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CHAPTER

S— The; state SyStem :

This chapter examines the nature of international systems in general and then.traces the
emergence of the state system, outlining its basic characteristics and principles. The balance
between continuity and change is explored first by comparing two phases in the evolution of the
state system: the ‘Concert’ system of the nineteenth century and the ‘Cold War’ system which

emerged after World War li. The chapter then considers the character of the emerging ‘post-
Cold War’ system.

International systems

Over time a variety of international systems ~ that is to say,"réguIar patterns of inferaction
among the actors within the arena — have emerged and it is these patterns that constitute
the essence of international relations.' International systems have emerged at particular
historical periods, flourished and then disappeared to be subsumed within, or replaced
by, other systems, but they can be analysed in terms of certain characteristics:

» The nature of the actors operating within the system: empires, nation-states; city-states,
varieties of non-state actors, etc. ' o

s The stratification ‘or distribution of power within the systém and the structures
associated with this. T '

& The nature of the interactions characteristic of the system: patterns of conflict and
cooperation, trade war, etc.

w The norms of bebaviour and rules through which the system is maintained.

This chapter is concerned with the evolution and nature of the contemporary
international system, the ‘state system’. Before discussing this, however, it will be helpful
to consider the above characteristics in a broader historical perspective. :

Different systems have included a wide variety of actors, from the feudatories existing
within the system of the Chinese Chou dynasty, to the Greek and Italian city-states, to the
nation-states of the present system. As we have secen, the contemparary system 1s
distinguished by the sheer number of actors, both state and non-state, operating within ir.

The second characteristic, the distribution of power, reveals wide differences between
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the international systems already referred to. In the era of the Roman Empire there was
one ‘great powet’, vastly stronger than any other actor with which it came into contact,
During the early phase of the Chou dynasty, however, it is estimated that 1,700 small
states existed, reflecting great differences in size. For most of the post-1945 period, there
were two powers whose strength was markedly greater than that of the other actors in
the system. It is also worth noting (a point to be taken up again later) that actors have
been graded in terms of different criteria at different pertods, including military prowess,
economic strength and cultural achievement.

This fact is clearly linked to the patterns of interaction which today operate at a global
level and create a far more integrated system than had been the case hitherto. The Chinese
Chou system, for example, overlapped chronologically with the Greek city-states but there
was no contact between the two: each remained a separate international system located
in different parts of the arena. The Italian city-states, on the other hand, while operating
as a distinct system, did have contacts with other geographical areas. By the end of the
fifteenth century, the interactions with northern Europe had become so intense that the
city-state system was effectively incorporated into the emerging Furopean states system.

Through' these ‘patterns of interaction international systems develop networks of
relationships. Some of these are geographically focused, for example the alliance structures
characteristic of the state system. Others may be centred on issues and problems and gain
expression in the form of international organisations such as the International Labour
Organisation (ILO) and the Food and Agriculture Organisation (FAQ). The international
system in the late twentieth century is characterised by the complexity of its cross-ciitting
networks which have developed within the global arena. _ TR

Fourth, because they lack centralised and authoritative power to regulate their activities,

international systems have relied on rules and norms of bebaviour which have established
expectations regarding the actions of their members. Among the Greek city-states, for
example, rules and practices evolved concerning the conduct of war and the resolution of
conflict through' the processes of arbitration and conciliation (both of which were to
survive into later international systems). The mere existence of such rules and practices
conditions behaviour; they may.not always be observed but this does not mean that they
are of nosignificance. . - : et s e -
~ Within the physical setting — the arena — of international relations, then; a variety of
systems have existed each possessing their own features. The contemporary system — the
state system — has developed, and now operates, within an arena of greater extent and
complexity than in-any previous era, The twentieth century has witnessed the emergence
of an environment in which the international system occupies the planet’s entire physical
space. Against this backdrop, the patterns of world politics are developing.

The state system.
Th¢ de.v'e'!.o:pme:nt of the state has been described as the world’s sing]c growth i.ndustry
and this is reinforced by the way in which world events are presented, ‘Thailand may
deport Vietnamese boat people’; ‘US outlines a new vision for Europe’; ‘Japan split on
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plutonium imports’: headlines such as these are continual reminders that states are
dominant actors on the world stage and have provided concepts, institutions and practices
which form the framework within which international relations is conducted. The
impression of the centrality of states is reinforced by the frequent use of the term ‘state
system’ as a synonym for ‘international system’. How has this system developed?

The emergence of the state system

Sovereignty

The origins of what is now recognised as the state system are to be found in the breakdoswn
of the medieval assumption that a universal order existed based on the dual authorities
of the Holy Roman Empire and the Roman Catholic Church. The notion of this universal
order, of a single entity — ‘Christendom’ — came increasingly into conflict with emerging
nations and the claims of territorial rulers concerned to assert their independence of both

Pope and Emperor.” By the seventeenth century, the principle of ¢ sovere;gnty namely

that there should be a single focus of authority within a territory, had become widely
accepted, as had the' right of rulers to determine the religion to be observed withiri their

territories. These ideas were expressed in the Treaty of Westphalia of 1648, Consequently,_ |

two key prmc1ples of contemporary international relatlons were gradua]ly established:

1. The prmctple of mtemal soverezgnty, that is, the pré-eminence of the ruler against the
claims of other centres of power within the state.

2. The associated principle of external soverezgnty, in other words, mdependence from

. power centres outside the state..

However, it would be- wroiig to assiumic that what were momentous changes were
instantly uiderstood “or accepted. The proposition that' some form of overarching

international ‘order-existed was slow to disappear and the implications ‘of 4 world of

sovereign states was slow to gain recognition. It was left to the grear international lawyers

of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, such as Grotius and Vattel, to grapple with’
the implications of an international system comprising sovereign states.” In othier words;’

just.as nation-states themselves have been the subject of a process of evoiutlon 8O has the
international system to which they have lent their name.: o

- The emerging states of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries were the product of a

set of interactions between economic, technological, political and social forces which have

continued to shape their development and the pattern of refations between thém up to'the
present day. Taking one particular difference, states in the early phase of their creation’

were not ‘nation-states’ as this term is now commonly understood. While ‘nations’ were
recognised, they were conceived of as linguistic and cultural rather than political entities

and it was not suggested that a relationship existed between such communities and the
sovereign state.® The latter was the creation of powerful monarchical systems and_

sovercignty resided in the person of the monarch. Territories and the people living in them

were, in‘a sénse, the property of thelr ruiers and they could be transferred from one'

monarch to'another at will
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The rise of nationalism

However, the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries were to witness profound changes in
domestic and international politics through which the state was no longer viewed as the
property of the monarch and sovereignty came to be regarded as resting with the people,
the ‘nation’. During the nineteenth century, the political state and cultural nation were
brought into a new relationship alongside the emergence of a revolutionary theory whose
effects were to change the shape of international relations, and the consequences of which
are very apparent in contemporary world politics.

This new theory, nationalism, held as a principle that humanity was divided into
cultural groups, or nations, and that these groups should be given identity and expression
withir their own political communities.” Hence the ideal of the nation-state, which would,
it was hoped, create a more stable international order. L o

The relationship between state and nation developed during the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries; the state, indeed, became ‘nationalised’, This trend reflected mutual
needs and mutual dependencies. As the role and activities of the state expanded in an
intérnational environment ¢characterised by the ever—present reality of external threat and
in an era of rapid industrial and techno[oglcai change, so the boncls between state and
saciety grew stronger.

While nations and the soaai groups they comprise have found the organisational
mechanisms of the state indispensable to the satisfaction of their needs, so the state, in
order to perform its functions and’ achleve its goals as an organisation, has found it
necessary to ‘nationalise’ itself through two processes. First, through the involvement of
wider sections of the community in the processes of political management and, sccond,
by fostering a sense of dlstmctness, of nationhaod, focused on the state as a tgrritorial
entity. Thus, durmg the last century of international relatlons, groups ‘which possess or
aspire o a sense of ldentlty have fostered the creation of states. The formatzon of the
modern state of ltaly in 1870 and of Isracl in 1948 are cases where a pre-exnstmg sense of
nanonhood resulted in the formation of 4 territorial nation-state, . -

More generally, however, states have generated natlons through a range of dewces ‘the
use of nationalistic symbols, educanonai systems encouraging or imposing hnguistlc
umformlty ‘and nanonal mil;tary service are obvious examples Such processes are
demonstrated in the wave ‘of nation-state creation as the newly mdependent states of the
Third World emerged from the former colomal empires. Here, _the sense “of national
1dentlty was defined in terms of an external enemy, political and economic :mperaahsm
rather than in the form of cultural ethnic and lmguasnc homogeneity which is, usually,
noticeably absent.

Third World polmeal Ieaders have been concerned to develop the ldea of the nation as
an inseparable element in the creation of new states and the processes of political and
economic modernisation. The desire and perceived need to: create ‘nation-states in
geographical areas far removed from ‘their European origins is,’ perhaps, the greatest
testimony to the strength of this key element in world politics. With the collapse of the
Soviet bloc in Eastern Europe and the USSR itself, a:new wave of ‘ethnic-linguistic
nationalism has been unleashed, as dramatically demonstrated in the former Yugoslavia.
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Fragmentation

These two fundamental characteristics of the state system, sovereignty and nationalism,
have created one of its most significant characteristics — fragmentation between its
component parts. Whereas, as later chapters will demonstrate, cooperation between the
building blocks of the system — nation-states — is as much a dimension of international
fife as is competition and conflict, nevertheless the logic of the twin cofcepts of sovereignty
and nationalism constitutes a powerful force against which the need for harmony has to
battle.

As long as the problems confronting societies could be addressed within national

boundaries, the consequences of this fragmentation were limited. However, as domestic
and international life have become more complex and intertwined and, consequently, the
capacity of individual actors to cope with a growing agenda of issues more hmatcd $0 the
costs of {ragmentation have grown,

In many ways, then, the historical evolution of the state system has constltuted a
dialogue berween the fact of an international system in which sovereign states constitute
highly significant elements and a growing realisation and fear of its consequences. Bearing
this point in mind, what more can be said about the characteristics of this phase of
international relations and the principles underpinning the state system?

Concert and Co!d War: prmaples and characterlstlcs
of the state system

The state systein, like earlier systems which it has replaced, is not static. Different epochs
have generated new principles and practices and transformed old ones. As noted eatlier,
the balance between change and continuity presents problems in terms of analysis and
interpretation; a familiar concept such as sovereignty can acquire new meaning and
significance in a changing environment. At the same time, events continue to be shaped
by an inheritance of ideas'and patterns of thought which create links with earlier periods.

In order to demonstrate this more clearly, the four dimensions identified at the beginning
of the chapter will be applied to two specific phases in the development of the state system:
the mid- to late nineteenth century — a period in the evolution of what is often referred to
as the ‘Concert of Eitrope’ — and the years following World War If — the height of the
Cold War era {see Table 4.1). We shall then examine the nature of the emergmg post—
Cold War system

The state as inté?hati'Onaf an':'tb'r o
A continuing feature of the state system is the mgmﬁcance of the state as an actor on the
international stage. This flows from three factors:

1. The evolution of the state has produced a set of rules and patterns of behavmur whlch
.-are immensely influential in world politics;
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Table 4.1 The evolving international system
Concertsystem {1815-1914) Cold war system (1945-89)
Actors Relatively smal number of states Rapid expansion in number of both state
and non-state actors
Growing but limited number of non-state Emergence of a global international system
actors '
System focused on Edrope
Limited impact of ideological davssmns Ideotogical divisions greatly decrease level
between state actors of homogeneity in international system
Mationalism emerges as a potent force
Stratification Five great powers Emergence of two ‘superpowers’
andstructure  Multipolar structure Bipolar structure; modified by emergence
of other power centres; an emerging
tripolar systemin 1970s
Military stratification increases with
" development of nuclear weapons
Economic stratification increases:
North-South divide
Patterns of Great power war diminishes in frequency; Pattern of great power war continues; no
interaction increases of intensity, extent and war in centrat balance and conflict
severity between superpowers restr'icted to
: . e secondary balance
Costs of war increase withindustrialisation ~ Costs of war increase with development of
S R ) ~ nuclear weapons. .
Developmentsin communications fead to Interrational trade and commerce
expansion of internationél'trade and continue to developbutwith
commerce compartmentalisation into blocs’
Role of d:plomacy begins ta change W|th Growth of simmit and multilateral
improved communications diplomacy :
Professionalisation of diplomacy - Role of diploiacy challenged by ideoclogical
E E : divisions and impact of economic
e TR interdependence :
Flexible alliance systems Rigid alliance systems based on 1deologlcai
_ commitment
Rulesand - - A ‘managed’ balance of power syster; Anew ‘managed’ balance based on self-
practices : " - conditions for balance undermined by restraint by superpowers through

expansion of system and growth of
German power :
Use of great power conferences to reso!ve
. disputes

formal and informal rules

Balance of power replaced by balance of
terror based on doctrine of mutual
assured destruction

Superpowers use summit d:plomacy in

managing reiatlonships _
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. Its functions and organisational characteristics set it apart in vital respects from other
international actors;
3. Its sheer capacity or strength, as will be argued later, place it in a un'ique position on
the international stage.

