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Volume LXVII December 1952 Number 4 

POLITICAL SCIENCE 
QUARTERLY 

NATIONAL SECURITY " AS AN AMBIGUOUS 
SYMBOL 

TATESMEN, publicists and scholars who wish to be con- S sidered realists, as many do today, are inclined to insist 
that the foreign policy they advocate is dictated by the 

national interest, more specifically by the national security in- 
terest. It is not surprising that this should be so. Today any 
reference to the pursuit of security is likely to ring a sympa- 
thetic chord. 

However, when political formulas such as " national inter- 
est " or " national security " gain popularity they need to be 
scrutinized with particular care. They may not mean the same 
thing to different people. They may not have any precise 
meaning at all. Thus, while appearing to offer guidance and a 
basis for broad consensus they may be permitting everyone to 
label whatever policy he favors with an attractive and possibly 
deceptive name. 

In a very vague and general way " national interest" does 
suggest a direction of policy which can be distinguished from 
several others which may present themselves as alternatives. It 
indicates that the policy is designed to promote demands which 
are ascribed to the nation rather than to individuals, sub-national 
groups or mankind as a whole. It emphasizes that the policy 
subordinates other interests to those of the nation. But beyond 
this, it has very little meaning. 

When Charles Beard's study of The Idea of National Interest 
was published in the early years of the New Deal and under the 

[481] 
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impact of the Great Depression, the lines were drawn differ- 
ently than they are today. The question at that time was 
whether American foreign policy, then largely economic in 
scope and motivation, was aimed not at promoting the welfare 
interests of the nation as a whole but instead at satisfying the 
material interests of powerful sub-national interest or pressure 
groups. While it was found hard to define what was in the in- 
terest of national welfare or to discover standards by which to 
measure it, there could be no doubt as to what people had in 
mind: they desired to see national policy makers rise above the 
narrow and special economic interests of parts of the nation to 
focus their attention on the more inclusive interests of the whole. 

Today, the alternative to a policy of the national interest to 
which people refer is of a different character. They fear policy 
makers may be unduly concerned with the " interests of all of 
mankind ". They see them sacrificing the less inclusive na- 
tional community to the wider but in their opinion chimeric 
world community. The issue, then, is not one of transcending 
narrow group selfishness, as it was at the time of Beard's discus- 
sion, but rather one of according more exclusive devotion to the 
narrower cause of the national self. 

There is another difference between the current and the 
earlier debate. While it would be wrong to say that the eco- 
nomic interest has ceased to attract attention, it is overshadowed 
today by the national security interest. Even in the recent de- 
bates on the St. Lawrence Seaway, clearly in the first instance an 
economic enterprise, the defenders of the project, when seeking 
to impress their listeners with the " national interest " involved, 
spoke mainly of the value of the Seaway for military defense in 
wartime while some opponents stressed its vulnerability to at- 
tack. 

The change from a welfare to a security interpretation of the 
symbol " national interest" is understandable. Today we are 
living under the impact of cold war and threats of external ag- 
gression rather than of depression and social reform. As a re- 
sult, the formula of the national interest has come to be prac- 
tically synonymous with the formula of national security. 
Unless explicitly denied, spokesmen for a policy which would 
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take the national interest as its guide can be assumed to mean 
that priority shall be given to measures of security, a term to be 
analyzed.' The question is raised, therefore, whether this seem- 
ingly more precise formula of national security offers states- 
men a meaningful guide for action. Can they be expected to 
know what it means? Can policies be distinguished and judged 
on the ground that they do or do not serve this interest? 

The term national security, like national interest, is well 
enough established in the political discourse of international re- 
lations to designate an objective of policy distinguishable from 
others. We know roughly what people have in mind if they 
complain that their government is neglecting national security 
or demanding excessive sacrifices for the sake of enhancing it. 
Usually those who raise the cry for a policy oriented exclusively 
toward this interest are afraid their country underestimates the 
external dangers facing it or is being diverted into idealistic 
channels unmindful of these dangers. Moreover, the symbol 
suggests protection through power and therefore figures more 
frequently in the speech of those who believe in reliance on na- 
tional power than of those who place their confidence in model 
behavior, international cooperation, or the United Nations to 
carry their country safely through the tempests of international 
conflict. For these reasons it would be an exaggeration to claim 
that the symbol of national security is nothing but a stimulus 
to semantic confusion, though closer analysis will show that if 
used without specifications it leaves room for more confusion 
than sound political counsel or scientific usage can afford. 

The demand for a policy of national security is primarily 
normative in character. It is supposed to indicate what the 

1 Hans Morgenthau's In Defense of the National Interest (New York, 1951) is 
the most explicit and impassioned recent plea for an American foreign policy which 
shall follow " but one guiding star-the National Interest ". While Morgenthau is 
not equally explicit in regard to the meaning he attaches to the symbol " national 
interest ", it becomes clear in the few pages devoted to an exposition of this " peren- 
nial" interest that the author is thinking in terms of the national security interest, 
and specifically of security based on power. The United States, he says, is inter- 
ested in three things: a unique position as a predominant Power without rival in 
the Western Hemisphere and the maintenance of the balance of power in Europe 
as well as in Asia, demands which make sense only in the context of a quest for 
security through power. 
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policy of a nation should be in order to be either expedient-a 
rational means toward an accepted end-or moral, the best or 
least evil course of action. The value judgments implicit in 
these normative exhortations will be discussed. 

Before doing so, attention should be drawn to an assertion of 
fact which is implicit if not explicit in most appeals for a policy 
guided by national security. Such appeals usually assume that 
nations in fact have made security their goal except when ideal- 
ism or utopianism of their leaders has led them to stray from the 
traditional path. If such conformity of behavior actually ex- 
isted, it would be proper to infer that a country deviating from 
the established pattern of conduct would risk being penalized. 
This would greatly strengthen the normative arguments. The 
trouble with the contention of fact, however, is that the term 
" security " covers a range of goals so wide that highly divergent 
policies can be interpreted as policies of security. 

Security points to some degree of protection of values previ- 
ously acquired. In Walter Lippmann's words, a nation is secure 
to the extent to which it is not in danger of having to sacrifice 
core values, if it wishes to avoid war, and is able, if challenged, 
to maintain them by victory in such a war.2 What this defini- 
tion implies is that security rises and falls with the ability of a 
nation to deter an attack, or to defeat it. This is in accord with 
common usage of the term. 

Security is a value, then, of which a nation can have more or 
less and which it can aspire to have in greater or lesser measure.3 
It has much in common, in this respect, with power or wealth, 
two other values of great importance in international affairs. 
But while wealth measures the amount of a nation's material 

2 Walter Lippmann, U. S. Foreign Policy (Boston, 1943), p. 51. 

3 This explains why some nations which would seem to fall into the category of 
status quo Powers par excellence may nevertheless be dissatisfied and act very much 
like " imperialist " Powers, as Morgenthau calls nations with acquisitive goals. They 
are dissatisfied with the degree of security which they enjoy under the status quo 
and are out to enhance it. France's occupation of the Ruhr in 1923 illustrates this 
type of behavior. Because the demand for more security may induce a status quo 
Power even to resort to the use of violence as a means of attaining more security, 
there is reason to beware of the easy and often self-righteous assumption that nations 
which desire to preserve the status quo are necessarily " peace-loving ". 
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possessions, and power its ability to control the actions of others, 
security, in an objective sense, measures the absence of threats 
to acquired values, in a subjective sense, the absence of fear that 
such values will be attacked. In both respects a nation's se- 
curity can run a wide gamut from almost complete insecurity 
or sense of insecurity at one pole, to almost complete security or 
absence of fear at the other.4 

The possible discrepancy between the objective and subjective 
connotation of the term is significant in international relations 
despite the fact that the chance of future attack never can be 
measured "objectively "; it must always remain a matter of 
subjective evaluation and speculation. However, when the 
French after World War I insisted that they were entitled to 
additional guarantees of security because of the exceptionally 
dangerous situation which France was said to be facing, other 
Powers in the League expressed the view that rather than to 
submit to what might be French hysterical apprehension the 
relative security of France should be objectively evaluated. It 
is a well-known fact that nations, and groups within nations, 
differ widely in their reaction to one and the same external situ- 
ation. Some tend to exaggerate the danger while others under- 
estimate it. 'With hindsight it is sometimes possible to tell ex- 
actly how far they deviated from a rational reaction to the 
actual or objective state of danger existing at the time. Even if 
for no other reasons, this difference in the reaction to similar 
threats suffices to make it probable that nations will differ in 
their efforts to obtain more security. Some may find the danger 
to which they are exposed entirely normal and in line with their 

4Security and power would be synonymous terms if security could be attained 
only through the accumulation of power, which will be shown not to be the case. 
The fear of attack-security in the subjective sense-is also not proportionate to the 
relative power position of a nation. Why, otherwise, would some weak and exposed 
nations consider themselves more secure today than does the United States? 

Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society (New Haven, 1950), 
defining security as "high value expectancy " stress the subjective and speculative 
character of security by using the term " expectancy " ; the use of the term " high ", 
while indicating no definite level, would seem to imply that the security-seeker aims 
at a position in which the events he expects-here the continued unmolested en- 
joyment of his possessions-have considerably more than an even chance of ma- 
terializing. 
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modest security expectations while others consider it unbearable 
to live with these same dangers. Although this is not the place 
to set up hypotheses on the factors which account for one or 
the other attitude, investigation might confirm the hunch that 
those nations tend to be most sensitive to threats which have 
either experienced attacks in the recent past or, having passed 
through a prolonged period of an exceptionally high degree of 
security, suddenly find themselves thrust into a situation of 
danger.5 Probably national efforts to achieve greater security 
would also prove, in part at least, to be a function of the power 
and opportunity which nations possess of reducing danger by 
their own efforts.6 

Another and even stronger reason why nations must be ex- 
pected not to act uniformly is that they are not all or constantly 
faced with the same degree of danger. For purposes of a work- 
ing hypothesis, theorists may find it useful at times to postu- 
late conditions wherein all states are enemies-provided they 
are not allied against others-and wherein all, therefore, are 

5 The United States offers a good illustration and may be typical in this respect. 
For a long time this country was beyond the reach of any enemy attack that could 
be considered probable. During that period, then, it could afford to dismiss any 
serious preoccupation with security. Events proved that it was no worse off for 
having done so. However, after this happy condition had ceased to exist, govern- 
ment and people alike showed a lag in their awareness of the change. When 
Nicholas J. Spykman raised his voice in the years before World War II to advocate 
a broader security outlook than was indicated by the symbol "Western Hemisphere 
Defense" and a greater appreciation of the role of defensive military power, he was 
dealing with this lag and with the dangers implied in it. If Hans Morgenthau and 
others raise their warning voices today, seemingly treading in Spykman's footsteps, 
they are addressing a nation which after a new relapse into wishful thinking in 1945 
has been radically disillusioned and may now be swinging toward excessive security 
apprehensions. 

6 Terms such as " degree " or " level " of security are not intended to indicate 
merely quantitative differences. Nations may also differ in respect to the breadth 
of their security perspective as when American leaders at Yalta were so preoccupied 
with security against the then enemy countries of the United States that they failed 
or refused to consider future American security vis-a-vis the Soviet Union. The 
differences may apply, instead, to the time range for which security is sought as 
when the British at Versailles were ready to offer France short-run security guar- 
antees while the French with more foresight insisted that the "German danger" 
would not become acute for some ten years. 
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equally in danger of attack.7 But, while it may be true in 
the living world, too, that no sovereign nation can be absolutely 
safe from future attack, nobody can reasonably contend that 
Canada, for example, is threatened today to the same extent as 
countries like Iran or Yugoslavia, or that the British had as 
much reason to be concerned about the French air force in the 
twenties as about Hitler's Luftwaffe in the thirties. 

This point, however, should not be overstressed. There can 
be no quarrel with the generalization that most nations, most of 
the time-the great Powers particularly-have shown, and had 
reason to show, an active concern about some lack of security 
and have been prepared to make sacrifices for its enhancement. 
Danger and the awareness of it have been, and continue to be, 
sufficiently widespread to guarantee some uniformity in this re- 
spect. But a generalization which leaves room both for the 
frantic kind of struggle for more security which characterized 
French policy at times and for the neglect of security apparent 
in American foreign policy after the close of both World Wars 
throws little light on the behavior of nations. The demand for 
conformity would have meaning only if it could be said-as it 
could under the conditions postulated in the working hypothesis 
of pure power politics-that nations normally subordinate all 
other values to the maximization of their security, which, how- 
ever, is obviously not the case. 

There have been many instances of struggles for more secu- 
rity taking the form of an unrestrained race for armaments, 
alliances, strategic boundaries and the like; but one need only 
recall the many heated parliamentary debates on arms appropri- 
ations to realize how uncertain has been the extent to which 
people will consent to sacrifice for additional increments of se- 
curity. Even when there has been no question that armaments 
would mean more security, the cost in taxes, the reduction in 
social benefits or the sheer discomfort involved has militated 
effectively against further effort. It may be worth noting in 

7 For a discussion of this working hypothesis-as part of the " pure power " 
hypothesis-see my article on " The Pole of Power and the Pole of Indifference " in 
World Politics, vol. IV, No. 1, October 1951. 
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this connection that there seems to be no case in history in 
which a country started a preventive war on the grounds of se- 
curity-unless Hitler's wanton attack on his neighbors be al- 
lowed to qualify as such-although there must have been cir- 
cumstances where additional security could have been obtained 
by war and although so many wars have been launched for the 
enhancement of other values. Of course, where security serves 
only as a cloak for other more enticing demands, nations or 
ambitious leaders may consider no price for it too high. This is 
one of the reasons why very high security aspirations tend to 
make a nation suspect of hiding more aggressive aims. 

Instead of expecting a uniform drive for enhanced or maxi- 
mum security, a different hypothesis may offer a more promis- 
ing lead. Efforts for security are bound to be experienced as a 
burden; security after all is nothing but the absence of the evil 
of insecurity, a negative value so to speak. As a consequence, 
nations will be inclined to minimize these efforts, keeping them 
at the lowest level which will provide them with what they 
consider adequate protection. This level will often be lower 
than what statesmen, military leaders or other particularly se- 
curity-minded participants in the decision-making process be- 
lieve it should be. In any case, together with the extent of the 
external threats, numerous domestic factors such as national 
character, tradition, preferences and prejudices will influence 
the level of security which a nation chooses to make its target. 

It might be objected that in the long run nations are not so 
free to choose the amount of effort they will put into security. 
Are they not under a kind of compulsion to spare no effort pro- 
vided they wish to survive? This objection again would make 
sense only if the hypothesis of pure power politics were a realis- 
tic image of actual world affairs. In fact, however, a glance 
at history will suffice to show that survival has only excep- 
tionally been at stake, particularly for the major Powers. If 
nations were not concerned with the protection of values other 
than their survival as independent states, most of them, most of 
the time, would not have had to be seriously worried about their 
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security, despite what manipulators of public opinion engaged 
in mustering greater security efforts may have said to the con- 
trary. What " compulsion " there is, then, is a function not 
merely of the will of others, real or imagined, to destroy the na- 
tion's independence but of national desires and ambitions to re- 
tain a wealth of other values such as rank, respect, material pos- 
sessions and special privileges. It would seem to be a fair guess 
that the efforts for security by a particular nation will tend to 
vary, other things being equal, with the range of values for 
which protection is being sought. 

In respect to this range there may seem to exist a considerable 
degree of uniformity. All over the world today peoples are 
making sacrifices to protect and preserve what to them appear 
as the minimum national core values, national independence and 
territorial integrity. But there is deviation in two directions. 
Some nations seek protection for more marginal values as well. 
There was a time when United States policy could afford to be 
concerned mainly with the protection of the foreign invest- 
ments or markets of its nationals, its " core values " being out 
of danger, or when Britain was extending its national self to 
include large and only vaguely circumscribed " regions of spe- 
cial interest". It is a well-known and portentous phenomenon 
that bases, security zones and the like may be demanded and ac- 
quired for the purpose of protecting values acquired earlier; and 
they then become new national values requiring protection 
themselves. Pushed to its logical conclusion, such spatial exten- 
sion of the range of values does not stop short of world domi- 
nation. 

A deviation in the opposite direction of a compression of the 
range of core values is hardly exceptional in our days either. 
There is little indication that Britain is bolstering the security of 
Hong Kong although colonies were once considered part of the 
national territory. The Czechs lifted no finger to protect their 
independence against the Soviet Union and many West Euro- 
peans are arguing today that rearmament has become too de- 
structive of values they cherish to be justified even when na- 
tional independence is obviously at stake. 
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The lack of uniformity does not end here. A policy is not 
characterized by its goal, in this case security, alone. In order 
to become imitable, the means by which the goal is pursued 
must be taken into account as well. Thus, if two nations were 
both endeavoring to maximize their security but one were plac- 
ing all its reliance on armaments and alliances, the other on 
meticulous neutrality, a policy maker seeking to emulate their 
behavior would be at a loss where to turn. Those who call for 
a policy guided by national security are not likely to be unaware 
of this fact, but they take for granted that they will be under- 
stood to mean a security policy based on power, and on military 
power at that. Were it not so, they would be hard put to prove 
that their government was not already doing its best for se- 
curity, though it was seeking to enhance it by such means as 
international codperation or by the negotiation of compromise 
agreements-means which in one instance may be totally in- 
effective or utopian but which in others may have considerable 
protective value. 

It is understandable why it should so readily be assumed that 
a quest for security must necessarily translate itself into a quest 
for coercive power. In view of the fact that security is being 
sought against external violence-coupled perhaps with internal 
subversive violence-it seems plausible at first sight that the 
response should consist in an accumulation of the same kind of 
force for the purpose of resisting an attack or of deterring a 
would-be attacker. The most casual reading of history and of 
contemporary experience, moreover, suffices to confirm the view 
that such resort to " power of resistance " has been the rule with 
nations grappling with serious threats to their security, however 
much the specific form of this power and its extent may differ. 
Why otherwise would so many nations which have no acquisi- 
tive designs maintain costly armaments? Why did Denmark 
with her state of complete disarmament remain an exception 
even among the small Powers? 

But again, the generalization that nations seeking security 
usually place great reliance on coercive power does not carry 
one far. The issue is not whether there is regularly some such 
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reliance but whether there are no significant differences between 
nations concerning their over-all choice of the means upon 
which they place their trust. The controversies concerning the 
best road to future security that are so typical of coalition part- 
ners at the close of victorious wars throw light on this question. 
France in 1919 and all the Allies in 1945 believed that protec- 
tion against another German attack could be gained only by 
means of continued military superiority based on German mili- 
tary impotence. President Wilson in 1919 and many observers 
in 1945 were equally convinced, however, that more hope for 
security lay in a conciliatory and fair treatment of the defeated 
enemy, which would rob him of future incentives to renew his 
attack. While this is not the place to decide which side was 
right, one cannot help drawing the conclusion that, in the 
matter of means, the roads which are open may lead in diamet- 
rically opposed directions.8 The choice in every instance will 
depend on a multitude of variables, including ideological and 
moral convictions, expectations concerning the psychological 
and political developments in the camp of the opponent, and 
inclinations of individual policy makers.9 

After all that has been said little is left of the sweeping gen- 
eralization that in actual practice nations, guided by their na- 
tional security interest, tend to pursue a uniform and there- 

8 Myres S. McDougal (" Law and Peace " in the American Journal of International 
Law, vol. 46, No. 1, January 1952, pp. 102 et seq.) rightly criticizes Hans Morgen- 
thau (and George Kennan for what Kennan himself wrongly believes to be his own 
point of view in the matter; see fn. 15 infra) for his failure to appreciate the role 
which non-power methods, such as legal procedures and moral appeals, may at times 
successfully play in the pursuit of security. But it is surprising how little aware 
McDougal appears to be of the disappointing modesty of the contributions which 
these "other means " have actually made to the enhancement of security and the 
quite insignificant contributions they have made to the promotion of changes of the 
status quo. This latter failure signifies that they have been unable to remove the 
main causes of the attacks which security-minded peoples rightly fear. 

9 On the problem of security policy (Sicherheitspolitik) with special reference to 
collective security " see the comprehensive and illuminating study of Heinrich 

Rogge, " Kollektivsicherheit Buendnispolitik Voelkerbund ", Theorie der nationalen 
und internationalen Sicherheit (Berlin, 1937), which deserves attention despite the 
fact that it was written and published in Nazi Germany and bears a distinctly "re- 
visionist " slant. 
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fore imitable policy of security. Instead, there are numerous 
reasons why they should differ widely in this respect, with some 
standing close to the pole of complete indifference to security or 
complete reliance on nonmilitary means, others close to the pole 
of insistence on absolute security or of complete reliance on 
coercive power. It should be added that there exists still an- 
other category of nations which cannot be placed within the 
continuum connecting these poles because they regard security 
of any degree as an insufficient goal; instead they seek to acquire 
new values even at the price of greater insecurity. In this cate- 
gory must be placed not only the " mad Caesars ", who are out 
for conquest and glory at any price, but also idealistic states- 
men who would plunge their country into war for the sake of 
spreading the benefits of their ideology, for example, of liberat- 
ing enslaved peoples. 

The actual behavior of nations, past and present, does not af- 
fect the normative proposition, to which we shall now turn our 
attention. According to this proposition nations are called 
upon to give priority to national security and thus to consent to 
any sacrifice of value which will provide an additional incre- 
ment of security. It may be expedient, moral or both for na- 
tions to do so even if they should have failed to heed such ad- 
vice in the past and for the most part are not living up to it 
today. 

The first question, then, is whether some definable security 
policy can be said to be generally expedient. Because the choice 
of goals is not a matter of expediency, it would seem to make 
no sense to ask whether it is expedient for nations to be con- 
cerned with the goal of security itself; only the means used to 
this end, so it would seem, can be judged as to their fitness- 
their instrumental rationality-to promote security. Yet, this 
is not so. Security, like other aims, may be an intermediate 
rather than an ultimate goal, in which case it can be judged as a 
means to these more ultimate ends. 

Traditionally, the protection and preservation of national 
core values have been considered ends in themselves, at least by 
those who followed in the footsteps of Machiavelli or, for other 
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reasons of political philosophy, placed the prince, state or nation 
at the pinnacle of their hierarchy of values. Those who do so 
today will be shocked at the mere suggestion that national se- 
curity should have to be justified in terms of higher values 
which it is expected to serve. But there is a large and perhaps 
growing current of opinion-as a matter of fact influential in 
this country for a long time-which adheres to this idea. We 
condemn Nazis and Communists for defending their own to- 
talitarian countries instead of helping to free their people from 
tyranny; we enlist support for armaments, here and in Allied 
countries, not so much on the grounds that they will protect 
national security but that by enhancing such security they will 
serve to protect ultimate human values like individual liberty. 
Again, opposition in Europe and Asia to military security meas- 
ures is based in part on the contention that it would help little 
to make national core values secure, if in the process the liberties 
and the social welfare of the people had to be sacrificed; the 
prevention of Russian conquest, some insist, is useless, if in the 
course of a war of defense a large part of the people were to be 
exterminated and most cities destroyed.'0 

While excellent arguments can be made to support the thesis 
that the preservation of the national independence of this coun- 
try is worth almost any price as long as no alternative commu- 
nity is available which could assure the same degree of order, 
justice, peace or individual liberty, it becomes necessary to pro- 
vide such arguments whenever national security as a value in 
itself is being questioned. The answer cannot be taken for 
granted. 

But turning away now from the expediency of security as an 
intermediate goal we must ask whether, aside from any moral 
considerations which will be discussed later, a specific level of 

10 Raymond Dennett goes further in making the generalization that, " if economic 
pressures become great enough, almost any government, when put to the final test, 
will moderate or abandon a political association " (such as the alliance system of the 
United States with its usefulness to national security) " if only an alteration of 
policy seems to offer the possibility of maintaining or achieving living standards ade- 
quate enough to permit the regime to survive." "Danger Spots in the Pattern of 
American Security ", in World Politics, vol. IV, No. 4, July 1952, p. 449. 

VOL IV - 14



494 POLITICAL SCIENCE QUARTERLY [VOL. LXVII 

security and specific means of attaining it can claim to be gen- 
erally expedient. 

When one sets out to define in terms of expediency the level 
of security to which a nation should aspire, one might be 
tempted to assume that the sky is the limit. Is not insecurity 
of any kind an evil from which any rational policy maker 
would want to rescue his country? Yet, there are obvious rea- 
sons why this is not so. 

In the first place, every increment of security must be paid by 
additional sacrifices of other values usually of a kind more ex- 
acting than the mere expenditure of precious time on the part 
of policy makers. At a certain point, then, by something like 
the economic law of diminishing returns, the gain in security 
no longer compensates for the added costs of attaining it. As 
in the case of economic value comparisons and preferences, there 
is frequently disagreement among different layers of policy 
makers as to where the line should be drawn. This is true par- 
ticularly because absolute security is out of the question un- 
less a country is capable of world domination, in which case, 
however, the insecurities and fears would be "internalized " 
and probably magnified. Because nations must " live danger- 
ously ", then, to some extent, whatever they consent to do about 
it, a modicum of additional but only relative security may easily 
become unattractive to those who have to bear the chief burden. 
Nothing renders the task of statesmen in a democracy more dif- 
ficult than the reluctance of the people to follow them very 
far along the road to high and costly security levels. 

In the second place, national security policies when based on 
the accumulation of power have a way of defeating themselves 
if the target level is set too high. This is due to the fact that 
"power of resistance " cannot be unmistakably distinguished 
from " power of aggression ". What a country does to bolster 
its own security through power can be interpreted by others, 
therefore, as a threat to their security. If this occurs, the vi- 
cious circle of what John Herz has described as the " security 
dilemma" sets in: the efforts of one side provoke countermeas- 
ures by the other which in turn tend to wipe out the gains of 
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the first. Theoretically there seems to be no escape from this 
frustrating consequence; in practice, however, there are ways 
to convince those who might feel threatened that the accumu- 
lation of power is not intended and will never be used for at- 
tack.11 The chief way is that of keeping the target level within 
moderate bounds and of avoiding placing oneself in a position 
where it has to be raised suddenly and drastically. The desire 
to escape from this vicious circle presupposes a security policy 
of much self-restraint and moderation, especially in the choice 
of the target level.12 It can never be expedient to pursue a se- 
curity policy which by the fact of provocation or incentive to 
others fails to increase the nation's relative power position and 
capability of resistance. 

The question of what means are expedient for the purpose of 
enhancing security raises even more thorny problems. Policy 
makers must decide how to distribute their reliance on what- 
ever means are available to them and, particularly, how far to 
push the accumulation of coercive power. No attempt can be 
made here to decide what the choice should be in order to be 
expedient. Obviously, there can be no general answer which 
would meet the requirements of every case. The answer de- 
pends on the circumstances. A weak country may have no 
better means at its disposal than to prove to stronger neighbors 
that its strict neutrality can be trusted. Potentially strong 
countries may have a chance to deter an aggressor by creating 
" positions of strength ". In some instances they may have no 
other way of saving themselves; while in others even they may 
find it more expedient to supplement such a policy, if not to 

11 Not everyone agrees that this can be done. Jeremy Bentham wrote that 
" measures of mere self defense are naturally taken for projects of aggression " with 
the result that "each makes haste to begin for fear of being forestalled." Prin- 
ciples of International Law, Essay IV. 

12 The Quakers, in a book on The United States and the Soviet Union: Some 
Quaker Proposals for Peace (New Haven, 1949), p. 14, state that "it is highly 
questionable whether security can be achieved in the modern world through an at- 
tempt to establish an overwhelming preponderance of military power." This can be 
read to mean that a less ambitious military target than overwhelming preponderance 
might be a means of achieving security. 
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replace it, by a policy intended to negotiate their opponent out 
of his aggressive designs. 

The reason why " power of resistance " is not the general 
panacea which some believe it to be lies in the nature of secu- 
rity itself. If security, in the objective sense of the term at 
least, rises and falls with the presence or absence of aggressive 
intentions on the part of others, the attitude and behavior of 
those from whom the threat emanates are of prime importance. 
Such attitude and behavior need not be beyond the realm of in- 
fluence by the country seeking to bolster its security. When- 
ever they do not lie beyond this realm the most effective and 
least costly security policy consists in inducing the opponent to 
give up his aggressive intentions. 

While there is no easy way to determine when means can 
and should be used which are directed not at resistance but at 
the prevention of the desire of others to attack, it will clarify 
the issue to sketch the type of hypotheses which would link 
specific security policies, as expedient, to some of the most 
typical political constellations. 

One can think of nations lined up between the two poles of 
maximum and minimum " attack propensity ", with those un- 
alterably committed to attack, provided it promises success, at 
one pole and those whom no amount of opportunity for suc- 
cessful attack could induce to undertake it at the other. While 
security in respect to the first group can come exclusively as a 
result of " positions of strength " sufficient to deter or defeat 
attack, nothing could do more to undermine security in respect 
to the second group than to start accumulating power of a kind 
which would provoke fear and countermoves. 

Unfortunately it can never be known with certainty, in prac- 
tice, what position within the continuum one's opponent actu- 
ally occupies. Statesmen cannot be blamed, moreover, if cau- 
tion and suspicion lead them to assume a closer proximity to the 
first pole than hindsight proves to have been justified. We 
believe we have ample proof that the Soviet Union today is at 
or very close to the first pole, while Canadian policy makers 
probably place the United States in its intentions toward Canada 
at the second pole. 
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It is fair to assume that, wherever the issue of security be- 
comes a matter of serious concern, statesmen will usually be 
dealing with potential opponents who occupy a position some- 
where between but much closer to the first of the two poles. 
This means, then, that an attack must be feared as a possibility, 
even though the intention to launch it cannot be considered to 
have crystallized to the point where nothing could change it. 
If this be true, a security policy in order to be expedient cannot 
avoid accumulating power of resistance and yet cannot let it go 
at that. Efforts have to be made simultaneously toward the 
goal of removing the incentives to attack. This is only another 
way of saying that security policy must seek to bring opponents 
to occupy a position as close to the second pole as conditions and 
capabilities permit. 

Such a twofold policy presents the greatest dilemmas because 
efforts to change the intentions of an opponent may run counter 
to the efforts to build up strength against him. The dangers of 
any policy of concessions, symbolized by " Munich ", cannot 
be underestimated. The paradox of this situation must be 
faced, however, if security policy is to be expedient. It implies 
that national security policy, except when directed against a 
country unalterably committed to attack, is the more rational 
the more it succeeds in taking the interests, including the secu- 
rity interests, of the other side into consideration. Only in do- 
ing so can it hope to minimize the willingness of the other to 
resort to violence. Rather than to insist, then, that under all 
conditions security be sought by reliance on nothing but de- 
fensive power and be pushed in a spirit of national selfishness 
toward the highest targets, it should be stressed that in most in- 
stances efforts to satisfy legitimate demands of others are likely 
to promise better results in terms of security."' That is prob- 
ably what George Kennan had in mind when he advised policy 
makers to use self-restraint in the pursuit of the national inter- 
est. While in the face of a would-be world conqueror who is 
beyond the pale of external influence it is dangerous to be di- 

13 As A. D. Lindsay puts it, " The search for perfect security . . . defeats its own 
ends. Playing for safety is the most dangerous way to live." Introduction to 
Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, p. xxii. 
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verted from the accumulation of sheer defensive power, any 
mistake about his true state of mind or any neglect of oppor- 
tunities to influence his designs, where it has a chance of being 
successful, violates the rules of expediency. It should always be 
kept in mind that the ideal security policy is one which would 
lead to a distribution of values so satisfactory to all nations that 
the intention to attack and with it the problem of security 
would be minimized. While this is a utopian goal, policy 
makers and particularly peacemakers would do well to remem- 
ber that there are occasions when greater approximation to such 
a goal can be effected. 

