gradual organisation of his perception of Europe as a region; the other is his growing preference for larger multi-national units in the region. 

At the very first stage of his career as a diplomat, his perception of Europe was minimalist and exclusive in that it consisted entirely of western European countries and the western value system centred on Britain. Russia was regarded as belonging to the world outside Europe, quite distinct from western Europe, and areas such as the Baltic, Eastern and South Eastern European countries were marginalised and almost out of the scope. Carr’s Western-oriented image of a small Europe, which was detached from outside areas and divided inside without solidarity, is found in his diplomatic memorandum concerning the post-First World War plans. That was hardly associated with the notion of a concept of Europe as political and cultural entity; all he cared about was if a territory was a ‘British sphere’ or not.
 

However, working in Riga from 1925 to 1930 for the British legation gave Carr an opportunity to look at western Europe from the outside to find that it was merely a part of Europe which could not be completely independent from the other parts of Europe and the world. A turning point was the ‘revelation’ from the delegates of small states that free trade would be fatal to weak states because it was the liberal doctrine of economically powerful states.
 Carr became interested in the effects that western Europe had on the other areas, and on the political exiles who challenged the contradictions of western ideology. By this time his perspective of ‘Europe’ was enlarged to embrace peripheral areas in which he had previously taken little interest, and was flexible enough for Carr to take into account smaller and dissatisfied countries’ problems. However, his ‘European idea’ soon confronted the problem of its decline; he realised that Europe had lost its position as leader of the world. Facing the non-European challenges, Carr reassessed what ‘Europe’ comprised and took a view that it would be revived by ‘two of her [Europe’s] most powerful component countries’, Britain and Russia.
 Therefore, the framework of Carr’s ‘Europe’ in the 1930s came to expand its boundary to incorporate Russia and other previously marginalized countries such as Austria and Czechoslovakia, considering their roles in the Continent. 

The outbreak of the Second World War led Carr to coin a new concept, ‘New Europe’, as the antithesis of Hitler’s ‘New Order’. Carr dealt with this topic in a series of books, leading articles of The Times, lectures and radio broadcasts. Specifically, ‘New Europe’ stood not only for a concept of, but also for an organising process of, political and economic identity that had the machinery of interdependence and co-operation, which was established during the war and ‘should be extended to other countries by an empirical process based on practical needs and practical possibilities’.
 Carr’s ‘Europe’ was now put in a more global perspective and covered all areas that were struggling against ‘Hitlerism’ and the old social and economic system in Europe. He harshly attacked the vision of Nazi domination of the European Continent for the reason that its autocratic rule would organise Europe from Berlin on a colonial system and isolate the Continent from the rest of the world with which it could not dispense.
 The problem of ‘New Europe’ was, according to Carr, how to balance ‘the diversity of peoples’ and ‘centralized control’ without ‘anarchic tendencies of laissez-faire’.
 Accordingly, at this early stage of the war, Carr’s ‘New Europe’ emerged as anti-Hitler scheme that consisted of multi-national units beyond the previous century’s laissez-faire order. 

After the Soviet entry into the war in June 1941, Carr maintained that the increasing active role of the United States and the direct participation of the Soviet Union could change his ‘New Europe’ to a ‘United Europe’, in which European people would speak with a united voice and organize a common machinery that promoted the work of relief and restart the wheels of European industry and economic life.
 In his then best-selling book, Conditions of Peace (1942), Carr came to identify Europe as the area that had participated in the war against ‘Hitlerism’ and the old orders; beyond the diversity in geography, ethnicity and political authority, or even the horizon of the common traditions and principles, ‘New Europe’ was considered as a region in which its people struggled for common objectives.
 

The Structure and Concept of ‘New Europe’ 

Technically, Carr’s ‘New Europe’ aimed at functional integration through ‘the maintenance and progressive extension to other countries of an established framework of inter-Allied organisation [rather] than through the attempt to set up some new and theoretically more perfect system’.
 What Carr expected was the development of military cooperation into the improvement of existing systems of economic co-operation and control, which should be machinery for relief, for reconstruction, and for planning of post-war settlement particularly in production, trade and finance. Carr advocated foundation of a European Reconstruction Corporation and a European Planning Authority, which would be designed in the first instance to meet the immediate post-war needs, but in time would develop into a lasting European order that would represent not so much the governments or the nations but simply the people of ‘New Europe’.
 