An obvious difference between the two periods under examination, however, is the
extent to which states share the stage with other, ‘non-state’ actors. The causes and
implications of this development will be examined in the following chapter; here, we shall
focus on the nature of the state as an actor on the world stage. ‘

Despite the obvious diversity among states, they share three characteristics without
which they cannot be said to exist and, therefore, to be fully constituted state actors. These
are as follows:

1. A territorial base.

2. A population.

3. A ‘sovereign’ government {that is, a government enjoying a monopoly in the exercise
of legitimate coercive power within its boundaries). '

No other international actor possesses such qualities. Some, it is true, may have a limited
territorial base; some may have a ‘population’ in some sense. The Palestine Liberation
Organisation (PLO) might be said to represent a people. However, none, by definition,
can possess a government invested with sovereign powers.

However, rather than any one of these characteristics, it is the interaction of each on
the others that confers upon the state its peculiar characteristics. The relationship between
government and the nation, and the strength that the former can derive from a sense of
national identity focused on the territorial state, is not the least of these. In practice, of
course, defining the state in such terms serves as a guide rather than a set of rigid principles.

It is clear, for example, that Antarctica is not a state, lacking as it does both a people
and a government. Colonies, similarly, are not regarded as independent state actors in as
much as they lack their own sovereign government. (This is not to say that colonies were
{and are] not international actors, because they can be, as the history of Southern Rhodesia
(Zimbabwe] in the1960s indicates, but merely that they do not enjoy the full benefits of
sovereign statehood such as the powers to send and receive ambassadors.) However, the
point at which former colonial possessions have become states is not always clear. It is
hard to say with any precision when Canada and Australia became fully sovereign states.
Each was represented at the League of Nations in its own right but the latter did not
possess its own diplomatic service until after World War IL. The answer to the question
‘when does a state exist?’ turns in part on the attitude of other states who may or may
not ‘recognise’ its existence. This point will be explored a little further below.

One might consider these characteristics as ‘organisational resources’ which states can
draw on in pursuit of their domestic and international objectives. When considered as
political organisations, moreover, it is clear that states possess additional resources which
are derived from their activities. The growth of the state as social provider has been
accompanied by the creation of vast and complex bureaucratic machines while state
spending has greatly increased with the rise of the welfare state. Whereas it is true that
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some of the largest multinational corporations have a turnover larger than the GNP of
some smaller states, measured by these criteria, the organisational resources of the state
appear to be qualitatively and quantitatively different from those of the vast majority of
other international actors.

The qualities of states as organisations reftect the functions they perform for their
populations, their ‘clientele’, who consume the resources they are able to provide. In this
respect, the key factor which impinges on the role of the state as actor is its multifunctional
character.® Dornestic and international political organisations are able to provide specific
services for various individuals and interests. Some international actors, such as the United
Nations and its agencies, cover a vast range of issues that are central to domestic and
world politics: education, health, employment legislation and environmental pollution do
not exhaust the list. But no actor other than the state provides such a multitude of services
for its citizens, is able to act as provider of security in a hostile international environment,
to- maintain public order, to facilitate trade and investment; to arbitrate in domestic
disputes and to effect redistribution of wealth in pursuit of social justice.

The point is that in the state there exists a combination of functional scope and
organisational capacity to perform roles not available to other actors, This, combined
with the ability to serve as a focus for, and expression of, national identity helps to explain
the qualities of states that set them apart from other actors.

States and governments

The discussion so far has repeatedly referred to the ‘state’ as an ‘actor’. This usage raises
some obvious problems. The states so often cited ih newspaper headlines have no physical
existence other than in the actions taken on their behalf by people living within their
boundaries. States as legal and constitutional abstractions do have a limited role in
international affairs it is true: treaties are signed and ratified in their name, indicating that
such commitments transcend the lifespan of those entering into them. . :

Nor do we usually think of the communities living within it — the nation ~as a collective
entity acting on behalf of the state. This is not to deny that nationalist groups, such as the
Basque Nationalists in Spain, are international actors organised- to achieve certain
objectives through, in part, international activities, Generally, however, the term most
widely used ro indicate the issues and processes with which this book is concerned,
‘international relations’, is misleading. In fact, it is governments acting as agents of the
state which are the manifestations of state activity and state-intérests.

Governments are, effectively, the repositories and the practical expression of state
sovereignty in its internal and external dimensions. As already noted, they alone have the
authority to exercise control over their populations; the only permissible military force is
that-employed by governments. Internationally, governments, by means of their foreign
policies, are assumed to act in defence of the interests of their state — the ‘national interest’.
But governments are also complex structires and, as Chapter § demonstrates, may well
speak with several voices on the world stage, depending on a combination of domestic
political factors and the precise character of a given international issue..




58 . The international arena

‘Recognising’ governments

To be an effective actor, a government will need to be 'feébgnised_ as the légitimate
authority within its territory.” As already pointed out, one of the criteria for a state to be
liegally accepted as an international actor is the recognition of its statehood by the
mtf:r.nationai community and this is partly determined by the extent to which the
legl.nmacy of a governruent is acknowledged by those it rules over. In an international
environment marked by very similar values, as was the case with the state system in the
.mneteenth century, the issues of legitimacy and recognition were far more clear-cut than
in the Cold War era marked by major ideological division. - .

For some countries, particularly the United States, the act of recognising another regime
has come to acquire a sense of moral and political approval, whereas for others a
government is recognised as legitimate if it appears to exercise control within its own
territory. For example, the attitude of the Reagan administration towards Nicaragua
whereby Washington refused to recognise the legitimacy of, and sought to destabilise rhé
Ortega government, clearly affected the latter’s position as an international actor in te,rms
of its capacity and status in its region and on the broader world stage. A similar point can
be made about the Clinton administration and the military regime in Haiti in.the mid-
1990s. Just how significant the act of recognition or non-recognition of govemrﬁents can
be is amply demonstrated by the unfolding saga of the former state of Yugoslavia as its
component elements such as Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina sought recognition as
independent states from other governments. ' '

These general characteristics of statehood, then, link the Concert and Cold War systems.
The nation-state has continued to expand as the dominant form of political organisation.
By 1970, over 99 per cent of the world’s population was located within sovereign states
Nevertheless, the character of these state actors has changed in important respects Firstv.
ofall, the great European empires of the pre-1914 era have disappeared, partly in resg)onse.
to the changing needs of the former imperial powers but also because of the combined
pressures of nationalism and the rival ideological beliefs of the two dominant powers
which emerged after World War II, the United States and USSR, both hostile (for different
reasons) to the maintenance of European imperialism. _ L
A second change, already noted but worth emphasising, is the expansio.n of the.tas.ks
assumed by governments, a process beginning in the latter part of the nineteenth century.
and gathering pace in the twentieth century with the development of the welfare state.
Alongside rthis, the political complexion of government has undergone noticeabk;
modiﬁcation. Whereas the nineteenth century witnessed the expansion of democratic
institutions and processes such as free elections and the extension of the franchise, the
trend in the Cold War cra was towards the creation of authoritarian regimes and restri,éted -
popular participation in political processes. In the Third World particulatly, there was a
tendency towards one-party states and military rule as liberal-democratic models were
frequently rejected as inappropriate to the needs and conditions of modernising states, ;-
' Finally, and in many ways most significantly in terms of the way states behave on the
international stage, there has been the impact of ideological conflict focused on two rival
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and competing images of world order. One, in the form of international socialism, which
questioned an international order based on autonomous states and asserted in its stead
the reality of competing economic classes. The other (as articulated by the US President,
Woodrow Wilson, during World War I) aimed at reform of the existing state system on

. {iberal-democratic and capitalist free trade assumptions. These competing images were to

become associated with the USSR and the United States respectively, the two pre-
eminently powerful victors of World War I1. One consequence of this was to be an era of
ideological conflict between international actors markedly different from the situation
existing in the nineteenth century, when ideological divisions between liberal and
conservative-oriented. European states were diminished by murual interests and not
allowed to stand in the way of agreement where this was perceived to be desirable.

Stratification and structure
As with other international systems, the state system has been characterised by a hierarchy
of power (stratification) which has produced certain kinds of power structure at different
periods in its evolution. Historically, states have frequently been classified under three
headings: ‘great’, ‘middle’ and ‘small’ powers. These categories have been refined and
expanded, as will be seen later in the chapter, but they have been determined by two
essential considerations: the power of:states and the function that they perform within
the system of states.. .. - : e o :
_Detailed analysis of power as a determinant of international hierarchy will be left until
Chapter L1; for the moment, however, it should be noted that a variety of factors reating
to power have helped to determine the nature of the state hierarchy as it has eyolved.
Military and economic resources have remained a consistent influence in determining the
relative position of a state within the system. Other factors have been significant at specific
periods. Puring the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, dynastic prestige and splendour
helped to establish great power status but had rapidly diminished in importance by the
latter part of the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Cultural factors assumed
importance during the eighteenth century, technological prowess in the twentieth century.

On the one hand, these indices of power interact with the commitments. that states
assume. Not infrequently, changes in the international hierarchy have occurred as states
overextend themselves and, as a consequence, enter into a period of decline.® On the other
hand, position in the hierarchy of states can be influenced by.the perceptions held by the
policy-makers of their state’s role in the international system. Thus, countries such as
Australia, Canada and Mexico have consciously identified and pursued a role as ‘middle
powers’ in the international system.. . . . . .. . ... T

In terms of functions, the great powers have come to be recognised as discharging what
might be termed a ‘managerial’ role in the state system, invested with particular
responsibilities for the maintenance of order within it. Such a role developed in the early
part of the nineteenth century in the wake of the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic
Wars. Under the Treaty of Chaumont, in 1814, the four victorious powers, Britain, Russia,
Prussia and Austria, agreed to confer regutarly on European affairs. France became a
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member of this great power league in 1818. However, the precise number of great powers
has fluctuated greatly. By the end of the eighteenth century, Spain, Portugal, the United
Provinces, Sweden and Denmark, all considered to be great powers in the seventeenth
century, were no longer so regarded.