We can now focus our attention on the moral issue, if such 
there be.14 Those who advocate a policy devoted to national 
security are not always aware of the fact-if they do not ex- 
plicitly deny it-that they are passing moral judgment when 
they advise a nation to pursue the goal of national security or 
when they insist that such means as the accumulation of coer- 
cive power-or its use-should be employed for this purpose.'5 

Nations like individuals or other groups may value things not 
because they consider them good or less evil than their alterna- 
tive; they may value them because they satisfy their pride, 
heighten their sense of self-esteem or reduce their fears. How- 
ever, no policy, or human act in general, can escape becoming 
a subject for moral judgment-whether by the conscience of 
the actor himself or by others-which calls for the sacrifice of 
other values, as any security policy is bound to do. Here it be- 
comes a matter of comparing and weighing values in order to 

14 On the moral problem in international relations see my article on " Statesmanship 
and Moral Choice" in World Politics, vol. I, No. 2, January 1949, pp. 176 et seq., 
especially p. 185. In one of his most recent statements on the subject, Reinhold 
Niebuhr, The Irony of American History (New York, 1945), points specifically to 
the moral problem involved in security policy-" no imperiled nation ", he writes, 
"is morally able to dispense with weapons which might insure its survival" (p. 39). 

15 It is not without irony that of the two authors who have recently come out 
for a policy of the national interest, the one, George F. Kennan, who calls for a 
policy of national self-restraint and humility, usually identified with morality, 
should deny " that state behavior is a fit subject for moral judgment " (American 
Diplomacy, 1900-1950, Chicago, 1952, p. 100), while the other, Hans Morgenthau 
(op. cit.), calling for a policy of unadulterated national egotism, claims to speak in 
the name of morality. 
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decide which of them are deemed sufficiently good to justify 
the evil of sacrificing others. If someone insists that his coun- 
try should do more to build up its strength, he is implying, 
knowingly or not, that more security is sufficiently desirable to 
warrant such evils as the cut in much-needed social welfare 
benefits or as the extension of the period of military service.-' 

Many vivid examplPs of the moral dilemma are being supplied 
by current controversies concerning American security policy. 
Is a " deal with fascist Spain " morally justified, provided it 
added an increment to our security, though principles valued 
highly by some were being sacrificed? Should we engage in sub- 
versive activities and risk the lives of our agents if additional 
security can be attained thereby? Should we perhaps go so far 
as to start a preventive war, when ready, with the enormous 
evils it would carry with it, if we should become convinced that 
no adequate security can be obtained except by the defeat of 
the Soviet Union? In this last case, would not the exponents of 
amoralism have some moral qualms, at least to the point of ra- 
tionalizing a decision favoring such a war by claiming that it 
would serve to satisfy not primarily an egotistical national de- 
mand for security but an altruistic desire to liberate enslaved 
peoples? It is easier to argue for the amorality of politics if one 
does not have to bear the responsibility of choice and decision! 

Far be it from a political scientist to claim any particular 
competence in deciding what efforts for national security are or 
are not morally justified. What he can contribute here is to 
point to the ambiguities of any general normative demand that 
security be bought at whatever price it may cost. He may also 
be able to make it more difficult for advisers or executors of 
policy to hide from themselves or others the moral value judg- 
ments and preferences which underlie whatever security policy 
they choose to recommend or conduct. 

The moral issue will be resolved in one of several ways de- 

16It would be unrealistic to assume that policy makers divide their attention 
strictly between ends and means and only after having chosen a specific target level as 
being morally justified decide whether the means by which it can be attained are 
morally acceptable. Moral judgment is more likely to be passed on the totality of a 
course of action which embraces both the desired end and the means which lead to it. 
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pending on the ethical code upon which the decision is based. 
From one extreme point of view it is argued that every sacrifice, 
especially if imposed on other nations, is justified provided it 
contributes in any way to national security. Clearly this implies 
a position that places national security at the apex of the value 
pyramid and assumes it to constitute an absolute good to which 
all other values must be subordinated. Few will be found to 
take this position because if they subscribed to a nationalistic 
ethics of this extreme type they would probably go beyond se- 
curity-the mere preservation of values-and insist that the na- 
tion is justified in conquering whatever it can use as Lebensraum 
or otherwise. At the opposite extreme are the absolute pacifists 
who consider the use of coercive power an absolute evil and con- 
demn any security policy, therefore, which places reliance on 
such power. 

For anyone who does not share these extreme views the moral 
issue raised by the quest for national security is anything but 
clear-cut and simple. He should have no doubts about the right 
of a nation to protect and preserve values to which it has a legiti- 
mate title or even about its moral duty to pursue a policy meant 
to serve such preservation. But he cannot consider security the 
supreme law as Machiavelli would have the statesman regard the 
ragione di stato. Somewhere a line is drawn, which in every 
instance he must seek to discover, that divides the realm of neg- 
lect, the " too-little ", from the realm of excess, the " too- 
much ". Even Hans Morgenthau who extols the moral duty of 
self-preservation seems to take it for granted that naked force 
shall be used for security in reaction only to violent attack, not 
for preventive war. 

Decision makers are faced with the moral problem, then, of 
choosing first the values which deserve protection, with national 
independence ranking high not merely for its own sake but for 
the guarantee it may offer to values like liberty, justice and 
peace. He must further decide which level of security to make 
his target. This will frequently be his most difficult moral task 
though terms such as adequacy or fair share indicate the kind of 
standards that may guide him. Finally, he must choose the 
means and thus by scrupulous computation of values compare 
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the sacrifices, which his choice of means implies, with the secu- 
rity they promise to provide. 

It follows that policies of national security, far from being all 
good or all evil, may be morally praiseworthy or condemnable 
depending on their specific character and the particular circum- 
stances of the case. They may be praised for their self-restraint 
and the consideration which this implies for values other than 
security; they may instead be condemned for being inadequate 
to protect national values. Again, they may be praised in one 
instance for the consideration given to the interests of others, 
particularly of weaker nations, or condemned in another because 
of the recklessness with which national values are risked on the 
altar of some chimera. The target level falls under moral judg- 
ment for being too ambitious, egotistical and provocative or for 
being inadequate; the means employed for being unnecessarily 
costly in other values or for being ineffective. This wide range 
of variety which arises out of the multitude of variables affecting 
the value computation would make it impossible, and in fact 
meaningless, to pass moral judgment, positive or negative, on 
" national security policy in general ". 

It is this lack of moral homogeneity which in matters of se- 
curity policy justifies attacks on so-called moralism, though not 
on moral evaluation. The " moralistic approach " is taken to 
mean a wholesale condemnation either of any concern with na- 
tional security-as being an expression of national egotism-or 
of a security policy relying on coercive and therefore evil power. 
The exponent of such " moralism " is assumed to believe that 
security for all peoples can be had today by the exclusive use of 
such " good" and altruistic means as model behavior and per- 
suasion, a spirit of conciliation, international organization or 
world government. If there are any utopians who cling to this 
notion, and have influence on policy, it makes sense to continue 
to disabuse them of what can surely be proved to be dangerous 
illusions. 

It is worth emphasizing, however, that the opposite line of 
argument, which without regard for the special circumstances 
would praise everything done for national security or more par- 
ticularly everything done for the enhancement of national 
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power of resistance, is no less guilty of applying simple and ab- 
stract moral principles and of failing to judge each case realis- 
tically on its merits. 

In conclusion, it can be said, then, that normative admoni- 
tions to conduct a foreign policy guided by the national security 
interest are no less ambiguous and misleading than the statement 
of fact concerning past behavior which was discussed earlier. 
In order to be meaningful such admonitions would have to spec- 
ify the degree of security which a nation shall aspire to attain 
and the means by which it is to be attained in a given situation. 
It may be good advice in one instance to appeal for greater effort 
and more armaments; it may be no less expedient and morally 
advisable in another instance to call for moderation and for 
greater reliance on means other than coercive power. Because 
the pendulum of public opinion swings so easily from extreme 
complacency to extreme apprehension, from utopian reliance on 
" good will " to disillusioned faith in naked force only, it is par- 
ticularly important to be wary of any simple panacea, even of 
one that parades in the realist garb of a policy guided solely by 
the national security interest. 

ARNOLD WOLFERS 
YALE UNIVERSITY 
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The Clash of Civilizations?

Samuel P. Huntington

THE NEXT PATTERN OF CONFLICT

W O R L D POLITICS IS entering a new phase, and intellectuals have
not hesitated to proliferate visions of what it will be—the end of his-
tory, the return of traditional rivalries between nation states, and the
decline of the nation state from the conflicting pulls of tribalism and
globalism, among others. Each of these visions catches aspects of the
emerging reality. Yet they all miss a crucial, indeed a central, aspect
of what global politics is likely to be in the coming years.

It is my hypothesis that the fundamental source of conflict in this
new world will not be primarily ideological or primarily economic.
The great divisions among humankind and the dominating source of
conflict will be cultural. Nation states will remain the most powerflil
actors in world affairs, but the principal conflicts of global politics will
occur between nations and groups of different civilizations. The clash
of civilizations will dominate global politics. The fault lines between
civilizations will be the battle lines of the future.

Conflict between civilizations Avill be the latest phase in the evo-
lution of conflict in the modern world. For a century and a half after
the emergence of the modern international system with the Peace of
Westphalia, the conflicts of the Western world were largely among

SAMUEL P. H U N T I N G T O N is the Eaton Professor of the Science of
Government and Director of the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic
Studies at Harvard University. This article is the product of the Olin
Institute's project on "The Changing Security Environment and
American National Interests."
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princes—emperors, absolute monarchs and constitutional monarchs
attempting to expand their bureaucracies, their armies, their mer-
cantilist economic strength and, most important, the territory they
ruled. In the process they created nation states, and beginning with
the French Revolution the principal lines of conflict were between
nations rather than princes. In 1793, as R. R. Palmer put it, "The wars
of kings were over; the wars of peoples had begun." This nineteenth-
century pattern lasted until the end of World War I. Then, as a result
of the Russian Revolution and the reaction against it, the conflict of
nations yielded to the conflict of ideologies, first among communism,
fascism-Nazism and liberal democracy, and then between commu-
nism and liberal democracy. During the Cold War, this latter conflict
became embodied in the struggle between the two superpowers, nei-
ther of which was a nation state in the classical European sense and
each of which defined its identity in terms of its ideology.

These conflicts between princes, nation states and ideologies were
primarily conflicts within Western civilization, "Western civil wars,"
as William Lind has labeled them. This was as true of the Cold War
as it was of the world wars and the earlier wars of the seventeenth,
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. With the end of the Cold War,
international politics moves out of its Western phase, and its center-
piece becomes the interaction between the West and non-Western
civilizations and among non-Western civilizations. In the politics of
civilizations, the peoples and governments of non-Western civiliza-
tions no longer remain the objects of history as targets of Western
colonialism but join the West as movers and shapers of history.

THE NATURE OF CIVILIZATIONS

D U R I N G T H E COLD WAR the world was divided into the First,
Second and Third Worlds. Those divisions are no longer relevant. It
is far more meaningful now to group countries not in terms of their
political or economic systems or in terms of their level of economic
development but rather in terms of their culture and civilization.

What do we mean when we talk of a civilization? A civilization is
a cultural entity. Villages, regions, ethnic groups, nationalities, reli-
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gious groups, all have distinct cultures at different levels of cultural
heterogeneity. The culture of a village in southern Italy may be dif-
ferent from that of a village in northern Italy, but both will share in a
common Italian culture that distinguishes them from German vil-
lages. European communities, in turn, will share cultural features that
distinguish them from Arab or Chinese communities. Arabs,
Chinese and Westerners, however, are not part of any broader cul-
tural entity. They constitute civilizations. A civilization is thus the
highest cultural grouping of people and the broadest level of cultural
identity people have short of that which distinguishes humans from
other species. It is defined both by common objective elements, such
as language, history, religion, customs, institutions, and by the sub-
jective self-identification of people. People have levels of identity: a
resident of Rome may define himself with varying degrees of inten-
sity as a Roman, an Italian, a Catholic, a Christian, a European, a
Westerner. The civilization to which he belongs is the broadest level
of identification with which he intensely identifies. People can and
do redefine their identities and, as a result, the composition and
boundaries of civilizations change.

Civilizations may involve a large number of people, as with China
("a civilization pretending to be a state," as Lucian Pye put it), or a
very small number of people, such as the Anglophone Caribbean. A
civilization may include several nation states, as is the case with
Western, Latin American and Arab civilizations, or only one, as is the
case with Japanese civilization. Civilizations obviously blend and
overlap, and may include subcivilizations. Western civilization has
two major variants, European and North American, and Islam has its
Arab, Turkic and Malay subdivisions. Civilizations are nonetheless
meaningfiil entities, and while the lines between them are seldom
sharp, they are real. Civilizations are dynamic; they rise and fall; they
divide and merge. And, as any student of history knows, civilizations
disappear and are buried in the sands of time.

Westerners tend to think of nation states as the principal actors in
global affairs. They have been that, however, for only a few centuries.
The broader reaches of human history have been the history of civi-
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lizations. In A Study of History, Arnold Toynbee identified 21 major
civilizations; only six of them exist in the contemporary world.

WHY CIVILIZATIONS WILL CLASH

CIVILIZATION IDENTITY will he increasingly important in the
future, and the world will be shaped in large measure by the interac-
tions among seven or eight major civilizations. These include
Western, Confucian, Japanese, Islamic, Hindu, Slavic-Orthodox,
Latin American and possibly African civilization. The most impor-
tant conflicts of the future will occur along the cultural fault lines sep-
arating these civilizations from one another.

Why will this be the case?
First, differences among civilizations are not only real; they are

basic. Civilizations are differentiated from each other by history, lan-
guage, culture, tradition and, most important.
religion^The people of different civilizations The conflicts of the
have different views on the relations between
God and man, the individual and the group, the future will OCCUr along
citizen and the state, parents and children, hus- ^Q Cultural fault lines
band and wife, as well as differing views of the . . .
relative importance of rights and responsibili- Separating Civilizations.
ties, liberty and authority, equality and hierar-
chy. These differences are the product of centuries. They will not
soon disappear. They are far more fundamental than differences
among political ideologies and political regimes. Differences do not
necessarily mean conflict, and conflict does not necessarily mean vio-
lence. Over the centuries, however, differences among civilizations
have generated the most prolonged and the most violent conflicts.

Second, the world is becoming a smaller place. The interactions
between peoples of different civilizations are increasing; these
increasing interactions intensify civilization consciousness and
awareness of differences between civilizations and commonalities
within civilizations. North African immigration to France generates
hostility among Frenchmen and at the same time increased receptiv-
ity to immigration by "good" European Catholic Poles. Americans
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react far more negatively to Japanese investment than to larger invest-
ments from Canada and European countries. Similarly, as Donald
Horowitz has pointed out, "An Ibo may be ... an Owerri Ibo or an
Onitsha Ibo in what was the Eastern region of Nigeria. In Lagos, he
is simply an Ibo. In London, he is a Nigerian. In New York, he is an
African." The interactions among peoples of different civilizations
enhance the civilization-consciousness of people that, in turn, invig-
orates differences and animosities stretching or thought to stretch
back deep into history.

Third, the processes of economic modernization and social change
throughout the world are separating people from longstanding local
identities. They also weaken the nation state as a source of identity.
In much of the world religion has moved in to fill this gap, often in
the form of movements that are labeled "fundamentalist." Such
movements are found in Western Christianity, Judaism, Buddhism
and Hinduism, as well as in Islam. In most countries and most reli-
gions the people active in fundamentalist movements are young, col-
lege-educated, middle-class technicians, professionals and business
persons. The "unsecularization of the world," George Weigel has
remarked, "is one of the dominant social facts of life in the late twen-
tieth century." The revival of religion, "la revanche de Dieu," as Gilles
Kepel labeled it, provides a basis for identity and commitment that
transcends national boundaries and unites civilizations.

Fourth, the growth of civilization-consciousness is enhanced by
the dual role of the West. On the one hand, the West is at a peak of
power. At the same time, however, and perhaps as a result, a return
to the roots phenomenon is occurring among non-Western civiliza-
tions. Increasingly one hears references to trends toward a turning
inward and "Asianization" in Japan, the end of the Nehru legacy and
the "Hinduization" of India, the failure of Western ideas of socialism
and nationalism and hence "re-Islamization" of the Middle East, and
now a debate over Westernization versus Russianization in Boris
Yeltsin's country. A West at the peak of its power confronts non-
Wests that increasingly have the desire, the will and the resources to
shape the world in non-Western ways.

In the past, the elites of non-Western societies were usually the
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people who were most involved with the West, had been educated at
Oxford, the Sorbonne or Sandhurst, and had absorbed Western atti-
tudes and values. At the same time, the populace in non-Western
countries often remained deeply imbued with the indigenous culture.
Now, however, these relationships are being reversed. A de-
Westernization and indigenization of elites is occurring in many non-
Western countries at the same time that Western, usually American,
cultures, styles and habits become more popular among the mass of
the people.

Fifth, cultural characteristics and differences are less mutable and
hence less easily compromised and resolved than political and eco-
nomic ones. In the former Soviet Union, communists can become
democrats, the rich can become poor and the poor rich, but Russians
cannot become Estonians and Azeris cannot become Armenians. In
class and ideological conflicts, the key question was "Which side are
you on?" and people could and did choose sides and change sides. In
conflicts between civilizations, the question is "What are you?" That
is a given that cannot be changed. And as we know, from Bosnia to
the Caucasus to the Sudan, the wrong answer to that question can
mean a bullet in the head. Even more than ethnicity, religion dis-
criminates sharply and exclusively among people. A person can be
half-French and half-Arab and simultaneously even a citizen of two
countries. It is more difficult to be half-Catholic and half-Muslim.

Finally, economic regionalism is increasing. The proportions of
total trade that were intraregional rose between 1980 and 1989 from
51 percent to 59 percent in Europe, 33 percent to 37 percent in East
Asia, and 32 percent to 36 percent in North America. T'he importance
of regional economic blocs is likely to continue to increase in the
future. On the one hand, successful economic regionalism will rein-
force civilization-consciousness. On the other hand, economic
regionalism may succeed only when it is rooted in a common civi-
lization. The European Community rests on the shared foundation
of European culture and Western Christianity. The success of the
North American Free Trade Area depends on the convergence now
underway of Mexican, Canadian and American cultures. Japan, in
contrast, faces difficulties in creating a comparable economic entity
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in East Asia because Japan is a society and civilization unique to itself
However strong the trade and investment links Japan may develop
with other East Asian countries, its cultural differences with those
countries inhibit and perhaps preclude its promoting regional eco-
nomic integration like that in Europe and North America.

Common culture, in contrast, is clearly facilitating the rapid
expansion of the economic relations between the People's Republic of
China and Hong Kong, Taiwan, Singapore and the overseas Chinese
communities in other Asian countries. With the Cold War over, cul-
tural commonalities increasingly overcome ideological differences,
and mainland China and Taiwan move closer together. If cultural
commonality is a prerequisite for economic integration, the principal
East Asian economic bloc of the future is likely to be centered on
China. This bloc is, in fact, already coming into existence. As Murray
Weidenbaum has observed.

Despite the current Japanese dominance of the region, the Chinese-based
economy of Asia is rapidly emerging as a new epicenter for industry, com-
merce and finance. This strategic area contains substantial amounts of tech-
nology and manufacturing capability (Taiwan), outstanding entrepreneurial,
marketing and services acumen (Hong Kong), a fine communications net-
work (Singapore), a tremendous pool of financial capital (all three), and very
large endowments of land, resources and labor (mainland China).... From
Guangzhou to Singapore, from Kuala Lumpur to Manila, this influential net-
work—often based on extensions of the traditional clans—has been described
as the backbone of the East Asian economy^

Culture and religion also form the basis of the Economic
Cooperation Organization, which brings together ten non-Arab
Muslim countries: Iran, Pakistan, Turkey, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, Tadjikistan, Uzbekistan and Afghan-
istan. One impetus to the revival and expansion of this organization,
founded originally in the 1960s by Turkey, Pakistan and Iran, is the
realization by the leaders of several of these countries that they had
no chance of admission to the European Community. Similarly,
Caricom, the Central American Common Market and Mercosur rest

'Murray Weidenbaum, Greater China: The Next Economic Superpower?, St. Louis:
Washington University Center for the Study of American Business, Contemporary
Issues, Series 57, February 1993, pp. 2-3.
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on common cultural foundations. Efforts to build a broader
Caribbean-Central American economic entity bridging the Anglo-
Latin divide, however, have to date failed.

As people define their identity in ethnic and religious terms, they
are likely to see an "us" versus "them" relation existing between them-
selves and people of different ethnicity or religion. The end of ideo-
logically defined states in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet
Union permits traditional ethnic identities and animosities to come
to the fore. Differences in culture and religion create differences over
policy issues, ranging from human rights to immigration to trade and
commerce to the environment. Geographical propinquity gives rise
to conflicting territorial claims from Bosnia to Mindanao. Most
important, the efforts of the West to promote its values of democra-
cy and liberalism as universal values, to maintain its military pre-
dominance and to advance its economic interests engender
countering responses from other civilizations. Decreasingly able to
mobilize support and form coalitions on the basis of ideology, gov-
ernments and groups will increasingly attempt to mobilize support by
appealing to common religion and civilization identity.

The clash of civilizations thus occurs at two levels. At the micro-
level, adjacent groups along the fault lines between civilizations
struggle, often violently, over the control of territory and each other.
At the macro-level, states from different civilizations compete for rel-
ative military and economic power, struggle over the control of inter-
national institutions and third parties, and competitively promote
their particular political and religious values.

THE FAULT LINES BETWEEN CIVILIZATIONS

T H E FAULT LINES between civilizations are replacing the political
and ideological boundaries of the Cold War as the fiash points for cri-
sis and bloodshed. The Cold War began when the Iron Curtain
divided Europe politically and ideologically. The Cold War ended
with the end of the Iron Curtain. As the ideological division of
Europe has disappeared, the cultural division of Europe between
Western Christianity, on the one hand, and Orthodox Christianity
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and Islam, on the other, has reemerged.
The most significant dividing line in
Europe, as William Wallace has suggested,
may well be the eastern boundary of
Western Christianity in the year 1500. This
line runs along what are now the boundaries
between Finland and Russia and between
the Baltic states and Russia, cuts through
Belarus and Ukraine separating the more
Catholic western Ukraine from Orthodox
eastern Ukraine, swings westward separat-
ing Transylvania from the rest of Romania,
and then goes through Yugoslavia almost
exactly along the line now separating
Croatia and Slovenia from the rest of
Yugoslavia. In the Balkans this line, of
course, coincides with the historic bound-
ary between the Hapsburg and Ottoman
empires. The peoples to the north and west
of this line are Protestant or Catholic; they
shared the common experiences of Euro-
pean history—feudalism, the Renaissance,
the Reformation, the Enlightenment, the
French Revolution, the Industrial Revo-
lution; they are generally economically bet-
ter off than the peoples to the east; and they
may now look forward to increasing
involvement in a common European econ-
omy and to the consolidation of democrat-
ic political systems. The peoples to the east
and south of this line are Orthodox or
Muslim; they historically belonged to the
Ottoman or Tsarist empires and were only
lightly touched by the shaping events in the
rest of Europe; they are generally less
advanced economically; they seem much
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less likely to develop stable democratic political systems. The Velvet
Curtain of culture has replaced the Iron Curtain of ideology as the
most significant dividing line in Europe. As the events in Yugoslavia
show, it is not only a line of difference; it is also at times a line of
bloody conflict.

Conflict along the fault line between Western and Islamic civi-
lizations has been going on for 1,300 years. After the founding of
Islam, the Arab and Moorish surge west and north only ended at
Tours in 732. From the eleventh to the thirteenth century the
Crusaders attempted with temporary success to bring Christianity
and Christian rule to the Holy Land. From the fourteenth to the sev-
enteenth century, the Ottoman Turks reversed the balance, extended
their sway over the Middle East and the Balkans, captured
Constantinople, and twice laid siege to Vienna. In the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries as Ottoman power declined Britain, France,
and Italy established Western control over most of North Africa and
the Middle East.

After World War II, the West, in turn, began to retreat; the colo-
nial empires disappeared; first Arab nationalism and then Islamic
fundamentalism manifested themselves; the West became heavily
dependent on the Persian Gulf countries for its energy; the oil-rich
Muslim countries became money-rich and, when they v^ished to,
weapons-rich. Several wars occurred betw^een Arabs and Israel (cre-
ated by the West). France fought a bloody and ruthless war in Algeria
for most of the 1950s; British and French forces invaded Egypt in
1956; American forces went into Lebanon in 1958; subsequently
American forces returned to Lebanon, attacked Libya, and engaged
in various military encounters with Iran; Arab and Islamic terrorists,
supported by at least three Middle Eastern governments, employed
the weapon of the weak and bombed Western planes and installations
and seized Western hostages. This warfare betw^een Arabs and the
West culminated in 1990, when the United States sent a massive army
to the Persian Gulf to defend some Arab countries against aggression
by another. In its aftermath NATO planning is increasingly directed to
potential threats and instability along its "southern tier."

This centuries-old military interaction between the West and
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Islam is unlikely to decline. It could become more virulent. The Gulf
War left some Arabs feeling proud that Saddam Hussein had
attacked Israel and stood up to the West. It also left many feeling
humiliated and resentful of the West's military presence in the
Persian Gulf, the West's overwhelming military dominance, and
their apparent inability to shape their own destiny. Many Arab coun-
tries, in addition to the oil exporters, are reaching levels of economic
and social development where autocratic forms of government
become inappropriate and efforts to introduce democracy become
stronger. Some openings in Arab political systems have already
occurred. The principal beneficiaries of these openings have been
Islamist movements. In the Arab world, in short. Western democra-
cy strengthens anti-Western political forces. This may be a passing
phenomenon, but it surely complicates relations between Islamic
countries and the West.

Those relations are also complicated by demography. The spec-
tacular population growth in Arab countries, particularly in North
Africa, has led to increased migration to Western Europe. The move-
ment within Western Europe toward minimizing internal bound-
aries has sharpened political sensitivities with respect to this
development. In Italy, France and Germany, racism is increasingly
open, and political reactions and violence against Arab and Turkish
migrants have become more intense and more widespread since 1990.

On both sides the interaction between Islam and the West is seen
as a clash of civilizations. The West's "next confrontation," observes
M. J. Akbar, an Indian Muslim author, "is definitely going to come
from the Muslim world. It is in the sweep of the Islamic nations from
the Maghreb to Pakistan that the struggle for a new world order will
begin." Bernard Lewis comes to a similar conclusion:

We are facing a mood and a movement far transcending the level of issues and
policies and the governments that pursue them. This is no less than a clash of
civilizations—the perhaps irrational but surely historic reaction of an ancient
rival against our Judeo-Christian heritage, our secular present, and the world-
wide expansion of both.^

^Bernard Lewis, "The Roots of Muslim Rage," The Atlantic Monthly, vol. 266,
September 1990, p. 60; Time, June 15,1992, pp. 24-28.
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Historically, the other great antagonistic interaction of Arab
Islamic civilization has been with the pagan, animist, and now
increasingly Christian black peoples to the south. In the past, this
antagonism was epitomized in the image of Arab slave dealers and
black slaves. It has been reflected in the on-going civil war in the
Sudan between Arabs and blacks, the fighting in Chad between
Libyan-supported insurgents and the government, the tensions
between (Orthodox Christians and Muslims in the Horn of Africa,
and the political conflicts, recurring riots and communal violence
between Muslims and Christians in Nigeria. The modernization of
Africa and the spread of Christianity are likely to enhance the prob-
ability of violence along this fault line. Symptomatic of the inten-
sification of this conflict was the Pope John Paul Us speech in
Khartoum in February 1993 attacking the actions of the Sudan's
Islamist government against the Christian minority there.

On the northern border of Islam, conflict has increasingly erupt-
ed between Orthodox and Muslim peoples, including the carnage of
Bosnia and Sarajevo, the simmering violence between Serb and
Albanian, the tenuous relations between Bulgarians and their
Turkish minority, the violence between Ossetians and Ingush, the
unremitting slaughter of each other by Armenians and Azeris, the
tense relations between Russians and Muslims in Central Asia, and
the deployment of Russian troops to protect Russian interests in the
Caucasus and Central Asia. Religion reinforces the revival of ethnic
identities and restimulates Russian fears about the security of their
southern borders. This concern is well captured by Archie Roosevelt:

Much of Russian history concerns the struggle between the Slavs and the
Turkic peoples on their borders, which dates back to the foundation of the
Russian state more than a thousand years ago. In the Slavs' millennium-long
confrontation with their eastern neighbors lies the key to an understanding
not only of Russian history, but Russian character. To understand Russian
realities today one has to have a concept of the great Turkic ethnic group that
has preoccupied Russians through the centuries.-'

The conflict of civilizations is deeply rooted elsewhere in Asia.
The historic clash between Muslim and Hindu in the subcontinent

^Archie Roosevelt, For Lust of Knowing, Boston: Little, Brown, 1988, pp. 332-333.
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manifests itself now not only in the rivalry between Pakistan and
India but also in intensifying religious strife within India between
increasingly militant Hindu groups and India's substantial Muslim
minority. The destruction of the Ayodhya mosque in December 1992
brought to the fore the issue of whether India will remain a secular
democratic state or become a Hindu one. In East Asia, China has

outstanding territorial disputes with most of its
The crescent-shaped neighbors. It has pursued a ruthless policy

toward the Buddhist people of Tibet, and it is
Islamic bloc, trom the pursuing an increasingly ruthless policy toward
bulge of Africa to ^̂ ^ Turkic-Muslim minority. With the Cold

War over, the underlying differences between
central Asia, has C\{m2i and the United States have reasserted
bloody borders. themselves in areas such as human rights, trade

and weapons proliferation. These differences
are unlikely to moderate. A "new cold war," Deng Xaioping report-
edly asserted in 1991, is under way between China and America.

The same phrase has been applied to the increasingly difficult rela-
tions between Japan and the United States. Here cultural difference
exacerbates economic conflict. People on each side allege racism on
the other, but at least on the American side the antipathies are not
racial but cultural. The basic values, attitudes, behavioral patterns of
the two societies could hardly be more different. The economic issues
between the United States and Europe are no less serious than those
between the United States and Japan, but they do not have the same
political salience and emotional intensity because the differences
between American culture and European culture are so much less
than those between American civilization and Japanese civilization.

The interactions between civilizations vary greatly in the extent to
which they are likely to be characterized by violence. Economic com-
petition clearly predominates between the American and European
subcivilizations of the West and between both of them and Japan. On
the Eurasian continent, however, the proliferation of ethnic conflict,
epitomized at the extreme in "ethnic cleansing," has not been totally
random. It has been most frequent and most violent between groups
belonging to different civilizations. In Eurasia the great historic fault
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lines between civilizations are once more aflame. This is particularly
true along the boundaries of the crescent-shaped Islamic bloc of
nations from the bulge of Africa to central Asia. Violence also occurs
between Muslims, on the one hand, and Orthodox Serbs in the
Balkans, Jews in Israel, Hindus in India, Buddhists in Burma and
Catholics in the Philippines. Islam has bloody borders.