The model of ‘New Europe’ that Carr first had in mind was the British Commonwealth of Nations and English-speaking countries, for the reason that they had ‘power’ which was ‘the symbol, not of oppression, but of hope’ that fulfilled the ideals of ‘equal care and opportunity for all, of free collaboration between peoples’, and of the principle of ‘trusteeship for those who could not speak for themselves’.
 In respect of its mechanism, Carr cited ‘Pan-Americanism’, by which he meant the solidarity of the 21 American republics, as an encouraging example of economic co-operation in joint marketing control as an initial step to the joint planning of production.
 In short, early ‘New Europe’ was modelled after ‘free’ cohesion in the Commonwealth (maintained practically by the British government) and a pan-American economic co-operation system (led mainly by the United States government).


In response to the Atlantic Charter in September 1941, Carr argued that the wartime collaboration with the United States and the Soviet Union should not be restricted to the military sphere but also deal with the issues of the liberation and the re-ordering of Europe after the war was won.
 Carr believed optimistically that in working towards the achievement of common goals the divergences of social structure and political constitution between the English-speaking world and Russia would be reconciled.
 Accordingly, the decision, announced in Moscow in May 1943, to dissolve the Communist International, delighted Carr, who saw it as ‘a symbol of growing unity of purpose between Soviet Russia, Great Britain, and the United States’.
 From this point on Carr advocated the idea of the Three Power Concert as the necessary international ground for the ‘New Europe’ to re-build itself on. According to Carr, the Three Powers would contribute a great deal to European military security, reconstruction, transportation and other vital social services because they could not stand aloof from participation in the process that would guarantee their own security and well-being. Although he noted that this tripartite relationship would not exclude other nations from their share and voice in the future ordering of the world, the organisation of Carr’s ‘New Europe’ was obviously dependent upon the supply of power and material aid from those big powers rather than based upon a concept of, or a movement toward, the autonomous community of European peoples.
 


A consistent feature of Carr’s approach to ‘New Europe’ throughout the inter-war and war period was his view that the aggressive nationalism which had plagued Europe since the end of the nineteenth century had to be overcome. According to his comments at the study group on nationalism, which he chaired from 1936 to 1938 at the Royal Institute of international Affairs, Carr perceived nationalism as a political ideology which was naturally aggressive, potentially hostile, and ‘only an implement, like electricity, which can be utilised for various purposes, and is invoked by different things at different times.’
 This instrumentalist view led Carr to doubt the assumption that national good would naturally coincide with international good, and to state that ‘from the international point of view, it would surely be necessary for certain nations to disappear’.
 The critique of the prevailing relationship between independent but ‘power-less’ nation-states and the international order providing benefits to them continued in his later books, and became the most familiar topic in IR literature that introduced Carr as a genuine political realist.   


His approach to the control of nationalism in Europe was also associated with his emphasis on the inefficiency of small nations and the decay of the principle of national self-determination. According to Carr, the modern principle of self-determination assumed that a ‘nation’ had the right to constitute a state; this brought the catastrophic growth of nationalism and bankruptcy of existing internationalism. Carr attributed this to the flaw of the nineteenth-century laissez-faire system, which thus should be completely overcome in post-war Europe. What he found necessary for ‘New Europe’ were (1) recognition of the need for a larger unit than the then nation, for military and economic purposes and for the devolution for other purposes, e.g. social security, within this unit, and (2) recognition that the right of national self-determination should be exercised only within the limits of this necessity for military and economic concentration.
 

His critical diagnosis of nationalism was widely advocated in two discourses that Carr took in order to satisfy his various readers. One is a discourse for policymakers and specialists in international relations, found in his editorials and Chatham House lectures: that aggressive nationalism and secure international order is incompatible. The other is a discourse for broader readers including the public intellectuals and students of international relations:  that nationalism can be an obstacle to the future of European unification organised by larger political and economic coommunities. Obviously, the former fits in the typical portrait of ‘Carr the realist’ and the latter reminds ‘Carr the idealist or proto-critical theorist’. Each of them can be single-faceted, however, given his fundamental criticism of the nineteenth-century liberal assumption of a natural harmony of interests. This assumption underlay the belief that the interest of the whole community of nations went with the interest of each individual member, and that each nation could make its own special contribution to the international harmony of interests by developing its own nationalism. For Carr, it was impossible to apply such a doctrine in the totally changed economic, political and social conditions of the twentieth century; nationalism would be no longer the force to drive the agenda but the ideology to put the clock back to the status quo, thus it should be transcended in post-war ‘New Europe’.