Whereas the nineteenth-century state system had produced an international hierarchy
dominated by five European great powers, Britain, France, Germany, Austria-Hungary
and Russia, the Cold War era was to witness the relative decline of the first four states
and the rise of the latter, alongside the United States, to a position of pre-eminence.
Measured in terms of GNP the change is dramatic. In the early nineteenth century,
Britain’s GNP was greater than any of the other leading states, but, by the early 1990s,
it had slumped to sixth in a world league headed by the United States. Not only has the
ordering of the states at the top of the world hierarchy changed, the international system
has become increasingly stratified in terms of the distribution of wealth between rich and
poor countries {see Chapter 9). e

Unlike the situation which existed in the nineteenth century, the Cold War era witnessed
the rise of a class of great power, the two ‘superpowers’, which, by virtue of their military
and economic capabilities, together with their global interests, were qualitatively different
in terms of their potential as international actors from the second level of major powers
such as France, Germany and the United Kingdom. {This is not to say that great powers
are always successful in converting this potential into actual influence, as will be seen in
Chapter 11.) For many purposes, the postwar international systere came to resemble a
power duopoly rather than the great power oligarchy of the pre-World War I era.. -

This pattern of stratification is reflected in the power structure of the Cold War phase
of the state system. The multipolar structure which operated, with modifications, up until
World War Il was replaced by a bipolar power structure reflecting the ideological nature
of postwar international relations, the dominant role of the superpowers and the creation
of rival alliance systems around the two poles. These alliances differed markedly from
those of the nineteenth century: competition between rival social, political and economic
systems invested NATO and the Warsaw Pact with a range of functions and a complexity
of structure unknown hitherto. . :

Bipolarity did not, however, imply total cohesiveness of the rival bloes or the dominance
of the superpowers over their alliance partners. As early as 1948, a split occurred between
Yugoslavia and the USSR, to be followed by growing tensions between Peking and
Moscow. Within the Western Alliance, differences between the United States and its
European allies were evident on a range of issues including nuclear strategy.’ The
emergence of China as another potential superpower during the 1970s encouraged the
image of a tripolar rather than a bipolar system. - '

At the same time new centres of economic power were emerging and challenging the
pre-eminence of the United States. Japan, although not a superpower in military terms,
seemed destined to become one in economic terms. The European Community, having
consolidated its position during the 1960s, was to expand to become the world’s largest
trading bloc in the 1970s and to find itsclf increasingly in conflict with both the United
States and Japan. The picture presented by the inrernational power structure of the 1980s
(sometimes referred ro as *bipolycentric’) was one in which two ideologically opposed
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superpowers continued, by virtue of their military pre-eminence, to dominate' an
international system in which there was another candidate for superpower status — China.
There was dramatically less cohesiveness within the alliance systems than in the early Cold
War era and several rival centres of economic power.

P.atterns of interaction
Conflict and cooperation,

The state system has demonstrated the same basic patterns in the relationships between
its constituent elements as have other international systems - a balance between
cooperation and conflict. This balance reflects those basic characteristics of the system
which have been discussed earlier in the chapter, particularly the tendency rowards
fragmentation, While, on the one hand, clashies of interest between the members- of the
system émphasise conflict, on the other; the existence of common problems, which can
easily be resolved by mutual action if the system is to be preserved, underscores the need
for cooperation. © ' _ ,

Furthermore, the evolution of the system itself has helped to determine the balance
betweeti the two modes of interaction. At one level, the need for cooperation has developed
as societies have become more interrelated, economies more dependent on one another
and problemis demanding common action, as in the area"o‘fl the er’lvironmellat, more
apparent and hard ro manage. Coincidentally, the opport'umtles. for. cooperation have
grown as dévelopments in technology generally, and communications in particular,
facilitate interactions of all kinds. -~ - -+ e

However, a point made in the previous chapter is worth restating in this context. The
emergence of closer international linkages does not necessarily imply an automatic and
inevitable movement towards cooperative interactioni between actors. Closeness generates
friction as well as demands for cooperative behaviour and there is a clear danger in
assuming that enhanced communications and economic interdependcnce will inevitably
result in greater global harmiony. ' S .

It is not only thé system which deterniines the nature of interactions. lndivuliual
governments pursue different policies which reflect their owri interests; role pereeptions
and positions within the system anid thése; in turn, determine their patterns of interactions
with the outside world. So, for example, it is possible to find that states which have
intensive coopérative miteractions with ‘certain actors are indifferent to some and are
locked in contflict with others. Levels of interaction will also vary depending on the status
and resources of an actor (great powers will engage in a wider set of interactions than will
small, regional powers) and policy choices adopted by specific regimes. {(Burma, Albania,
Romania and Tanzania have, for example, chosen to limit their contacts with the
international system, or specific parts of it, in the recent past.) .

a
H

War and diplomacy . .

Two forms of interaction have come to be particularly associated with the state system:
war and diplomacy. The former is often regarded as the ultimate expression of the absence
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of order in a system which lacks the institutions capable of determining and enforcing
law. In this sense, violent conflict is seen as a property of the state system and is inseparable
from it. For other observers of international relations, however, this type of interaction
flows from the character of individual states rather than from properties of the system;
Authoritarian states, for example, have often been regarded as inherently prone to use
war as a foreign policy tool, while democratic regimes have been viewed as less likely to
resort to conflict in pursuit of their goals, . '

Diplomacy, by contrast, is seen as occupying the other end of the conflict—ccoperation
spectrum of interstate relations, emphasising the resolution of conflict through dialogue
and persuasion. Special emphasis has been placed on the institutions of diplomacy as a
means of compensating for the absence of centralised and authoritative decision-making
processes in the state system and, indeed, the use of residential embassies accompanies
the emergence of the system itself.

Thus special significance is attached to such diplomatic conventions as the inviolability
of diplomatic staff and premises. When these are not observed — such as when US troops
entered the Nicaraguan ambassador’s residence in Panama City following the overthrow
of the Panamanian leader, General Noriega, in 1989 - considerable disquiet is expressed
within the international community. The key point is that the very processes of
international communication are dependent on the security afforded to the diplom.atic'
representatives of governments. : _ _ L

Comparisons between the Concert and Cold War systems in terms of pattei‘né‘ of
interactions between their member states reflect, once again, elements of change and
continuity. Both periods have witnessed the emergence and development of a multilateral
trading system and the expansion of economic linkages. The challenges presented by a
growing varicty of economic, social and scientific problems have encouraged the creation
of international agencies to deal with them and these bring both state and non-state actors
together in a variety of contexts. But, as already noted, the international system of the
nineteenth century was both more ‘compact’ and more homogeneous. The international
economic institutions created at the end of World War Hl were not global in their scope
because the centrally planned economies of the communist world did not pai‘ticipate
whilst the emerging countries of the Third World remained linked to, but not an integrated’
¢lement within, the Western international economic system. g L .

On the one hand, therefore, while the twentieth century has witnessed the er.ne.rgé.nce'
of a global international system, it is one that is marked by obvious cléavages derived
from ideology and economic status which condition the nature of relationships within it.
Nowhere is this more clearly evident than in the character of the major alliance systems;
of the Cold War era. Unlike the situation operating in the nineteenth century, when
alliances were flexible and formed for tactical purposes, post-194S5 international relations
produced ideologically oriented alliances, membership of which reflected the character of
political regimes. For a state to transfer from one of the major ideological blocs to the
other would presuppose a change in the character of its political system, ,

Two of the major modes of international interaction, diplomacy and war, als'o"re'ﬂe'ct:
the consequences of ideology. Whereas the ninetcenth century witnessed the growth of
professional diplomacy and a change in the role of the diplomat as communications
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technology developed, the Cold War era witnessed both changes to and the continuation
of established practices. Diplomacy was challenged by the weakening of the common cul-
tural assumptions on which it rested in the era of the Concert of Europe. The strains of
ideological conflict have diminished the utility of, and opportunity for, classical diplomacy.

The wave of attacks against diplomatic personnel (as in the case of the [sraeli embassy
in London in 1994) and events such as the seizure of the staff of the US embassy in Tehran
in 1979 indicate the challenges confronting this traditional channel of international
commurtcation. Moreover, an expanding range of issues in contemporary international
relations have brought into question the desirability of separating the conduct of domestic
and foreign policy through the maintenance of distinct ministries responsible for the latter.
At the same time, US-Soviet relations employed, in the form of ‘summit diplomacy’, a
method of diplomacy utilised throughout the nincteenth century: meetings of heads of
state of government held to discuss specific international issues, -

In terms of patterns of conflict, the two periods once again demonstrate elements of
continuity. Although wars between the great powers increased in terms of extent, severity
and intensity, they decreased in frequency — a pattern which has continued into the
twentieth century.'” One factor that clearly does differentiate the Concert and Cold War
cras is the development of nuclear weapons; the potential, cost of a nuclear war ensured
that both superpowers were anxious to avoid open warfare. War in the Cold War era
occurred outside the central (European/North American) balance, in various areas of the
Third World. The incidence of civil as opposed to international wars (the Korean and
Vietnam wars, for example} indicates both the ideological nature of much contemporary
warfare and the degree to which superpower tensions were reflected in wars limited both
in scope and intensity and fought in ‘secondary’ theatres within the'international system:
Rules and practices
The basie rules ‘of the state system are derived from the principles of sovereignty referred
to earlier:. - e c cee
s A government is supreme within its own territory. . L
a Externally, a sovereign government is accountable to no superior authority,

» No other international actor, state or otherwise, has the authority to interfere in the

internal affairs of another state. -~ . L
= Since each government is sovereign within its own boundaries, all sovereign states are

" ‘equal in a legal sense, despite their obvious disparities in terms of power.

These basic ‘rules’condition the form in which world politics is conducted; they-are not
immutable because governments themselves act in ways which continually modify their
operations. Not infrequently, sovereignty is compromised when governments agree to
abide by other sets of rules, such as-those resulting from membership of international
organisations. Nevertheless, sovereignty-related rules continue to provide a framework

for international interactions and are widely observed. Where states choose to infringe
them it is usually the case that justifications follow. ERTEE
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When the Soviet Union invaded Czechoslovakia in 1968, the action was justified in
terms of the ‘Brezhnev Doctrine’, which, in effect, redefined the principles of national
sovereignty as they applied to the Soviet bloc, thereby limiting the freedom of action of
its members. Both the United Kingdom and Argentina, before, during and after the
Falklands conflict of 1982, justified their actions and policies in terms. of the vocabulary

of sovereignty. In a very different context, debates on the future of the European Union -

indicate the continuing significance of sovereignty and its associated concepts and values.

These rules of behaviour endure, in the final analysis, because they are found to be,

useful. Weaker states in the international system have been keen adherents to the principle
of sovereignty because it helps, in a minor way, to redress imbalances of power and to

provide security, The legal equality of states, for example, ensures Vanuatu representation.

in the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) on an equal footing with: the most

powerful states. The fact that the basic code of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), .

established at the 1955 Bandung Conference, embraced the principle of non-interference
in the affairs of other states indicates the sensitivity with which Third World countries in
the Cold War environment regarded the consequences for their often fragile statehood
should the force of such rules be weakened. For them, and for other states in certain
circumstances, these sovereignty-related rules were resources which could be utilised in
the conduct of their foreign policies.

‘Anarchy’ versus ‘society’

The problem is, of course, that sovereignty and its derivative ideas emphasise the
decentralised nature of the state system and diminish its capacity to formulate rules that
protect the interests of the system as a whole. To the centrifugal forces of sovereignfy are
added those which flow from nationalism and the assertion of individual national
identities. This situation, in particular the lack of any authoritative body able to override
the power of sovereign states, has resulted in a common description of the state system as
constituting an ‘international anarchy’, a term that is misleading in two respects.

First, the forces of anarchy are modified by a variety of behavioural norms that produce
some of the characteristics of a society. ' Second, the assumption, derived from developed
political systems, that a central locus of power and institutional mechanisms are
prerequisites for political systems ignores the fact that there are domestic political systerns
which operate without such features. Thus the comparison with domestic political
structures and the inferences drawn from it can be misleading, co Co

[t is possible to identify a variety of rules which modify the centri fugal forces of the state
system and confer upon it a degree of order which would not otherwise exist. These range
from what might be termed ‘practices’ — modes of behaviour understood but rarely
expressed in a legal format and developed to sustain the system from disintegration — to
international agreements expressed in written form and which constitute one element of
international law. These rules will be explored at various points in the ensuing chapters
and, in the case of international law, discussed in some detail in Chapter 15, For the
moment, it is useful simply to note their existence, their function and the basic forms that
they assume, :

In terms of practices, one which has been particularly identified with the state system
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is that of the balance of power. This term has been used in a number of ways to describe
particular aspects of international politics — the respective power of two state actors. In
this sense, one might talk of the balance (or distribution) of power between India and
Pakistan. However, the phrase is also used to describe a mechanism for the maintenance
of international order, whereby an equilibrium of power is maintained within the
international system. Through the processes of alliance formation and reformation, no
single state is allowed to dominate the system, _

Another ‘practice characteristic of the state system has been that of the ‘sphere of
influence’. Here, a mutual recognition on the part of two or more states of geographical
areas regarded as central to their interests is intended to reduce the likelihood of conflict.
Spheres of influence can achieve this objective because ‘they regulate behaviour in areas
of competition outside the bounds of formal jurisdiction where the possibility of
misunderstanding is correspondingly greater’.!?