CIVILIZATION RALLYING: T H E K I N - C O U N T R Y SYNDROME

GROUPS OR STATES belonging to one civilization that become in-
volved in war with people from a different civilization naturally try to
rally support from other members of their own civilization. As the
post-Cold War world evolves, civilization commonality, what H. D.
S. Greenway has termed the "kin-country" syndrome, is replacing
political ideology and traditional balance of power considerations as
the principal basis for cooperation and coalitions. It can be seen grad-
ually emerging in the post-Cold War conflicts in the Persian Gulf,
the Caucasus and Bosnia. None of these was a fiill-scale war between
civilizations, but each involved some elements of civilizational rally-
ing, which seemed to become more important as the conflict contin-
ued and which may provide a foretaste of the future.

First, in the Gulf War one Arab state invaded another and then
fought a coalition of Arab, Western and other states. While only a
few Muslim governments overtly supported Saddam Hussein, many
Arab elites privately cheered him on, and he was highly popular
among large sections of the Arab publics. Islamic fundamentalist
movements universally supported Iraq rather than the Western-
backed governments of Kuwait and Saudi Arabia. Forswearing Arab
nationalism, Saddam Hussein explicitly invoked an Islamic appeal.
He and his supporters attempted to deflne the war as a war between
civilizations. "It is not the world against Iraq," as Safar Al-Hawali,
dean of Islamic Studies at the Umm Al-Qura University in Mecca,
put it in a widely circulated tape. "It is the West against Islam."
Ignoring the rivalry between Iran and Iraq, the chief Iranian religious
leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, called for a holy war against the
West: "The struggle against American aggression, greed, plans and
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policies wiU be counted as a jihad, and anybody who is killed on that
path is a martyr." "This is a war," King Hussein of Jordan argued,
"against all Arabs and aU Muslims and not against Iraq alone."

The rallying of substantial sections of Arab elites and publics
behind Saddam Hussein caused those Arab governments in the anti-
Iraq coalition to moderate their activities and temper their public
statements. Arab governments opposed or distanced themselves from
subsequent Western efforts to apply pressure on Iraq, including
enforcement of a no-fly zone in the summer of 1992 and the bomb-
ing of Iraq in January 1993. The Western-Soviet-Turkish-Arab anti-
Iraq coalition of 1990 had by 1993 become a coalition of almost only
the West and Kuwait against Iraq.

Muslims contrasted Western actions against Iraq with the West's
failure to protect Bosnians against Serbs and to impose sanctions on
Israel for violating U.N. resolutions. The West, they alleged, was
using a double standard. A world of clashing civilizations, however,
is inevitably a world of double standards: people apply one standard
to their kin-countries and a different standard to others.

Second, the kin-country syndrome also appeared in conflicts in
the former Soviet Union. Armenian military successes in 1992 and
1993 stimulated Turkey to become increasingly supportive of its reli-
gious, ethnic and linguistic brethren in Azerbaijan. "We have a
Turkish nation feeling the same sentiments as the Azerbaijanis," said
one Turkish offlcial in 1992. "We are under pressure. Our newspapers
are full of the photos of atrocities and are asking us if we are still seri-
ous about pursuing our neutral policy. Maybe we should show
Armenia that there's a big Turkey in the region." President Turgut
Ozal agreed, remarking that Turkey should at least "scare the
Armenians a little bit." Turkey, Ozal threatened again in 1993, would
"show its fangs." Turkish Air Force jets flew reconnaissance flights
along the Armenian border; Turkey suspended food shipments and
air flights to Armenia; and Turkey and Iran announced they would
not accept dismemberment of Azerbaijan. In the last years of its exis-
tence, the Soviet government supported Azerbaijan because its gov-
ernment was dominated by former communists. With the end of the
Soviet Union, however, political considerations gave way to religious
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s. Russian troops fought on the side of the Armenians, and
Azerbaijan accused the "Russian government of turning i8o degrees"
toward support for Christian Armenia.

Third, with respect to the fighting in the former Yugoslavia,
Western publics manifested sympathy and support for the Bosnian
Muslims and the horrors they suffered at the hands of the Serbs.
Relatively little concern was expressed, however, over Croatian
attacks on Muslims and participation in the dismemberment of
Bosnia-Herzegovina. In the early stages of the Yugoslav breakup,
Germany, in an unusual display of diplomatic initiative and muscle,
induced the other ii members of the European Community to follow
its lead in recognizing Slovenia and Croatia. As a result of the pope's
determination to provide strong backing to the two Catholic coun-
tries, the Vatican extended recognition even before the Community
did. The United States followed the European lead. Thus the lead-
ing actors in Western civilization rallied behind their coreligionists.
Subsequently Croatia was reported to be receiving substantial quan-
tities of arms from Central European and other Western countries.
Boris Yeltsin's government, on the other hand, attempted to pursue a
middle course that would be sympathetic to the Orthodox Serbs but
not alienate Russia from the West. Russian conservative and nation-
alist groups, however, including many legislators, attacked the gov-
ernment for not being more forthcoming in its support for the Serbs.
By early 1993 several hundred Russians apparently were serving vdth
the Serbian forces, and reports circulated of Russian arms being sup-
plied to Serbia.

Islamic governments and groups, on the other hand, castigated the
West for not coming to the defense of the Bosnians. Iranian leaders
urged Muslims from all countries to provide help to Bosnia; in viola-
tion of the U.N. arms embargo, Iran supplied weapons and men for
the Bosnians; Iranian-supported Lebanese groups sent guerrillas to
train and organize the Bosnian forces. In 1993 up to 4,000 Muslims
from over two dozen Islamic countries were reported to be fighting
in Bosnia. The governments of Saudi Arabia and other countries felt
under increasing pressure from fiindamentalist groups in their owai
societies to provide more vigorous support for the Bosnians. By the
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end of 1992, Saudi Arabia had reportedly supplied substantial fund-
ing for weapons and supplies for the Bosnians, which significantly
increased their military capabilities vis-a-vis the Serbs.

In the 1930s the Spanish Civil War provoked intervention from
countries that politically were fascist, communist and democratic. In
the 1990s the Yugoslav conflict is provoking intervention from coun-
tries that are Muslim, Orthodox and Western Christian. The paral-
lel has not gone unnoticed. "The war in Bosnia-Herzegovina has
become the emotional equivalent of the fight against fascism in the
Spanish Civil War," one Saudi editor observed. "Those who died
there are regarded as martyrs who tried to save their fellow Muslims."

Conflicts and violence will also occur between states and groups
within the same civilization. Such conflicts, however, are likely to be
less intense and less likely to expand than conflicts between civiliza-
tions. Common membership in a civilization reduces the probability
of violence in situations where it might otherwise occur. In 1991 and
1992 many people were alarmed by the possibility of violent conflict
between Russia and Ukraine over territory, particularly Crimea, the
Black Sea fleet, nuclear weapons and economic issues. If civilization
is what counts, however, the likelihood of violence between
Ukrainians and Russians should be low. They are two Slavic, pri-
marily Orthodox peoples who have had close relationships with each
other for centuries. As of early 1993, despite all the reasons for
conflict, the leaders of the two countries were effectively negotiating
and defiising the issues between the two countries. While there has
been serious fighting between Muslims and Christians elsewhere in
the former Soviet Union and much tension and some fighting
between Western and Orthodox Christians in the Baltic states, there
has been virtually no violence between Russians and Ukrainians.

Civilization rallying to date has been limited, but it has been grow-
ing, and it clearly has the potential to spread much fiirther. As the
conflicts in the Persian Gulf, the Caucasus and Bosnia continued, the
positions of nations and the cleavages between them increasingly
were along civilizational lines. Populist politicians, religious leaders
and the media have found it a potent means of arousing mass support
and of pressuring hesitant governments. In the coming years, the
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local conflicts most likely to escalate into major wars will be those, as
in Bosnia and the Caucasus, along the fault lines between civiliza-
tions. The next world war, if there is one, will be a war between civ-
ilizations.

THE WEST VERSUS THE REST

T H E WEST IS NOW at an extraordinary peak of power in relation
to other civilizations. Its superpower opponent has disappeared from
the map. Military conflict among Western states is unthinkable, and
Western military power is unrivaled. Apart from Japan, the West
faces no economic challenge. It dominates international political and
security institutions and with Japan international economic institu-
tions. Global political and security issues are effectively settled by a
directorate of the United States, Britain and France, world econom-
ic issues by a directorate of the United States, Germany and Japan,
all of which maintain extraordinarily close relations with each other
to the exclusion of lesser and largely non-Western countries.
Decisions made at the U.N. Security Council or in the International
Monetary Fund that reflect the interests of the West are presented to
the world as reflecting the desires of the world community. The very
phrase "the world community" has become the euphemistic collec-
tive noun (replacing "the Free World") to give global legitimacy to
actions reflecting the interests of the United States and other Western
powers.'̂  Through the IMF and other international economic institu-
tions, the West promotes its economic interests and imposes on other
nations the economic policies it thinks appropriate. In any poll of
non-Western peoples, the IMF undoubtedly would win the support
of finance ministers and a few others, but get an overwhelmingly
unfavorable rating from just about everyone else, who would agree

^Almost invariably Western leaders claim they are acting on behalf of "the world com-
munity." One minor lapse occurred during the run-up to the Gulf War. In an interview
on "Good Morning America," Dec. 21,1990, British Prime Minister John Major referred
to the actions "the West" was taking against Saddam Hussein. He quickly corrected him-
self and subsequently referred to "the world community." He was, however, right when
he erred.
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with Georgy Arbatov's characterization of IMF officials as "neo-
Bolsheviks who love expropriating other people's money, imposing
undemocratic and alien rules of economic and political conduct and
stifling economic freedom."

Western domination of the U.N. Security Council and its deci-
sions, tempered only by occasional abstention by China, produced
U.N. legitimation of the West's use of force to drive Iraq out of
Kuwait and its elimination of Iraq's sophisticated weapons and capac-

ity to produce such weapons. It also produced
T h e verv ohrase "world quite unprecedented action by the United

, ^̂  States, Britain and France in getting the
community" has Security Council to demand that Libya hand
become a euphemism to over the Pan Am 103 bombing suspects and

. . . , then to impose sanctions when Libya refused.
give legitimacy to the ^fter defeating the largest Arab army, the
actions of the West. West did not hesitate to throw its weight

around in the Arab world. The West in effect
is using international institutions, military power and economic
resources to run the world in ways that will maintain Western pre-
dominance, protect Western interests and promote Western political
and economic values.

That at least is the way in which non-Westerners see the new
world, and there is a significant element of truth in their view.
Differences in power and struggles for military, economic and insti-
tutional power are thus one source of conflict between the West and
other civilizations. Differences in culture, that is basic values and
beliefs, are a second source of conflict. V. S. Naipaul has argued that
Western civilization is the "universal civilization" that "fits aU men."
At a superficial level much of Western culture has indeed permeated
the rest of the world. At a more basic level, however, Western con-
cepts differ fundamentally from those prevalent in other civilizations.
Western ideas of individualism, liberalism, constitutionalism, human
rights, equality, liberty, the rule of law, democracy, free markets, the
separation of church and state, often have little resonance in Islamic,
Confucian, Japanese, Hindu, Buddhist or Orthodox cultures.
Western efforts to propagate such ideas produce instead a reaction
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against "human rights imperialism" and a reaffirmation of indigenous
values, as can be seen in the support for religious fundamentalism by
the younger generation in non-Western cultures. The very notion
that there could be a "universal civilization" is a Western idea, direct-
ly at odds with the particularism of most Asian societies and their
emphasis on what distinguishes one people from another. Indeed, the
author of a review of ioo comparative studies of values in different
societies concluded that "the values that are most important in the
West are least important worldwide."^ In the political realm, of
course, these differences are most manifest in the efforts of the
United States and other Western powers to induce other peoples to
adopt Western ideas concerning democracy and human rights.
Modern democratic government originated in the West. When it has
developed in non-Western societies it has usually been the product of
Western colonialism or imposition.

The central axis of world politics in the future is likely to be, in
Kishore Mahbubani's phrase, the conflict between "the West and the
Rest" and the responses of non-Western civilizations to Western
power and values.̂  Those responses generally take one or a combina-
tion of three forms. At one extreme, non-Western states can, like
Burma and North Korea, attempt to pursue a course of isolation, to
insulate their societies from penetration or "corruption" by the West,
and, in effect, to opt out of participation in the Western-dominated
global community. The costs of this course, however, are high, and
few states have pursued it exclusively. A second alternative, the equiv-
alent of "band-wagoning" in international relations theory, is to
attempt to join the West and accept its values and institutions. The
third alternative is to attempt to "balance" the West by developing
economic and military power and cooperating with other non-
Western societies against the West, while preserving indigenous val-
ues and institutions; in short, to modernize but not to Westernize.

y C. Triandis, The New York Times, Dec. 25,1990, p. 41, and "Cross-Cultural
Studies of Individualism and Collectivism," Nebraska Symposium on Motivation, vol.
37,1989, pp. 41-133.

*Kishore Mahbubani, "The West and the Rest," The National Interest, Summer 1992,
PP- 3-13-
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THE TORN COUNTRIES

I N T H E FUTURE, as people differentiate themselves by civilization,
countries with large numbers of peoples of different civilizations,
such as the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, are candidates for dismem-
berment. Some other countries have a fair degree of cultural homo-
geneity but are divided over v^hether their society belongs to one
civilization or another. These are torn countries. Their leaders typi-
cally wish to pursue a bandwagoning strategy and to make their coun-
tries members of the West, but the history, culture and traditions of
their countries are non-Western. The most obvious and prototypical
torn country is Turkey. The late twentieth-century leaders of Turkey
have followed in the Attatiirk tradition and defined Turkey as a mod-
ern, secular, Western nation state. They allied Turkey with the West
in NATO and in the Gulf War; they applied for membership in the
European Community. At the same time, however, elements in
Turkish society have supported an Islamic revival and have argued
that Turkey is basically a Middle Eastern Muslim society. In addi-
tion, while the elite of Turkey has defined Turkey as a Western soci-
ety, the elite of the West refuses to accept Turkey as such. Turkey will
not become a member of the European Community, and the real rea-
son, as President Ozal said, "is that we are Muslim and they are
Christian and they don't say that." Having rejected Mecca, and then
being rejected by Brussels, where does Turkey look? Tashkent may be
the ansv^er. The end of the Soviet Union gives Turkey the opportu-
nity to become the leader of a revived Turkic civilization involving
seven countries from the borders of Greece to those of China.
Encouraged by the West, Turkey is making strenuous efforts to carve
out this new identity for itself.

During the past decade Mexico has assumed a position somewhat
similar to that of Turkey. Just as Turkey abandoned its historic oppo-
sition to Europe and attempted to join Europe, Mexico has stopped
defining itself by its opposition to the United States and is instead
attempting to imitate the United States and to join it in the North
American Free Trade Area. Mexican leaders are engaged in the great
task of redefining Mexican identity and have introduced fundamen-
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tal economic reforms that eventually will lead to fundamental politi-
cal change. In 1991 a top adviser to President Carlos Salinas de
Gortari described at length to me all the changes the Salinas govern-
ment was making. When he finished, I remarked: "That's most
impressive. It seems to me that basically you want to change Mexico
from a Latin American country into a North American country." He
looked at me with surprise and exclaimed: "Exactly! That's precisely
what we are trying to do, but of course we could never say so pub-
licly." As his remark indicates, in Mexico as in Turkey, significant ele-
ments in society resist the redefinition of their country's identity. In
Turkey, European-oriented leaders have to make gestures to Islam
((Dzal's pilgrimage to Mecca); so also Mexico's North American-ori-
ented leaders have to make gestures to those who hold Mexico to be
a Latin American country (Salinas' Ibero-American Guadalajara
summit).

Historically Turkey has been the most profoundly torn country.
For the United States, Mexico is the most immediate torn country.
Globally the most important torn country is Russia. The question of
whether Russia is part of the West or the leader of a distinct Slavic-
Orthodox civilization has been a recurring one in Russian history.
That issue was obscured by the communist victory in Russia, which
imported a Western ideology, adapted it to Russian conditions and
then challenged the West in the name of that ideology. The domi-
nance of communism shut off the historic debate over
Westernization versus Russification. With communism discredited
Russians once again face that question.

President Yeltsin is adopting Western principles and goals and
seeking to make Russia a "normal" country and a part of the West.
Yet both the Russian elite and the Russian public are divided on this
issue. Among the more moderate dissenters, Sergei Stankevich
argues that Russia should reject the "Atlanticist" course, which would
lead it "to become European, to become a part of the world economy
in rapid and organized fashion, to become the eighth member of the
Seven, and to put particular emphasis on Germany and the United
States as the two dominant members of the Atlantic alliance." While
also rejecting an exclusively Eurasian policy, Stankevich nonetheless
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argues that Russia should give priority to the protection of Russians
in other countries, emphasize its Turkic and Muslim connections,
and promote "an appreciable redistribution of our resources, our
options, our ties, and our interests in favor of Asia, of the eastern
direction." People of this persuasion criticize Yeltsin for subordinat-
ing Russia's interests to those of the West, for reducing Russian mil-
itary strength, for failing to support traditional friends such as Serbia,
and for pushing economic and political reform in ways injurious to
the Russian people. Indicative of this trend is the new popularity of
the ideas of Petr Savitsky, who in the 1920s argued that Russia was a
unique Eurasian civilization.^ More extreme dissidents voice much
more blatantly nationalist, anti-Western and anti-Semitic views, and
urge Russia to redevelop its military strength and to establish closer
ties with China and Muslim countries. The people of Russia are as
divided as the elite. An opinion survey in European Russia in the
spring of 1992 revealed that 40 percent of the public had positive atti-
tudes toward the West and 36 percent had negative attitudes. As it
has been for much of its history, Russia in the early 1990s is truly a
torn country.

To redefine its civilization identity, a torn country must meet three
requirements. First, its political and economic elite has to be gener-
ally supportive of and enthusiastic about this move. Second, its pub-
lic has to be willing to acquiesce in the redefinition. Third, the
dominant groups in the recipient civilization have to be willing to
embrace the convert. All three requirements in large part exist with
respect to Mexico. The first two in large part exist with respect to
Turkey. It is not clear that any of them exist with respect to Russia's
joining the West. The confiict between liberal democracy and
Marxism-Leninism was between ideologies which, despite their
major differences, ostensibly shared ultimate goals of freedom, equal-
ity and prosperity. A traditional, authoritarian, nationalist Russia
could have quite different goals. A Western democrat could carry on
an intellectual debate with a Soviet Marxist. It would be virtually

'Sergei Stankevich, "Russia in Search of Itself," The National Interest, Summer 1992,
pp. 47-51; Daniel Schneider, "A Russian Movement Rejects Western Tilt," Christian
Science Monitor, Feb. 5,1993, pp. 5-7.
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impossible for him to do that with a Russian traditionalist. If, as the
Russians stop behaving like Marxists, they reject liberal democracy
and begin behaving like Russians but not like Westerners, the rela-
tions between Russia and the West could again become distant and
conflictual.^

THE CONFUCIAN-ISLAMIC CONNECTION

T H E OBSTACLES TO non-Western countries joining the West vary
considerably. They are least for Latin American and East European
countries. They are greater for the Orthodox countries of the former
Soviet Union. They are still greater for Muslim, Confucian, Hindu
and Buddhist societies. Japan has established a unique position for
itself as an associate member of the West: it is in the West in some
respects but clearly not of the West in important dimensions. Those
countries that for reason of culture and power do not wish to, or can-
not, join the West compete with the West by developing their own
economic, military and political power. They do this by promoting
their internal development and by cooperating with other non-
Western countries. The most prominent form of this cooperation is
the Confucian-Islamic connection that has emerged to challenge
Western interests, values and power.

Almost without exception. Western countries are reducing their
military power; under Yeltsin's leadership so also is Russia. China,
North Korea and several Middle Eastern states, however, are
significantly expanding their military capabilities. They are doing
this by the import of arms from Western and non-Western sources
and by the development of indigenous arms industries. One result is
the emergence of what Charles Krauthammer has called "Weapon

'Owen Harries has pointed out that Australia is trying (unwisely in his view) to
become a torn country in reverse. Although it has been a full member not only of the
West but also of the ABCA military and intelligence core of the West, its current lead-
ers are in effect proposing that it defect from the West, redefine itself as an Asian coun-
try and cultivate dose ties with its neighbors. Australia's future, they argue, is with the
dynamic economies of East Asia. But, as I have suggested, close economic cooperation
normally requires a common cultural base. In addition, none of the three conditions nec-
essary for a torn country to join another civilization is likely to exist in Australia's case.
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States," and the Weapon States are not Western states. Another
result is the redefinition of arms control, which is a Western concept
and a Western goal. During the Cold War the primary purpose of
arms control was to establish a stable military balance between the
United States and its allies and the Soviet Union and its allies. In the
post-Cold War world the primary objective of arms control is to pre-
vent the development by non-Western societies of military capabili-
ties that could threaten Western interests. The West attempts to do
this through international agreements, economic pressure and con-
trols on the transfer of arms and weapons technologies.

The conflict between the West and the Confucian-Islamic states
focuses largely, although not exclusively, on nuclear, chemical and
biological weapons, ballistic missiles and other sophisticated means
for delivering them, and the guidance, intelligence and other elec-
tronic capabilities for achieving that goal. The West promotes non-
proliferation as a universal norm and nonproliferation treaties and

inspections as means of realizing that norm. It

A Confucian-Islamic t ^ [ ff ^̂  ^l
those who promote the spread or sophisticated

connection has weapons and proposes some benefits for those
emerged to challenge ^^° ^^ ^"^^^ ^^^ attention of the West focus-

es, naturally, on nations that are actually or
Western mtereStS, potentially hostile to the West.
values and power. The non-Western nations, on the other

hand, assert their right to acquire and to deploy
whatever weapons they think necessary for their security. They also
have absorbed, to the fiill, the truth of the response of the Indian
defense minister when asked what lesson he learned from the Gulf
War: "Don't fight the United States unless you have nuclear
weapons." Nuclear weapons, chemical weapons and missiles are
viewed, probably erroneously, as the potential equalizer of superior
Western conventional power. China, of course, already has nuclear
weapons; Pakistan and India have the capability to deploy them.
North Korea, Iran, Iraq, Libya and Algeria appear to be attempting
to acquire them. A top Iranian official has declared that all Muslim
states should acquire nuclear weapons, and in 1988 the president of
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Iran reportedly issued a directive calling for development of "offen-
sive and defensive chemical, biological and radiological weapons."

Centrally important to the development of counter-West military
capabilities is the sustained expansion of Chinas military power and
its means to create military powder. Buoyed by spectacular economic
development, China is rapidly increasing its military spending and
vigorously moving forward with the modernization of its armed
forces. It is purchasing v\̂ eapons from the former Soviet states; it is
developing long-range missiles; in 1992 it tested a one-megaton
nuclear device. It is developing power-projection capabilities, acquir-
ing aerial refueling technology, and trying to purchase an aircraft car-
rier. Its military buildup and assertion of sovereignty over the South
China Sea are provoking a multilateral regional arms race in East
Asia. China is also a major exporter of arms and w^eapons technolo-
gy. It has exported materials to Libya and Iraq that could be used to
manufacture nuclear weapons and nerve gas. It has helped Algeria
build a reactor suitable for nuclear w^eapons research and production.
China has sold to Iran nuclear technology that American officials
believe could only be used to create weapons and apparently has
shipped components of 300-mile-range missiles to Pakistan. North
Korea has had a nuclear weapons program under ŵ ay for some while
and has sold advanced missiles and missile technology to Syria and
Iran. The fiow of weapons and weapons technology is generally from
East Asia to the Middle East. There is, however, some movement in
the reverse direction; China has received Stinger missiles from
Pakistan.

A Confucian-Islamic military connection has thus come into
being, designed to promote acquisition by its members of the
weapons and weapons technologies needed to counter the military
power of the West. It may or may not last. At present, however, it is,
as Dave McCurdy has said, "a renegades' mutual support pact, run by
the proliferators and their backers." A new form of arms competition
is thus occurring between Islamic-Confucian states and the West. In
an old-fashioned arms race, each side developed its own arms to bal-
ance or to achieve superiority against the other side. In this new form
of arms competition, one side is developing its arms and the other
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side is attempting not to balance but to limit and prevent that arms
build-up while at the same time reducing its own military capabili-
ties.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE WEST

T H I S ARTICLE DOES not argue that civilization identities will
replace all other identities, that nation states will disappear, that each
civilization will become a single coherent political entity, that groups
within a civilization v\dll not conflict with and even fight each other.
This paper does set forth the hypotheses that differences between civ-
ilizations are real and important; civilization-consciousness is
increasing; conflict between civilizations wall supplant ideological
and other forms of conflict as the dominant global form of conflict;
international relations, historically a game played out within Western
civilization, vnll increasingly be de-Westernized and become a game
in which non-Western civilizations are actors and not simply objects;
successful political, security and economic international institutions
are more likely to develop within civilizations than across civiliza-
tions; conflicts between groups in different civilizations will be more
frequent, more sustained and more violent than conflicts between
groups in the same civilization; violent conflicts between groups in
different civilizations are the most likely and most dangerous source
of escalation that could lead to global wars; the paramount axis of
world politics wall be the relations between "the West and the Rest";
the elites in some torn non-Western countries will try to make their
countries part of the West, but in most cases face major obstacles to
accomplishing this; a central focus of conflict for the immediate
future will be between the West and several Islamic-Confucian states.

This is not to advocate the desirability of conflicts between civi-
lizations. It is to set forth descriptive hypotheses as to what the future
maybe like. If these are plausible hypotheses, however, it is necessary
to consider their implications for Western policy. These implications
should be divided between short-term advantage and long-term
accommodation. In the short term it is clearly in the interest of the
West to promote greater cooperation and unity wdthin its own civi-
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lization, particularly between its European and North American
components; to incorporate into the West societies in Eastern
Europe and Latin America whose cultures are close to those of the
West; to promote and maintain cooperative relations with Russia and
Japan; to prevent escalation of local inter-civilization conflicts into
major inter-civilization wars; to limit the expansion of the military
strength of Confucian and Islamic states; to moderate the reduction
of Western military capabilities and maintain military superiority in
East and Southwest Asia; to exploit differences and conflicts among
Confucian and Islamic states; to support in other civilizations groups
sympathetic to Western values and interests; to strengthen interna-
tional institutions that reflect and legitimate Western interests and
values and to promote the involvement of non-Western states in
those institutions.

In the longer term other measures would be called for. Western
civilization is both Western and modern. Non-Western civilizations
have attempted to become modern without becoming Western. To
date only Japan has fully succeeded in this quest. Non-Western civi-
lizations wiU continue to attempt to acquire the wealth, technology,
skills, machines and weapons that are part of being modern. They
will also attempt to reconcile this modernity with their traditional
culture and values. Their economic and military strength relative to
the West will increase. Hence the West vdll increasingly have to
accommodate these non-Western modern civilizations whose power
approaches that of the West but whose values and interests differ
signiflcantly from those of the West. This will require the West to
maintain the economic and military power necessary to protect its
interests in relation to these civilizations. It will also, however, require
the West to develop a more profound understanding of the basic reli-
gious and philosophical assumptions underlying other civilizations
and the ways in which people in those civilizations see their interests.
It will require an effort to identify elements of commonality between
Western and other civilizations. For the relevant future, there will be
no universal civilization, but instead a world of different civilizations,
each of which will have to learn to coexist vsdth the others. @
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The concept of security*
DAV I D  A . B A L D W I N

Redefining ‘security’ has recently become something of a cottage industry.1 Most
such efforts, however, are more concerned with redefining the policy agendas of
nation-states than with the concept of security itself. Often, this takes the form of
proposals for giving high priority to such issues as human rights, economics, the
environment, drug traffic, epidemics, crime, or social injustice, in addition to the
traditional concern with security from external military threats. Such proposals are
usually buttressed with a mixture of normative arguments about which values of
which people or groups of people should be protected, and empirical arguments as
to the nature and magnitude of threats to those values. Relatively little attention is
devoted to conceptual issues as such. This article seeks to disentangle the concept of
security from these normative and empirical concerns, however legitimate they
may be.

Cloaking normative and empirical debate in conceptual rhetoric exaggerates the
conceptual differences between proponents of various security policies and impedes
scholarly communication. Are proponents of economic or environmental security
using a concept of security that is fundamentally different from that used by
Realists? Or are they simply emphasizing different aspects of a shared concept? Do
those who object to ‘privileging’ the nation-state rather than, say, the individual or
humanity share any conceptual views with students of ‘national security’? This
article attempts to identify common conceptual distinctions underlying various
conceptions of security.

Identifying the common elements in various conceptions of security is useful in at
least three ways: First, it facilitates asking the most basic question of social science,

Review of International Studies (1997), 23, 5–26 Copyright © British International Studies Association

5

* The author would like to thank the following scholars for helpful comments on previous versions of
this article: Richard Betts, Lea Brilmayer, Robert Jervis, Helen Milner, Jack Snyder, and Hendrik
Spruyt.

1 E.g. Lester Brown, Redefining National Security, Worldwatch Paper No. 14 (Washington, DC, 1977);
Jessica Tuchman Matthews, ‘Redefining Security’, Foreign Affairs, 68 (1989), pp. 162–77; Richard H.
Ullman, ‘Redefining Security’, International Security, 8 (1983), pp. 129–53; Joseph J. Romm, Defining
National Security (New York, 1993); J. Ann Tickner, ‘Re-visioning Security’, in Ken Booth and Steve
Smith (eds.), International Relations Theory Today (Oxford, 1995), pp. 175–97; Ken Booth, ‘Security
and Emancipation’, Review of International Studies, 17 (1991), pp. 313–26; Martin Shaw, ‘There Is No
Such Thing as Society: Beyond Individualism and Statism in International Security Studies’, Review
of International Studies, 19 (1993), pp. 159–75; John Peterson and Hugh Ward, ‘Coalitional
Instability and the New Multidimensional Politics of Security: A Rational Choice Argument for
US–EU Cooperation’, European Journal of International Relations, 1 (1995), pp. 131–56; ten articles
on security and security studies in Arms Control, 13, (1992), pp. 463–544; and Graham Allison and
Gregory F. Treverton (eds.), Rethinking America’s Security: Beyond Cold War to New World Order
(New York, 1992).
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‘Of what is this an instance?’.2 Second, it promotes rational policy analysis by
facilitating comparison of one type of security policy with another. And third, it
facilitates scholarly communication by establishing common ground between those
with disparate views. Perhaps scholars from different schools have more in common
than is generally acknowledged.3

In many ways the argument presented here was foreshadowed in the classic essay
by Arnold Wolfers entitled ‘ ‘‘National Security’’ as an Ambiguous Symbol’, pub-
lished more than forty years ago. Contrary to popular belief, Wolfers did not dismiss
the concept as meaningless or hopelessly ambiguous. He was, however, concerned
about the ambiguity of ‘national security’, as the following passage indicates:

It would be an exaggeration to claim that the symbol of national security is nothing but a
stimulus to semantic confusion, though closer analysis will show that if used without
specifications it leaves room for more confusion than sound political counsel or scientific
usage can afford.4

Wolfers’ ‘specifications’ refer not only to the concept of national security as a policy
objective but also to the means for its pursuit, i.e., national security policy. In the
discussion that follows, Wolfers’ specifications will be developed and set in the
context of more recent literature.