2.  Some Contexts on ‘New Europe’
International and Domestic Environment

There were several specific contexts in which Carr’s ‘New Europe’ was advocated and developed. In terms of the history of the inter-war period, the idea was born to answer the question as to ‘the shifting of the centre of gravity of the world to other countries’, which was often translated into the decay of Western supremacy after Oswald Spengler’s best-selling The Decline of the West (1918) .
 The balance sheet of the First World War was apparent: the independence movement had become active among colonial peoples; Europe’s resources were almost exhausted; the European state system, which had been viewed as a foundation for the institutionalisation of international relations based on common understanding of the interests, rules and values embodied in the nineteenth-century Western domination, was shaken by rebellion against the Versailles settlement and the Western democracy. Facing Bolshevism, Fascism and National Socialism, Carr found out that these new political orders confronted an attitude of the status quo and political nostalgia for the past prevailing in Western European countries, and that they professedly intended to offer something new and attractive.
 This sense of crisis might well have prompted Carr to publish the ‘New Europe’. 


‘New Europe’ had another agenda to encourage British active involvement in European affairs. Carr was afraid that the view would predominate that ‘Great Britain would retire from active participation in European affairs, and seek to establish a limited kind of world order based on cooperation between the British Empire and Commonwealth of Nations and the United States of America, thereby maintaining her status as a world Power’.
 The advocacy of British isolation from Europe had always been associated with traditional policies, such as ‘splendid isolation’ and the ‘balance of power’, according to Carr, both of which became unrealistic because its essential condition, i.e. a balance of forces maintained by nineteenth-century British supremacy, was no longer present.
 Even though it was widely believed to be fatal for Britain to abandon European markets and concentrate solely on closer trade relations with the Dominions and colonies, Carr argued that post-war reconstruction in ‘New Europe’ would offer more opportunities for a development of British trade.
 Therefore, the advocacy of ‘New Europe’ reflected heated political and economic debates on the relation between Britain and Europe in the time, and intended to support the idea of maintaining British power by undertaking a large programme of reconstruction in Europe. .


Put in British domestic context, ‘New Europe’ might be seen as propaganda spread with the intention of inspiring the nation to overcome Hitler’s ‘New Order’. As the ‘New Order’ was considered to be overthrown not by words but only by defeat in the battlefield, Carr’s ‘New Europe’ was an eye-opening phrase at the time.
 In the period between September 1939 and May 1940, when Carr worked for the Ministry of Information, it was reported that British morale appeared to have been down and the public had little idea of what they were fighting for.
 The British government did not yet say what the war aims were supposed to be. It was to be expected, therefore, that the first Times editorial, which Carr wrote after he left the Ministry with the desire of ‘being in a position to have a say about terms of settlement’ and of arousing public opinion on post-war reconstruction, was on the need for war aims concerning a new order in Europe.
 

Thoughts on International Relations

Carr’s ‘New Europe’ can also be placed in the context of international thought during the inter-war and war period. Recent research points out that writings on international relations at that time were too diverse to be fit in the realist-idealist dichotomy to which Carr and his critics had adhered.
 It is in fact difficult to draw a whole picture of their variety; but it can be said that their chief concern lay in the avoidance of another world war. On the one hand, there were international lawyers and international relations specialists who took a normative, constitutional and legal approach to the future of international organisation as machinery that would provide peace and security. On the other hand, there were intellectuals who criticised that idea for its class-oriented and superficial agreement; they emphasised the improvement of domestic social and economic conditions as the basis for peace.

It is of great interest to note that both of these approaches can be found in Carr’s ‘New Europe’. In line with the former, Carr took, at least partly, a functionalist approach to the question of shape and size of requisite international organisation, which he believed should be determined by the end in view, i.e. post-war regional co-operation in Europe.
 This was close to David Mitrany’s notable functionalist approach to international co-operation organised through a multiplicity of international legal arrangement.
 However, there is a difference between Carr and Mitrany; Mitrany believed that social reform had to be sought first through international peace, but Carr put more emphasis on building new social and economic order at home first as conditions of peace.
 Given the fact that he rejected the application of doctrine of harmony of interest to international relations and criticised this idea as an ideology of ‘the Haves’, Carr’s approach was also close to the latter mentioned above, who are normally categorised as the radicals.