The body of rules constituting international law is vast and touches on virtually every
aspect of human existence from the conduct of war to trade, environmental issues and
labour relations. Again, these will be looked at in some detail in later chapters, but before
leaving the issue of rules and practices in the state system, three points should be noted:

1. Not all rules are created by governments. Increasingly, international organisations
" have come to generate rules in specific areas, and also to monitor their observance.
2. In the final analysis it is governments who decide when rules and practices should be
observed and when ‘they should be broken. Because such decisions are intermeshed
with foreign policy objectives, the rules of the state system are fragmented and
frequently distupted.. =~ _ _ : L o

3. Despite the fact that sovereignty-related rules and rulés intended to preserve’world
order are frequently in tension, and notwithstanding the lack of an authoritativé central
law-giving agency within the state system, rules and practices do condition
expectations and patterns of behaviour in a variety of ways., .

Again, both Concert and Cold War systems share common features regarding their
characteristic rules and practices. An era marked by ideological conflict did not witness
the disappearance of the ‘sovereignty-refated’ rules discussed earlier. However, patterns
of regulation to counter their worst excesses have reflected the emergence of the nuclear
age. First, both Concert and Cold War systems were a reaction to the ‘free-for-all’ balance
of power system characteristic of the eighteenth century — both sought to construct a
‘managed” balance based on the recognition of the need for a degree of cooperation to
mitigate competition, T : C : oo

Second, in both periods there was a tacit acceptance of the need for a rough parity in
military power between the major powers and the necessity for self-restraint in the pursuit
of foreign policy objectives. During the nineteenth century, however, the key regulatory
principle, as noted above, was the balance of power. This mechanism was to break down
in the latter part of the century because major assumptions on which it rested — particularly
an approximate equality of power between the five great powers and a defined area.of
operation — were undermined by the growth of German power and the extension of
international rivalries outside the confines of Europe.
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The advent of the bipolar, nuclear age with its rigid system of alliances required the
creation of new mechanisms of self-regulation by the superpowers, some of them tacit and
informal in nature. The fear of a nuclear war produced a new form of managed balance
of power {or ‘balance of terror’) based on the principle of ‘mutual assured destruction’
should either superpower seck to pursue its objectives at the expense of the other. The
dangers of nuclear conflict were lessened by the recognition of spheres of influence within
which each superpower operated with caution, recognising the interests of its opponent,
the avoidance of war — as already noted — in the central balance of the international systerm,
and the development of techniques (often referred to as ‘crisis management’) to reduce
the likelihood that petiods of tension — such as that which arose during the Cuban missile
crisis of 1962 — did not lead to the outbreak of war.

After the Col.d War.

Comparing these two phases in the evolution of the state system reveals the ways in which
fundamental concerns deriving from the basic features of the system interact with new
developments to produce changing environments in which world politics 1s conducted.
Given the dramatic changes which accompanied the end of the Cold War era and the
subsequent collapse of the Soviet Union, an obvious question arises: To what extent have
we entered another phase in the development of the system? And is this phase more akin
to some earlier periods in the development of recent international relations? -
Trying to provide an answer to such questions poses a number of very real difficulties.
Not least is the fact that there is little evidence on which to make out a case. Indeed, it is
only with the passing of the Cold War that its nature, and the phases through which it
passed, havi become clearet. The 1990s mark the beginning of a new period, that much
seems obvious, but how thar relates to what has gone before and, in"particuiar,'whether
we are witnessing the emergence of a more or less stable world is highly uncertain.
There is also a problem in teasing out what actually has changed. In the early 1980s,
for example, with. President Reagan installed in the White House and adopting a more
aggressive stance towards the Soviet Union, it became common to refer to the beginnings
of a *second’ Cold War, following the relaxation of East—West tensions in the late 1960s
and early 1970s.-However, despite a less cooperative environment, it soon became clear
that too much had changed in the nature of East—West relations for simple comparisons
berween the intense hostility of the early 1950s and the early 1980s to be drawn.-. - -
Thus early analyses of what was to be termed the ‘new world order’ of the 1990s have
focused on a number of developments whose origins can be traced back far beyond the
point at which the Cold War era could be said to have ended. To take just two examples
which_ are themes central to the nature of world politics: the. relative importance of
economic versus miltary power and the growing linkage between domestic and foreign
policy. Both of these: are often portrayed as inherent features of the post-Cold-War
international system. So they are, but as will be argued in various parts of this book, they
have been increasingly significant features of political life since art least the 1970s. In other
words, in making judgements about developments -in international. relations; it is
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important to view them in their broader context so that balanced conclusions can be
reached.

Bearing these points in mind, what can be said about this ‘post-Cold War’ system? To
assist in making comparisons, the same categories employed in comparing the Concert
and Cold War phases of the state system will be used. '

Actors

At one level, the situation here is very much the one described in the Cold War era. In
other words, the process of state creation has continued and the number of non-state
actors continues to grow. Indeed, the international system since the end of the Cold War
appears. to be confronting a dangerous wave of subnationalism whereby ever-smaller
ethnic groupings lay claim to their own territory as the only means of defending their
interests. The former USSR had, by 1994, subdivided into fifteen separate states, with
more queuing in the wings; Yugoslavia had disintegrated into bloody conflict; and hardly
before German unification had been formalised, the Sorbians in eastern Germany were
agitating for their own state, Lusana. . : . A

- With regard to non-state actors, as already suggested, their numbers continue to grow
apace. At the Rio. Earth. Summit.in 1992, some 15,000 representatives of non-
governmental organisations. attended. But it is noticeable that their functions and
relationship with government may be changing. Rather than viewing governments and
NGOs operating almost in separate worlds, there are clear indications that the two are
coming together in the pursuit of linked, if not always commion, goals. There atg several
reasons why this might be s0. Two will be noted here. First, the closer links, between
domestic politics and foreign policy place a premium on those who can interpret public
opinion or, have access to shaping it~ .- . SRR e

. Second, as-public policybeconies more technical anid complex; the relative advantage
of governments in terms of a monopoly in expertise (in: the environmental area, for
example) diminishes. Scientific and technological expertise.are required and this cin be
provided by groupings outside governmental structures. Moreover; the desire to contain
public-expenditure makes tapping the expertise of NGOs even more attractive. Thus in
ithe mid-1990s; the British Foreign and Commonwealth Office (along with other foreign
‘ministries) was making greater use of such resources in, for example, its United Nations
Department. .« - i s T e o

. From another perspective, the end of the Cold War has witnessed a-changed role for,
ot even the demise of, some familiaractors on the world stage. By 1994 CoCom, the body
charged with overseeing Western export controls on exports of sensitive technologies to
the Eastern bloc, had effectively ceased to exist. The security services, whosé activities
were:symbolic of the Cold War, are redefining their roles towards countering economic
espionage in the. West and; in the case of the KGB, attempting to contain the growth of
organised critne. Questions are being raised about the continued need for certain agencies.
The need for:the World Bank, argue some, has now passed. Others have suggested that
the kind of economic intelligence work performed: by the: OECD, the organisation
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containing the world’s wealthiest economies, can be as well performed by private sector
comparnies. .
One of the major differences between the Cold War and the post-Cold War periods lies
in the disappearance of the ideological underpinnings which were such a clear
characteristic of the former. The triumph of capitalism has changed the nature of
international relations in a profound manner. Virtually every government, even those few
which adhere to some residual form of communism such as China, embraces the free
market, as opposed to the centralised economy, to some degree.
But as the previous chapter has suggested, this does not mean that values and beliefs
. no longer assume significance. There may well be, as argued in Chapter 2, legitimate

reservations about the extent and significance of actual and potential clashes between the

West and Islam and between the geographical centres of capitalism. Yet it is clear that
these and other tensions do exist and that differences over such prominent issues as human
rights and the environment can assume an aura of ‘ideclogical’ conflict.

Stratification and structure - _ T
One feature of the post-Cold War international system seems uncontestable: the bipolar
structure has disappeared. This is, partly, because there are no longer two “superpowers’
on which rival alliance systems can focus. As Chapter 13 will demonstrate, the collapse
of the USSR; whilst it: leaves Russia as a country of formidable power, has served to
underscore the fact that this power was based on a relatively narrow, principally military,
resource base... .. . S : : : : :

But the end of the Cold War presents problems of a different kind for the United States
— and, by ‘extension, for.the international system itself. Quite clearly, whatever
reservations might exist about the power of the United States and its oft-heralded decline,
in the 1990s it stands as the world’s only state capable of making any realistic claim to
superpower status. The real issue, however, is whether Washington has the will to perform
the kind of leadership role that such a status suggests.:. : :

The fact that the Clinton administration came into office proclaiming its determination
to give priority to domestic rather than: foreign policy indicated to many that the United
States was unwilling and unable to perform a leadership role. Since then, the uncertain
tenor of American foreign policy as the White House has sought to accommodate its initial
domestic-oriented inclinations to the realities of an interdependent world has been
reflected in a series of problems from Bosnia to trade policy towards China and — closer
to home—events in Haiti.... - . =5 o AT . .

The: position of the United States poses two linked issues which bring: together the
question of:system structure.and the stability of the international system, The first might
be regarded as an analytical issue, albeit one with clear practical implications: Does a
stable international system require a dominant (or ‘hegemonic’) state capable of providing
leadership? If it does, and the: United States is unwilling to perform that role, then (here
is the second and far more political issue) who will do so? Obvious candidates such as
Japan -and Germany appear unwilling, for several reasous, some domestic and some
international, to assume the burden. ..+ - - o : Sl
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As noted earlier, this problem was less marked in the bipolar era because the immediacy
of the perceived threat from the East provided a clear justification for the American
leadership role and the costs that accompanied it. Also, as we have seen, Moscow and
Washington developed a relationship through which, to a.degree, they were able jointly
to provide leadership and stability, if at the price of the threat of nuclear annihilation,

Accompanying the demise of the Soviet Union — and in some senses preceding it as
President Gorbachev replaced the Brezhnev Doctrine with the so-called ‘Sinatra Doctrine’
—encouraging the countries in Moscow’s East European sphere of influence to “do it their
way’ — has been the disappearance of the Warsaw Pact and its economic counterpart,
COMECON. But if the 1990s represented a crisis for the East in the Fast—West
relationship which was to witness the demise of one half of the bipolar structure, it also
presented a crisis of function for its Western counterpart, NATO.

What purpose could this organisation serve when shorn of its otiginal purpose, namely
to protect the West from communism? The attempts to re-define its role in the absence of
a credible threat from what was the USSR symbolises the real differences in system
structure that have emerged. NATO appears to be developing into a security agency with
a far wider remit, one which through the “Partnership for Peace’ formula has been
extended to former members of the Soviet bloc and to Russia itself, _

- Apart from these developments, the structure of the international system continues to

display many of the features of the Cold War era. The removal of the Soviet threat has
weakened the links forged by the United States with Western Europe and Japan. In
consequence, the emergence of a multipolar world which was clear in economic terms in
the 1970s is maturing into a political multipolarity. This has reawakened debates about
the relative stability of bipolar and multipolar systems, with some observers suggesting
that the complexities of the latter compare unfavourably with the former. -

One further point regarding structure and stratification should be noted: the impact of
the end of the Cold War on North-South relations. A concern here.is that this will lessen
considerably the influence that the South was able to exercise over the rival superpowers,
Events of the late 1980s and early 1990s seemed to sustain this as former client states of
Moscow lost their influence in the wake of the latter’s fundamental reappraisal of its
foreign policy goals, o '

Furthermore, the opening up of Eastern Europe to Western foreign investment
suggested the prospect of the diversion of resources previously destined for countries of
the South. The question arises, then, as to whether the relative influence of the South will
diminish and the stratification of the international system actually increase as the gap
between rich and poor grows. . _ P A T

We shall return to this issue in Chapter 9, but it is important to recall that the South
looks increasingly diverse in the 1990s; with few similarities between the plight of Africa
and the situation in much of the Asia—Pacific region.