The discussion consists of seven parts. Sections 1, 2 and 3 provide background
with respect to the approach to conceptual analysis to be used, the neglect of con-
ceptual analysis by the field of security studies, and the possibility that conceptual
analysis is futile with respect to concepts like security that are alleged to be
‘essentially contested’. Section 4 develops a series of conceptual specifications that
facilitate analysis of security policy. Sections 5, 6 and 7 discuss the implications of
these specifications for determining the value of security, for the theory of
neorealism, and for the ‘new thinking’ about security.

Although this discussion is especially concerned with the security of nation-states,
most of the analysis is applicable, mutatis mutandis, to any level: individual, family,
society, state, international system, or humanity.

1. Conceptual analysis5

Conceptual analysis is not concerned with testing hypotheses or constructing
theories, though it is relevant to both. It is concerned with clarifying the meaning of
concepts. Some would dismiss such undertakings as ‘mere semantics’ or ‘pure
logomachy’. Without clear concepts, however, scholars are apt to talk past each
other, and policy-makers find it difficult to distinguish between alternative policies.
Felix E. Oppenheim has argued that ‘the elucidation of the language of political

6 David A. Baldwin

2 I thank James Rosenau for this phrase.
3 See Kjell Goldmann, ‘Im Westen Nichts Neues: Seven International Relations Journals in 1972 and

1992’, European Journal of International Relations, 1 (1995), pp. 245–58.
4 Arnold Wolfers, ‘ ‘‘National Security’’ as an Ambiguous Symbol’, Political Science Quarterly, 67

(1952), p. 483.
5 This section draws on the discussion in David A. Baldwin, Paradoxes of Power (Oxford, 1989),

pp. 170–2.
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science is by no means an idle exercise in semantics, but in many instances a most
effective way to solve substantive problems of research’.6

Conceptual explication attempts to specify the logical structure of given expressions: Taking
its departure from the customary meanings of the terms, explication aims at reducing the
limitations, ambiguities, and inconsistencies of their ordinary usage by propounding a
reinterpretation intended to enhance the clarity and precision of their meanings as well as
their ability to function in hypotheses and theories with explanatory and predictive force.7

The explication of concepts is subject to a set of criteria summarized by
Oppenheim: (1) Concepts should be operational in the broadest sense, although this
should not be interpreted as requiring quantification. (2) Concepts that establish
definitional connections with other terms are to be preferred. (3) Concepts that draw
attention to the theoretically important aspects of the subject matter that might
easily be overlooked are desirable. (4) Concepts should not preclude empirical
investigation by making true ‘by definition’ what should be open to empirical
inquiry. (5) Concepts should remain reasonably close to ordinary language.
‘Ordinary language’, however, does not necessarily mean the way most people would
define the term, but rather the ‘set of rules they implicitly follow when applying it to
a given situation’.8

It is important to be clear about the limits of this approach. Explicating the
concept of security does not provide empirical propositions, theories, or analytical
frameworks. Although clear concepts are useful for constructing propositions.
theories, and analytical frameworks, they are not a substitute for them.

This approach may be contrasted with those taken by Barry Buzan and Richard
Ullman. Although Buzan casts his discussion as an exploration of the concept of
security, his analysis intertwines conceptual analysis with empirical observations. For
example, Buzan presents plausible arguments for the empirical proposition that
security at the individual level is related to security at the level of the state and the
international system. His insistence that ‘security cannot be isolated for treatment at
any single level’, however, gives the impression that this is conceptually impossible
rather than simply an unwise research strategy. His justification for mixing con-
ceptual and empirical analysis is that ‘the search for a referent object of security
goes hand-in-hand with that for its necessary conditions’.9 This approach, however,
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6 Felix E. Oppenheim, ‘The Language of Political Inquiry: Problems of Clarification’, in Fred I.
Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby (eds.), Handbook of Political Science, Vol. I: Political Science: Scope
and Theory (Reading, MA, 1975), p. 284.

7 Carl G. Hempel, Fundamentals of Concept Formation in Empirical Science (Chicago, 1952), p. 12.
8 Oppenheim, ‘Language’, pp. 297–309. See also Felix E. Oppenheim, Political Concepts: A

Reconstruction (Chicago, 1981). For criticisms of this approach, see William E. Connolly, The Terms
of Political Discourse, 2nd edn (Princeton, 1983), and Richard E. Little, ‘Ideology and Change’, in
Barry Buzan and R. J. Barry Jones (eds.), Change and the Study of International Relations: the Evaded
Dimension (New York, 1981), pp. 30–45.

Regardless of whether one accepts the criteria suggested here, it is necessary to identify some
criteria for conceptual analysis. Barry Buzan’s contention that security is ‘weakly conceptualized’ and
‘underdeveloped’ would be more telling if he were to identify criteria for distinguishing between weak
and strong conceptualizations or between underdeveloped and fully developed concepts. Barry
Buzan, People, States and Fear: An Agenda for International Security Studies in the Post-Cold War
Era, 2nd edn (Boulder, CO, 1991), pp. 3–5.

9 Buzan, People, States, pp. 20–1, 26. Italics added. See also, Barry Buzan, ‘Peace, Power and Security:
Contending Concepts in the Study of International Relations’, Journal of Peace Research, 21 (1984),
pp. 109–25.
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risks conflating conceptual analysis with empirical observation. Understanding the
concept of security is a fundamentally different kind of intellectual exercise from
specifying the conditions under which security may be attained. Indeed, conceptual
clarification logically precedes the search for the necessary conditions of security,
because the identification of such conditions presupposes a concept of security.10

This failure to recognize the logical priority of conceptualization is also reflected
in Ullman’s observation that ‘one way of moving toward a more comprehensive
definition of security’ is to ask what one would be ‘willing to give up in order to
obtain more security’. Such a question, however, has little meaning until one first has
a concept of security. Likewise, his statement that ‘we may not realize what it [i.e.
security] is . . . until we are threatened with losing it’11 is difficult to comprehend. If
one has no concept of security, one cannot know whether one is threatened with
losing it or not. Inquiry into the opportunity costs of security is an excellent way to
determine the value of security, but it is no help at all in determining what security is.

2. Security as a neglected concept

It would be an exaggeration to say that conceptual analysis of security began and
ended with Wolfers’ article in 1952—but not much of one. The neglect of security as
a concept is reflected in various surveys of security affairs as an academic field. In
1965 one such study lamented that ‘thus far there have been very few attempts . . . to
define the concept of national security’.12 In 1973 Klaus Knorr began a survey of
the field by stating his intention to ‘deliberately bypass the semantic and definitional
problems generated by the term ‘‘National Security’’ ’.13 In 1975, Richard Smoke
observed that the field had ‘paid quite inadequate attention to the range of
meanings of ‘‘security’’ ’.14 In 1991, Buzan described security as ‘an underdeveloped
concept’ and noted the lack of ‘conceptual literature on security’ prior to the
1980s.15 Although Buzan sees some progress in the 1980s, there are still indicators of
neglect. Two recent surveys of security studies, for example, did not bother to define
security.16 And none of the eleven course syllabi described in Security Studies for the
1990s includes Wolfers’ seminal article on the concept of national security.17

8 David A. Baldwin

10 ‘The elaboration of hypotheses presupposes, logically, a conceptual framework in terms of which
clear hypotheses may be formulated’. Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society:
A Framework for Political Inquiry (New Haven, CT, 1950), p. x.

11 Ullman, ‘Redefining Security’, pp. 130, 133.
12 P. G. Bock and Morton Berkowitz, ‘The Emerging Field of National Security’, World Politics, 19

(1966), p. 124.
13 Klaus Knorr, ‘National Security Studies: Scope and Structure of the Field’, in Frank N. Trager and

Philip S. Kronenberg (eds.), National Security and American Society: Theory, Process and Policy
(Lawrence, KS, 1973), p. 5.

14 Richard Smoke, ‘National Security Affairs’, in Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby (eds.),
Handbook of Political Science, Vol. 8: International Politics (Reading, MA, 1975), p. 259.

15 Buzan, People, States, pp. 3–4.
16 Stephen M. Walt, ‘The Renaissance of Security Studies’, International Studies Quarterly, 35 (1991),

pp. 211–39; and Joseph S. Nye, Jr and Sean M. Lynn-Jones, ‘International Security Studies: A Report
of a Conference on the State of the Field’, International Security, 12 (1988), pp. 5–27.

17 Richard Schultz, Roy Godson, and Ted Greenwood (eds.), Security Studies for the 1990s (New York,
1993). A recent forum on security in Arms Control, 13 (1992), including ten authors, never mentions
Wolfers’ article.
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Considering the plethora of attempts to ‘redefine’ security since the end of the
Cold War18, one might question whether security should be described as a neglected
concept. Two reasons for doing so are compelling. First, security is an important
concept, which has been used to justify suspending civil liberties, making war, and
massively reallocating resources during the last fifty years. Despite the flurry of
recent works, it seems fair to describe security as a concept that received far less
scholarly attention than it deserved during that period. And second, most recent
works on security would not qualify as conceptual analysis in the sense described in
the previous section. Security has not received the serious attention accorded to the
concepts of justice, freedom, equality, obligation, representation, and power.19

Buzan suggests five possible explanations for the neglect of security.20 First, is the
difficulty of the concept. As Buzan admits, however, this concept is no more difficult
than other concepts. Second, is the apparent overlap between the concepts of
security and power. Since these are easily distinguishable concepts, however, one
would have expected such confusion to motivate scholars to clarify the differences.
Third, is the lack of interest in security by various critics of Realism. This, however,
does not explain why security specialists themselves neglected the concept. Fourth, is
that security scholars are too busy keeping up with new developments in technology
and policy. This, however, is more an indication that such scholars give low priority
to conceptual issues than an explanation for this lack of interest. And the fifth
explanation considered by Buzan is that policy-makers find the ambiguity of
‘national security’ useful, which does not explain why scholars have neglected the
concept.21 On balance, none of Buzan’s explanations is very convincing.

Paradoxical as it may seem, security has not been an important analytical concept
for most security studies scholars. During the Cold War, security studies was com-
posed mostly of scholars interested in military statecraft. If military force was
relevant to an issue, it was considered a security issue; and if military force was not
relevant, that issue was consigned to the category of low politics. Security has been a
banner to be flown, a label to be applied, but not a concept to be used by most
security studies specialists. Buzan’s puzzlement as to how a central concept
like security could be so ignored disappears with the realization that military force,
not security, has been the central concern of security studies.22
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18 For an overview of these attempts, see Tickner, ‘Re-visioning Security’; and Emma Rothschild, ‘What
is Security?’, Daedalus, 124 (1995), pp. 53–98. See also references in n. 1 above.

19 Peter Digeser, ‘The Concept of Security’, paper delivered at the 1994 Annual Meeting of the
American Political Science Association, 14 September 1994. Unlike most recent works on security,
this paper seriously engages conceptual issues.

20 Buzan, People, States, pp. 7–11.
21 The only instance that has come to my attention of a scholar suggesting that the ambiguity of

security might be an asset is Buzan, ‘Peace, Power’, p. 111.
22 I have found few security specialists willing to defend the label ‘security studies’. The characteristic

response may be paraphrased as follows: ‘This is merely a semantic issue. Personally, I don’t care
whether the field is called security studies, military studies, or war studies. Security studies, however, is
widely used; and it seems to make the subject more acceptable in academia’. If security were really
the central focus of the field, one would expect a more vigorous defence of the label.
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3. Security as a contested concept

Some scholars have depicted security as an ‘essentially contested concept’.23 This
contention must be addressed before we proceed to analyse the concept of security,
for three reasons: First, there is some ambiguity as to what this means. Second,
security may not fulfil the requirements for classification as an ‘essentially contested
concept’. And third, even if security were to be so classified, the implications for
security studies may be incorrectly specified.24

Essentially contested concepts are said to be so value-laden that no amount of
argument or evidence can ever lead to agreement on a single version as the ‘correct
or standard use’.25 The stronger variants of this position lead to a radical sceptical
nihilism in which there are no grounds for preferring one conception of security to
another.26 Acceptance of this position would make the kind of conceptual analysis
undertaken here futile. There are, however, weaker forms of this position that allow
one to differentiate between better and worse conceptualizations, even though ulti-
mately none of the better conceptualizations can ever be said to be the best.27 Since
the analysis undertaken here purports only to improve on current usage, and not to
identify the single best usage, it is compatible with the weaker variant of the essen-
tial contestedness hypothesis.

It is not clear, however, that security should be classified as an essentially
contested concept. Of the several requirements for such a classification, two are
especially questionable with respect to the concept of security. In the first place, the
concept must be ‘appraisive in the sense that it signifies or accredits some kind of
valued achievement’.28 W. B. Gallie uses the concept of a ‘champion’ in sports to
illustrate the point, i.e., to label a team as champion is to say that it plays the game
better than other teams. Is the concept of security similar to the concept of a
champion? Neorealists seem to imply that it is. For them security is the most
important goal a state can have in the same way that winning a championship is
presumably the goal of all teams in Gallie’s example. Just as teams compete to be
champions, so states compete for security. And just as the champion is better at
playing the game than other teams, so states with more security than other states are
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23 Buzan, People, States, and ‘Peace, Power’; and Little, ‘Ideology and Change’. For the original
formulation, see W. B. Gallie, ‘Essentially Contested Concepts’, Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society, N.S., 56 (1956), pp. 167–98.

24 It should also be noted that the concept of an ‘essentially contested concept’ has itself been
contested. For references, see Christine Swanton, ‘On the ‘‘Essential Contestedness’’ of Political
Concepts’, Ethics, 95 (1985), pp. 811–27; Alasdair MacIntyre, ‘The Essential Contestability of Some
Social Concepts’, Ethics, 84 (1973), pp. 1–9; John N. Gray, ‘On the Contestability of Social and
Political Concepts’, Political Theory, 5 (1977), pp. 330–48; and Oppenheim, Political Concepts,
pp. 182–5.

25 Gallie, ‘Essentially Contested Concepts’, p. 168.
26 Gray, ‘On the Contestability’, p. 343; Swanton, ‘On the ‘‘Essential Contestedness’’ ’, pp. 813–14.
27 Swanton, ‘On the ‘‘Essential Contestedness’’ ’, pp. 813–14.
28 Gallie, ‘Essentially Contested Concepts’, p. 171. Not all value judgments are appraisive. Appraisal

presupposes an accepted set of criteria. Examples suggested by Oppenheim include ‘grading apples or
student papers, evaluating paintings in terms of their market value, [and] wine tasting’. Political
Concepts, pp. 170–6.
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better at playing the neorealist version of the ‘game’ of international politics.29 From
the neorealist perspective, then, it is plausible to treat security as an appraisive
concept.

Wolfers, however, presents a different view of security. He contends that states
vary widely in the value they place on security and that some states may be so
dissatisfied with the status quo that they are more interested in acquiring new values
than in securing the values they have.30 From this perspective, saying that one state
has more security than another does not imply that one state is better than another
any more than saying that one state has more people or land area implies that one
state is better than another. For Wolfers international politics is not a ‘game’ in
which all states play by the same ‘rules’ and compete for the same ‘championship’.

Is security an appraisive concept? For neorealists, it may be. For others, such as
Wolfers, it is not. The purpose of this discussion is not to settle the issue, but only to
point out that this question is more difficult to answer than those who classify
security as an essentially contested concept imply.

A second requirement for classifying a concept as essentially contested—indeed,
the defining characteristic of such concepts—is that it must actually generate
vigorous disputes as to the nature of the concept and its applicability to various
cases. Gallie deliberately rules out policy disputes in ‘practical life’ that reflect con-
flicts of ‘interests, tastes, or attitudes’. These, he suggests, are more likely to involve
special pleading and rationalization than deep-seated philosophical disagreement.31

Thus, much of the contemporary public policy debate over whether to treat the
environment, budget deficits, crime or drug traffic as national security issues does
not qualify as serious conceptual debate by Gallie’s standards. For Gallie essential
contestedness implies more than that different parties use different versions of a
concept. Each party must recognize the contested nature of the concept it uses, and
each must engage in vigorous debate in defence of its particular conceptual view-
point.32 Yet the security studies literature, as the previous section pointed out, is
virtually bereft of serious conceptual debate. The neorealists may have a different
conception of security than Wolfers, but they do not debate his position; they ignore
it.33 Writers often fail to offer any definition of security. And if one is offered, it is
rarely accompanied by a discussion of reasons for preferring one definition rather
than others. This is hardly the kind of toe-to-toe conceptual combat envisioned by
Gallie with respect to such matters as what constitutes justice, democracy, or a good
Christian.
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29 Cf. Kenneth N. Waltz, Theory of International Politics (Reading, MA, 1979), and ‘The Emerging
Structure of International Politics’, International Security, 18 (1993), pp. 44–79; and John J.
Mearsheimer, ‘Disorder Restored’, in Graham Allison and Gregory F. Treverton (eds.), Rethinking
America’s Security (New York, 1992), pp. 213–37.

30 Wolfers, ‘National Security’, p. 491–2.
31 Gallie, ‘Essentially Contested Concepts’, p. 169.
32 Ibid., p. 172.
33 In Waltz’s Theory, for example, security is posited as the principal goal of states; but little attention is

given to defining it or defending the definition against other conceptions of security. Wolfers is never
cited. What Tickner (‘Re-visioning Security’, p. 177) describes as ‘a fully fledged debate about the
meaning of security’ beginning in the 1980s is better characterized as a series of attacks on Realism
and neorealism. A debate implies that there are two sides. With the possible exception of Buzan, no
example of a Realist or neorealist engaging critics in serious conceptual debate has come to this
author’s attention. And Buzan cannot fairly be described as a defender of traditional Realist or
neorealist conceptions of security.
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Even if security were to be classified as an essentially contested concept, some of
the implications suggested by Buzan are questionable. One cannot use the desig-
nation of security as an essentially contested concept as an excuse for not
formulating one’s own conception of security as clearly and precisely as possible.
Indeed, the whole idea of an essentially contested concept is that various parties
purport to have a clearer and more precise understanding of the concept than
others. Yet Buzan explicitly disavows any intention of formulating a precise defini-
tion and suggests that to attempt to do so is to misunderstand the function of
essentially contested concepts in social science.34 ‘Such a conclusion’, as Ken Booth
points out, ‘is unsatisfying. If we cannot name it, can we ever hope to achieve it?’35

Another consequence Buzan attributes to the essential contestability of security is
a set of ‘contradictions latent within the concept itself ’.36 It is not entirely clear what
this means, but such ‘contradictions’ seem to include those between the individual
and the state, between national and international security, between violent means
and peaceful ends, between blacks and whites in South Africa, between the Jews and
Nazi Germany, and so on. Indeed, Buzan’s assertion that the ‘principal security
contradiction’ for most states is between their own security and that of other states
suggests that the Cold War itself could be described as a ‘contradiction’ between the
security of the NATO allies and the Warsaw Pact countries.37 It is true, of course,
that the state’s pursuit of security for itself may conflict with the individual’s pursuit
of security; but this is an empirical fact rather than a conceptual problem. Most of
the phenomena designated by Buzan as conceptual ‘contradictions’ could more
fruitfully be called instances of empirically verifiable conflict between various actors
or policies.

In sum, the alleged essential contestedness of the concept of security represents a
challenge to the kind of conceptual analysis undertaken here only in its strong
variants. There are some grounds for questioning whether security ought to be
classified as an essentially contested concept at all. And even if it is so classified, the
implications may be misspecified. Insofar as the concept is actually contested this
does not seem to stem from ‘essential contestability’. Security is more appropriately
described as a confused or inadequately explicated concept than as an essentially
contested one.

4. Specifying the security problematique

National security, as Wolfers suggested, can be a dangerously ambiguous concept if
used without specification. The purpose of this section is to identify some
specifications that would facilitate analysing the rationality of security policy. The
discussion begins with specifications for defining security as a policy objective and
proceeds to specifications for defining policies for pursuing that objective.
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34 Buzan, People, States, pp. 16, 374; and ‘Peace, Power’, p. 125.
35 Booth, ‘Security and Emancipation’, p. 317. On Buzan’s claim regarding the essential contestability of

security, see also Digeser, ‘Concept of Security’.
36 Buzan, People, States, pp. 1–2, 15, 364.
37 Ibid., p. 364.
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The point of departure is Wolfers’ characterization of security as ‘the absence of
threats to acquired values’,38 which seems to capture the basic intuitive notion
underlying most uses of the term security. Since there is some ambiguity in the
phrase ‘absence of threats’, Wolfers’ phraseology will be reformulated as ‘a low
probability of damage to acquired values’. This does not significantly change
Wolfers’ meaning, and it allows for inclusion of events such as earthquakes, which
Ullman has argued should be considered ‘threats’ to security.39 The advantage of
this reformulation can be illustrated as follows: In response to threats of military
attack, states develop deterrence policies. Such policies are intended to provide
security by lowering the probability that the attack will occur. In response to the
‘threat’ of earthquakes, states adopt building codes. This does not affect the
probability of earthquakes, but it does lower the probability of damage to acquired
values. Thus the revised wording focuses on the preservation of acquired values and
not on the presence or absence of ‘threats’. With this reformulation, security in its
most general sense can be defined in terms of two specifications: Security for whom?
And security for which values?

Security for whom?

As Buzan rightly points out, a concept of security that fails to specify a ‘referent
object’ makes little sense.40 For Buzan, however, a simple specification, such as ‘the
state’ or ‘the individual’, does not suffice. Since there are many states and indivi-
duals, and since their security is interdependent, he argues that the ‘search for a
referent object of security’ must go ‘hand-in-hand with that for its necessary con-
ditions’.41 As noted above, however, this approach confuses concept specification
with empirical observation. For purposes of specifying the concept of security, a
wide range of answers to the question, ‘Security for whom?’ is acceptable: the
individual (some, most, or all individuals), the state (some, most, or all states), the
international system (some, most, or all international systems), etc. The choice
depends on the particular research question to be addressed.

Security for which values?

Individuals, states, and other social actors have many values. These may include
physical safety, economic welfare, autonomy, psychological well-being, and so on.
The concept of national security has traditionally included political independence
and territorial integrity as values to be protected; but other values are sometimes
added. The former American Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, for example,
includes the maintenance of ‘economic relations with the rest of the world on
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39 Ullman, ‘Redefining Security’.
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41 Ibid.
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reasonable terms’ in his conception of national security.42 Failure to specify which
values are included in a concept of national security often generates confusion.

Wolfers distinguished between objective and subjective dimensions of security.43

His purpose was to allow for the possibility that states might overestimate or
underestimate the actual probability of damage to acquired values. In the former
case, reducing unjustified fears might be the objective of security policy; while in the
latter case, a state might perceive itself as secure when it was not. The definition
proposed above clearly includes the objective dimension, and the subjective dimen-
sion can be accommodated by designating ‘peace of mind’ or the ‘absence of fear’ as
values that can be specified. Whether one wants to do this, of course, depends on the
research task at hand.

It should be noted that specification of this dimension of security should not be in
terms of ‘vital interests’ or ‘core values’. For reasons to be discussed in the next
section, this prejudges the value of security as a policy objective, and thus prejudices
comparison of security with other policy objectives.

Although the two specifications above suffice to define the concept of security,
they provide little guidance for its pursuit. In order to make alternative security
policies comparable with each other and with policies for pursuing other goals, the
following specifications are also needed.

How much security?

Security, according to Wolfers, is a value ‘of which a nation can have more or less
and which it can aspire to have in greater or lesser measure’.44 Writing during the
same period as Wolfers, Bernard Brodie observed that not everyone views security as
a matter of degree. He cited as an example a statement by General Jacob L. Devers:

National security is a condition which cannot be qualified. We shall either be secure, or we
shall be insecure. We cannot have partial security. If we are only half secure, we are not secure
at all.45

Although Brodie, Wolfers, and others have criticized such views, the idea of security
as a matter of degree cannot be taken for granted.

Knorr has noted that treating national security threats as ‘matters of more or less
causes a lot of conceptual uneasiness’.46 And Buzan refers to similar difficulties:

The word itself implies an absolute condition—something is either secure or insecure—and
does not lend itself to the idea of a graded spectrum like that which fills the space between
hot and cold.47
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42 Harold Brown, Thinking About National Security: Defense and Foreign Policy in a Dangerous World
(Boulder, CO, 1983), p. 4.

43 Wolfers, ‘National Security’, p. 485.
44 Ibid., p. 484.
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If this were true, it would be necessary to depart from common usage in defining
security as an analytical concept. This, however, does not appear to be the case. It is
quite common in ordinary language to speak of varying degrees of security.

One reason it is important to specify the degree of security a country has or seeks
is that absolute security is unattainable. Buzan recognizes this, but treats it as a
‘logical problem’ arising from ‘the essentially contested nature of security as a
concept’.48 If security is conceived of as a matter of degree, Buzan observes, ‘then
complicated and objectively unanswerable questions arise about how much security
is enough’.49 This, of course, is precisely why security should be so conceived. It is
not clear why such questions should be described as ‘objectively unanswerable’. They
are precisely the kind of questions that economists have been addressing for a long
time, i.e., how to allocate scarce resources among competing ends.50 Nor is there
anything peculiar about the unattainability of absolute security. As Herbert Simon
notes, the ‘attainment of objectives is always a matter of degree’.51

In a world in which scarce resources must be allocated among competing objec-
tives, none of which is completely attainable, one cannot escape from the question
‘How much is enough?’ and one should not try.

From what threats?

Those who use the term security usually have in mind particular kinds of threats.
Home security systems, for example, are usually directed at potential burglars; and
national security systems are often directed at other states. Since threats to acquired
values can arise from many sources, it is helpful if this dimension is clearly specified.
Vague references to the ‘Communist threat’ to national security during the Cold War
often failed to specify whether they referred to ideological threats, economic threats,
military threats, or some combination thereof, thus impeding rational debate of the
nature and magnitude of the threat. The concept of threat referred to in this
specification differs from that used by many students of international politics and
national strategy. Such scholars often use the term threat to refer to actions that
convey a conditional commitment to punish unless one’s demands are met.52 In
ordinary language, however, one often finds references to epidemics, floods, earth-
quakes, or droughts as ‘threats’ to acquired values. Ullman and others have argued
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that the concept of security should be expanded to include such phenomena.53 There
seems to be no reason not to use this more expansive concept of threats, especially
since it comports with common usage. Those who wish to refer to conditional
commitments to punish by social actors as security threats may make that clear
when specifying this dimension of security.

By what means?

Like wealth, the goal of security can be pursued by a wide variety of means. Wolfers
devotes considerable attention to making it clear that many different policies may
plausibly be adopted in the pursuit of security.

Specification of this dimension of security is especially important in discussions of
international politics. Since the publication of Wolfers’ article, ‘security studies’ has
emerged as a recognized subfield in international relations. The tendency of some
security studies scholars to define the subfield entirely in terms of ‘the threat, use,
and control of military force’54 can lead to confusion as to the means by which
security may be pursued. It can also prejudice discussion in favour of military
solutions to security problems.

At what cost?

The pursuit of security always involves costs, i.e., the sacrifice of other goals that
could have been pursued with the resources devoted to security. Specification of this
dimension of security policy is important because writers sometimes imply that costs
do not matter. One writer, for example, defines national security in terms of the
protection of core values, which he describes as ‘interests that are pursued not-
withstanding the costs incurred’.55 From the standpoint of a rational policy-maker,
however, there are no such interests. Costs always matter. Another writer asserts:

There is, in fact, no necessary conflict between the goal of maintaining a large and powerful
military establishment and other goals such as developing independence from Persian Gulf
oil, promoting self-sustaining development in poor countries . . . and promoting greater
public tranquility and a more healthful environment at home. All these objectives could be
achieved if the American people choose to allocate the resources to do so.56

Only the assumption of a cost-free world would eliminate the necessary conflict
among such goals as they compete for scarce resources. In thinking about security,
as in thinking about other policy goals, it is helpful to remember the TANSTAAFL
principle, i.e., ‘There ain’t no such thing as a free lunch’.57
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57 Edwin G. Dolan, TANSTAAFL (New York, 1971), p. 14.
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Another way to imply that costs do not matter is by silence. During the last ten
years, neither the Realists/neorealists nor their critics have paid much attention to
costs. Although critics frequently state or imply that ‘too much’ is being spent on
armaments, this is usually treated as self-evident rather than requiring evidence and
argument.

Wolfers suggests an additional reason for specifying this dimension of security.
Arguing against those who would place national security policy beyond moral judg-
ment, he contends that the sacrifice of other values for the sake of security inevitably
makes such policies ‘a subject for moral judgment’.58 Given the crimes that have
been committed in the name of ‘national security’, this is a helpful reminder.

In what time period?

The most rational policies for security in the long run may differ greatly from those
for security in the short run. In the short run, a high fence, a fierce dog, and a big
gun may be useful ways to protect oneself from the neighbours. But in the long run,
it may be preferable to befriend them.59 Short-run security policies may also be in
conflict with long-run security policies.60

Summary

In response to Wolfers’ contention that specifications are needed in order to make
national security useful for ‘sound political counsel or scientific usage’,61 one could
specify security with respect to the actor whose values are to be secured, the values
concerned, the degree of security, the kinds of threats, the means for coping with
such threats, the costs of doing so, and the relevant time period.

The question remains, however: ‘How much specification is enough?’ Must all of
these dimensions be specified in detail every time one uses the concept of security?
Obviously not. Both the number of dimensions in need of specification and the
degree of specificity required will vary with the research task at hand. Each of the
dimensions can be specified in very broad or very narrow terms. Not all of the
dimensions need to specified all the time. For most purposes, however, meaningful
scientific communication would seem to require at least some indication of how
much security is being sought for which values of which actors with respect to which
threats. For purposes of systematic comparison of policy alternatives, the last three
specifications, i.e., means, costs, and time period, must be specified.

Although the dimensions of security can be specified very broadly, the utility of
the concept does not necessarily increase when this is done. For example, if security
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58 Wolfers, ‘National Security’, pp. 498–9.
59 Cf. Kenneth E. Boulding, ‘Towards a Pure Theory of Threat Systems’, American Economic Review,

53 (1963), pp. 424–34.
60 See Robert A. Dahl and Charles E. Lindblom, Politics, Economics and Welfare (New York, 1953),

pp. 50–1.
61 Wolfers, ‘National Security’, p. 483.
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is specified in terms of threats to all acquired values of a state, it becomes almost
synonymous with national welfare or national interest and is virtually useless for
distinguishing among policy objectives.62

5. The value of security

Security is valued by individuals, families, states, and other actors. Security, however,
is not the only thing they value; and the pursuit of security necessitates the sacrifice
of other values. It is therefore necessary to ask how important is security relative to
other values. Three ways of answering this question will be discussed: (1) the prime
value approach, (2) the core value approach, (3) and the marginal value approach. It
will be argued that the marginal value approach is preferable to the other two.

The prime value approach

One way of determining the value of security is to ask what life would be like
without it. The most famous answer to this question is that by Thomas Hobbes to
the effect that life would be ‘solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short’.63 Such
reasoning has led many scholars to assert the ‘primacy’ of the goal of security.64 The
logic underlying this assertion is that security is a prerequisite for the enjoyment of
other values such as prosperity, freedom, or whatever.

The fallacy in this line of argument is exposed by asking the Hobbesian question
with respect to breathable air, potable water, salt, food, shelter or clothing. The
answer is roughly the same for each of these as it is for security; and a plausible case
for the ‘primacy’ of each can be made. This exercise, of course, merely underscores a
truth King Midas learned long ago, i.e., that the value of something—gold, security,
water, or whatever—is not an inherent quality of the good itself but rather a result
of external social conditions—supply and demand. The more gold one has, the less
value one is likely to place on an additional ounce; and the more security one has,
the less one is likely to value an increment of security.