‘New Europe’ should be also read in the context of IR specialist literature on the phenomenon of ‘surrender of sovereignty’, or the attack upon national sovereignty after the First World War.
 Carr’s prediction that ‘[t]he concept of sovereignty is likely to become in the future even more blurred and indistinct than it is at present’ and his ‘prospects of internationalism’ inspired by the philosophical challenge to the legitimacy of nation states rested on the same line.
 It might be significant that the leading scholars on theory and practice of international relations in Chatham House set up a working group on nationalism (chaired by Carr), with a common understanding that ‘contemporary developments of nationalism appear to threaten the very future of civilization’.
 Apparently, this is the view that became a foundation for Carr’s idea of ‘New Europe’. It should be noted, however, that when he wrote about post-war interdependence among European nations, Carr did not reject the whole idea of sovereignty; he maintained that ‘[w]hat we are required to surrender is not a mythical attribute called sovereignty, but the habit of framing our military and economic policy without regard for the needs and interests of other countries.’
 Revealing that sovereignty was no longer unquestioned and unlimited, he highlighted that what mattered was not the form, the manner or constitutional framework but practical functionality on international organisation.  

3. The Influence of ‘New Europe’
The Reaction in Britain

Carr’s attempt to draw public attention to the post-war world in the early stage of the war succeeded in the sense that it got favourable response from the reader of his writings. One of his Times leading articles, in which Carr dealt with the double abolition of war and unemployment as most urgent and imperative tasks of ‘New Europe’, caused a stir. The article received a large number of letters to the editor, most of which applauded the article for seeking an alternative to Hitler’s ‘New Order’.
 The domestic aspects of building ‘New Europe’ based on the social and economic planning at home, in the end, had an impact on British people’s growing desire for some kind of major reform of the social welfare system. It contributed to a major upheaval in public opinion, which is often interpreted as a ‘swing to the left’ taking place by the autumn of 1942 and triggering an astonishing reaction to the Beveridge Report that showed a road of reconstruction by introducing a comprehensive programme of social security ‘from the cradle to the grave’.
 Even though few policymakers in Britain in 1942 were convinced by him, Beveridge believed that the government should maintain full employment after the war, hoping that wartime planning techniques would be used to abolish unemployment in peacetime.
 Thus, the domestic discourse on ‘New Europe’, particularly its remark on unemployment as a social evil, was to some extent shared in the society in transition to a welfare state. 

Although his ‘radical’ approach to domestic social reform received public support, the post-war international order to which Carr took a ‘realist’ and ‘power politics’ approach aroused considerable controversy. His ‘sympathetic’ line on the Soviet Union in the discussion of ‘New Europe’ caused particular offence to the British Foreign Office. His Times editorial on 1 August 1941, advocating Russian influence and leadership in post-war Eastern Europe, was brought into question in the Foreign Office because it had ‘caused a lot of trouble among the Poles’ and Carr had ‘certainly raised a storm by his ill-considered leading article.’
 His view that the small independent nation-state was outdated and obstacle to workable international organisation was shared in many respects by students of international relations,
 but the Foreign Office needed to explain officially that it was not the view of the British government, which had ‘never contemplated that any one Power should take upon itself the role of leadership in eastern Europe’.
 Carr was now accused of his ‘pro-Soviet’ and ‘appeasing’ policy recommendation; the Foreign Office understood that Carr suggested that Britain ‘should disinterest ourselves from Central and South East Europe’ and ‘recognise all this part of Europe as falling within the exclusive Russian sphere of influence’.
 In short, what Carr thought realistic was no longer considered to reflect the reality of the time. 

Some Global Effects

In the global wartime context, on the other hand, it was often the case that Carr’s discussion of ‘New Europe’ received favourable notice. For example, his Twenty Years’ Crisis was much referred to in the Swedish debate during the war, for the book was read as a request for practical policies to create a basis for a better international organisation.
 Carr’s ‘New Europe’ idea was also mentioned in one article, which was about post-war planning in line with limitation of national sovereignty, as a ‘very interesting argument in progress’ on‘[t]he balance of power between greater and smaller states’.
 It is interesting to note that, in early debates on European integration before 1942, ‘New Europe’ was characteristic in terms of a practical, almost Realpolitik approach to the problems of integration, which was in contrast with the somewhat abstract or idealistic tone often adopted in the period.
 