Patteirns of interaction
Much of what has been said about actors and structures is reflected in-the patterns of
interaction characterising the post-Cold War World. One of the major changes, of course,
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is the ‘opening-up’ of Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. This wiil be discussed
in Chapter 13 and thus for the moment the point will be briefly made. In economic,
political and social terms, the landscape of what has hitherto been regarded as ‘East—West®
relations has been transformed both in an official, governmental sense but also through
private sector commercial and financial involvement in what had been the formeriy largely
self-contained economies of the Soviet bloc, S

Beyond this significant development, it is hard to draw any conc!usmns as to the relative
balance between the basic forms of interaction discussed above: conflictand cooperation.
It has aiready been noted that the hopes enmeshed in the phrase ‘new world order’ — where
that is taken to suggest a more just and peaceful world — have been challenged by events:
Indeed, armed conflict has returned to Europe in the areas occupied by the former
Yugoslavia, and there are othet powder kegs, such as Macedoma and Aibama, Wthh
stand ready to ignite,

Outside Europe, the threat of nuclear proliferation does little to suggest an untroubled

future. According to some estimates, thete are twenty or so ‘nuclear threshold® states
around the world which may be able to deliver some form of nuclear device by the turn
of the millennium. In the mid-1990s, one of the most worrying instances is to be found
in the case of North Korea, widely believed to be developing nuclear weapons and refusing
to admit international inspection teams to verify its claim that it is deve!opmg a nuclear
capacity for peaceful purposes.

At the same time, diplomacy has had some qualified triumphs in the post-Cold War
environment. The end of the East—West split has created a new climate which has clearly
affected regional disputes in a number of geographical areas from South Africa to the
Middie East. As in the Cold War period, however, the scope for diplomatic interaction
confronts obstacles. Terrorism remains a danger to diplomacy but is supplemented by the
growth of organised crime to which it is sometimes closely linked. Ideology, now in the
form of Islamic fundamentalism suspicious of Western patterns of behaviour, continués
to restrict the scope for the peaceful resolution of disputes in certain contexts. :

Rules and practices

it has already been suggested that some of the niost fundamental rules of the state system,
those deriving from the concept of sovereignty, are being questioned - or at least re-
examined. On the one hand, it can be argued, this is because these sovereignty-related
rules and practices look less relevant to the contemporary situation. In the context of the
Cold War, for example, the principle of non-intervention assumed a clear relevance for
Third World countries; but now the emphasis has shifted to problems of access rather
than denial — access to markets and access to foreign investment, for example. Although:
it has obvious limits, there is consequently a greater willingness to open up- national
societies to external forces. :
The reverse side of the coin, however, reveals the working out of those forces, of
nationalism and national self-determination which, as noted earlier in this chapter, have
been instrumental in the shaping of the state system. But the system itself now stands in
danger of disintegration from those very forces. Is it possible to sustain a situation where
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every ethnic group demands its own territorial state as the world fragments into an ever-
more complex patchwork quilt of ethnic groups? Or are there alternative means by which
the hopes and fears of minority groups can be safeguarded within their existing territorial
settings? These appear to be some of the most telling issues which the latest phase of the

. state system confronts. This crisis of self-determination, so dramatically represented by

the bloody fragmentation of Yugoslavia, stands as one of the central challenges
confronting the international community as it seeks to adapt to new realities.

Against this background, the old problem of managing power relations in what, in some
senses, is becoming a more fragmented international system remains. For some observers,
the post-Cold War era suggests the replacement of the condominium of power which
emerged in the Cold War years with a return to some form of ‘concert of powers’
reminiscent of the nineteenth century. Here, the argument goes, the ‘great powers” — as in
the past — will manage the system supported by a renewed and strengthened United
Nations. The pattern is best exemplified in the assemblmg of a coalition of powers in the
context of the Guif War of 1991. :

The future for such a model of international relations depends ona number of factors,
some of them already touched on above. It could be argued that the great powers of the
late twentieth century have more in common than their predecessors of a hundred years
earlier. But experience since the Gulf War demonstrates the difficulties of marshalling
national interests into collective action, particularly where domestic politics impinges
increasingly on the conduct of foreign policy. Whatever the future holds, just as the Cold
War built on the practices of earlier periods in the evolution of the international system

— through the adaptation of spheres of influence and the development of techniques of
crisis management, for example — so the post-Cold War era, the so-called ‘new, world
otrder’, will constiture a hybrld as old concepts are married to new in a rapidly evolvmg
and uncertain environment.

Summary

Within the international arena, patterns of interactions — international systems — develop. Over
time, a number of systems have emerged and disappeared. Since the late Middle Ages, we have
witnessed the evolution of one these systems, the state system. Based on territorial units - states

— it has been marked by its tendency towards fragmentation. -
 This reflects key characteristics of the state as actor, in particular the prlnupies thCh derive
from the concept of sovereignty. In addition, the rise of nationalism has reinforced the tendency
towards division within the system, Although the lack of a central, international government
creates the impression of ‘anarchy’ in world politics, this is balanced by elements of an internatio-
nal ‘society’ based on the recognition of mutual needs and growing linkages between actors.

By cornparing three periods in its evolution, the Concert, and Cold War and Post-Cold War
phases, it becomes clear that the principles and characteristics of the state system have an
endurmg quallty yet, at the same time, are subject to’ ma|or evolutlonary change
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CHAPTER

eyon"" the sﬁtate sysfzté Y

This chapter focuses on four central themes. First, it examines the changing nature of the state
as an actor on the world stage, especially the relationships between states, governments and
societies. Second, it examines shifts in the position of the state as a participant in world politics,
and the changing notions of international ‘actorness’ that this implies. Third, it assesses the
consequential shifts in relationships between states, societies and a range of non-state political
forces. Finally, it evaluates the impact of these developments on ideas of the international system,
in particular the notion of a ‘mixed actor system’ in which new actors, structures, patterns and
rules have emerged.

The aim of Chapter 4 was to identify some of the key features of the state systeny and the
principles on which it rests. In comparing two key phases in its development, the ‘Concert’
and the *Cold War’® phases, it became clear that these principles and characteristics have
an enduring quality whilst at the same time being subject to major evolutionary change.
This makes the world of the policy-maker and the analyst all the more confusing, for while
vocabularies remain the same, ideas evoive and are changed by a variety of economic,
technological, social and political developments.

Despite the impact of such changes, it could be inferred from the argument in Chapter
4 that states remain the centre of all international activity, and that an understanding of
what states do on the world stage is sufficient for understanding the nature of world
politics as a whole. Such assumptions have a compelling logic, and they lead directly to
an image of international relations which is centred on the state as an actor: a “state-
centric’ image, which is summarised in Figure 5.1. Here, the international system consists
of states interacting with one another through their governments, which are capable of
determining and expressing the collective or ‘national” interests of the societies over which
they rule. Such a portrayal of international relations has the advantages of clarity and
relative simplicity, and expresses well the undoubted significance of states on the world
stage. [t gives rise to a powerful set of assumptions about the qualities necessary to become
an actor on the international scene, which have coloured debate about the development
of world politics more generally, and which are derived from the principles set out in
Chapter 4 {pp. 50-73):

74
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State A . R State B - -

G= Government'_
S = Society

B Figure 5.1 A state-centric image of the world.

= Soveretgnty whlch suggests that the state has no Eegal superlor m thc mrernatlonal
system. :

a Recognition — 4 means by wh:ch membership of the exduswe club’ of natlon -gtates
can be regulated..

u Territorial control — the ability of a given government not only to rule over a given
‘space’ but also to regulate the dctivities of citizens and others w1thm it.

Taken together, these prmcnp!es form the basm of the nation-state’s quafmes as an actor,
or what might be termed its ‘actorness’. State-centrism not only attaches particular
importance to these attributes, but also assumes that any entity not possessing all three
of them is in some way a ‘second-class citizen” in the international community, liable to
be dominated by even the least powerful state. Thus, the UN, the EU or large multinational
corporations (MNCs) such as Ford or Unilever are regarded as being essentially under the
control of national governments rather than as autonomous actors. . 7 :

. The argument in this chapter is that this state-centric image of world politics is both
inaccurate and potentially damaging for the analysis of world politics. In the terms used
in Chapter 2, a state-centric focus, however sophisticated, can limit the ability of both
academics and policy-makers to describe, explain and manage the complexity of the world
arena. Some have been tempted on this basis to claim. that the state-centric approach
should be rejected in its entirety, and that notions such as sovereignty, recognition and
territoriality should be consigned to the waste-bin as historical curiosities. Perhaps,

though, there are ways of looking at the contemporary international system which take
account of its complexities whilst al!owmg for the still highly influential roEc of the state
and governments.... ... : :

. The evolution and functlomng of the state system ltse]f have created compiexmes and
have stimulated debate about the nature of statehood, the ‘rules of the game’ and the
principles of state action. During the late twentieth century, the recognition that there are
new actors and systems on the world stage has led to the development of new frameworks
and theories to describe and explain a changing reality. This bears out a central theme of
this book: that the concept of a ‘system’ is important not only because in some way it
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represents international reality, but also because it affects debate, activity and the ‘images’
held by groups and individuals.

The purpose of this chapter is to develop and explore further the line of argument
summarised above. The first step is to examine the changing nature of states and, in
particular, the governmental processes which are the basis of action and influence in the
international system. Second, it is necessary to ask whether there are processes of change
going ‘beyond the state system’. In dealing with the image and reality of a ‘state system’,
it is difficult, if not impossible, to avoid questions about the broader context within which
states operate. In Chapter 4 there were many points at which forces other than states and
their agents crept onto the field of play, affecting the actions and the perceptions of those
involved. Evidently, states and their actions represent only one network — albelt a hlghiy
significant one — in the international political scene.

There are many other groups, organisations and networks that cou]d also be mc!uded

in a definition of ‘world politics’, and in this chapter a major focus is on this broader range -

of participants. In pamcuiar the concern is with the ways in which and the extent to which
non-state forces have come to ‘modify or challenge the ‘state system’, both in practtcal
terms and in terms of its power to explain trends and events, This concern leads to'a

reassessment of the four major components isolated in Chapter4 the actors, the structure

of the system, patterns of interaction and rules and practices.