To the extent that the prime value approach implies that security outranks other
values for all actors in all situations, it is both logically and empirically indefensible.
Logically, it is flawed because it provides no justification for limiting the allocation
of resources to security in a world where absolute security is unattainable. Em-
pirically it is flawed because it fails to comport with the way people actually behave.
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62 ‘Virtually’ rather than ‘totally’ useless because even the term ‘national interest’ distinguishes between
national interests and international or subnational interests. And even a very broad concept of
security distinguishes between protecting acquired values and attempts to acquire additional values.

63 The Leviathan (1651), Part I, Ch. XIII.
64 See Smoke, ‘National Security Affairs’, pp. 247–8; Mearsheimer, ‘Disorder’, pp. 221–2; Waltz, Theory,

p. 126; Joseph M. Grieco, Cooperation Among Nations: Europe, America, and Non-Tariff Barriers to
Trade (Ithaca, NY, 1990), p. 39; Robert G. Gilpin, ‘The Richness of the Tradition of Political
Realism’, in Robert O. Keohane (ed.), Neorealism and Its Critics (New York, 1986), p. 305; and
Lawrence Freedman, ‘The Concept of Security’, in Mary Hawkesworth and Maurice Kogan (eds.),
Encyclopedia of Government and Politics, vol. 2 (London, 1992), p. 730.
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Prehistoric people may have lived in caves for security, but they did not remain there
all the time. Each time they ventured forth in pursuit of food, water or adventure,
they indicated a willingness to sacrifice the security of the cave for something they
presumably valued more. And in choosing places to live, settlers often forgo the
security of high mountain-tops in favour of less secure locations with more food or
water. Likewise, modern states do not allocate all of their resources to the pursuit of
security, even in wartime. Even the most beleaguered society allocates some of its
resources to providing food, clothing, and shelter for its population.

Even if ‘absolute’ security were a possibility, it is not obvious that people would
seek it. As Robert Dahl and Charles Lindblom observed long ago, ‘probably most
people do not really want ‘‘absolute’’ security, if such a state is imaginable; ‘‘opti-
mum’’ security would probably still leave an area of challenge, risk, doubt, danger,
hazard, and anxiety. Men are not lotus-eaters’.65

The core value approach

The core value approach allows for other values by asserting that security is one of
several important values. Although this approach mitigates the logical and empirical
difficulties associated with the prime value approach, it does not eliminate them.
One is still confronted with the need to justify the classification of some values as
core values and other values as non-core values. And if core values are always more
important than other values, this approach cannot justify allocating any resources
whatsoever to the pursuit of non-core values.

The marginal value approach

The marginal value approach is the only one that provides a solution to the resource
allocation problem. This approach is not based on any assertion about the value of
security to all actors in all situations. Instead, it is rooted in the assumption that the
law of diminishing marginal utility is as applicable to security as it is to other values.
Asserting the primacy of security is like asserting the primacy of water, food, or air.
A certain minimum amount of each is needed to sustain life, but this does not mean
that the value of a glass of water is the same for a person stranded in a desert and a
person drowning in a lake. As King Midas learned, the value of an increment of
something depends on how much of it one has.

According to the marginal value approach, security is only one of many policy
objectives competing for scarce resources and subject to the law of diminishing
returns. Thus, the value of an increment of national security to a country will vary
from one country to another and from one historical context to another, depending

Concept of security 19

65 Dahl and Lindblom, Politics, Economics, p. 50. Recent writers who have expressed similar doubts
about the value of security include: Barry Buzan, ‘Response to Kolodziej’, Arms Control, 13 (1992),
p. 484; James Der Derian, ‘The Value of Security: Hobbes, Marx, Nietzsche, and Baudrillard’, in
Ronnie Lipschutz (ed.), On Security (New York, 1995), pp. 24–45; and Ole Waever, ‘Securitization
and Desecuritization’, ibid., pp. 46–86.
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not only on how much security is needed but also on how much security the country
already has. Rational policy-makers will allocate resources to security only as long as
the marginal return is greater for security than for other uses of the resources.

There is nothing new about treating national security as one of many public
policy objectives competing for scarce resources and subject to diminishing returns.
Wolfers and his contemporaries used this approach, and defence economists have
long advocated it.66 Its neglect in recent writings on national security, however,
suggests the need to reiterate its importance.67

Critical theorists, feminist theorists, Realists, neorealists, liberals, Third World
theorists, and globalists all live in a world of scarce resources. In the end, all must
confront the question posed by Booth of ‘how many frigates to build’.68 Even paci-
fists, who answer ‘none’, must decide how to allocate resources among competing
non-military uses. The analytical tools of marginal utility analysis are available for
use by any or all of the schools mentioned above.

It is not always clear whether statements about the importance of security as a
goal are empirical observations or part of the definition of security. The ‘high
politics/low politics’ distinction, however, suggests that some scholars may be
making the value of security a matter of definition. Buzan, for example, includes in
security only those concerns that ‘merit the urgency of the ‘‘security’’ label’, thus
suggesting that urgency is part of his definition of security. And when he refers to
‘attempts to elevate particular economic issues onto the national security agenda’, he
seems to imply the inherent superiority of that agenda. Likewise, the intensity of the
threat seems to be a defining characteristic of security for Buzan.69

Ullman’s proposed definition of national security threats also includes elements
that prejudge the importance of security. Thus, he does not include all threats that
‘degrade the quality of life for the inhabitants of a state’, but only those that do so
‘drastically’ and quickly. And he does not include all threats that ‘narrow the range
of policy choices available to the state’, but only those that do so ‘significantly’.70

Both Buzan and Ullman seem to rule out the possibility of a minor or trivial
national security threat by conceptual fiat.

Policy advocates, of course, often try to win acceptance for their proposals by
declaring them to be ‘security issues’. Navies wanting frigates, educators wanting
scholarships, environmentalists wanting pollution controls, and so on are likely to
portray their respective causes as matters of ‘national security’. In this context the
declaration that something is a security issue is a way of asserting its importance.
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66 E.g. Wolfers, ‘National Security’; Frederick S. Dunn, ‘The Present Course of International Relations
Research’, World Politics, 2 (1949), p. 94; Bernard Brodie, ‘Strategy as a Science’, World Politics, 1
(1949), pp. 467–88; Schelling, International Economics; Charles J. Hitch, ‘National Security Policy as a
Field for Economics Research’, World Politics, 12 (1960), pp. 434–52; and Schlesinger, Political
Economy.

‘It is peculiar to the training of an economist that he is continually aware of the need to optimize
rather than just to maximize, of the need to weight explicitly the value of more progress toward one
objective at the expense of progress toward another. By training, he is suspicious of any analysis that
singles out one conspicuous variable, some ‘‘dominant’’ feature, on which all attention is to be
focused, and which is to be maximized by putting arbitrary limits on the other variables’. Schelling
and Palmatier, ‘Economic Reasoning’, p. 148.

67 Buzan’s People, States contains only passing references to costs and no reference to diminishing
returns.

68 Booth, ‘Security and Emancipation’, p. 325.
69 Ibid., pp. 19, 131, 134. Emphasis added.
70 Ullman, ‘Redefining Security’, p. 133.
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Thus one may argue that building urgency into the concept of security is a common
practice.71 If this practice is followed, however, the concept becomes useless for
rational policy analysis because the value of security relative to other goals will have
been conceptually prejudged.

6. Security and neorealism

The specifications of security presented here are also relevant to theorizing about
national security. No theory of international politics emphasizes security more than
neorealism, which posits it as the primary motivation of states. Given the
importance of security in neorealist analyses, they have devoted remarkably little
attention to explaining what security means. In an often quoted passage, Kenneth
Waltz observes:

In anarchy, security is the highest end. Only if survival is assured can states seek such other
goals as tranquility, profit, and power.72

This passage represents a simplification for the purpose of building a theory. Such
simplifications are permissible up to the point that they, to paraphrase Wolfers, leave
room for more confusion than scientific usage can afford. When dealing with a
particularly slippery concept like national security, a lack of specifications can be
especially worrisome. The specifications outlined earlier serve as a useful checklist
for deciding whether Waltz’s simplification goes too far.

The equation of security with survival provides little or no guidance with respect
to how to answer the question: ‘Survival of which values?’ To say that states strive to
ensure their own survival does not tell one very much. This is especially true for
Waltz, who defined states in terms of the functions they perform, including the
making and enforcement of laws, defence against external attack, and the provision
of food, clothing, housing, transportation, and other amenities consumed by the
citizens.73 If all of these functions are included as part of the acquired values that
define security, the concept becomes so broad that it loses its utility for distin-
guishing among policy goals. It might rule out subnational or international security
interests as well as acquisitive and self-destructive ones, but it rules out little else.

With respect to the question of the degree of security to which states aspire,
Waltz’s answer is: enough to assure survival. But this answer begs the question of
how much assurance is enough. Completely assured survival is a goal that can be
approximated but never attained. Regardless of what policies states adopt, there is
always some chance of survival and thus some assurance of security. The crucial
question is not whether security is ‘assured’, but rather, ‘How much assurance is
enough?’.74

The cost of security also receives little attention in neorealist theory. The passage
quoted above does not mention the possibility of diminishing marginal returns to
security policy, but it allows for them by implying that there is some (unspecified)
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level of assured survival that would justify shifting resources to the pursuit of other
goals.75 Waltz’s comparison of the goal of profits for a firm with the goal of security
for a state, however, raises questions about the treatment of security costs.76 It makes
no sense to describe firms as forgoing an increment of profit because the marginal
costs outweigh the marginal benefits, since profits are defined in terms of net
revenues. Thus, economic theory portrays firms as always seeking more profits. By
contrast, it makes a great deal of sense to describe states as forgoing an increment of
security because the marginal costs outweigh the marginal benefits. And any
political theory that portrays states as always seeking more security would be
seriously misleading.

Whether neorealist theory provides enough specification of the concepts of
security and security policy is ultimately a matter of judgment and cannot be
reduced to a simple formula. In making this judgment, however, it would be prudent
to consider its treatment of values to be protected, the degree of security to be
sought, and the costs to be incurred.

There is one additional aspect of the neorealist treatment of security that should
also be considered. Do neorealists view security as a zero-sum concept in the sense
that more security for one actor (unit) means less for another? When states are
described as ‘competing’ with one another for security, such a conception seems to
be implied.77 This suggests that the ‘winner’ of such a competition could be a state
surrounded by insecure states. The question of whether insecure neighbours are
good neighbours, however, should be carefully considered.

There are, of course, situations in which one state’s efforts to increase its security
reduce the security of other states—the well-known ‘security dilemma’—and any
concept of security that did not allow one to describe such situations would be
seriously defective. Not everything states do to enhance their security, however, takes
this form. Thus, a concept of security that required all security relations to be
described in zero-sum terms would be equally defective. The concept of security
explicated in previous sections of this article allows for the security dilemma, but it
does not make it a conceptual necessity.78

7. New security concepts?

The last decade has witnessed an outpouring of attempts to rethink the security
problematique. Whatever the merits of this literature as an aid to coping with the
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75 Although Waltz models his theory after microeconomic theory, his treatment of security makes little
use of marginal analysis, which is one of the central ideas of microeconomic theory.

76 Waltz, Theory, pp. 90–2.
77 Cf. Mearsheimer, ‘Disorder’; Waltz, Theory, and ‘Emerging Structure’. One might object to the

contention that competition implies a zero-sum relationship by reference to mixed-motive games. This
objection, however, conflates competition and conflict. The concept of competition implies a special
type of conflict in which the parties play the same game in pursuit of the same goal. Competition
implies winners and losers, but in mixed-motive games each player wins or loses in terms of his own
value system. Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Cambridge, MA, 1960), p. 4. In such
games, everyone can gain (‘win’), and everyone can lose. This cannot happen in competitions.

78 Although it is sometimes suggested that the concept of national, as opposed to international, security
blinds one to the security dilemma, this was clearly not the case with Wolfers. He not only discusses
it, but also identifies an early version in Jeremy Bentham’s Principles of International Law, Essay IV.
‘National Security’, pp. 494–5.
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post-Cold War world, it has added little to our understanding of the concept of
security. Emma Rothschild argues that many of the ‘new ideas’ about security have
eighteenth-century antecedents.79 It has been argued here that the basic conceptual
tools for rethinking security have been available at least since the publication of
Wolfers’ article in 1952.

The multidimensionality of security is not a new discovery. Wolfers pointed out
the need for specification with respect to which values to protect, from which threats,
by what means, and at what cost. The dimensions of security have not changed with
the end of the Cold War, but the substantive specifications of these dimensions that
were appropriate during the Cold War are likely to differ from those appropriate for
the 1990s. Economic security, environmental security, identity security, social
security, and military security are different forms of security, not fundamentally
different concepts. Each can be specified in terms of the dimensions discussed above.
Changing world circumstances and new issues do not necessarily require new
concepts. Voting power, military power, economic power, and persuasive power are
different forms of the same social phenomenon, i.e., power. The adjectives indicate
the differences, while the noun draws attention to the similarities. Both are
important.

Conceptualizing security at levels other than the nation-state is also not new.
Although Wolfers focused on national security, he acknowledged that security could
be discussed on higher and/or lower levels as well. And a book published the year
after Wolfers’ article still provides one of the most penetrating and useful accounts
of security in many forms at many levels.80

Although the approach to security presented here might seem to be incompatible
with the literature on identity politics and security,81 this incompatibility should not
be exaggerated. Individuals and nation-states are sometimes insecure about their
identities, and they sometimes adopt policies to cope with this insecurity. Indivi-
duals, for example, may consult a psychiatrist; and nation-states may revise their
immigration laws. Either situation could be described by the analytical scheme
offered above.82

In sum, to the extent that the new thinking about security focuses on conceptual
issues rather than empirical or normative issues, not much is new. Most of the ‘new
ideas’ about security can be accommodated by the conceptual framework elucidated
by Wolfers in 1952. The United Nations Secretary-General recently called for a
‘conceptual breakthrough’ which goes ‘beyond armed territorial security’ to include
‘the security of people in their homes, jobs and communities’.83 It may well be that
the world needs a theoretical breakthrough that provides a better understanding of
the post-Cold War world, a normative breakthrough that expands the notion of a
moral community, an empirical breakthrough that facilitates recognition of in-
creased interdependence, and a political breakthrough that strengthens the will to
pursue an expanded security agenda. But none of these requires a conceptual
breakthrough that goes beyond the specifications identified by Wolfers.
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79 Rothschild, ‘What is Security?’
80 Dahl and Lindblom, Politics, Economics, esp. pp. 49–54.
81 See, for example, David Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of

Identity (Minneapolis, MN, 1992). See also Digeser’s cogent critique of Campbell (‘Concept of Security’).
82 For an earlier discussion of identity politics, see Dahl and Lindblom, Politics, Economics.
83 Quoted in Rothschild, ‘What is Security?’, p. 56.
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8. Conclusion

Despite widespread use of ‘security’ by scholars and politicians during the last forty
years, not much attention has been devoted to explicating the concept. Although the
concept of power has generated a veritable mountain of explicative literature,84 the
comparable literature on security is more of a molehill. Although some scholars
contend that this is due to the essential contestability of security, it is probably more
accurate to describe the concept of security as insufficiently explicated than as
essentially contested. This essay has attempted to explicate the concept of security
broadly enough for use at any level, but with special reference to the nation-state.
The purpose is to define security as a policy objective distinguishable from others.
Since security competes with other goals for scarce resources, it must be
distinguishable from, yet comparable with, such goals. This requires that the relative
importance of security be left open rather than built into the concept in terms of
‘vital interests’ or ‘core values’. In 1952 Wolfers argued that specifications were
needed in order to make the concept of national security useful for ‘sound political
counsel or scientific usage’. It is especially important to reiterate and clarify such
specifications in the aftermath of the Cold War. Since much of the current public
policy debate focuses on whether and how to reallocate resources from security to
other policy objectives, it is more important than ever to have a concept of security
that facilitates comparisons of the value of security with that of other goals.85

Oppenheim’s criteria for evaluating scientific concepts may be applied to the
concept of security explicated above.

(1) Operationalization

The multiple dimensions of security discussed above will not be easy to
operationalize. They are not reducible to a simple formula, but each is
operationalizable in ‘principle’.

When I say ‘in principle’ I mean only that no data are demanded by the definition that we
cannot imagine securing with combinations of known techniques of observation and
measurement. The observations may be exceedingly difficult but they are not inherently
impossible: they don’t defy the laws of nature as we understand them.86

(2) Definitional connections

Unlike ‘power’, the concept of security easily connects with a verb. A variety of
values can be secured by a variety of means. Also, the use of adjectives permits
reference to many different kinds of security, e.g., economic security, environmental
security, military security, social security, physical security, identity security,
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84 For references, see Baldwin, Paradoxes.
85 Both Tickner (‘Re-visioning Security’) and Booth (‘Security and Emancipation’) have described

pressures to revise the concept of security as stemming partially from concerns about excessive
defence spending.

86 Robert A. Dahl, ‘The Concept of Power’, Behavioural Science, 2 (1957), p. 214.
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emotional security, and so on. This family of terms provides the security analyst
with a useful vocabulary without undermining the basic intuitive notion of security.

(3) Factual connections

The specifications recommended above direct attention to a number of theoretically
important and policy-relevant aspects of the subject matter that might easily be
overlooked. These include the facts that the values to be secured are variable, the
degree of security sought is variable, the potential threats to security are multiple,
the means by which security may be pursued are many, the costs of security are
inescapable, and the time period matters.

(4) Not precluding empirical investigation

The specifications discussed here do not preclude empirical investigation by making
true ‘by definition’ what had better be left open to empirical inquiry. For example,
the importance of security as a policy objective is not built into the concept by
including ‘vital interests’ or ‘core values’ in the definition. Also, the means by which
security may be pursued are not confined to the ‘threat, use, and control of military
force’,87 as some definitions of security studies seem to imply. Both the importance
of security as a policy objective and the means most appropriate for its pursuit are
matters best left open to empirical inquiry. It should also be noted that the question
of whether domestic threats to national security are more important than foreign
threats is left open.

(5) Ordinary language

None of the specifications suggested above deviates unnecessarily from ordinary
usage. It might be argued that common usage tends to equate national security
issues with important issues. As one study put it, ‘everyone agrees that ‘‘security
issues’’ are important and deserving of national prominence and financial sup-
port’.88 To the extent that this is true, the approach suggested here represents a
necessary departure from ordinary language. If national security issues are defined as
important, attempts to compare them with other issues will be prejudiced from the
start.

There is no shortage of labels to substitute for ‘security’ in referring to issues of
extraordinary importance, e.g., urgent issues, important issues, vital issues, core
issues, high priority issues, etc.

It is sometimes stated or implied that the conceptual problems of ‘national
security’ can be eliminated or greatly mitigated simply by substituting ‘international’
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or global’ for ‘national’ security.89 Although such adjectival shifts are meaningful
and useful for some purposes, they are not substitutes for the specifications
suggested by Wolfers. They pertain primarily to the first specification, ‘Security for
whom?’. The ambiguities arising from failure to specify the other dimensions are as
applicable to international or global security as they are to national security.
Although it is often asserted that international security, unlike national security,
denotes the interdependence of nation-states with respect to their security relations,
the logic of such an assertion is unclear. No matter which adjective is used, the con-
cept of security explicated here implies nothing whatsoever about the degree of
interdependence among states with respect to their security relations. This matter is
better left to empirical investigation and should not be built into the concept of
security. Those who believe that states are mutually dependent in their security
relations should make the case with evidence and argument rather than by
definition. Nor can it be argued that the concept of national security blinds one to
the security dilemma or to the more general interdependence of states in their
security relations. Wolfers explicitly recognized both matters without the help of the
concept of international security.90

National security has figured prominently in academic and political discussions of
foreign policy and international politics since the end of World War II. Usually, the
specifications suggested by Wolfers have been ignored. No social science concept has
been more abused and misused than national security. If the concept is to be
salvaged for use in policy analysis or theory construction, specifications of the sort
advocated here seem to be necessary. To argue that they are necessary, however, is
not to say that they would be sufficient. Careless use and abuse of the concept may
have already rendered it useless for everyone but the politicians.
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89 See, for example, Joseph S. Nye, Jr, ‘The Contribution of Strategic Studies: Future Challenges’,
Adelphi Paper No. 235 (1989), p. 23; Nye and Lynn-Jones, ‘International Security Studies’, p. 7;
Haftendorn, ‘Security Puzzle’, pp. 5–11; and Richard Schultz, ‘Introduction to International
Security’, in Schultz et al. (eds.), Security Studies for the 1990s, pp. 45–6.

90 Wolfers, ‘National Security’, pp. 494–6.
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 Interdependence and power:

 a conceptual analysis

 David A. Baldwin

 Priority in the use of a novel meaning of a term is no cause for pride; in
 fact it betrays a lack of "terminological discipline" and a want of lin-
 guistic inventiveness-for when a writer creates or modifies a concept he
 ought also to coin a new word to denote it, rather than corrupt the
 language and spread confusion. '

 The concept of dependence-mutual or otherwise-in world politics has

 stimulated a lively scholarly controversy during the last decade. Some view it
 as helpful in explaining the distribution of power in the world,2 while others

 condemn it as an "unhelpful" and "misleading" analytical category.3 Many
 scholars complain about the lack of conceptual clarity,4 and some even deny

 An earlier version of this paper was delivered at the Eleventh World Congress of the Interna-
 tional Political Science Association, Moscow, U.S.S.R., 12-18 August 1979. The author would
 like to express his appreciation for the helpful comments provided by Michael Banks, Richard
 Joseph, Robert 0. Keohane, Nancy Marion, Roger Masters, Felix Oppenheim, Robert
 Packenham, James Rosenau, Bernard Segal, and Oran Young.

 I Fritz Machlup, Essays on Economic Semantics (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1963),
 p. 12.

 2 Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, "World Politics and the International Economic
 System," in The Future of the International Economic System, ed. C. Fred Bergsten (Lexington,
 Mass.: Lexington Books, 1973), pp. 121-25; Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and
 Interdependence: World Politics in Transition (Boston: Little, Brown, 1977), pp. 3-19.

 3 Sanjaya Lall, "Is 'Dependence' a Useful Concept in Analysing Underdevelopment?" World
 Development 3 (November 1975): 808.

 4 Richard Rosecrance and Arthur Stein, "Interdependence: Myth or Reality?" World Politics
 26 (October 1973): 2; Richard Rosecrance et al., "Whither Interdependence?" International
 Organization 31 (Summer 1977): 425-26; James A. Caporaso, "Dependence, Dependency, and
 Power in the Global System: A Structural and Behavioral Analysis," International Organization

 International Organization 34,4, Autumn 1980
 0020-8183/80/0004-0471 $01.00
 ? 1980 by the Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System
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 that there is any generally accepted definition of the term. 5 The purpose of this

 essay is to examine the concept of dependence, to clarify it through ex-
 plication, to consider recent conceptual distinctions in analytical and historical

 perspective, and to address the question of whether "dependence" can be

 treated as part of a larger family of social science concepts sometimes called

 "power terms. "

 It is important to be clear as to what this essay is about, but it is equally

 important to understand what it is not about. It does not offer empirical

 observations as to whether dependence or interdependence is increasing or
 decreasing. It does not offer normative observations as to whether dependence

 or interdependence is "good" or "bad." And it is not an attempt either to
 refute or to understand dependencia theory as recently formulated by certain
 Latin American scholars.6

 Conceptual analysis: order or anarchy?

 This essay is an exercise in conceptual analysis. It is an attempt to clarify

 and explicate the concept of dependence and related concepts, such as "in-
 terdependence" and "dependency." It offers no new definition, no theory of
 interdependence, and no new technique of measurement. I am aware that
 some would deny the worth of such an undertaking and dismiss it as "mere
 semantics" or "pure logomachy." The advancement of knowledge, however,
 depends on the ability of scholars to communicate with one another; and clear

 concepts seem to help. If one is to theorize about interdependence or attempt
 to measure it, the essential first step is a clear conceptualization of the nature
 of interdependence. As Felix Oppenheim has argued, "the elucidation of the
 language of political science is by no means an idle exercise in semantics, but in
 many instances a most effective way to solve substantive problems of political
 research. " 7

 32 (Winter 1978): 13 ff; Robert Solomon with Anne Gault, The Interdependence of Nations: An
 Agenda for Research, A Report to the National Science Foundation (December 1977), p. 6; and
 Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Jr., "International Interdependence and Integration," in
 Handbook of Political Science, eds. Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby (Reading, Mass.:
 Addison-Wesley, 1975), Vol. 8: International Politics, p. 368.

 5 Hayward R. Alker, Jr., Lincoln P. Bloomfield, and Nazli Choucri, Analyzing Global In-
 terdependence, 4 vols. (Cambridge, Mass.: Center for International Studies, M.I.T., 1974), vol. 1:
 A nalytical Perspectives and Policy Implications, p. 2.

 6 For discussions primarily concerned with understanding Latin American usage, see Caporaso,
 pp. 13-43; Raymond D. Duvall, "Dependence and Dependencia Theory: Notes Toward Precision
 of Concept and Argument," International Organization 32 (Winter 1978): 51-78; and C. Richard
 Bath and Dilmus D. James, "Dependency Analysis of Latin America: Some Criticisms, Some
 Suggestions," Latin American Research Review 11 (Fall, 1976): 3-54.

 ' Felix E. Oppenheim, "The Language of Political Inquiry: Problems of Clarification," in
 Handbook of Political Science, ed. Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby (Reading, Mass.:
 Addison-Wesley, 1975), vol. 1: Political Science: Scope and Theory, p. 284. See also Machlup, pp.
 3-6.
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 Conceptual analysis presupposes guidelines or "rules of the game" in

 terms of which such undertakings may be judged. The idea that anyone is free

 to define terms arbitrarily, without explanation or justification, is anathema to

 conceptual analysis. The "rules" or "guidelines" underlying the analysis that

 follows are drawn from three disparate yet surprisingly compatible sources-a
 nineteenth-century political economist (Thomas Malthus), 8 a twentieth-

 century economist (Fritz Machlup),9 and a twentieth-century political scientist
 (Felix Oppenheim). '?

 Writing in 1827, Malthus noted that the tendency of different writers to

 attribute different meanings to the same terms had given rise to complaints

 about "differences of opinion among political economists." As a corrective

 to this situation, he offered four rules for "guidance in defining and applying
 the terms used in the science of political economy." These rules are as

 deserving of attention by political economists today as they were then, perhaps

 more so. First: When terms "which are of daily occurrence in the common
 conversation of educated persons" are employed, they should be defined "so

 as to agree with the sense in which they are understood in this ordinary use of
 them." Second: When common usage does not suffice, "the next best
 authority is that of some of the most celebrated writers in the science, par-
 ticularly if any one of them has, by common consent, been considered as a
 principal founder of it."'"1 Third: Recognizing that changes in meaning are
 sometimes justifiable, Malthus proposed that "the alteration proposed should
 not only remove the immediate objections which may have been made to the

 terms as before applied, but should be shown to be free from other equal or
 greater objections, and on the whole be obviously more useful in facilitating
 the explanation and improvement of the science. A change which is always
 itself an evil, can alone be warranted by superior utility taken in the most
 enlarged sense." Fourth: "Any new definitions adopted should be consistent
 with those which are allowed to remain. " ' 2

 Although I find Malthus' rules eminently sensible and as applicable now as

 then, others may prefer the more modern criteria for evaluating concepts
 presented by Oppenheim in the Handbook of Political Science:13 First: Con-

 'Rev. T. R. Malthus, Definitions in Political Economy, preceded by An Inquiry into the Rules
 Which Ought to Guide Political Economists in the Definition and Use of Their Terms; with
 Remarks on the Deviations from these Rules in their Writings (London: John Murray, 1827).

 9 Machlup, pp. 3-6 et passim.
 10 Oppenheim, pp. 283-335.
 " It is a fair inference that Malthus had Adam Smith in mind here. The contemporary relevance

 is illustrated by Albert 0. Hirschman's contention that "no one has yet given a better picture of
 'dependence on trade' than Adam Smith." National Power and the Structure of Foreign Trade
 (Berkeley: University of California, 1945), p. 73.

 12 All quotes in this paragraph are from Malthus, pp. 1-7. Alfred Marshall shared Malthus'
 view that economics should "conform itself to the familiar terms of every-day life, and so far as
 possible must use them as they are commonly used." [Principles of Economics, 2 vols., 2d ed.
 (London: Macmillan, 1891), 1: 103.]

 13 Oppenheim, pp. 297-309.
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 cepts should be operational in the broadest sense, although this should not be
 interpreted as requiring quantification. Second: Concepts that establish defini-

 tional connections with other terms are to be preferred. Third: Concepts that

 draw attention to theoretically important aspects of the subject matter that

 might easily be overlooked are desirable. Fourth: Concepts should not pre-

 clude empirical investigation by making true "by definition" what had better

 be left open to empirical inquiry. Fifth: Concepts should remain reasonably

 close to ordinary language. "Ordinary language," however, does not
 necessarily mean the way most people would define the term, but rather the

 "set of rules they implicitly follow when applying it to a given situation."

 Sixth: The meaning of concepts should be "open" in the sense that the
 possibility of change is never completely ruled out.

 The various criteria suggested by Malthus and Oppenheim will be

 discussed later with reference to recent scholarly treatments of dependence.'4

 For now it suffices to point out that Machlup, Malthus, and Oppenheim all

 agree that, ceteris paribus, deviations from common usage are undesirable

 characteristics in scientific concepts and that such deviations call for careful
 explanation and justification. Special care in discussing the nature and

 methods of conceptual analysis prior to examining the concept of in-
 terdependence is in order because much of the recent scholarly work on in-
 ternational and transnational dependence fails to satisfy the criteria articulated

 by either Malthus or Oppenheim.

 What follows is an explication of the concept of dependence in its most
 general and fundamental sense. It should be noted at the outset that some
 would deny that explication of a generic concept of dependence serves a useful

 analytic purpose.'5 Since the arguments for and against this position were

 cogently stated in Robert Dahl's classic article on "The Concept of Power,"'16
 there is no need to repeat them here. Dahl sought to capture the basic intuitive
 notion of power in the same sense that this essay will pursue the basic intuitive
 notion of dependence that underlies discussions of dependence, dependency,
 interdependence, or independence. Thus, references to concepts of depen-

 dence in the following discussion are meant to apply, mutatis mutandis, to
 these related terms as well.

 To favor the elucidation of general abstract concepts of power or depen-

 dence, however, does not commit one to the view that discussions of actual
 power or dependence relations should be carried on at very high levels of

 14 In view of recent suggestions by Caporaso and Duvall that a clear distinction be drawn be-
 tween the concepts of dependence and dependency, it should be noted that such a distinction is not
 employed in this essay for reasons that will be explained later. Unless otherwise indicated,
 treatments of dependence, independence, interdependence, autonomy, and dependency are
 regarded as falling within the same general field of inquiry. As used here, the term
 "interdependence" always refers to "mutual dependence."

 15 Caporaso, p. 18; Edward L. Morse, "Transnational Economic Processes," International
 Organization 25 (Summer 1971): 382; Fernando Henrique Cardoso and Enzo Faletto, Dependency
 and Development in Latin America (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1979), pp. xii-xiii.