At the same time, the ‘radical’ aspect of ‘New Europe’ was welcomed in the context of the Japanese ‘utopia’ of the ‘Co-prosperity Sphere’ in East Asia. Carr’s Conditions of Peace was an exceptional English book that was the most read and reprinted in Japan during the war; his criticism of the nineteenth century liberal system was interpreted to reveal the ‘emptiness of [Anglo-American] liberal democracy’ and to be own denial of their war aims based on that ‘wrong political ideology’.
 In addition, Carr’s advocacy of collective social and economic planning was cited to defend Japanese and German controlled economies, and his objection against the assumption that ‘states’ and ‘nations’ ought to coincide and that nations ought to form states, was introduced to justify Japanese ‘new order’ being built over different ‘nations’ in Asia.
 It should be argued, however, that these remarks completely missed an important principle Carr explained that the economic and political system in ‘New Europe’ must rest on ‘opposite principles to those of Hitler’s New Order: it must reject the doctrine of the military and economic domination of a single Power’.
 It is also worth noting that after the war his discussion came to be recognised as practical and ‘realist’ guide to the post-war international security and his ‘radical’ ideas were scarcely ever revisited in Japan.
 

Conclusion　

This paper started by examining Carr’s views and ideas revolving around the future of Europe, and found that his concepts of ‘New Europe’ consisted of two key aspects: one is the question-driven process of discovering original perspective of Europe, which reflected a dynamic change of the basic structure of international relations during the inter-war and Second World War period; the other is his core belief that the nineteenth-century liberal order, whose decay brought about two world wars, should be superseded by a new order in the post-war era. Based on the development of the wartime military and economic collaboration, the ‘New Europe’ was expected to function as the regional machinery of interdependence and co-operation. According to Carr, the machinery should be extended to other countries by an empirical process based on practical post-war needs. What was also characteristic about ‘New Europe’ is that it had two enemies at home and abroad; one was the Axis, against whom they were fighting, and the other was existing social and economic orders, which needed radical reform and reconstruction. As we have seen, this ‘double action’ of the advocacy of ‘New Europe’ can be interpreted in several historical contexts: global events such as the decline of Europe; the British call for social welfare; prevailing international thought on the limitation of nationalism. When it was released from these contexts, the idea of ‘New Europe’ was used for justification of war aims in East Asia.


There are two perspectives that this paper can provide for relevant fields of study. For existing Carr studies, it might be interesting to observe that Carr’s intellectual development revolving around ‘New Europe’ illustrates the process in which his wide range of interests and multi-faceted dynamic approach are synthesised under his central question. On the one hand, in search of ‘New Europe’, Carr took a ‘realist’ and ‘power politics’ approach to the Great Power Concert in functionally integrated Europe, which he believed was the only way for Britain to preserve its power. On the other hand, his advocacy of multi-national units in ‘New Europe’ sought through domestic social and economic reform was led by a ‘radical’ and somewhat ‘idealist’ approach. Does this bring us to conclude that Carr was inconsistent thinker, as previous studies have shown? This paper would say no: these two aspects of his thought cannot be separated; they are all interconnected in his search of ‘New Europe’ based on his core preoccupation with overcoming the nineteenth century laissez-faire system. It is also arguable that Carr’s capacity of synthesis can blur, or even relativise the prevailing boundaries within contemporary IR theory and challenge a dichotomy that is more fixed and deeply embedded in the discipline than Carr anticipated. 
 
For students of the history of European integration, it might be intriguing to discover that there was an influential idea of ‘New Europe’ advocated as early as July 1940 in Britain, when many books and pamphlets urged the necessity of European federation but aroused little debate on planning for post-war reconstruction at home and abroad. Thus, Carr’s ‘New Europe’ functioned as a slogan for the struggle against ‘Hitlerism’ and the old. He developed this idea further when the Britain’s hopes were centred on the great Allies; he linked the ‘New Europe’ with Great Power Concert that was the essential requisite for building a new order in Europe. Carr’s ‘New Europe’ is, therefore, worth re-visiting; its characteristic lies in its realistic approach to the future of Europe consisting of idealistic multi-national political units in which equal rights are accorded to every citizen irrespective of national origin.
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