“The problems can mmaily be exp!ored on two interretated !evels first, the changmg_

character of states themselves and, second, the changing position of states in the
international system. As noted above, awareness of this twofold trend has led“some
commentators to predict the demise of the state and the replicement of the state system
by d:variety of other political forces. Such predictions have beén met by equally positive
assertions that the state system is-both vigorous and indeed irreplaceable as an organising

featiire-of world politics. Reality is not so neat or clear-cut; and it is' the coexistence of

diverse political forcés that: shapes the character of the interiational ‘system: in the late
twentieth century. Chapter 6 will explore this reality throtigh a'case study of multinational
corporations, but the rest of thls chapter will ldentlfy the scope and depth of the changcs
affectmg the state system i

The changmg nature of statehood

A stafelcentric view of the 1nternat10nal system empha51ses the ainhty of govemments
both to represent the broad interests of their citizens and to ¢oritrol the actions of groiips
“within: society. State action; it was once said, is"action taken by thoseacting'in the name
of the state. This assertion reflects the idea that governments can in-some: way- bring
togethér and controb:all the needs and-actions of national sociéties:! Indeéed; without
such:an assumption: the’ concept of a' coherent ‘state system would be very' difficult to
‘sustain.’ It is " thus ‘important: to - know that' the’ pronotiricements - and “deeds” of US
Presidents; ‘ British- Prime:* Ministers or other.-designated” governmental leaders -are
both: representatlve and authorltanve u—-that they can be rehed upon as facts of worid
‘politicsesri S : : e '
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The growth and diversity of government

During the twentieth céntury, this assumption has been buttressed by the growth of
government itself and its identification- with the notions of territoriality and self-
determination {see Chapter 4). In all societies, government regulation and government
expenditures have consistently increased — often despite the claims of leaders that they
will “roll back the state’. Very few areas of human activity remain untouched by
government even in the most libertarian of political systems or the most ‘free market’ of
economies. But this very spread of government, which, on the face of it, provides a
powerful foundation for the continued authority of states at home and abroad, has
brought with it a number of tensions. Four such tensions are particularly important for
wortld politics: :

1. As'the spread of govemment has proceeded its dwers:ty has mcreased
2. ‘Big government’ and complex structures have mcreased the likelitiood of fragmenta-
~ tion within the governmental apparatus, . ' : o
3. Government itself can become an arena within WhICh contenclmg forces compete
4, Govemments can_experience leakages of authorzty which reduce their ability to
_ represent or conrrol thelr natlonai soc1et1es :

Often theié probiems are not simply natlonal or ‘domest]c in thelr extent: they affect and

are affected by forces in the broader international arena.: e

-Even the miost adamant proponents of state-centric views have never cla:med that all
governments are the same. It is true to say, however; that ‘state system” approaches tend
to play down the differences between forms of government since; ta a éértain extdnt, these
can be seenas:margifial to the real concerns of the international arena; Differences of
ideology, changes of leadership and the impact of domestic upheaval can have significant
effects, but in many cases (so the argument would go) these do‘not affect the imperatives
of national interests and internationalstatus. Thus it can be atgiied that (for example) the
interests of Russia have remained essenitially the same despite’ major changes in its system
of government durting the twentieth century; not least during the 1990s;

--Arguably, such a position is simply no loniger tenable, The spread of government to all
parts of the globe has produced suck 2 profusion of political’ stitictures that these are
bound to have important consequences fot interniatiofial behaviour: It seems preposterous
to assert that, for the purposes of world politics, the governments:of the United States,
Zaire and Vietnam are identical;, and experience bears out this perception. Likewise, the
changes of governmental structure and patterns of authority which occurred during 1989
and 1990 within-the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe were bound to have significant
effects on both the behaviour of Eastern Eutopean states and world politics as whole.

The diversity of forms of government thus means that assumptions of uniformity about
the nature of governments as international actors should be treated with caution. A further
dimensionis added by the growth and diversification of the workings of government itself.
While a ‘state system’ view would imply that foreign offices and other administrative
bodies are neutral, operating as the passive tools of political [eaders, such a view has been
increasingly open to artack. Government has grown'big (far bigger in some countries than
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. Diplomatic, Cansular, and other establishments and delegations to international erganisations

in others), it has become complex and it has consequently become subject to "
fragmentation, loss of control and internal competition. Before World War II, the State — E% PR
Department in the United States mustered fewer than 1,000 diplomatic personnel; in the & :§_°§ i
1990s the figures run into tens if not hundreds of thousands. As can be seen from Figure - P
5.2, the administrative structure of the Department was complex and wide- rangmg, = § EEE
creating the potential for both managerial and political difficulties. ggg 1% sEE| [ E%é
Equally, other parts of the US government have expanded and developed dlstmct 223 g g : Egﬁ gg%
interests in international affairs: whereas the military have always and inevitably ] «ﬁf«"? % E%E e
possessed this quality, they have been joined by a vast range of notionally ‘domestic’ 3 £ B 5§§ =5
bureaucracies with international interests. Thus, the US government departments dealing = — % - E‘*’E, o % -’%ﬁ
with monetary policy, environmental issues and agriculture all have important B gé £ § 2f H
international interests, sometimes at odds with those of the ‘national security’ — é 58 I §§
departments. Figure 5.3 sets out the range of US government departments and agencies ! 23 Ei b £0 ‘ Eg
involved in dealing with the development of the Single Market Programme in the European i Y - % - gﬁ %%é
Community during the late 1980s. It is clear from this that the problem of coordination : d N g 2
between a multitude of agencies is severe. The bureaucracies of US federal government i _ — £
are both uniquely complex and uniguely open to competition, but for almest all national ': E o °rE = 8
governments growth has produced complexity and internal fragmentation. ' |k 5,% i3 5 g H . gé
It should not, therefore, be assumed that ‘government’ is a monolithic entity, whether - 5 3 £ 5 822 £°
in the domestic or in the international arena. Indeed, government itself can become an g g > , -
arena for political competition in which politicians, bureaucrats and their clients are g | & i
central players. Whatever the size, prospetity or political system of a country, government T & § £ vy B el s &
is about the allocation of resources. In most societies, government is the largest single ™ %«5% §§ — = ] Eéé 15RE
concentration of financial power and this has an inevitable impact on the way business i 94 L R lﬁ £
gets done. When the division of the annual budget involves millions, billions or-even
trillions . of dollars, pounds or roubles, the interests of different ‘empires’ within ‘ = § o &
government will automatically come into conflict. : - — 8 — &2 3
Ner is this simply a matter of money. The gaining ot Ioss of authomy, status or . Cn = E; %
responsibility will be a central concern of many supposedly neutral officials and will often %é g E‘EE
intersect with broader political battles in society. This means that the actions of 2% HEsc T ie P
government, in the international as well as the domestic field, can often best be interpreted 558 REHI NN 373 15g
as the almost accidental by-product of internal governmental struggles. What then 70% - N
becomes of the assumption that international politics is built upon the authoritative <
actions of national monoliths? £ %«g e
A good example of such processes at work in the late 19803 was provlded by thc process 1 5%
of ‘perestroika’ {restructuring’) in the USSR, which opened up divisions within the Soviet _F < *3
leadership and produced conflicts between the need for economic reform and military : 3 & — -
modernisation. After the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991-2, the government of Boris EE é 3 § K § gé;’;
Yeltsin also experienced severe internal conflicts about the nature and pace of reform, -2 —3 §§=§‘ - E%“;
which on occasions led to the outbreak of violent conflict. Even where this did not occur, 5 £5 8
it was clear that the internal fragmentation of the government weakened it both at home - 5L
and in the international arena. =

In this context, it is hardly surprising that the chalienge to state-centric assumptlons
reflects, for many writers, a fundamental loss of control by national governments, both

B Figure 5.2 Department of State organisation in the late 1980s. (Source: Manua of US Government Operations 19861987, Washington, DC,

US Government Printing Office.)
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over their actions in the national and international arenas and over the very mechanisms
of policy-making themselves. This issue will be explored in more depth in Chapter 10,
but it is also important here. _

During the 1970s and 1980s, politicians and commentators became aware of problems

variously described as those of ‘authority leakage’ and ‘ungovernability’ — the incapacity
to satisfy the demands either of domestic populations or of the international arena, While
it is difficult to compare the problems facing governments in advanced industrial, former
socialist and developing societies, it is clear that for many national governments the late
twenticth century has placed new burdens on their ability to satisfy or to express the needs
of their peoples. Some of the burdens are economic — can any government realistically
claim to fulfil all the welfare or commercial needs of its citizens? Others are in the most
sanctified areas of traditional government responsibilities — can any government truly
claim to defend its people in the era of space weapouns, stealth techno!ogy and international
terrorism? . . .
. During the 19805, the poltcy agenda of the ‘New R[ght in both Brltam and the Umted
States focused largely on this issue, but it was far from clear whether its calls for reduced
government intervention in the economy, coupled with a fresh impetus for defence
expenditure, had succeeded in overcoming the fundamental problems. At the same time,
at a very different point on the political spectrum, the programmes of environmental
groups such, as Greenpeace or. Friends of the Earth expressed the view that national
governments acting alone could not hope to manage the ecological challenges facing all
societies.:

Each of these posmons - of the New Right and the environmentalists — reflected the
perception that national governments could not, and perhaps should not, interfere with
international processes. But each expressed a fundamentally opposed view of the need for
international. action, with the New Right arguing for national independence in a free
global market, and .the environmentalists espousing. the need for new forms of
international. cooperation and even international ‘government’ to control national
socteties. This indicates that the divisions are not merely matters of fact, but also matters
of prescription about the kind of world which will emerge in the twenty-first century.

Governments and peoples

The role and status of government has thus undergone conslderable change in both the
national and the international contexts. Before looking in more detail at some of the
groups and organisations that have emerged alongside governments, it is necessary to
explore further the changing role and status of peoples and populations. The state-centric
perspective on world politics might see the peoples of the world as ‘cannon-fodder’,
manipulated by the national.leaders who, to all intents and purposes, constitute the state.
However; as the notion of ‘government as monolith’ is open to question, so is this image
of ‘people as passive objects’: indeed, one of the implications of the discussion so far in
this chapter is that governments have become increasingly incapable of channelting,
expressing or meeting the needs of their peoples. The problem has four central elements:
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The growing ‘presence’ of the state in society.

. The growth of non-governmental power in society.

. Domestic fragmentation and instability. .
. Thei impact of extemal influences and lmkages on natlonai soctenes

- It has been noted by many commentators that a key feature of twentieth-century society
has been the growing ‘presence’ of the state and its penetration into the everyday lives of
its citizens. Earlier in this chapter, this trend was seen to be closely connected-with the
growth of the mechanisms of povernment, which have become mote extensive and have
laid claim to ever-increasing areas of jurisdiction-and regulation. Beyond this rather
mechanical aspect of state extension, it is clear that governmental activities have an
increasing impact on the lives and livélihood of their populations. In some societies the

government is a dominant employer and producer of goods and services; in others it is'a

participant in a mixed economy; in others it is an important provider of background
regulations. Equally, the state can be an all-pervasive provider of ordér and control, an
omnipresent check on its citizens” activities ot ‘a: relatively- non-inteiventionist ‘night-
watchman’. The state‘can be seen as possessing a pamcular monopoly of responmbﬂ[ty
and power in the areas of defence and nationali security: .

Just as there is great diversity of national political systems in world politics, it is clear

that there are wide variations in theinclination and capacities of governments to control’
their domestic societies. In some cases, limitations in state authority are built into formal -
political, economic or social structures — for example in federal systems or in those with

a constitutional division of powers: Whatever the constitutional form, though, it is clear

that the growing complexity and diversity of modern societies has led to the growth of

centres of power and influence outside the state or governmental apparatus.
Sometimes this is exdcerbated by the fragility of governmental institutions themseives,

as in ‘new’ or internally divided states where private armies or effectively independent =
political and economic organisations can grow ‘up. But éven the most solidly grounded

governments have found themselves having to cope with the consequences of specialised,
complex; often intractable social and economic forces. Great corporations- or powerful
sectional interest groups, wielding power derived from the marketplace or from social

forces, have been able to shape or to ignore governmental act:ons because of then‘ expertlse _

in mobilising money, knowledge or people. S
This means that the problems of fragmentation and overload w1thm government are
paralleled by -~ and often linked to'= broader social or'economic forces: One response to

these problems, on the part of governments and other groupings, has been to reassessthe

role that governments can actually play in shaping or directing the lives of their citizens:
A major cause of ‘state failure’ in societies as tlghtly regulated as those of Fastern Europe
and the USSR was that people came to recognise that the state could not provide everything
or control everything. The demise of authoritarian ruling parties, the éncouragement of

market economies and the influence of Western technologies, fashlons and culture bear .