 16 Robert A. Dahl, "The Concept of Power," Behavioral Science 2 (July 1957): 201-15, esp. p.
 214. See also, Oppenheim, pp. 283 ff.
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 abstraction. It is not illogical to advocate that a clearly defined generic concept
 of power (or dependence) be used to develop low- and/or medium-level
 generalizations rather than highly abstract ones.'7 In short, there is a differ-
 ence between defining a concept and applying it.

 The concept of dependence: 1568-1968

 Conventional usage is a basic reference point for evaluating scientific
 concepts according to Malthus, Machlup, and Oppenheim. In explicating the
 concept of dependence, the single most important question concerns con-
 ventional usage. Both the everyday usage by laymen and traditional scholarly
 usage will be examined. Since international and transnational dependence is of
 particular interest to the writer and likely readers of this essay, particular
 attention will be devoted to usage in the context of world affairs.

 Common usage

 Raymond Duvall provides a useful discussion of the two basic meanings
 of "dependence" in ordinary language.'8 On the one hand, "dependence" is
 used in a causal sense to refer to situations in which an effect is contingent on
 or conditioned by something else. Keohane and Nye are apparently referring
 to this usage when they note that "in common parlance, dependence means a
 state of being determined or significantly affected by external forces."'9 On
 the other hand, "dependence" is also used to refer to a relationship of
 subordination in which one thing is supported by something else or must rely
 upon something else for fulfillment of a need. It is apparently this second
 meaning that Caporaso refers to as "the familiar, common sense" usage of the
 term. 20

 Duvall points out that the two basic meanings of "dependence"
 correspond to the distinction often made between "sensitivity in-
 terdependence" and "vulnerability interdependence."2' Whereas the first

 17 The arguments for a contextual approach to power analysis consist largely of spelling out the
 implications of the absence of a political counterpart to money. See David A. Baldwin, "Money
 and Power," Journal of Politics 33 (August 1971): 578-614; and "Power Analysis and World
 Politics: New Trends versus Old Tendencies," World Politics 31 (January 1979): 161-94.

 18 Duvall, pp. 61-68.
 19 Power and Interdependence, p. 8.
 20 Caporaso, pp. 18-19, 24. See also, Ramsay Muir, The Interdependent World and Its Prob-

 lems (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1933), p. 1; and Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics
 (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), p. 143.

 21 Duvall, pp. 62-63. Although it is customary to attribute the distinction between "sensitivity"
 and "vulnerability" interdependence to Keohane and Nye ["World Politics and the International
 Economic System"] the distinction is also found in an earlier article by Kenneth Waltz ["The
 Myth of Interdependence" in The International Corporation, ed. Charles Kindleberger (Cam-
 bridge, Mass.: The MIT Press, 1970), p. 210.]
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 meaning implies mere contingency, the second implies need fulfillment that
 would be costly to forego.

 Duvall's discussion notes that the two basic meanings of "dependence"
 can be traced back for several centuries. Although Duvall offers no
 documentation for this, his assertions are compatible with the Oxford English
 Dictionary. 22 Perusal of the OED, however, furnishes additional clues relating
 to usage in different contexts. The preponderance of references to world
 affairs pertain to the second meaning.23 The OED provides examples of the
 second meaning with regard to "depend," "dependence," "dependency,"
 and "dependent." In every case examples concerning world affairs are in-
 cluded. Especially noteworthy is a seventeenth-century reference to "the effect
 of depending upon forraign Countries for Hemps, " a reference comparable in
 meaning and context to contemporary discussions of "vulnerability depen-
 dence. " Neither the concept of vulnerability dependence nor its usage in the
 context of world affairs is new. If the OED is taken as an authority, it would
 appear that this second meaning of "dependence" is more conventional than
 the first in discussions of world politics and economics.

 Scholarly usage: general

 Scholarly usage, of course, sometimes diverges from that of the layman;
 therefore, conventions among scholars should be considered. Conventional
 treatments by economists and international relations scholars are of most
 direct relevance to international and transnational dependence. Scholarly
 discussions do not always explicitly state a definition of "dependence," thus
 leaving the reader two basic strategies for determining what the author has in
 mind. First, one might reasonably assume that failure to provide an explicit
 definition indicates that the author is following common usage, in which case
 the previous discussion suggests that the second meaning is the more likely.
 Second, one can look for contextual clues. Since both basic meanings of
 "dependence" involve influence in its broadest sense, it is not much help to
 look for words like "affect,' ''change," "influence," "impinge," "induce,"
 or "cause." The crucial difference between the first and second meaning of
 "dependence" has to do with the ease of breaking the relationship; "sen-

 22 A New English Dictionary on Historical Principles (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1897). (Also
 known as the Oxford English Dictionary, and hereafter cited as OED.) Cf. E. Littre, Dictionnaire
 de la Langue Francaise (Paris: Librairie Hachette, 1883). Similar dependency terminology exists in
 English, Italian, French, and Spanish and can be traced back to the same Latin roots. Usage of the
 term in a political context to refer to relations in which one actor relies upon another for fulfill-
 ment of a need, a usage suggesting subjection or subordination, is several centuries old in each of
 these languages. "Vulnerability dependence" is not new! This concept of dependence seems to be
 implicit in the writings of the Stoic philosopher Epictetus. [The Discourses and Manual, trans.
 P. E. Matheson (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1916).]

 23 This may be an overly cautious statement. Judgments as to what should be classified as
 "world affairs" may differ, however, and I do not wish to quibble. In my judgment, the OED
 does not contain a single example of the first meaning in the context of world affairs.
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 sitivity interdependence" implies nothing about the cost of altering the
 relationship.24 Thus, if one finds a relationship or its effects referred to as

 "necessary," "ineluctable," "inevitable," "inextricable," or "unavoidable,"

 it is grounds for suspicion that the author has in mind a relationship that

 would be costly to break. Likewise, if terms such as "need," "compel,"
 "must," "constraint," or "Hobson's choice" are used to describe the

 relationship, it seems fair to infer that the second meaning of "dependence" is
 the relevant one. If "dependence" is used with reference to "self-sufficiency,"

 "autarky," or the ability of one actor to "do without" another, the op-

 portunity costs of foregoing the relationship would seem to be the underlying
 concern.

 Scholarly usage: economists

 In 1972 Richard Cooper asserted that " 'economic interdependence'

 normally refers to the dollar value of economic transactions among regions or

 countries, either in absolute terms, or relative to their total transactions." He
 distinguished this "normal usage" from his more restricted concept of "the
 sensitivity of economic transactions between two or more nations to economic
 developments within those nations."25 In 1973 Tollison and Willett referred to

 Cooper's sensitivity concept as representing "normal usage by economists."26
 Without disputing the rapid progress of the discipline of economics, "normal
 usage" would appear to change with remarkable speed. In 1979 Marina v. N.
 Whitman reiterated the assertion of Tollison and Willett that "as generally

 understood by economists, the term interdependence refers to the sensitivity of
 economic behavior in one country to developments or policies originating
 outside its own borders."27 If such references are taken to mean that many
 economists think of interdependence in terms of the mutual sensitivity of
 economic variables, they can be supported with evidence. If, however, such
 references are interpreted to mean that economists since the time of Adam
 Smith have characteristically favored the first meaning of "dependence,"

 24 "Costs" in this essay always refer to "opportunity costs." Although dependency may be
 defined in terms of the costs of "breaking" a relationship, it can also refer to alterations in the
 relationship short of total severance. This point is of little consequence for the argument in this
 essay, however; and the terms "breaking," "altering," "severing," and "foregoing" will be used
 interchangeably.

 25 Richard N. Cooper, "Economic Interdependence and Foreign Policy in the Seventies,"
 World Politics 24 (January 1972): 159.

 26 Robert D. Tollison and Thomas D. Willett, "International Integration and the In-
 terdependence of Economic Variables," International Organization 27 (Spring 1973): 259. This
 article not only asserts a view of "normal usage" that differs from Cooper's view of "normal
 usage," it even cites Cooper's article in support of this contention.

 27 Marina v. N. Whitman, Reflections of Interdependence: Issues for Economic Theory and
 U.S. Policy (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1979), p. 265. Also in 1979, Kenneth
 Waltz concluded that "sensitivity interdependence" was "essentially an economist's definition."
 [Theory of International Politics, p. 139.]
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 based on contingency, rather than the second, based on need, supporting

 evidence is difficult to find.

 The most important thing to note about economists' usage of "depen-

 dence" or "interdependence" is that clarity is lacking. They rarely offer an

 explicit definition of the concept, rarely include it in the index of a book, and

 often omit it from dictionaries of economic terminology. 28 It has not been an

 important analytic term for most economists.

 This is not to say that references to "dependence" cannot be found. In

 explaining the benefits of specialization and exchange, Adam Smith made it

 clear that dependency was a likely consequence in the sense that exchange
 relationships involved benefits that satisfied mutual needs and which would

 therefore, by definition, be costly to forego.29 Ramsay Muir has described

 Smith as having "revolutionized economic science by working out the theory
 of interdependence";30 and Albert 0. Hirschman has contended that "no one

 has yet given a better picture of the nature of 'dependence on trade.' "31

 Hirschman drew attention to the intimate connection between the concept of
 "gain from trade" and the concept of dependence:

 The influence which country A acquires in country B by foreign trade
 depends in the first place upon the total gain which B derives from that
 trade; the total gain from trade for any country is indeed nothing but
 another expression for the total impoverishment which would be inflicted
 upon it by a stoppage of trade. In this sense the classical concept, gain
 from trade, and the power concept, dependence on trade, now being
 studied are seen to be merely two aspects of the same phenomenon.32

 It should be noted that Hirschman did not view the conceptual linkage be-

 tween "gains from trade" and "dependence" as redefining the latter concept,

 but rather as clarifying it. And rightly so, for he simply provided a more
 precise statement of the second basic meaning of "dependence." This concept

 of "dependence" in terms of the opportunity costs of foregoing trade has been

 28 Cf. Harold S. Sloan and Arnold J. Zurcher, A Dictionary of Economics, 4th ed. (New York:
 Barnes and Noble, 1961); and The McGraw-Hill Dictionary of Modern Economics (New York:
 McGraw-Hill, 1965).

 29 An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations (1776), reprint ed. (New

 York: Modern Library, 1937), pp. 13-16. To say that specialization and exchange create
 dependency is not to say that each trading partner incurs an equal amount of dependency, nor
 does it imply dependency on each trading partner. A country that increases its economic well-being
 through trade becomes dependent on trade but not necessarily on any particular product or
 trading partner.

 30 Muir, p. 18.
 31 Hirschman, p. 73.
 32 Ibid., p. 18. Hirschman notes that the "gain from trade" refers to "that part of a country's

 well-being which it is in the power of its trading partners to take away" (p. 19). Thus, vulnerability
 is necessarily implied by this type of dependency. Ernst B. Haas overlooks this point when he in-
 troduces "vulnerability interdependence" and "opportunity cost interdependence" as two
 separate concepts. They are simply different labels for the same basic concept. ["Is There a Hole
 in the Whole? Knowledge, Technology, Interdependence, and the Construction of International
 Regimes," International Organization 29 (Summer 1975): 861-864.]
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 implicit in many economists' discussions of international economic relations
 both before and after Adam Smith.33

 It would be a mistake to depict Hirschman's usage as "mere trade
 dependence." Although Hirschman's work happens to focus on trade, his
 explication of the concept of dependence is applicable to a wide range of social
 exchange relationships.34 If the term "interaction" is substituted for "trade"

 each time it appears in the previous quotation, this point will become clear.
 To show that economists have often used "dependence" in its second

 Edmond Silberner, La Guerre dans La Pensde Economique du XVI au XVIII Siecle (Paris:
 Librairie du Recueil Sirey, 1939), pp. 11, 14-15, 94-95, 109-14, 173, 190-91, 195, 263 et passim;
 The Problem of War in Nineteenth Century Economic Thought (Princeton: Princeton University
 Press, 1946), pp. 54-56 et passim; Rev. T. R. Malthus, Observations on the Effects of the Corn
 Laws and of a Rise or Fall in the Price of Corn on the Agriculture and General Wealth of the
 Country (London: J. Johnson, 1814), pp. 22-23; R. G. Hawtrey, Economic Aspects of Sovereign-
 ty (London: Longmans, Green, 1930), pp. 103-4; Whitney H. Shepardson, "Nationalism and
 American Trade," Foreign Affairs 12 (April 1934): 407; Commission of Inquiry into National
 Policy in International Economic Relations, International Economic Relations (Minneapolis:
 University of Minnesota Press, 1934), pp. 11, 103-9, 132-35; Franz Eulenburg, "International
 Trade," Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, vol. 4 (New York: Macmillan, 1937), 196-200; Gott-
 fried Haberler, The Theory of International Trade (London: William Hodge, 1936), pp. 239-40;
 A. C. Pigou, The Political Economy of War, rev. ed. (New York: Macmillan, 1941), pp. 5-18;
 George A. Steiner, ed., Economic Problems of War (New York: John Wiley, 1942); Hirschman,
 pp. 3-81; Jacob Viner, "The Prospects for Foreign Trade in the Post-War World," Readings in
 the Theory of International Trade, ed. American Economic Association (Philadelphia: Blakiston,
 1950), pp. 527-28; J. B. Condliffe, The Commerce of Nations (New York: Norton, 1950), pp.
 620-21; Jules Backman et al., War and Defense Economics (New York: Rinehart, 1952), pp.
 113-38; William W. Lockwood, The Economic Development of Japan (Princeton: Princeton
 University Press, 1954), pp. 384-86; P. T. Ellsworth, The International Economy, rev. ed. (New
 York: Macmillan, 1958), pp. 1-3; Thomas C. Schelling, International Economics (Boston: Allyn
 and Bacon, 1958), pp. 512-13; Michael Michaely, "Concentration of Exports and Imports: An In-
 ternational Comparison," Economic Journal 68 (December 1958): 722-23; Charles J. Hitch,
 "National Security Policy as a Field for Economics Research," World Politics 12 (April 1960):
 444-45; Charles P. Kindleberger, Foreign Trade and the National Economy (New Haven, Conn.:
 Yale University Press, 1962), pp. 143-45; Paul Marer, "The Political Economy of Soviet Rela-
 tions with Eastern Europe," in Testing Theories of Economic Imperialism, Steven T. Rosen and
 James R. Kurth, eds. (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1974), pp. 231-60; Jan Tinbergen et
 al., RIO: Reshaping the International Order, A Report to the Club of Rome (New York: Signet,
 1976), pp. 48-50; and Fritz Machlup, A History of Thought on Economic Integration (New York:
 Columbia University Press, 1977), pp. 29, 53. This concept of dependence is grounded in the
 logical structure of international trade theory, as Hirschman shows. Whitman (p. 157) notes that
 "the idea of economic interdependence among nations has always lain at the heart of the pure
 theory of international trade"; but she fails to note that it is "vulnerability interdependence" that
 lies at the heart of trade theory, not the "sensitivity interdependence" which she elsewhere (p. 265)
 describes as the economists' generally understood definition of interdependence. Peter Katzenstein
 associates the concept of "sensitivity interdependence" with "neo-classical international trade
 theory." ["International Relations and Domestic Structures: Foreign Economic Policies of Ad-
 vanced Industrial States," International Organization 30 (Winter 1976): 9.] Katzenstein does not
 explain the nature of the relationship; nor does he cite any "neo-classical trade theorists" to sup-
 port his contention. John S. Chipman identifies Viner and Haberler as "neoclassical" trade
 theorists; but, as noted above, both used the term "dependence"' in a way similar to Hirschman.
 "A Survey of the Theory of International Trade: Part 1, The Classical Theory," Econometrica 33
 (July 1965): 478-79.

 34 Cf. Peter M. Blau, Exchange and Power in Social Life (New York: John Wiley, 1964); and
 Richard M. Emerson, "Power-Dependence Relations," American Sociological Review 27
 (February 1962): 31-41.
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 meaning does not establish such usage as "normal"; however, it does justify a
 certain amont of skepticism with regard to undocumented assertions that
 ''sensitivity interdependence" represents normal usage by economists.

 Some economists, of course, have used "dependence" in its first meaning
 to refer to contingent relations. Ellsworth, for example, seems to employ
 "dependence" in this sense in discussing the interdependence of national
 currencies, even though he seems to use the second meaning of "dependence"
 in discussing why trade takes place.3" Machlup uses "interdependence" in the
 sense of the covariance of economic variables most of the time; but when
 referring to the relationship between national power and self-sufficiency, he
 seems to revert to the second meaning of "dependence."36 And many of the
 essays in a volume recently edited by Robert Aliber apparently employ "in-
 terdependence" to refer to the covariance of economic variables. 37

 In the last two decades or so, economists' usage of the term in-

 terdependence has become so confusing that a brief digression from my main
 argument is in order. In addition to using "interdependence" to refer to

 relations that would be mutually costly to forego, some economists have used
 it interchangeably with "integration," "openness," and "mutual sen-
 sitivity. "II Each of these terms represents an analytically distinct concept, and
 none corresponds to "interdependence" in the sense of relations that would be
 mutually costly to break. "Openness" refers to the degree of interaction with
 the outside world and is usually measured in terms of the ratio of foreign trade
 to GNP.39 "Sensitivity" refers to the covariance of economic variables. And
 "integration," as Machlup's careful explication has shown, has as its essential
 defining characteristic the degree to which opportunities for efficient division
 of labor are used.40 Each of these concepts has different uses and different
 empirical referents; thus, it is desirable to distinguish among them. This does
 not rule out the possibility that a particular research project might employ an
 operational definition of interdependence in terms of "openness"; but it does
 imply that appropriate qualifications should be stated.

 In sum, economists have paid little attention to "dependence" as a scien-
 tific concept but have frequently-dare I say "normally"?-used the term in
 its commonsense second meaning. I have failed to locate a single economist's

 Ellsworth, pp. 2-3, 318.

 36 Machlup, Essays, pp. 13-23; History of Thought on Economic Integration, pp. 15, 19-20, 29,
 53, and 81.

 37 Robert Z. Aliber, ed., National Monetary Policies and the International Finance System
 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1974).

 38 On this point, see Tollison and Willett, pp. 255, 259-260, 267; Marina v. N.. Whitman,
 "Economic Openness and International Financial Flows," Journal of Money, Credit and Banking
 1 (November 1969): 727-28, 745; and Cooper, "Economic Interdependence and Foreign
 Policy," pp. 159-60.

 39 Henry C. Wallich, "Money and Growth," Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 1 (May
 1969): 281; and Whitman, "Economic Openness," p. 727.

 40 Machlup, History of Thought on Economic Integration, p. 18.
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 work that explicitly acknowledges the two basic meanings of dependence and

 that offers reasons for preferring the first meaning in a way that would even

 begin to satisfy the Reverend Malthus. Indeed, conceptual analysis seems to

 have gone out of style among economists-with the notable exception of

 Machlup. With reference to the alleged propensity of economists to define in-

 terdependence in terms of "sensitivity," the following hypotheses might be

 considered: One is more likely to find an economist using "dependence" in

 this sense: (1) the more recent the reference; (2) in discussing monetary rela-
 tions rather than trade relations; (3) in relatively mathematical treatments of

 the topic; and (4) with reference to particular economic variables rather than

 with reference to purposive actors, such as nation-states.

 Scholarly usage: international relations

 It is a peculiar fact of intellectual history that international relations

 scholars writing on interdependence during the last decade have paid very little
 attention to treatments of this topic by previous generations of scholars in the

 same field. Keohane and Nye, for example, virtually ignore scholarly treat-

 ments of interdependence prior to World War 11.41 Whatever else one might
 say about the concept of "dependence," there can be no doubt that scholarly

 concern about its role in interstate relations predates World War II. The

 opposed concepts of "self reliance" and "dependence" are basic to an un-
 derstanding of Machiavelli's The Prince.42 Defining dependence in terms of
 reliance on others, of course, implies a lack of self-sufficiency, which, in turn,

 implies the second basic meaning of dependence, defined in terms of benefits
 that would be costly for one or both parties to forego. References to this

 concept of interstate dependence are found in the writings of the early Mer-

 cantilists as well as in the writings of Montesquieu and Rousseau.43 In the
 twentieth century excellent scholarly discussions of international in-
 terdependence have been provided by Sir Norman Angell (1914), Francis

 41 Keohane and Nye, "International Interdependence and Integration," pp. 363-414. Edward
 C. Morse has suggested that "the analysis of interstate interdependence begins with a central
 political problem that arose in international economic interchange after World War II" [Moderni-
 zation and the Transformation of International Relations (New York: Free Press, 1976), p. 1171;
 but he modified this statement to apply only to "recent writings" in a later publication.
 ["Interdependence in World Affairs," World Politics: An Introduction, eds. James N. Rosenau,
 Kenneth W. Thompson, and Gavin Boyd (New York: The Free Press, 1976), p. 663.]

 42 Niccol6 Machiavelli, The Prince, trans. James B. Atkinson (Indianapolis, Ind.: Bobbs-
 Merrill, 1976), pp. 68-69, 149, 163, 171, 203, 359. Although first published in 1532, The Prince
 was written about 1514.

 43 Silberner, La Guerre Dans la Pensde tconomique, pp. 7-122; Jean-Jacques Rousseau, The
 First and Second Discourses (1750, 1755), trans. Roger D. Masters and Judith R. Masters (New
 York: St. Martin's Press, 1964), p. 36n; On the Social Con -ract (1762), trans. Judith R. Masters;
 ed. Roger D. Masters (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1978), p. 74n; and Charles-Louis de Mon-
 tesquieu, De l'Espirit des Lois (1748), Book XX, Chap. II, cited by Hirschman, p. lOn.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 08:37:50 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL IV - 85



 482 International Organization

 Delaisi (1925), and Ramsay Muir (1933).44 All three works contain both

 conceptual explication and empirical generalizations that are well worth the

 attention of contemporary scholars.

 The concept of interdependence, as used by international relations

 scholars, is often accused of having a normative bias and of being ill-defined.45

 Although specific examples are rarely cited by the accusers, some could

 probably be found. There is little evidence, however, that scholarly discussions

 of international interdependence from the time of Machiavelli to about 1960

 were characterized by ill-defined or normatively biased concepts of depen-

 dency.

 The charge of a normative bias in earlier conceptualizations of in-

 terdependence rests on a misconception of the traditional concept of the
 "benefits" of interdependence and a failure to distinguish between normative

 and factual concepts.
 Keohane and Nye object to defining interdependence in terms of "mutual

 benefit." "In some cases," they contend, "an interdependent relationship
 may have such negative consequences that both parties would be quite happy
 to cease contact with one another entirely, forgoing any benefits that such

 contact may bring." They cite a "tense and rapidly escalating arms race" as an
 example." The obvious question, of course, is why either party would con-
 tinue a relationship that both would prefer to end. Arms races can be ended by
 either side at any time. Human beings can always break off a social
 relationship. Mass suicide is perhaps the most extreme option, but it is not
 without some historical precedent. The point, of course, is that mutually
 unpleasant relationships of interdependence, such as arms races, are main-
 tained because the likely alternatives would be even more unpleasant. The only
 reason to continue strategic interdependence between the United States and the

 Soviet Union is that the alternative might be worse. The "benefits" of in-
 terdependence, thus, are simply another way of stating the opportunity costs
 of severing the relationship. No matter how "bad" an interdependent
 relationship may be, it is presumably preferable to the most likely alternative.
 The "benefits" implied by the traditional concept of interdependence-i.e., in

 its second meaning-are not defined in absolute terms, but rather in terms of
 likely alternative situations. Avoiding value deprivation, after all, is just as
 much a "benefit" as is value augmentation. Thus, contrary to the view of

 Keohane and Nye, defining interdependence in terms of the "mutual benefits"

 " Sir Norman Angell, The Foundations of International Polity (London: William Heinemann,
 1914); Francis Delaisi, Political Myths and Economic Realities (London: Noel Douglas, 1925);
 and Muir, The Interdependent World and Its Problems.

 45 Edward L. Morse, Foreign Policy and Interdependence in Gaullist France (Princeton:

 Princeton University Press, 1973), p. 51; Morse, "Interdependence in World Affairs," pp.
 662-63; Keohane and Nye, "Interdependence and Integration," pp. 363, 365, 368, 376-77; and
 Rosecrance et al., "Whither Interdependence?" p. 426.

 46 "Interdependence and Integration," p. 367. See also a similar argument in Power and Inter-
 dependence, pp. 9-10.
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 to the parties involved does not limit it to situations in which "the modernist

 view of the world prevails: where threats of military force are few and levels of

 conflict low"; and it does not exclude such cases as "the strategic interdepen-

 dence between the United States and the Soviet Union."47 The "benefits" of

 interdependence should be defined in terms of the values of the parties and the
 likely effects on those values of breaking the relationship. If there is little or no

 effect, or if the parties would actually be better off, the relationship should not

 be described as interdependent. It is in this sense, and in this sense only, that

 interdependence involves mutual benefits.

 The charge that earlier concepts of interdependence contained or implied

 a normative bias is made by Morse.48 Although he cites Ramsay Muir, it is not

 clear what other writers Morse has in mind. Rosecrance et al. refer to "most
 students" as wishing to "use interdependence in a positive sense to see higher

 interdependence as a fundamental force for better relations among nations."49

 Because discussions of international interdependence prior to World War II

 were often found in books advocating world government or disarmament, the

 attribution of normative bias is understandable-but not necessarily
 justifiable.

 If one discounts the rhetoric and crusading tone of this literature, the

 concepts employed and the basic logic of the argument are not usually nor-
 mative. 50 Sir Norman Angell used the following story about two men in a boat
 to illustrate the nature of interdependence:

 The boat was leaky, the sea heavy, and the shore a long way off. It took
 all the efforts of the one man to row, and of the other to bail. If either had
 ceased both would have drowned. At one point the rower threatened the
 bailer that if he did not bail with more energy he would throw him
 overboard; to which the bailer made the obvious reply that, if he did, he
 (the rower) would certainly drown also. And as the rower was really
 dependent upon the bailer, and the bailer upon the rower, neither could
 use force against the other. 51

 4 Power and Interdependence, p. 9. Even states at war may be described as interdependent if
 each would prefer to continue the war relationship rather than incur the costs of ending that rela-
 tionship, e.g., surrender, defeat, or mutual annihilation.

 Robert W. Tucker's distinction between "positive interdependence," in which the interests of
 the parties vary directly, and "negative interdependence," in which the interests of the parties vary
 inversely, obscures the essential characteristic of all interdependent relations-the existence of a
 shared interest in maintaining the relationship. [The Inequality of Nations (New York: Basic
 Books, 1977), p. 97. Cf. Rosecrance and Stein, pp. 2-3.] Poker may be a zero-sum game, but get-
 ting enough players together to have a game is not. The players' common interest in playing poker
 underlies the zero-sum game they play, just as the common interest in preserving a habitable planet
 underlies seemingly zero-sum conflicts between states. For more on conceptualization of benefits,
 see David A. Baldwin, "The Power of Positive Sanctions," World Politics 24 (October 1971):
 23-27.

 48 "Interdependence in World Affairs," pp. 662-63.
 49 "Whither Interdependence?" pp. 426-27.
 50 On the nature of normative inquiry and concepts, see Oppenheim, pp. 314-28.
 '1 Foundations of International Polity, p. 17.
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 Sir Norman drew the conclusion from this anecdote that the degree of in-

 terdependence varies inversely with the effectiveness of force. This story is a
 remarkably concise summary of the basic elements of the arguments presented

 by Sir Norman, Muir, and Delaisi. First, the situation involves division of
 labor since neither man can both row and bail. Second, exchange is involved in

 the sense that each man trades his labor for the other's-"I will row if you will

 bail." Third, there are mutual benefits of this exchange in that they both stay

 alive. Fourth, each is dependent on the other in the sense that the opportunity

 costs of breaking the relationship are high. Fifth, this reciprocal dependency

 constrains each party's behavior with respect to the other. Sixth, dependency is
 portrayed as a rather unpleasant "fact of life" to be endured and adjusted to
 rather than as a godsend to be celebrated. And seventh, Sir Norman's con-
 clusion about the effects of interdependence on the effectiveness of force is- a
 plausible, empirically testable proposition. It may not be true; but it is, in
 principle, falsifiable.

 The arguments of Sir Norman, Muir, and Delaisi are simply am-
 plifications of the story of the leaky boat in terms of international relations.

 The process of international specialization and exchange is viewed as creating
 international interdependence (empirical observation). The world is becoming,
 or has become, so interdependent that without world government (or disar-
 mament or whatever) the achievement of many values to which people now
 subscribe, such as peace and economic well-being, will be impeded or
 prevented (empirical proposition).52 The logical implication of such arguments

 is that if people are willing to tolerate a world in which life is nasty, brutish,
 and short, world government is unnecessary. Far from presenting a rosy
 picture of an interdependent world, such arguments imply that such a world
 will be most unpleasant unless appropriate adaptive measures are taken-e.g.,
 world government or disarmament. This may be mistaken or naive, but it is a
 line of argument that is, in principle, empirically testable.53 It is not a nor-
 mative argument, and it is not based on a normative concept of in-
 terdependence.

 Although Delaisi, Muir, and Sir Norman may not present a "rigorous"

 definition of interdependence, it is quite clear what they mean by it. They are
 using the term in the same way it had been used for centuries: to refer to in-
 ternational relationships that would be costly to break. They have in mind the
 same basic concept of dependency as that employed by Machiavelli, Mon-
 tesquieu, Rousseau, Adam Smith, and Malthus. Hirschman and Waltz would
 later use the term in this same sense.

 Keohane and Nye contend that interpendence has "normally" been

 52 Morse attributes to Muir the view that the growth of interdependence is a "requisite for the
 abolition of interstate conflict." [Foreign Policy and Interdependence, p. 51, and "Interdepen-
 dence in World Affairs," pp. 662-63.] Actually, Muir's argument is that the abolition of war is a
 requisite for survival in an interdependent world in the sense that an interdependent world will be
 very unpleasant unless war is abolished.

 53 Neither the naivete nor the falsity of this line of argument is as obvious to this writer as it ap-
 pears to some.
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 defined simply as a condition in which events in one part of the world covary

 with events in other parts of the world."4 Such usage, as Duvall" has pointed

 out, corresponds to the first basic meaning of "dependence" -i.e., as a

 conditional relationship. If "normal usage" is intended to apply only to the

 last decade or so, Keohane and Nye may well be correct; but if a longer time

 period is considered, the validity of their assertion is less obvious.

 International relations scholars have tended to discuss dependence and
 interdependence with reference to self-sufficiency and the vulnerability of a

 state to alterations in certain kinds of international relationships, especially
 trade. 56 Such usage implies the second meaning of "dependence," since, by

 definition, the costs of severing trade relations will be lower for self-sufficient

 states than for dependent ones. William E. Rappard cites a rather bizarre

 example of mutual dependence during World War I in which the costs of
 breaking off trade were so high that two states on opposing sides carried on
 some trade with each other. 57

 The work of Karl Deutsch is of special interest since it is frequently cited

 in discussions of interdependence. Deutsch's work contains examples of both

 basic meanings of "dependence." In 1954 Deutsch referred to "in-

 terdependence" in terms of the "interlocking relationships" arising from the
 "division of labor" between "highly specialized" political units. In addition,
 he distinguished this "interdependence" from a relationship of "mutual

 responsiveness" among political units that might not be dependent upon each

 other-i.e., might be able to do without each other's aid.58 Although
 Deutsch's concept of "mutual responsiveness" does not correspond directly to
 the first meaning of dependence, his concept of interdependence clearly
 corresponds to the second meaning as elucidated by Hirschman, Sir Norman
 Angell, and Delaisi. II

 5 "International Interdependence and Integration," pp. 366-67, 370. They cite Oran R. Young
 as an example of this "normal" usage. ["Interdependencies in World Politics," International
 Journal 24 (Autumn 1969): 726-50.] Waltz apparently agrees that this represents "common"
 usage. [Theory of International Politics, p. 139.]