witness to the limitations that were revealed.
.These  and other boundaries to governmental power were further exposed by’ w1de—

spread-access to new channels of communication and expression. The microcomputer;
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the mobile telephone or the fax machine are everyday consumer items in many societies,
but in all societies they raise potential issues of regulation and control which go back to
the fundamental nature of governmental aathority. It can thus be argued that the growing
inability of authoritarian governments to repress the demands of their citizens during the
1980s — whether this was in Eastern Europe; Latin America or elsewhere — reflected the
inexorable broadening of access to information and means of communication.
. What makes the impact of these trends more acute and, for the argument here, more
* significant is the fact that in most, if not all, cases there is an inescapable link between
domestic processes and the international system. In the state-centric view of world politics,
governments (on behalf of the state) are seen as forming a channel between national
societies and the international scene. This channel funnels the needs and demands of the
population and regulates the impact on national life of international developments.
However, much of what has been said so far in this chapter casts doubt on the relevance
 of this view in two ways, : : : : : :
First; it is clear that the dlffusmn of power domestlcal[y ¢an'reduce: the capacity of
- governments to: channel the needs and demands of their populations; especially where
organisations or groups have access to significant resources of their own, Second, it follows
that those same governments will find it increasingly difficult to channel or control the
impact of developments in the international arena on their national societies: In these
conditions. it becomes: very: difficult to maintain the idea of an ‘impermeable’ state
possessing sovereignty ‘and . able to act as a ‘gatekeeper’ between the national and
international domains. The spectacular collapse of communist rule in: Eastern Europe is
perhaps the most obvious examp]e of the’ problem, butitis repeated in less dramattc forms
almost everywhere. - o ety
This is not to argue that the erosion of the state as'a unit of world pohtlcs is'ineyitable
or that it will be complete {and this point will be taken up later). It does mean, though,
that the student and the practitioner of world politics are confronted by a world both
more diverse and less predictable than that presented by state-centric interpretations:

The new vanety of mternatlonal actors

Since it is apparent that the state has been joined on the mternat:onal stage by a range of
other actual or potential actors, one important task is to define and identify these actors,
This is not simply a dry, abstract analytical enterprise, since participants in world politics
often face precisely the same problem, with the possibility of severe penalties if their
analysis is inaccurate. Not surprisingly, a great deal of academic and governmental energy
has been expended in trying to develop reliable: ‘indicators” of the likely participants- in
world politics, along with estimates of their possible impact. : R -
One approach ‘to the problem is to trace the proliferation of new groupings and
organisations active in the international arena, and thereby to-arrive at an-overall picture
of the new constellation of actors. Such an approach must start with the fact that states
themselves have multiplied and diversified {as noted in earlier discussion): the UN at its
foundation in 1946 had about 50 members but now has close to- 200. Many of the




84 The international arena

additional members arose from the collapse of the Western colonial empires after World
War 11, and thus simply did not exist as states as late as the 1950s; others, such as those
arising out of the co!fapse of the Soviet Union, were added in a landslide during the
early 1990s. :

In addition to the new varrety of states, however there are often less farm!lar features
on the international landscape, which pose particular problems for a state-centric
interpretation of world politics. A few examples will bring home the point. It has often
been noted that the twenticth century, and especially the post-1945 era, has seen an
‘explosion’ of international organisations and associations led by the UN ‘family’. The
number of intergovernmental bodies in the world arena has advanced well beyond 300;
while less formal and more diverse non-governmental bodies are created in thousands. -

Alongside these developments there has been a vast expansion in numbers of economic
groupings. The category that has attracted most attention is that of multinational business
enterprises, usually known as multinational corporations, and special attention will be
paid to this phenomenon in Chapter 6..It is also important to.note that even in the field
of military, security there has been a proliferation of groups which have often posed

dramatic challenges to established states or governments through terrorism or insurgency.

Finally, and particularly during the 1980s, the proliferation of groups pursuing objectives
in the humanitarian. or the ecological spheres has had a major impact in the system.
However, this rather descriptive approach to the issue of international actors raises-as
many questions as it answers. It is not very helpful to produce statements which amount
to the claim that there is a lot of activity by a more diverse set of international groupings.

It is important to identify precisely what it is about the actors in world politics that is:

worth knowing, especially in terms of political impact. In other words, the qua!mes as
well as the sheer quant;ty of actors must be assessed. SRR

:Rethihkirig _the nature of_ ‘actorness’. -

The important task here involves a re-examination of the assumptions concerning the
qualities which actors need to possess in order to participate in world politics. The first
part of this chapter set out the traditional criteria of ‘actorness’ derived from three key
principles of the state system: . : : SR TR

1; Sovere:gnty
2 Recogmtlon
3 Control of terrxtory and peop]e

These, 1t was suggested help to explam the character of states as actors but are not very'

illuminating when evaluating the role of non-state actors. More than this, they create
criteria which, because NSAs are unable to conform to them, actually: downgrade-the

significance of organisations so diverse as the EU, Friends of the Earth and the: Palestine:
Liberation Organisation. What is needed are far less restrictive criteria to enable both:
student and; policy-maker to understand. the resources that are possessed by each type

of international: actor and that help to determine its role and scope for influence in

" 1. The aims of actors. . - ' - LR
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- the international system. Three alternative concepts to those applied traditionally to

staftes are:

1. Autonony — how much freedom of action does an actor have when seeking to achieve
“-its objectives?

2. Representation ~ what constitiiencies does an’ actor répresent? Are these very broad

* groupings or limited-purpose and special-interest groups?

-3 Influence — how much mﬂuence can an actor exert in a specific context and ona specific

" issue?

Adoptmg these far broader and more adaptable measures enab!es one to break away

. from the rather narrow, state-related criteria of actorness and to look afresh at the

character of all actors and their role in world politics. Furthermore, they provide a set of

. guidelines from which judgements regarding the relative strengths and weaknesses of

actors can be made and their influence in specific situations estimated. From this revised

" perspective on actorness, it is possible to consider anew the qualities exhibited by the range
- of actors “engaged in international relations, and thus ‘to reassess the changing
" characteristics of the internationial arena: its stratlﬁcatlon and structure, patterns of
. interaction and: rules and practaces

' The qualltles of actors

Four partrcular quahtles can be 1dentlﬁed

2. The extent of actor partlapatlon TR e,
3. Actors’ structures and resources. - L
4. Levels of actor partrc1pat10n

Aims -

“In the ﬁrst piace, it'is c!ear thar dlfferent actors Wlthm the mternatlonal arena 2 will target
“markedly diffeting ranges of issues. For some, the range will be broad, if not all-

encompassing, while for others it will be confined to one or two central issues. The
government of the United States has to wrestle with a multitude of issues which often
intersect, while Greenpeace or Save the Children each has a central focus on one
admittedly complex and significant problem. Alongside the focus on particular problems
or.tasks, there is frequently a variation in the range of interests expressed or represented
by given actors; and here again the focus can be broad and diverse or narrow and intense:
It is often argued, for example, that the primarily economic concerns of farge international
corporations - confer an. advantage over governments, particularly ‘in less developed
countries, whose atrention and resources are stretched over the whole range of poiltrcal
and economic issues (see Chapter 6). K

Extent of parttapaﬂon A

A second area of variation between mternatloual actors 15 the extent to whlch they
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participate in world politics. Such participation can be continuous, purposeful and
positive or temporary and almost ‘accidental’ in nature. Sometimes the pressure of events
or circumstances (as in aircraft hijackings or other episodes involving hostages) can make
participants out of the most unlikely groups or individuals; such was the fate of British
and American citizens trapped in Iraq during the Gulf crisis and war of 1990-1. In general,
it is important to know that, while some actors will participate over a wide range of
activities and with a considerable degree of regularity and persistence, the ‘stage
appearances’ of others will be impermanent, if not fleeting. Neither must it be forgotten
that mere evidence of international activity does not always guarantee or produce political
involvement. Many groupings in the economic field have argued that their interests and
operations are non-political and this is an issue to Whlch further reference will be made
in Chapter 6. : :

Structures and resourcesi-

Closely linked to actors aims and the extent of therr partrcrpatron isa th:rd eEement that
of structure and resources. There is a world of difference between the organisational
features and the capacities of major states and small states, governments and corporations,

pressure groups and individuals, It is thus most important to be aware that any given

international actor will have a characteristic organisational make-up and a specific range
of ways in which it can bring its influence to bear. One central feature of the contemporary
international arena is that it has been subject to what might be called an ‘organisational
revolution’; at the national and the international:level, the number and complexity of
organisational devices has expanded, in time with the number and complexity of human
activities. _ o _

To give just one examp]e: during the late 1980s the increésih’g attention given to
environmental issues led to a wide range of organisational changes, bothi within national
governments and among non-state actors, which significantly affected the processes of
international negotiation and regulation. With governments creating new departments,
new international organisations being set up and non-state groupings increasing their
actlvrrles, there was room for a good deal of orgamsatronal confusnon as welf as for creatwe
m:tranves

Levels of parnc:patron ENTRER

Fmally, in assessmg the qualrtles of actors, it pays to be aware of theilevel or levels at
which they exist and operate. Within nationalsocieties it is possible to identify many levels
at which groups and individuals can enter into the political process — local, municipal,
regional — and this coexistence of levels is carried much further in the international arena!
At each level of participation and concern,.a specific ‘mix’ of actors will be relevant and
interested and although governments will tend to be involved at many of these levels; it
should by no means be taken for granted that they will wield effective influence at any or
all of them. While there is considerable debate about which levels of participation are
most relevant to, or sxgmﬁeant in, world politics, there is generai agreement ona number
of major areas: -
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~a First, many actors are essentially subnational. They operate within domestic societies,
.. with their attention and efforts primarily confined by national or even local affairs, yet
... they can produce political effects either directly or indirectly outside their own societies.
= Second, and related, some actors are tramnsnational, relying on organised linkages
" between groups operating within two or more national societies. Importantly, these
transnational actors are not necessarily controlled by any one national government,
‘w Third, there are actors that rely upon their status as parts or agents of national
governments — in other words, governmental actors, defined by their roles and concerns
within the governmental structure (and these may be — and increasingly are -
internationally relevant).

s Fourth, there are those actors Wthh rely for their existence on intergovernmental
linkages or agreements — a class which includes many international organisations and
~ institutions, such as NAT(, the UN and the Organisation of American States (OAS).
“a Finally, and most exceptlonal[y, there are bodies which wholly or partly operate at the
supranational level, that'is to say a level to which states and national governments are
essentially subordinate. Almost the only body with any claim to this level of activity is
the Commission of the European Community, and there is continuing debate about its
credentials in thls area. :

Table §.1 attempts to summarise and illustrate the features of international actors which
have been mentioned in this section. It must be borne in mind that few bodies will conform
precisely or always to any given category, but these criteria will provide a checklist against
which ]udgements can be made. )
Two major conclusions can be reached at this stage. Firse, ot all mtematronal actors
are states — and, indeed, in certain areas the states are likely to be peripheral to events.
Second, the diversity of actors within the international system implies a corresponding
diversity of networks involving various combinations or groupings, and thus a new
complexity of stratification and structure. This is the next concern of this chapter.

New networks and reiétiohships

A state-centric view of world politics is unequivocal about the networks or relationships
that matter in the international arena: the dominant, if not the only, concern is with
relations between states, which are the most authoritative and far-reaching, While other
networks of relations exist, they are all ultimately subordinate to the state system and thus
to the political processes and patterns of interaction it generates. The argument so far in
this chapter implies that this is a misleading image of world politics. States and their
governments, it appears, are not as solid and authoritative as might be supposed; they are
by no means the only possible participants in world politics and, on specific issues or at
specific levels, othet actors may be able to outmanoeuvre them, Thus, a view of the
international system as a system of states must be supplemented by animage wh;ch allows
for a far wider range of networks and patterns.
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The new variety of international actors: an illustration

Table 5.l

Pope john' _
Paul Il

Palestine Liberation

Organisation

General

European-

Brit;.i.sh _

government

Motors

Commission.

Political status;

‘National interest’;

Religious,
humanitarian; global

yet concentrated .

‘Commercial interest”;

‘Community interest’;-
economic, social and

Aimns

complex but focused..
on generation of

broad and complex,

national liberation for

. specific groups

political. Broad and

comp_le_x

political, economic and

social, military

The international arena

Continuous, regional;
. political and milicary.

production/profit -
Continuous but ~

Continuous, wide-

Continuous; wide-
ranging, highly

Continuous but

concentrated: non-

political?

ranging, concentrated.

concentrated: non-

political?