 55 Duvall, pp. 62-63.
 56 Parker Thomas Moon, Imperialism and World Politics (Toronto: Macmillan, 1926), pp.

 542-58; Frank H. Simonds and Brooks Emeny, The Great Powers in World Politics: Interna-
 tional Relations and Economic Nationalism (New York: American Book Co., 1935), pp. 63-94;
 Nicholas John Spykman, America's Strategy in World Politics (New York: Harcourt, Brace,
 1942), pp. 35, 270, 292-317; Quincy Wright, A Study of War, 2nd ed. (Chicago: University of
 Chicago Press, 1965), pp. 319, 367; The Study of International Relations (New York: Appleton-
 Century-Crofts, 1955), pp. 250, 598; Clyde Eagleton, International Government, rev. ed. (New
 York: Ronald Press, 1948), pp. 8-14; and Malcolm W. Hoag, "What Interdependence for
 NATO?" World Politics 12 (April 1960): 369. Cf. Joseph Dunner, ed., Dictionary of Political
 Science (New York: Philosophical Library, 1964), pp. 260-61.

 57 William E. Rappard, United Europe (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1930), p. 261.
 5 Karl W. Deutsch, Political Community at the International Level: Problems of Definition

 and Measurement (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1954), p. 37.
 59 Deutsch was familiar with the work of Delaisi, Hirschman, and Sir Norman Angell, and even

 cited their work in a later article. Although he criticized their empirical observations on in-
 terdependence, there was no indication of conceptual disagreement. [Karl W. Deutsch and Alex-
 ander Eckstein, "National Industrialization and the Declining Share of the International
 Economic Sector, 1890-1959," World Politics 13 (January 1961): 267-69.]
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 By 1966, however, Deutsch had abandoned this earlier concept of in-

 terdependence and was defining interdependence in terms of the covariance of
 aspects of different systems, a usage corresponding to both the first basic
 meaning of "dependence" and to the current concept of "sensitivity in-

 terdependence."60 I have been unable to locate in Deutsch's writings any
 acknowledgment, explanation, or justification for this shift from the
 traditional concept of international interdependence to a fundamentally dif-

 ferent one.

 In sum, contentions that traditional international relations usage of the

 term "interdependence" has been normatively biased, that it has been unclear,
 or that it has corresponded with "sensitivity interdependence," are all
 questionable. The works surveyed here suggest that the concept has been
 reasonably clear, generally understood, factually oriented, and has
 corresponded with "vulnerability interdependence." Prior to 1960 one was
 reasonably safe in assuming that references to "dependency" by international
 relations scholars corresponded to the second basic meaning as explicated by
 Hirschman, Muir, Delaisi, and others. Since this "traditional usage" no
 longer seems to be "normal," a consideration of more recent treatments of
 dependency relations is in order.

 The concept of dependence since 1968

 The year 1968 marked the publication of Cooper's The Economics of
 Interdependence, which makes it a convenient, though somewhat arbitrary,
 dividing line between the old and the new "traditional usage." Since 1968 the
 two basic meanings of "interdependence" have been embodied in works by
 Cooper and Waltz. "Sensitivity interdependence," grounded in the first
 meaning, is often associated with Cooper; and "vulnerability in-
 terdependence," based on the second meaning, is often associated with Waltz.
 Katzenstein notes that Cooper's The Economics of Interdependence "has been

 central to the reformulation of international relations theory attempted by
 Keohane and Nye."61 Ruggie points out that "much of the political science
 work with the concept [of interdependence] was stimulated" by this book.62
 Whitman refers to Cooper's "now classic book," and Morse refers to it as a
 "seminal study" and as a "classic study of interdependence."63

 In a "classic" study of interdependence, one may expect to find some

 60 Karl W. Deutsch, "Power and Communication in International Society," in Conflict in
 Society, ed. Anthony de Reuck (Boston: Little, Brown, 1966), pp. 300-1. This definition is also
 found in Karl W. Deutsch, The Analysis of International Relations, 2nd ed. (Englewood Cliffs,
 N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1978), p. 255.

 61 Katzenstein, "International Relations and Domestic Structures," p. 9n.
 62 John Gerard Ruggie, "Collective Goods and Future International Collaboration," American

 Political Science Review 66 (September 1972): 875n.
 63 Whitman, Reflections of Interdependence, p. 161; Morse, "Interdependence in World Af-

 fairs," p. 663; and Modernization and the Transformation of Society, p. 117.
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 consideration of the concept of interdependence. If there is an explicitly
 labelled definition of "interdependence" anywhere in Cooper's book, how-
 ever, it is well camouflaged. Although "interdependence" figures prominently
 in the title, there is no index entry for "independence," "interdependence,"

 "dependence," or "autonomy." At times Cooper appears to use the terms

 "integration" and "interdependence" interchangeably." But at other times he
 appears to use "interdependence" to refer to relationships that would be
 costly to forego. Witness the following passages:

 ... Divergent economic policy has become less possible (p. 3).
 Comment: Why has it become "less possible"? Because the costs of
 divergence have gone up.

 [The] United States is discovering that its policies . . . must be influenced
 by what happens abroad (p. 3).
 Comment: Why "must" U.S. policies be influenced? Because the costs of
 autonomy are so high.

 . . . International economic intercourse . . . confines the freedom of
 countries ... by embedding each country in a matrix of constraints (p. 4).
 Comment: Why are countries constrained? Because the costs of foregoing
 international economic intercourse are so high.

 The competitive firm, if it finds the environment too constraining, can go
 out of business; the nation does not even have that option (p. 4).
 Comment: Why does the nation "not have that option"? Because it
 would be too costly.

 Such passages, together with Cooper's frequent references to the "need" for
 cooperation (p. 1 1), suggest that he has in mind the opportunity costs of self-
 sufficiency. "Mutual sensitivity" does not capture the meaning of the above
 passages. Relations of "mutual sensitivity" can always be severed-except
 when they are "necessary" in the sense that it would be costly to extricate
 oneself or one's country from them. "Compel," "must, " "need, " and
 "constraint" imply more than mere sensitivity or influence; they imply
 something about the cost of one's other options.

 One of the most revealing passages in Cooper's discussion of in-
 terdependence is the following:

 As with marriage, the benefits of close international economic relations
 can be enjoyed only at the expense of giving up a certain amount of
 national independence.65

 Although it is not specifically acknowledged, the concept of interdependence
 as relations that would be mutually costly to forego is embedded in this

 64 This point is noted by Keohane and Nye, "International Interdependence and Integration,"
 pp. 401-02.

 65 Economics of Interdependence, p. 4.
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 passage. If the benefits of marriage can be acquired only by a loss of in-

 dependence, it follows that dissolving the marriage will entail a loss of such

 benefits. Cooper's explication of the "gains from marriage" exactly parallels

 Hirschman's explication of the relationship between the "gains from trade"

 and "dependency. "66

 Cooper's book is not really "about interdependence" at all, at least not if

 that implies a major concern with describing the nature of interdependence.

 That the world is highly interdependent is not so much a hypothesis to be

 tested as it is an assumption to use as a springboard for what really interests

 Cooper-i.e., the policy implications and consequences of interdependence.

 Cooper makes this clear at the end of his introduction, when he notes that "the
 remainder of the book discusses the problems created by a growing economic

 interdependence and explores some of the possible ways for solving these
 problems."67 Now discussing the nature of power is one thing; discussing its

 effects is another; just as discussing the nature of sovereignty is one thing and

 discussing its consequences is another. Likewise, discussing the nature of in-
 terdependence and discussing the problems it creates are two separate issues.
 The key to understanding this alleged "classic study of interdependence" is the

 realization that it is not about interdependence, but rather about the conse-

 quences of interdependence.

 Two years after the publication of Cooper's Economics of In-

 terdependence, Waltz published an article disputing what he perceived as a

 widely held contention that international interdependence was high, growing,

 and/or likely to promote peace.68 He pointed out that the cost of

 disengagement from a given relationship was a measure of dependency. There
 is no indication in the article that Waltz perceived himself as inventing a new

 or unusual concept of dependency; yet other scholars repeatedly credit him
 with having "proposed, "69 "developed,"70 or "introduced"7" this notion.
 Indeed, Waltz himself has apparently been convinced, since he has recently

 described himself as "offering" this concept as an alternative to the "com-
 mon" conception of sensitivity interdependence.72

 66 National Power and Foreign Trade, p. 18.
 67 Economics of Interdependence, p. 22.
 68 "The Myth of National Interdependence." Shortly after the publication of this article, Morse

 criticized it for failure to provide an explicit definition of interdependence and depicted Waltz as
 opposed to "conceptualizing international politics in terms of notions of interdependence." [Ed-
 ward L. Morse, "Transnational Economic Processes," pp. 380-81.] These are puzzling charges.
 Waltz's concept of interdependence as relations that would be mutually costly to break is simple,
 straightforward, and clear; it is even contained in a section subtitled "The Meaning of Inter-
 dependence." The observation that Waltz objects to analyzing international politics in terms of in-
 terdependence is even more baffling. Waltz objects to the "rhetoric of interdependence" and to
 certain generalizations about the magnitude and implications of interdependence in today's world;
 but he does not deny the utility of the concept in analyzing world politics.

 69 Tollison and Willett, p. 259n.

 '?Ibid., p. 255.
 71 Kal J. Holsti, "A New International Politics? Diplomacy in Complex Interdependence," In-

 ternational Organization 32 (Spring 1978): 518. Rosecrance and Stein (p. 2) say the concept
 "comes from" Waltz.

 72 Theory of International Politics, p. 139. In fairness to Waltz, it should be noted that he ex-
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 Although Waltz does not refer to Hirschman's National Power and the
 Structure of Foreign Trade, the concept of dependence he "introduced" in
 1970 was basically the same as the one that Hirschman explicated in 1945. The

 concept of "gains from trade" is, mutatis mutandis, just another name for the
 opportunity costs of foregoing trade.

 From a conceptual standpoint the period since 1968 has contributed very
 little to thinking about international interdependence. Although scholars seem
 to vie with one another to invent yet another definition of "interdependence,"
 the need for new concepts has not been demonstrated. Concepts and theories

 developed by earlier generations of scholars are often more relevant than is
 generally recognized. For example, John Ruggie lists a number of world
 developments that have caused students of international organization to
 predict that "nation-states will have to accept a degree of international
 regulation and control over their nominally domestic activities that goes well
 beyond the situation today."73 This, however, is essentially the same argument
 presented by Muir, Delaisi, and others before World War II. When Ruggie
 asks what it means to say that these limitations on state autonomy "will have
 to be accepted,"74 one might appropriately answer that it means that such
 states are interdependent; and this, in turn, means what it has meant for the
 last two, three, or four centuries-i.e., that the opportunity costs of autonomy
 are prohibitively high. Ruggie describes his application of the theory of
 collective goods to international collaboration as posing "the basic problem of
 international organization as one of national choice under constraints: that is,
 given the structure of the contemporary interstate system, what are the general
 conditions under which states, with differing objectives and different
 capabilities, choose to collaborate with others?"75 This, however, is basically
 the same question addressed by the English classical economists with respect to
 foreign trade. If one substitutes "trade" for "collaborate," one has an ex-
 cellent characterization of international trade theory. This theory constitutes a

 powerful conceptual tool for the student of international politics that should
 not be overlooked. It should not be necessary to develop a separate theory to
 cover each issue-area of international exchange relations. 76

 Interdependence: "sensitivity" versus "vulnerability"

 The distinction between "sensitivity interdependence," defined in terms
 of mutual "effects," and "vulnerability interdependence," defined in terms
 of the opportunity costs of disrupting the relationship, has become

 plicitly points to the correspondence between his concept of "interdependence as mutual
 vulnerability" and "everyday usage" (p. 143).

 7 Ruggie, pp. 874-75.
 74 Ibid., p. 875.

 7 Ibid.
 76 The best source for broadening one's view of "exchange relations" is Blau's Exchange and

 Power in Social Life. Trade is only one of many forms of exchange among countries.
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 widely accepted and is usually attributed to Keohane and Nye." The
 question to be addressed here is whether this distinction should be maintained,
 reformulated, or perhaps relabeled. The arguments in favor of retention of the
 distinction will be considered first.

 The first, and most important reason to maintain the distinction is that it
 differentiates quite different phenomena. Sensitivity and vulnerability do not
 necessarily covary to the same degree or even in the same direction.78

 Second, as Duvall79 has noted, the distinction corresponds to the two
 basic meanings of "dependence" for the last four hundred years. It thus seems
 to be more fundamental than such distinctions as "strategic interdepen-
 dence,". "systemic interdependence," or "public goods interdependence."80

 And third, there is a tradition of a decade or so of "conventional usage,"
 at least by students of international relations.

 The arguments against maintaining the distinction concern conventional
 usage, the possibility of confusion, and alternative ways of making the
 distinction.

 The first objection to the distinction is that it contravenes common usage.
 As Caporaso, Waltz, Muir, and the OED have pointed out, "vulnerability
 interdependence" corresponds to everyday usage, at least with reference to
 world affairs."8 Contrary to Keohane and Nye, in common parlance
 "dependence" does not mean a state of being "significantly affected by ex-
 ternal forces."82 A person that has been "significantly affected" by the
 "external force" of alcohol is called a "drunk," not an "alcoholic"; there is a
 difference. The Internal Revenue Service does not allow one to claim as
 "dependents" everyone on whom one has significant effects. When the "man-
 in-the-street" refers to American "dependence" on foreign oil, he has
 in mind the opportunity costs of doing without it, not the elasticity of prices.83

 " "World Politics and the International Economic System," pp. 121-25. In previous writings I
 have characterized this as a "useful distinction," although I have disputed some of the empirical
 generalizations about the relationship between power and the two types of interdependence put
 forward by Keohane and Nye. ["Power Analysis and World Politics," pp. 175-179.] What
 follows constitutes a change in my position regarding the value of this conceptual distinction or at
 least the labeling of the distinction. It also constitutes a modification of the view of
 "interdependence" presented in David A. Baldwin, ed., America in an Interdependent World
 (Hanover, N.H.: University Press of New England, 1976), p. 13.

 78 On this point, see Cooper, "Economic Interdependence and Foreign Policy," pp. 178-179;
 and Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 142.

 79 Duvall, pp. 62-63.
 80 These "forms of interdependence" are identified by Morse, "Interdependence in World Af-

 fairs," 666-7 1.
 81 Caporaso, pp. 18-19, 24; Waltz, Theory of International Politics, p. 143; Muir, p. 1.
 82 PowerandInterdependence, p. 8.
 83 Those who would like to submit this proposition about the views of the mass public to em-

 pirical testing might frame questions along the following lines: "If you lived within easy walking
 distance of ten drugstores, would you feel dependent on any one of them?" "If there were only
 one drugstore within fifty miles of your home, would you feel dependent on it?" The "man in the
 street" may not speak in terms of "the opportunity costs of foregoing a relationship," but he has
 a firm grasp of the underlying concept.
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 Price sensitivity of oil would not matter one whit to the man-in-the-street if he

 had affordable alternative ways to heat his house and run his car. The price of

 caviar in the U.S. may be "sensitive" to price changes in other countries, but

 no one has suggested that America is "dependent" on caviar.

 Although scholarly usage during the last decade favors retention of the

 distinction, the case is less persuasive if one examines scholarly usage during

 the last two or three centuries. The works surveyed earlier in this essay suggest

 that "vulnerability interdependence" has a superior claim to the mantle of

 conventionality, at least in international relations, and perhaps even in

 economics.

 A second objection to the distinction is that it is factually misleading.

 Cooper identifies the problem in the following passage:

 The value of trade to a country, in terms of its contribution to national
 welfare [i.e., the gains from trade], may depend neither on the sensitivity
 nor on the magnitude of the flows, although it is more likely to be related
 to the magnitude than to the sensitivity. Indeed, value and sensitivity are
 inversely related in one important respect: high sensitivity results pre-
 cisely from the capacity of a country to substitute domestic for foreign
 production or investment, in response to relatively small margins of
 advantage; yet when such substitution is easily possible at relatively low
 cost, the value per dollar of trade or investment to the country is
 correspondingly diminished."4

 In effect, Cooper is admitting that what he calls "interdependence" may be

 inversely related to what Hirschman has called "interdependence." It is bad

 enough to ignore and/or to distort conventional usage; but it is worse to in-
 troduce a concept that is inversely related to common usage.

 The third, and perhaps the most telling, argument against maintaining the

 "sensitivity/vulnerability" distinction is that other terms are available for
 making the desired distinction. As Duvall has observed, statements about
 dependence in its first sense are so broad as to be almost devoid of substantive

 content; they tell us that two variables covary, but that is about all.85 Many
 terms can be used to convey the idea of covariance-e.g., "influence," "af-
 fect," "impinge," "change," "induce," or "cause." It is fine for Cooper to
 emphasize the importance of "the sensitivity of economic transactions be-
 tween two or more nations to economic developments within those nations";86

 but why call this "interdependence"? Terms like "mutual influence,9"

 "mutual responsiveness," or "mutual sensitivity" convey the idea at least as
 well without debasing the time-honored, and still useful, concept of

 vulnerability interdependence.

 In sum, there is a distinction between drug users and drug addicts, be-

 84 "Economic Interdependence and Foreign Policy," pp. 178-79.
 85Duvall, p. 63.

 86 "Economic Interdependence and Foreign Policy," p. 159.
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 tween drinkers and alcoholics, between being sensitive to others and being

 dependent on them, between influence in general and dependence as a special

 type of influence. It is a distinction that has been recognized and understood

 by scholars and laymen alike for centuries. It is a distinction that the concept

 of "sensitivity interdependence" blurs, but which is captured with precision

 and parsimony by the Hirschman-Waltz concept of dependence. Let us retain

 the concept of "sensitivity interdependence" but change the label to

 something less misleading, such as "mutual sensitivity."

 "Dependence" versus "dependency"

 Caporaso and Duvall have recently suggested that a fundamental
 distinction should be made between "dependence" and "dependency."87

 Whereas "dependence" refers to "external reliance on other actors,"
 "dependency" refers to "the process of incorporation of less developed

 countries (LDCs) into the global capitalist system and the 'structural
 distortions' resulting therefrom."88 Although both Caporaso and Duvall
 admit some similarity between the concepts, they emphasize the differences.
 "Dependence," as used by Caporaso, corresponds to "common sense" usage

 and to "vulnerability dependence."89 "Dependency," however, has no basis
 in conventional usage, "can only be understood (i.e., its original and intended
 meaning is preserved) only within a certain body of historical, political, and

 sociological thought," and perhaps cannot be reduced to a concept at all. 90
 All of this sounds rather mystifying until one considers the purpose of the

 essays by Caporaso and Duvall. Duvall's purpose is to promote and facilitate a
 "dialogue" between what he calls "First World" scholars committed to

 'rigorous empirical social science"9' and "Third World" scholars, mostly
 Latin American, committed to "dependencia theory." Caporaso states his
 purpose more broadly, but he is also obviously interested in "understanding"
 dependencia theory. After stating the need to differentiate between
 "dependence" and "dependency," he justifies it as follows:

 What I am saying is that, should one want to use the concept of depen-
 dency and be reasonably faithful to the meaning of those [Latin

 Caporaso, pp. 18-20 et passim; and Duvall, pp. 52-68 passim.
 8 James A. Caporaso, "Introduction to the Special Issue of International Organization on

 Dependence and Dependency in the Global System," International Organization 32 (Winter
 1978): 1.

 II Caporaso, "Dependence, Dependency, and Power," pp. 19, 31.
 90 Ibid.
 91 Duvall, pp. 51-61. It is not clear who gets to claim the dubious distinction of being committed

 to "lax empirical social science." Duvall names only himself, Bruce Russett, and Caporaso as
 representatives of the "rigorous empirical" tradition.
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 American] scholars who in a sense invented and contributed most to this
 line of thought, then one has to respect the complexity in that thought.92

 This, then, is the first and most important reason for defining "dependence"

 and "dependency" in fundamentally different ways-it facilitates under-
 standing of the writings of a group of Latin American scholars during the
 last fifteen or twenty years. Obviously, if one wants to understand someone's
 discussion of dependency, it helps to know what they mean by the term.

 A second and related justification for the distinction implies that the

 concept of dependency was "invented" in Latin America; and this, in turn,
 leads to the assertion that the concepts of dependence and dependency "have
 different intellectual ancestries."93 This interpretation ignores the etymology
 of the two concepts. The OED clearly indicates that the concepts of depen-
 dence and dependency have fundamentally similar ancestries stretching back
 several hundred years, i.e., dependency is the state or condition of being
 dependent.

 The first objection to defining "dependency" a la Latin America is that it
 constitutes a sharp deviation from several centuries of common usage.
 Although Caporaso94 admits this divergence, there is no indication that he sees
 it as a drawback of the proposed redefinition of "dependency." To admit this

 redefinition of "dependency," however, is to start down the proverbial
 "slippery slope." What if scholars in the Philippines and Russia propose new
 concepts of "dependency?" Must we then speak of "Filipino-dependency,"
 "Russo-dependency," "Latino-dependency," and "Gringo-dependency?"
 To redefine "dependency" in terms of "a certain body of historical, political,
 and sociological thought" is to open the floodgates for numerous redefinitions
 based on different bodies of "historical, political, and sociological thought."
 It is, in short, a corruption of language.

 Corrupting conventional language, however, can sometimes be
 justified-if the benefits outweigh the costs and if alternative means of
 achieving the benefits are unavailable. It may well be that a group of Latin
 American scholars have used the term "dependency" (or "dependencia') in a
 sense that is fundamentally different from the long body of common usage,

 92 Caporaso, "Dependence, Dependency, and Power," p. 19. The title of the special issue of In-
 ternational Organization on Dependence and Dependency in the Global System can easily
 mislead one as to the contents. With a few notable exceptions, this volume is definitely slanted
 toward Latin America. As Richard Fagen points out, "despite the efforts of the editor to cast the
 theoretical net as widely as possible . . . the bulk of the writings in this volume respond in some
 fashion to. . 'the [Latin American] dependency way of framing the question of development and
 underdevelopment.' It could hardly be otherwise, for the majority of authors represented here
 have had their primary research experience in or on Latin America." ["A Funny Thing Happened
 on the Way to the Market: Thoughts on Extending Dependency Ideas," International Organiza-
 tion 32 (Winter 1978): 287.]

 93 Caporaso, "Dependence and Dependency," pp. 19-20.
 94 Ibid., pp. 18-19, 24. It should be noted that the divergence from common usage involved here

 is not confined to English, but also applies to Italian, French, and Spanish.
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 but it does not necessarily follow that other scholars should therefore redefine
 their terms to bring their usage into line with these Latin American scholars.

 We must first ask whether the phenomena these authors wish to describe can

 be analyzed without the concept of dependency. The answer is almost certain

 to be "yes." In the first place, the "process of incorporation of less developed

 countries into the global capitalist system and the 'structural distortions'

 resulting therefrom" can be described adequately without reference to

 "dependency." In the second place, according to Caporaso and Duvall, the
 concept of "dependency" is not an important analytical tool for the depen-
 dentistas, but rather a mere "label for a body of theory."9' Unless one is
 prepared to deny the well-known hypothesis about roses, odors, and names, it
 would appear that "dependencia theory" can get along quite well without the

 concept of "dependency."
 Redefinition of "dependency" would also violate Oppenheim's criterion

 of establishing definitional connections, since it would no longer be possible to

 define it as a state of being "dependent."96 And Malthus would surely point
 out the violation of his fourth rule, that new definitions must be consistent
 with the remaining terms-e.g., "independence," "dependence," and "in-

 terdependence. "

 Two additional objections to redefining "dependency" along the lines
 proposed by Duvall and Caporaso are directly related to the dependencia

 literature. The argument, in effect, is that understanding this literature is so

 important that other social scientists-or, at least the readers of International
 Organization-should change their concept of dependency. Yet the depen-
 dencia literature contains vague, contradictory, and ambiguous concepts,
 objections in principle to precise concept definition, objections in principle to
 generalization, and objections in principle to the criterion of empirical
 falsifiability.97 The scientific advantages of adapting a well-known and gen-
 erally understood concept to conform with such a literature are not self-
 evident.

 An additional objection is that despite the arguments of Caporaso and

 95 Ibid., p. 22; Duvall, p. 63. Bath and James have suggested that "it might be better to change
 the name from 'dependency theory' to 'linkage politics.' "(p. 33.)

 96 Oppenheim, pp. 303-304.
 97 For documentation and further references regarding these points, see especially the incisive

 and telling critique by Robert A. Packenham, "The New Utopianism: Political Development
 Ideas in the Dependency Literature," Working Paper No. 19, Latin American Program,
 Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Washington, D.C., 1978. See also, Robert A.
 Packenham, "Latin American Dependency Theories: Strengths and Weaknesses," paper
 presented before the Harvard-M.I.T. Joint Seminar on Political Development, Cambridge, Mass.,
 February 6, 1974; Lall, pp. 799-810; Duvall, pp. 52-57; 68n; Caporaso, "Dependence, Depen-
 dency, and Power," pp. 22-24, 43; Cardoso and Faletto, pp. vii-xiv; Fernando Henrique Car-
 doso, "The Consumption of Dependency Theory in the United States," Latin American Research
 Review 12 (Fall 1977): 7-24, esp. pp. 15-16; and Tony Smith, "The Underdevelopment of
 Development Literature: The Case of Dependency Theory," World Politics 31 (January 1979):
 247-88.
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 Duvall, it is not yet clear that the dependencia theorists always use "depen-

 dency" in a sense that diverges fundamentally from ordinary language. In a
 literature so fraught with ambiguity, inconsistency, and vagueness, it is dif-

 ficult to say with assurance precisely what is meant by "dependency." It is a

 safe assumption that those who first began to use the term in the context of

 dependencia theory were aware, at least in a general way, of its common sense

 denotations and connotations. Furthermore, some students of dependencia

 theory have suggested that it is concerned with asymmetrical power relations.98

 Since both Caporaso and Duvall" view "dependence," but not "depen-

 dency," as closely related to the standard social science concept of power, such
 interpretations of dependencia theory suggest that the conceptual gap may be

 narrower than Caporaso and Duvall imply. Indeed, if all the ambiguities,

 inconsistencies, obfuscation, and emotional biases could be eliminated from

 dependencia theory, I suspect that the Latin American usage of "dependency"
 might often turn out to be closer to the Hirschman-Waltz version of the

 concept that is generally supposed. Thus, Tony Smith argues that the in-
 ternational economic system "has at its disposal sanctions for transgressing its
 basic rules which are all the more powerful since their greatest force comes not
 from an active threat of intervention so much as from a threat of withdrawal,

 which would abandon these dependent regimes to civil and regional con-
 flict... . So far as I am aware, this last point has not been made by any of the
 dependency theorists. Nevertheless, it is clearly implicit in their form of
 analysis."'00I This, of course, sounds very much like Hirschman's concept of
 dependence, which brings us back to the special issue of International
 Organization. Hirschman's description of himself as the "founding grand-
 father" of dependency theory should at least make one suspicious of asser-
 tions that his concept of dependency is fundamentally different from that of
 the dependentistas. III

 Dependence as power

 References to the literature on social power'02 are sparse in both the Latin

 American dependencia theory and the North American literature on in-

 98 Fagen, p. 288; Robert A. Packenham, "Trends in Brazilian National Dependency since
 1964," in Riordan Rvett, ed., Brazil in the Seventies (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise In-
 stitute, 1976), p. 91; T. Smith, pp. 249, 251, 282-83, 288 and Johan Galtung, "A Structural
 Theory of Imperialism, " Journal of Peace Research 2 (1971): 81-117.

 99 Caporaso, "Dependence, Dependency, and Power," pp. 28-29; Duvall, pp. 60-61, 65.
 ' Smith, p. 251.
 '01 Albert 0. Hirschman, "Beyond Asymmetry: Critical Notes on Myself as a Young Man and

 on Some Other Old Friends," International Organization 32 (Winter 1978): 45.
 102 For references to the social power literature, see Baldwin, "Power Analysis and World

 Politics," p. 161n; and "Power and Social Exchange," American Political Science Review 72
 (December 1978): 1233n, 1241-42.
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 terdependence. Except for the recent article by Caporaso and an occasional
 passing reference to Bachrach and Baratz, both sets of literature are almost
 bereft of references to the social power literature.'03 Galtung asserts that
 imperialism is a kind of power relationship but proceeds to ignore the social

 power literature altogether. Packenham, on the other hand, declares that one
 advantage of treating dependence as a form of power is that it "allows the

 literature on power to teach us something about what dependency means."'04
 It is in this spirit that the issue will be considered here. It will be argued that
 dependency can be treated as part of a large family of social science "power
 terms" without distorting the basic common sense meaning of the term and
 that such treatment would eliminate much conceptual confusion, thus making
 dependency terms more useful tools for social science research. I will discuss
 seven dimensions of power with reference to dependency relationships.

 Although these dimensions are well known to power analysts, each of them
 has been virtually ignored by either dependencia theory or North American
 writers on interdependence, and often by both. The dimensions to be discussed
 include the relational nature of power, the multidimensional nature of power,
 actual versus potential power, actors' intentions, costs, power resources, and
 reciprocity.

 Power as relation

 One of the most important elements of social power analysis since 1950
 has been the relational definition of power. Instead of defining power as a
 property of the power wielder, it has been defined in terms of an actual or
 postulated relationship between two or more actors.'05 Thus, to treat
 dependency as a power term is to imply the existence of at least one other
 actor. Thus, when an individual or a state is described as "dependent," the
 obvious question is, "with respect to whom?" It should be specifically noted
 that the actor on whom one is dependent may be another state or it may be a

 rather vague conglomeration of other actors, such as "other countries," "the

 rest of the world," or "the international capitalist system. " 106

 103 Peter Bachrach and Morton S. Baratz, "Decisions and Non-Decisions: An Analytical
 Framework," American Political Science Review 57 (September 1963): 632-42; and Caporaso,
 "Dependence, Dependency, and Power," pp. 27-31.

 104 Packenham, "Trends in Brazilian National Dependency," p. 91.
 105 The term "actor" can refer to groups as well as individuals. The actor doing the influencing

 is usually called "A," while the actor being influenced is usually called "B." On the relational
 definition of power, see Harold D. Lasswell and Abraham Kaplan, Power and Society (New
 Haven: Yale University Press, 1950); Herbert A. Simon, "Notes on the Observation and Measure-
 ment of Political Power," Journal of Politics 15 (November 1953): 500-16; Dahl, "The Concept
 of Power," pp. 201-15; Dorwin Cartwright, "Influence, Leadership, Control," in James March,
 ed., Handbook of Organizations (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1965), pp. 1-47; and James N.
 Rosenau, "Capabilities and Control in an Interdependent World," International Security 1 (Fall
 1976): 32-49.