Involvement = -

on economic and social

issues’ "

institutionalised

‘Gavernment in exile’;

Bureaucratic and

National government, -
state authority within

Catholic Church;

status as leader,
support of individuals,

support from friendly

. Bureaucratic and -
industrial; specialist

political structure,

Structure and

resources

support from member

governments -

governments; military

expertise

technical and ﬂna_ncia['_

skills

international hierarchy -

groups, others

- Transnational, some

“Fransnational, often. - -

Intergovernmental, -

supranational; *

National governmental,
intergovernmental: -

Lev_ei(s) of

Transnational, often
local and personal

: tr_"aditional ‘diplomatic’

" roles”

participation::-

local or regional

penetrates national

structures

Note: This table is intended merely to illustrate the general features, not to provide detailed discussion of the examples. -
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One way of expressing this image is by building upon the several levels of participation
identified in the previous section: subnational, transnational, governmental, intergovern-
mental, supranational. These levels correspond to five basic types of network or patterns
of activity in the world arena:

1. Subnational networks — these reflect the activities of subnational groups and

organisations, which may or may not be directed towards the governments concerned.
On occasion also they will spill over into the world arena and have political impacts
there.

2. Transnational networks - these relationships will involve part!mpants from a variety

of national societies, organisationally linked for specific purposes. The relationships,
although they may well affect or attract the atrention of governments, will not be
channelled through them.

3. Governmental networks — these networks reflect ‘the quality of ‘government as an

arena’ which was pointed out earlier in the chapter (see page 78), and can strongly

condition the actions of governments as a result of political ititeractions within them.

An extension of this type of network is the transgovernmental network, consisting of

links between the agents of different national governments and leadmg, to interactions
which can influence political leadership at the national level.

4. Intergovernmental networks — these would be the networks most easily recognised by

. state-centric analyses, since they correspond to the alignments and institutions of the

state system. Ranging from formal alliances and organisations to informal al:gnmenta,

* they will involve governmenta[ leaders and those who claim to reprcsent national needs

“or interests. :

3. éupranattonal networks — as already noted therc are relatwely few of these

relationships, mamly concentrated in the EU (msofar as the EU is able to suboramate

_ national groupings, mchdmg governments, to its w;shes) It is important to note that

* where these networks do exist they. can be accompamed by a strong growth of

" transnational and’ transgovcrnmental networks. Indeed; it has been argued that these
are the twin foundamons of broader i mtegrat1on between soc1etles

Fzgure 5 4 summarises. thls profusmn of networks — although it is very dlfﬁcult t6 do th1s
“at more than the most primitive level = and it forms ari important contrast to Figure 5.1

(page 75). Two further points must be made: First; thisreview of networks only deals with
‘pure’ cases— in other words, the matching and linking of like with like: In reality; these
are: also: many . ‘mixed” pairings = for example, of ‘government “with: subnational or
transnational or intergovernmental networks. It is precisely these ‘mixed cases® that will
provide some of the most challenging or surprising developments for policy-makers and
other participants in the international arena. Second, the situation(s) described appear
static, but iri reality they are likely to be highly fluid and dyiiamic. Participants will emerge
and disappear, linkages will wax and wane, networks will be active or fall into disrepair.
Agam the result is an awkward unttdy and unpredactab!e patchwork of actors and thelr

- mutual linkages. :

“These new dimensions to mternational networks produce a numbcr of consequences

. The most apparent is'a growth of new channels for participation in‘and the expression of
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Supranational

State A o : StateB

0 = International organisation
G = Government’
G = Agency of government

. § . = Society .
§ = Grouplng within souety

B Figure 5.4 .'I.'ype's bf i'n_'teénatitmdi'netwo'rks. _ -

views about world politics. This is accompamed by a multiplication of the targets agamst
which, and the sources from which, action can be produced. In addition, the ¢ombinations
of ‘actors that are possible, either as a result of conscious design or as thé product of
circumstances, are greatiy expanded. No longer can it be taken for granted that the
international arena is populated by and managed through states; mdeed to make such an
assumption can be a decidedly risky business. .

For example, in tesponding to térrorist threats against alrcraft many ‘of the tradltlonal
assumptions have to be modified or discarded. The terrorist, although he or she may be
assoctated with'a particular state, does not need the state or its government as a channel
for participation and influence. At the satne time, air transport itself is a complex and
vulnerable international nétwork, which tundoubtedly needs the state (or at least its
territory) as a base, but which operates in some ways independently of states. In addition
to the terrorists and the airlines, the system contains international organisations devoted
to the regulation of air transport, private individuals and interest groups such as aircraft
manufacturers or travel companies. The result of this greatly expanded network is an
often delicate system of relations in Which states and governments are implicated but not
in control, and which terrorists can exploit, sometimes in spectacular fashion. . ..

The contemporary system. beyond the system of states’ |

lt is temptmg to conclude, on the baSIS of arguments hke those advanced in this chapter
that the state and the state system are inexorably declining as influences. upon: and
explanations of what goes on in world politics. Indeed, some analysts have argued strongly
that the idea of a state system should be abandoned, and that it should be replaced bya
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new ‘globalist perspective’ for the comprehension of world politics, based primarily on
transnational forces. Two major variants of this argument can be identified:

1. The first advocates the adoption of a transnationalism based on global pluralism, a

- constantly fluctuating and changing array of groups exerting their influence on each
and every issue. This is seen not simply as a valid method for analysing world politics

- but also as an ‘ideal type’ of a more pluralistic and more peaceful world. Such
arguments lead to a ‘cobweb’ conception of the system in which the state is entangled
in the myriad bonds of transnational interaction and in which state-centric views are
often a barrier to an understanding of the true world.

~2.- A second ‘globalist’ conception relies riot so much on assumiptions of global pluralism
as on the mechanisms of transnational capitalism. Here, the state becomes allied to
and sometimes ‘captured’ by the power of monopoly capital, expressed most obviously
through the multinational corporation. States, groups and individuals are subject to a

~global structure in which the key eleménts are concentrations of capital and in which
the key process is the exploitation of dependent classes or peoples. Once again, there
is'a sirongly normative aspect to this version of the world arena. Capitalism is seen as
having within it the seeds of its own downfall, which can be brought about by the

- raising of consciousness among the dependent and exploited and ar overturning of the
global structure.

Mote will be said about these approaches in later chapters (especially Chapter' 6 and
Chipter 14), but it is important to note them here as the strongest analyt:cai expressions
of the challenge to state dominance in world politics.

Reality; though, lies untidily somewhere in-between' the continued ‘dominance of the

state'and its terminal decline. The fact of the matter is that for some timé past and for the

foreseeable future world politics constitutes what Oran Young déscribes ds a ‘mixed actor
system’:
The basic niotion of a'system of mixed actors requires a movement away from the assumption
of homogeneity with respect to types of actor, and, therefore, a retreat from the postulate of
the state as the fundamental unit of world politics, Instead;, the mixed actor view envisions a -

* sitiiation in which several qualitatively différent types of actor interact in the absence of any
séttled pattern of dominarice~submission (oF hierarchi¢al} relationships. In such a system,
questions concerning political stature, competencies, rights, obligations and so forth cannot
be dealt with in terms of a simple rule indicating the supremacy- of one type of actor and,

.. therefore, they must be worked out on an ad boe basis with different results for different types
of relationship.l- : -

In a ‘fixed actor’ system the state remains an lmportant partnctpant (and on many issues
the dominant influénce}; but the role of the state has become problematical rather than
obvious. A further dimension is added to the ‘mixed actor’ view of the arena by the logical
conclusion that the systern is also one of mixed relationships — a ¢onclusion encapsulated
in the idea of ‘complex interdependence’.’ According to this view of international
relationships, the central pillars of a state-centric approach have become questionable:

_ & It can no longer be assumed that states are coherent and dominant actors in world
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politics; they are increasingly supplemented or supplanted by multiple channels of
‘actions and interaction.

» There is no longer a settled hierarchy of issues in world politics, with ‘power and
security’ and ‘national interests’ at its head. Instead there is a fluctuating international
‘agenda’ reﬂectmg the concerns and influences of a wide range of actors.

a The traditional methods of conducting interstate relations — headed by the use of force
— have at least partly been replaced by new methods of asserting influence, once again
reflecting the activities of multiple participants.
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- Summary
Both of the lmages outhned above - those of a mlxed actor, system and of complex
lnterdependence between actors — reflect the view that world politics. has undergone a
substantial but far from complete transformation in the period since |945. Changes in the
‘agenda’ of world pohtlcs and in methods for exerting influence will be explored in Parts Il and

lIt-of this.book, but the concluslons here, in terms of the international system, can be stated
clearly:

a The state |s stﬂl a ma]or partu::pant in the arena, generatmg influential actions and attractmg

- attention. The state system, in consequence, still remains the most powerful set of organising
forces and activities, but it is not the only significant cluster of networks.

a The state has been joined by a range of other actors, some of them takmg advantage of
percelved |nadequac1es in states themselves, and there has been a consequential diffusion of

_ activity and influence wath;n the arena.

Table 5.2 ' The in’ternationai'_system:'_stat'e-_centric and mixed actor perspectives |

'State~centrlc reTTRE e : : B ; Mixed actor
Actors. .. . L States non-state actors subordmate, . States and non-state actors; autonomy,
' - soverelgnty. recogmtlon and contro! as.. representation and influence as basis for
N e basis for participation . . ... Pparticipation . L
Stratificationand . - . Hlerarchy of states; drstr‘lbunon of . Nosettled huer‘archy. comp!ex
structure e - power between major statesand . - interdependence and influence related .
_ o alliances _ o .. toissuesor situations
Patternsof intergovernmental agendadom:nated _ Multiple channels ofcommunication iy
interaction * ' by secur[ty concerns, dtplomacy ' ﬂuctuatlng agenda, new forms of .
T _ _ _ .. ... diplomacy.
Rules and practices Determmed by dlstrabutlon ofp power. ' Changing rules and pr'ocedures R
’ : based on preservatlon of state system, ' reﬁecttng circumstances and issues,
posszbdlty of use of force as sanctlon " basedon bar‘gamlng between state and

non-stateactors o

Summary Continued

- m New networks of international activity have arisen, characterised by variety and complexity,

‘within which states and other actors coexist. Often this coexistence is uneasy and perplexing,
“and that is precisely where the challenge for analysis and policy arises.

"~ Table 5.2 opposite summarises the relationships and contrasts between, on the one hand, a state-

centric image of the international system and, on the other, a ‘mixed actor’ perspective, in terms

- of the criteria used in Chapter 4 — the actors in the system, its stratification and structure,
patterns of interaction, and rules and practices.
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CHAPTER

CASE STUDY

_ ultinational
corporations

This: chapter applies a number of the ideas’ explored in Chapters 3-5 to a case study of
multinational corporations (MNCs). it focuses on four areas: first, the presence of the MNCs in
the world arena; second, the ‘actorness’ of the MNCs; third, the ways in which MNCs form new
networks in the arena; and finally, the impact of the MNCs on the international system.

The argument in this book so far has focused on the nature of the world arena; its chahging
characteristics and the diverse roles of the participants in it. Ths, in Chapter 3, the eentral
concepts to be examined were those of the arena itself and its relationship to the various
actors, networks and systems of which it is composed. In Chapter 4, the emphasis was
upon the most salient and historically the most influential system within the world arena
— the system of states, which, despite important changes in its components and its focus,
has remained a central feature of world politics. Finally; in Chapter §, the concentration
wis upon the ways in which non-state forces can modify the operation of the state system,

constructing new networks of relations and — for some analysts.at least — constituting a
challenge to the continued predominance of the state system itself.

The overall conc!us:on of the argument, in general terms, was that reportb of the ‘death
of the state system’ were exaggerated. Despite substantial elements of transformation in
the world arena, the state system accounts for a grear deal of what is significant in the
world of the 1990s. None the less, the state system exists in a substantially changed world
arena, demonstrating the features of a ‘mixed actor system’ with diverse participants and
a number of different ‘games” being played at any one time;

As we shall see in later chapters, the implications of such a situation for the substance
and the process of world politics are far-reaching. However, the concern of this chapter
is to consolidate and illustrate the concluswons reached so f'lr through the use of a detalled
case study., pri : -

As noted-earlierin the book the study of world pohtlcs should not be séeri as an abstract
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