 106 Cf. Caporaso, "Dependence, Dependency, and Power," p. 29.
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 Power as multidimensional

 Power relationships vary on many dimensions. Some of these dimensions

 are essential to specifying a power relation, while others are simply useful ways

 to distinguish one kind of power relation from another. Thus, a complete

 description of a power relation would include who is trying to get whom to do
 what, by what means, where, when, how, at what cost, with what degree of

 success, and so on; but a minimum specification of a power relation requires

 less detail. There is general agreement in the social power literature that a

 minimum specification of a power relation must include both scope and
 domain. 107 The implication of this multidimensional characteristic of power is
 that the same actor can be simultaneously strong and weak-e.g., powerful

 with respect to some scopes of some actors and weak with respect to other

 scopes of other actors. The same state may be strong with regard to deterring
 nuclear attack on its homeland by other nuclear states but weak with regard to
 "winning the hearts and minds" of Third World peoples. 108

 Dahl has taken an unambiguous position on the importance of specifying

 scope and domain.

 Any statement about influence that does not clearly indicate the domain
 and scope it refers to verges on being meaningless. When one hears that A
 is highly influential, the proper question is: Influential over what actors
 with respect to what matters? The failure to insist on this simple question
 often leads political observers astray. 109

 The same could be said about statements of dependency. When one hears

 that a nation-state is highly dependent, the proper question is: Dependent on
 what actors with respect to what matters? The United States may be dependent

 on Saudi Arabia with respect to oil, but it is not dependent on Saudi Arabia
 with respect to Strategic Arms Limitations Talks. Discussions of dependency
 relations in world politics seldom specify scope and domain. No single change
 in scholarly writing habits would bring a more dramatic improvement in the
 clarity and precision of such discussions than the practice of specifying who is
 dependent on whom with respect to what.

 In addition to scope and domain, power relations vary in weight or
 amount. This dimension concerns the degree to which A causes a change in the
 probability of B's behavior with respect to a given scope. 1" For our purposes
 the important implication of this dimension is that power becomes a matter of
 degree. Dahl has labeled the tendency to ignore variations in the degree of
 power as "the lump-of-power fallacy."111 Likewise, one might identify the

 107 Lasswell and Kaplan, pp. 75-76; Robert A. Dahl, Modern Political Analysis, 3rd ed.
 (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1976), pp. 29-33; and Jack H. Nagel, The Descriptive
 Analysis of Power (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1975), p. 14.

 108 Baldwin, "Power Analysis and World Politics," pp. 162-75.
 109 Modern Political Analysis, p. 33.
 110 Power relations can also affect B's attitudes, beliefs, or policies as well as his behavior. I am

 using the term "behavior" loosely to refer to all such outcomes. Cf. Nagel, p. 29.
 Modern Political Analysis, p. 26.
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 "lump-of-dependence fallacy." In each case differences of degree are ignored,
 and arbitrary and misleading dichotomies are introduced."2 Dividing all the
 states in the world into the dependent and non-dependent, while ignoring
 differing degrees of dependency among states, is likely to obfuscate more than
 it clarifies. 113

 Actual versus potentialpower

 The distinction between actual and potential power is essential but often
 confusing.114 Both are relational concepts in that one refers to actual social
 relations while the other refers to potential social relations; and both vary in
 scope, weight, and domain. The primary difference concerns the motivation of
 the actual or potential power wielder. The distinction allows for the common
 phenomenon of unused power resources; an actor may have the ability to get B
 to do X but lack the desire to do so.

 The distinction between actual and potential power is helpful in un-
 derstanding dependency because vulnerability dependence implies potential
 power but not necessarily actual power. Thus, Hirschman has recently argued
 that dependent countries may be able to offset their disadvantage in terms of
 potential power because they are more strongly motivated than the dominant
 country.115 In a similar vein, Holsti has pointed out that one of the strong
 points of Keohane and Nye's Power and Interdependence is that "it does not
 assume, as do dependency theorists, dependency-as-vulnerability researchers,
 and many traditional international relations scholars, that disparities in eco-
 nomic capabilities or vulnerability necessarily lead to inequitable bargaining
 outcomes, much less to permanent hierarchy."116 I agree with Holsti's assess-
 ment.

 Intentions

 In addition to motivation, the role of intentions in power relations is
 relevant to discussions of dependency. There is some dispute among students
 of social power as to whether the exercise of power must always be intentional
 on the part of the power wielder.117 This dispute need not be addressed here;

 112 Cf. Lall, p. 803.

 113 Cardoso and Faletto (p. xii) argue that there is "little sense in attempting to measure 'degrees
 of dependence.' " Duvall (p. 56) implies that if dependency is conceived of as a "situation," it
 cannot be a matter of degree. This seems contrary to common usage, however, since we often refer
 to "situations" as "good or bad," "pleasant or unpleasant," "political or nonpolitical,"
 "dangerous or safe," and so on, all of which are matters of degree.

 114 Nagel, pp. 172-74; and Cartwright, pp. 7-8.
 "15 "Beyond Asymmetry," pp. 47-48.

 116 Holsti, p. 520. Italics mine.
 11 Cartwright, pp. 10-11; Nagel, pp. 12-34; Dennis H. Wrong, "Some Problems in Defining

 Social Power," American Journal of Sociology 73 (May 1968): 676-77; and Felix E. Oppenheim,
 " 'Power' Revisited," Journal of Politics 40 (August 1978): 597-601.
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 but the possibility of unintended or undesired influence should be noted.
 Dependency implies something about the vulnerability of B to an influence

 attempt by A, but it implies little or nothing about the desires or intentions of
 A. The dependence of B on A may or may not be the result of A's preferences.
 Indeed, A may be rather unhappy with the situation. If some states find

 themselves dependent in some respects on other states, it does not follow that
 this situation is attributable to the preferences of the dominant states."I8 The

 dependency of children on their parents with respect to livelihood is probably
 caused more by biology and society than by the preferences of the parents.
 Concepts of power that allow for the possibility of unintended influence may
 be more useful to the student of dependency and autonomy than other power

 concepts.

 It is also possible for the intentions or preferences of A to influence B
 without any specific attempt by A to make this happen-and perhaps even
 without A's awareness that it has happened! This phenomenon, known as
 "the rule of anticipated reactions," refers to situations in which "one actor,

 B, shapes his behavior to conform to what he believes are the desires of
 another actor, A, without having received explicit messages about A's wants

 or intentions from A or A's agents.""'9 "Anticipated reactions" could be
 helpful in understanding dependency relations in which the dependent actor's
 behavior is modified despite the absence of any explicit demand by the
 dominant actor. Thus, if Japan were dependent on Saudi Arabia with respect
 to oil, it might modify its position on the Arab-Israeli dispute without any
 explicit request or demand by Saudi Arabia. Some things "go without
 saying." Likewise, some influence attempts "go without making."

 Power costs

 The concept of cost is particularly relevant to analyzing dependency, since
 dependency implies that the opportunity costs of foregoing the relationship are
 high. If state B must forego warm homes, fully employed factories, adequate
 transportation systems, and high living standards, when state A stops exporting
 oil, state B is dependent on state A for oil. If, on the other hand, state B can
 easily get its oil elsewhere or if it is indifferent to warm homes, etc., it is not
 very dependent on state A with respect to oil.

 Caporaso notes Emerson's definition of dependence:

 The dependence of actor B upon actor A is 1) directly proportional to B's
 motivational investment in goals mediated by A, and 2) inversely

 III In The Social Contract Rousseau explicitly pointed out the disadvantages of dominance: "If
 one of two neighboring peoples could not do without the other, the situation would be very hard
 for the former and very dangerous for the latter. In such a case, any wise nation will very quickly
 try to relieve the other of its dependency" (p. 74n).

 119 Nagel, p. 16. There is a rich scholarly literature treating "anticipated reactions," which
 could be useful to students of dependency. For a thorough discussion and bibliography, see Nagel.
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 proportional to the availability of those goals to B outside the A-B
 relation. 120

 Caporaso points out that "a full specification of the structural existence of
 dependence . . . would include: 1) the magnitude of B's interest in or desire for
 a-good (x); 2) the extent of control of x by another actor A; and 3) the ability
 of B to substitute for x or B." Although both Emerson and Caporaso provide
 useful explications of dependency relations, both are compatible with
 describing such relations in terms of the magnitude of the opportunity costs of
 severing the relationship. Indeed, the latter concept subsumes all of the
 components identified by Emerson and Caporaso.121 If one seeks a par-
 simonious way to explain dependency relations, it is difficult to improve upon
 the idea of the opportunity costs of breaking the relationship.

 Another reason the concept of costs is helpful in treatments of depen-
 dency is that policy alternatives can be discussed more sensibly. Discussions of
 dependency often portray the dependent actor as "having no alternatives," or
 as having "alternatives closed off." "This kind of rhetoric," as the Sprouts
 observe, "never means what it appears to mean. The statesman always has
 alternatives."122 When someone says that the United States has no alternative
 to importing oil or that Canada has no alternative to trading with the United
 States, they really mean that alternatives involve costs that the parties are
 unwilling or unable to pay. Clearer understanding of dependency relations
 would be achieved if alternative relations were described as more or less costly
 rather than as existent or nonexistent.

 Power resources

 The concept of power resources has generated much confused and
 tautologous thinking about power relations. 123 Since it has been suggested that
 dependency can be viewed as a type of power resource, wariness and caution
 are in order. Power resources are usually defined as the means by which one
 actor can influence the behavior of other actors.124 By definition, then, those

 120 Emerson, "Power-Dependence Relations," p. 32, paraphrased in Caporaso, "Dependence,
 Dependency, and Power," p. 21. Caporaso and Emerson use "A" to refer to the dependent actor
 and "B" to refer to the dominant one. In the quote I have reversed this usage in order to maintain
 congruence with the more common practice in the social power literature.

 121 Emerson (p. 32) notes the similarity between opportunity costs and the possibility of alter-
 native relations but does not recognize that B's motivational investment is also subsumed by the
 concept of opportunity costs. The magnitude of the opportunity costs to B of breaking a relation-
 ship with A varies directly with the magnitude of B's desire for the good or service involved. Thus,
 "cornering the market" for brussels sprouts is not likely to be a very effective way to make others
 dependent on you.

 122 Harold Sprout and Margaret Sprout, Toward a Politics of the Planet Earth (New York: Van
 Nostrand Reinhold, 1971), p. 98.

 123 See Baldwin, "Power Analysis and World Politics," pp. 163-75.
 124 Cf. Dahl, Modern PoliticalAnalysis, p. 37.
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 with the most power resources will have the most potential power or ability to

 get others to do things they would not otherwise do. If possession of such
 resources did not give one the ability to influence others, they would never

 have been classified as power resources in the first place. Thus, most

 statements that "explain" variations in the distribution of potential power in

 terms of variations in the distribution of power resources are tautological.I25
 Since power resources often go unused, however, it is not tautological to

 explain variations in the distribution of actual power in terms of variations in
 the distribution of power resources.

 Keohane and Nye suggest that "a parsimonious way to conceptualize
 diverse sources of power-and therefore to explain distributions of power-
 resources among actors in world politics-is to regard power as deriving from

 patterns of asymmetrical interdependence between actors in the issue-areas in
 which they are involved with one another."126 Caporaso cites this passage by
 Keohane and Nye as identifying one of the "two primary links between
 dependence and power. " 127 The difficulty with this position is that patterns of
 interdependence are defined in terms of two basic dimensions, one of which is
 the relative power resources of the actors. 128 Thus, to some extent, at least,
 distributions of power resources are being "explained" in terms of
 distributions of power resources.

 The idea of regarding B's dependence on A with respect to x as a power
 resource for A can be interesting and useful, but only if we are careful to avoid

 tautology. If dependency is defined in terms of the magnitude of the op-

 portunity costs of severing the relation, then-by definition-A has the ability
 to inflict costs on B. If the ability to inflict costs on another actor is considered
 a measure of potential power, then all dependency relations are power
 relations in the following sense: To the extent that A can make B go without
 oil by severing the relation between A and B, A has potential power over B
 with respect to the consumption of oil. This is precisely what it means to say
 that B is dependent on A with respect to oil consumption.

 It does not follow, however, that all statements linking dependency to

 power are tautologies. Although dependency relations are a form of influence

 125 I refer to "most" rather than "all" such statements because some avoid tautology in a
 technical sense by excluding one or two items-usually "skill" or "bargaining ability"-from the
 list of power resources. Skill is similar to other power resources in that it may not be used in some
 situations. Parents who play games with their children, for example, rarely use all the skill they
 possess. Since skill is obviously one of the means by which an actor can influence the behavior of
 other actors, its arbitrary omission from the power resource category should at least be explained.
 Dahl admits that skill could be treated as a power resource, but his only explanation for not
 treating it as such is that "it is generally thought to be of critical importance in explaining dif-
 ferences in the power of different leaders." The same could be said, of course, for a number of
 other power resources. [Robert A. Dahl, "Power," in International Encyclopedia of the Social
 Sciences, vol. 12 (New York: Free Press, 1968), 409.]

 126 "World Politics and the International Economic System," pp. 122-23. Italics added.
 127 "Dependence, Dependency, and Power," p. 28.
 128 Ibid.; and Keohane and Nye, "World Politics and the International Economic System," pp.

 122-23.
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 relations, '29 it is quite possible, and even probable, that one form of influence
 can serve as the basis (or power resource) for a different form of influence. 30

 Thus A's ability (potential power) to make B go without oil can serve as the

 basis for A's influence on B with respect to other activities. Saudi Arabia, for
 example, might use its ability to make Japan reduce its oil consumption as the
 basis for influencing Japan's position on the Arab-Israeli dispute. The ef-

 fectiveness of an explicit or implicit threat to cut off Japan's oil supply unless
 it withholds support for Israel is likely to be greater if Japan really is depen-

 dent on the threat-issuing state with respect to oil. A threat by Egypt to stop

 exporting oil to Japan would probably not be very effective as a means of
 changing Japanese behavior.

 The proposition that dependency (specified as to scope and domain) can
 serve as a power resource (specified as to scope and domain) is useful and non-

 tautologous. As long as one is careful to specify scope and domain, tautology
 can be avoided. The foregoing arguments suggest that dependency is simply a
 particular type of potential power relation.

 Variations in the fungibility of power resources are also a frequent source

 of confusion. In general, political power resources are much less fungible than
 economic power resources. 'I' Any particular economic power resource can
 usually be converted into another kind of economic power resource. Money,
 as a highly liquid medium of exchange that also serves as a standard of value,
 facilitates such resource conversions. In the political realm, however, there is
 no close counterpart to money; therefore, it is much more difficult to convert

 one kind of power resource into another. This lack of fungibility of political
 power resources, together with the multidimensional nature of power

 relations, increases the probability that an actor may control large amounts of
 potential power with respect to some scopes but relatively small amounts of
 potential power with respect to other scopes. Thus, a nation may be powerful
 with respect to deterring nuclear attack but weak with respect to getting one of
 its citizens elected Secretary-General of the United Nations.

 If there were a standardized measuring rod in terms of which the power to
 deter attack could be compared with the power to secure foreign aid, political

 power analysis would be much easier-almost as easy as economic analysis.
 Dependency poses a similar problem in that a state can be dependent on

 another state with respect to cultural enrichment or industrial machinery but
 may not be dependent with respect to military security or oil. Caporaso notes

 the question of whether "dependence" is to be regarded as an "issue-specific

 129 Lasswell and Kaplan (p. 84) define a "form of influence" as a "kind of influence relation-
 ship specified as to base value and scope." (It should be noted that in this essay I am using the
 terms "influence" and "power" interchangeably.)

 130 A table in which Lasswell and Kaplan (p. 87) portrayed various forms of power is often
 criticized for listing power as a power resource (base value). This is a misinterpretation of the
 table. The point that Lasswell and Kaplan were making is that "power over some values often
 constitutes the condition for influence or power over other values" (p. 86).

 13' Baldwin, "Power Analysis and World Politics," pp. 163-75; "Money and Power"; and
 Dahl, Modern Political Analysis, pp. 32-35.
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 concept or a multi-issue 'net' property," but fails to face up to its im-
 plications.'32 He apparently believes the issue has been resolved, however,

 since later references depict dependence as "net reliance on others."'133 His

 observation that "our uncertainty about a 'net' figure is in part an uncertainty

 about the facts" misses the essential point-i.e., that the uncertainty is
 inherent in the nature of the problem. No amount of fact-gathering will enable
 us to overcome what Catlin has called the "supreme difficulty" of a science of

 politics-i.e., the absence of a political counterpart to money.'34 Caporaso
 implies that the problem can be solved by Harsanyi's utility analysis, which

 Caporaso views as converting "power" from "a series of observed
 measurement readings, registered in quantities representing amount [i.e.,
 weight] of power, scope, and extent [i.e., domain]" into a "generalized

 production function."'35 This, however, is tantamount to a game of "let's
 pretend." It is easy to "solve" the problem of comparing different scopes of
 dependency or power by imagining a political counterpart to money, but it is
 not very helpful.

 To the extent that one is concerned with economic dependency, money

 may be a useful measure for comparing dependency in one issue-area with
 dependency in another issue-area. Difficulties arise, however, when depen-
 dency involves costs that are not easily measured by money. When costs are

 political, psychological, or cultural, there is no generally agreed-upon com-
 mon denominator of value in terms of which they can be measured and

 compared. While some kinds of dependency relations are easy to compare,
 others are not. As Dahl has reminded us, "the problem of how to 'add up' an
 actor's influence with respect to different scopes . . . has proved in-
 tractable. "136 To treat "dependence" as a "net" concept is to run head-on
 into this intractable problem.

 Reciprocity

 Reciprocity is a possibility in both power relations and dependency
 relations. II Neither power nor dependency is inherently asymmetrical if that

 term is meant to rule out mutual influence or dependence. States may be

 132 "Dependence, Dependency, and Power," p. 20.
 Ibid., p. 22.

 134 G. E. G. Catlin, The Science and Method of Politics (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1927), p.
 251 (italics mine). Blau (pp. 94-95) points out that "in contrast to economic commodities, the
 benefits involved in social exchange do not have an exact price in terms of a single quantitative
 medium of exchange.... It is essential to realize that this is a substantive fact, not simply a
 methodological problem." For detailed discussions of the implications for political analysis of the
 absence of a political counterpart to money, see Baldwin, "Money and Power"; "Power and
 Social Exchange"; and "Power Analysis and World Politics."

 135Caporaso, "Dependence, Dependency, and Power," p. 31.
 136 Modern Political Analysis, p. 34.
 137 For discussion and further references on this point, see Baldwin, "Power and Social Ex-

 change."
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 simultaneously dependent on each other with respect to similar kinds of

 scopes, such as cultural enrichment, military security, tariff levels, standards
 of living, or recreation. States may also be simultaneously dependent on each

 other with respect to different kinds of scopes. Thus, state B may be dependent
 on state A with respect to oil; but state A may be dependent on state B with
 respect to food. Wrong uses the term "intercursive power" to describe

 situations in which the control of one person or group over another with
 respect to a particular scope is "balanced" by the control of the other in a

 different scope. 138

 In a stable social relation (where there is a recurrent interaction between
 the parties rather than interaction confined to a single occasion) a pattern
 may emerge in which one actor controls the other with respect to par-
 ticular situations and spheres of conduct-or scopes, as they have often
 been called-while the other actor is regularly dominant in other areas of
 sitiuated activity. Thus a wife may rule in the kitchen, while her husband
 controls the disposition of family income.

 Of course, whether ruling over the kitchen "balances" ruling over the

 disposition of family income depends on whose wife one has in mind! One
 wife may view such a situation as "balancing out"; another may not. A wife

 who regards ruling over the kitchen as lower in status and importance than

 ruling over the checkbook is likely to view the situation described by Wrong as

 "unbalanced." Similarly, state A may depend on state B for raw materials and

 foodstuffs, while state B depends on state A for manufactured goods and tech-
 nology, a situation that could be labeled "intercursive dependency." Some

 states may view this as "balanced" dependency, but others may regard it as

 "unbalanced."

 Conclusion

 This essay concludes as it began, with a review of Oppenheim's criteria
 for judging scientific concepts.

 1. Operationalization. In explicating the concept of power, Dahl noted
 that to define it "in a way that seems to catch the central, intuitively un-
 derstood meaning of the word must inevitably result in a formal definition that
 is not easy to apply in concrete research problems. . . . In practice, the concept
 of power will have to be defined by operational criteria that will undoubtedly
 modify its pure meaning."'139 The same could be said about "dependence."
 Both the concept of power and the concept of opportunity costs involve
 counterfactual conditions, and this makes both concepts hard to
 operationalize. Since opportunity costs are the basic defining characteristic of

 138 Wrong, pp. 673-74.
 139 "The Concept of Power," pp. 202, 214.
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 dependence, at least in its second meaning, the difficulty also applies to
 research on dependency. 140 This is an awkward situation; but then, no one has
 ever seriously suggested that power analysis or dependency analysis is easy.

 2. Definitional connections. By this criterion the dependency analyst has a
 potentially easier task than the power analyst. In the English language, at
 least, there is no verb form of the word "power"; but "dependency" has one,
 along with several closely related and potentially useful semantic cousins:
 "dependent," "dependence," "independence," and "interdependence." All
 of these terms share the underlying intuitive notion of relations in which the
 opportunity costs of severance are high (low in the case in "independence")
 for at least one of the actors. Such a family of related terms can provide the
 dependency theorist with a useful vocabulary as long as the underlying con-
 ceptual unity is preserved.

 3. Factual connections. Defining interdependence in terms of mutual
 sensitivity merely draws attention to the fact that one thing affects another, a
 fact that is obvious and can be established without the concept of sensitivity
 interdependence. Defining interdependence in terms of opportunity costs,
 however, directs attention to "certain features of the subject matter which are
 of theoretical importance but often not readily apparent."I'4' Counterfactual
 conditions, such as the opportunity costs of altering a relationship, are an
 example par excellence of facts that are not readily apparent.

 4. Not precluding empirical investigation. Defining power and depen-
 dency in terms that allow for variations in scope, weight, and domain might be
 viewed as necessitating a "pluralist" view of social relations as opposed to a
 view emphasizing monolithic power structures. Such is not the case. Insisting
 that power and dependency relations be specified as to scope, weight, and
 domain allows for the possibility that the pluralists might be right, but it does
 not prejudge the truth or falsity of their position. If, indeed, dependency
 relations do not vary significantly in scope, weight, or domain, this will
 become apparent and will provide support for the monolithic dependency
 structure position. 142

 5. Ordinary language. The main body of this essay has emphasized con-
 ventional usage, especially with respect to the "sensitivity/vulnerability" and
 "dependence/dependency" distinctions. The most salient weakness in the
 literature on these distinctions is the complete absence of any work that (1)
 acknowledges alternative definitions, (2) treats unnecessary deviations from
 common usage as an undesirable characteristic in scientific concepts, and (3)
 considers both the costs and benefits of introducing a new distinction or
 redefining an old concept. If one's definition diverges significantly from

 140 Caporaso's admission that with only one exception "a serious explanation of counterfactuals
 was not taken up" by the contributors to the special issue of International Organization is, in ef-
 fect, admitting that the heart of the matter was virtually ignored. ["Introduction," p. 11.1

 "' Oppenheim, "The Language of Political Inquiry," p. 305.
 142 The weakness of the position of Cardoso and Faletto is that their approach precludes em-

 pirical investigation of certain dimensions of dependency (pp. viii-ix). Cf. Nagel, pp. 5-6, 177.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 08:37:50 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL IV - 109



 506 International Organization

 conventional usage, it is not enough to make one's definition clear; nor is it
 enough to note the divergence. It is not even enough to cite advantages of
 one's own definition. One must show that these advantages are not offset by
 accompanying disadvantages and that alternative means of achieving these
 alleged advantages are either unavailable or less acceptable. It is a formidable
 hurdle; and it should be, in order to prevent needless debasement of the
 language. If there is a single scholarly work on "sensitivity interdependence"

 or on "dependency" as the process of incorporating the less developed
 countries into the global capitalist system that meets these requirements, it has
 not yet come to the attention of this writer.

 6. Openness of meaning. Scientific concepts must be allowed to evolve
 and should never be fixed for all time, but this does not relieve scholars of the
 need to justify new definitions. The tradition of using the second meaning of
 dependence in discussions of international and transnational relations is
 hundreds of years old. Although I believe this concept of dependence is still
 enormously useful, I am prepared to accede to any reformulations that are in
 accordance with basic principles of scientific inquiry. However, there is not
 much to be said in favor of simply "drifting" into new definitions of
 "dependence." Instead, let us choose our concepts in accordance with clearly
 specified criteria, such as those set forth by Malthus and Oppenheim. All those
 genuinely committed to scholarly communication-whether they are
 behaviorists, empiricists, formal modelers, conservatives, liberals, Marxists, 43
 mercantilists, or whatever-should share an interest in the explication of the
 concept of interdependence, which has borne such a heavy analytical burden in
 recent years. One does not have to agree with Adam Smith, Hirschman, or
 Waltz in order to use the concept of dependence they explicated.

 Understanding interdependence is no mere semantic exercise. Unless the
 inhabitants of this shrinking planet improve their understanding of in-
 terdependence and its perils, mankind's survival is endangered. Conceptual
 analysis can help by clarifying the nature of interdependence, but it cannot
 answer questions regarding the magnitude, rate of change, direction of
 change, or consequences of interdependence. Only empirical research can do
 that. The important thing is not to lose sight of what we are talking about as
 we employ our necessarily imperfect operational definitions of the abstract
 concept of interdependence.

 143 The concept of interdependence used by Karl Marx seems to correspond with that used by
 Adam Smith, Montesquieu, and Rousseau. Cf. Karl Marx, The Communist Manifesto (1848),
 reprint ed. (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1954), p. 14; Walter C. Clemens, Jr., The U.S.S.R. and
 Global Interdependence (Washington, D.C.: American Enterprise Institute, 1978), p. 1; and R. N.
 Berki, "On Marxian Thought and the Problem of International Relations," World Politics 24
 (October 1971): 101-4.
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 Economic Dale C. Copeland
 Interdependence

 and War
 A Theory of Trade Expectations

 Does economic inter-

 dependence increase or decrease the probability of war among states? With the

 Cold War over, this question is taking on importance as trade levels between

 established powers such as the United States and Russia and emerging powers

 such as Japan, China, and Western Europe grow to new heights. In this article,

 I provide a new dynamic theory to help overcome some of the theoretical and

 empirical problems with current liberal and realist views on the question.

 The prolonged debate between realists and liberals on the causes of war has

 been largely a debate about the relative salience of different causal variables.

 Realists stress such factors as relative power, while liberals focus on the absence

 or presence of collective security regimes and the pervasiveness of democratic

 communities.' Economic interdependence is the only factor that plays an im-
 portant causal role in the thinking of both camps, and their perspectives are

 diametrically opposed.

 Liberals argue that economic interdependence lowers the likelihood of war

 by increasing the value of trading over the alternative of aggression: interde-

 pendent states would rather trade than invade. As long as high levels of

 Dale C. Copeland is Assistant Professor in the Department of Government and Foreign Affairs at the
 University of Virginia.

 For their helpful comments on previous drafts of this article, I would like to thank Robert Art,
 V. Natasha Copeland, Michael Desch, Angela Doll, John Duffield, Matthew Evangelista, Richard
 Falkenrath, James Fearon, Joseph Grieco, Atsushi Ishida, Irving Lachow, Alastair lain Johnston,
 Andrew Kydd, Jack Levy, Lisa Martin, Michael Mastanduno, John Mearsheimer, Andrew Morav-
 csik, John Owen, Paul Papayoanou, Stephen Rhoads, Gideon Rose, Richard Rosecrance, Len
 Schoppa, Herman Schwartz, Randall Schweller, Jitsuo Tsuchiyama, David Waldner, and Stephen
 Walt. This article also benefited from presentations at the Program on International Politics,
 Economics, and Security at the University of Chicago; the University of Virginia Department of
 Government's faculty workshop; the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association,
 Chicago, September 1995; the Olin security workshop at the Center for International Affairs,
 Harvard University; and the Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University
 (under whose auspices it was written). All errors remain mine.

 1. For a summary of the causal variables in the two schools, see John J. Mearsheimer, "Back to
 the Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War," International Security, Vol. 15, No. 1 (Summer
 1990), pp. 5-56; Robert 0. Keohane, "International Liberalism Reconsidered," in John Dunn, ed.,
 The Economic Limits to Modern Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990), pp. 165-194.

 International Security, Vol. 20, No. 4 (Spring 1996), pp. 5-41
 ? 1996 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology

 5

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:43:02 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL IV - 112



 International Security 20:4 | 6

 interdependence can be maintained, liberals assert, we have reason for opti-

 mism. Realists dismiss the liberal argument, arguing that high interdependence

 increases rather than decreases the probability of war. In anarchy, states must

 constantly worry about their security. Accordingly, interdependence-meaning

 mutual dependence and thus vulnerability-gives states an incentive to initiate

 war, if only to ensure continued access to necessary materials and goods.

 The unsatisfactory nature of both liberal and realist theories is shown by

 their difficulties in explaining the run-ups to the two World Wars. The period

 up to World War I exposes a glaring anomaly for liberal theory: the European

 powers had reached unprecedented levels of trade, yet that did not prevent

 them from going to war. Realists certainly have the correlation right-the war

 was preceded by high interdependence-but trade levels had been high for the

 previous thirty years; hence, even if interdependence was a necessary condition

 for the war, it was not sufficient.

 At first glance, the period from 1920 to 1940 seems to support liberalism over

 realism. In the 1920s, interdependence was high, and the world was essentially

 peaceful; in the 1930s, as entrenched protectionism caused interdependence to

 fall, international tension rose to the point of world war. Yet the two most

 aggressive states in the system during the 1930s, Germany and Japan, were

 also the most highly dependent despite their efforts towards autarchy, relying

 on other states, including other great powers, for critical raw materials. Realism

 thus seems correct in arguing that high dependence may lead to conflict, as

 states use war to ensure access to vital goods. Realism's problem with the

 interwar era, however, is that Germany and Japan had been even more depend-

 ent in the 1920s, yet they sought war only in the late 1930s when their

 dependence, although still significant, had fallen.

 The theory presented in this article-the theory of trade expectations-helps

 to resolve these problems. The theory starts by clarifying the notion of eco-

 nomic interdependence, fusing the liberal insight that the benefits of trade give

 states an incentive to avoid war with the realist view that the potential costs

 of being cut off can push states to war to secure vital goods. The total of the

 benefits and potential costs of trade versus autarchy reveals the true level of

 dependence a state faces, for if trade is completely severed, the state not only

 loses the gains from trade but also suffers the costs of adjusting its economy

 to the new situation.

 Trade expectations theory introduces a new causal variable, the expectations

 of future trade, examining its impact on the overall expected value of the

 trading option if a state decides to forgo war. This supplements the static
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 consideration in liberalism and realism of the levels of interdependence at any

 point in time, with the importance of leaders' dynamic expectations into the

 future.

 Levels of interdependence and expectations of future trade, considered si-

 multaneously, lead to new predictions. Interdependence can foster peace, as

 liberals argue, but this will only be so when states expect that trade levels will

 be high into the foreseeable future. If highly interdependent states expect that

 trade will be severely restricted-that is, if their expectations for future trade

 are low-realists are likely to be right: the most highly dependent states will

 be the ones most likely to initiate war, for fear of losing the economic wealth

 that supports their long-term security. In short, high interdependence can be

 either peace-inducing or war-inducing, depending on the expectations of future

 trade.

 This dynamic perspective helps bridge the gaps within and between current

 approaches. Separating levels of interdependence from expectations of future

 trade indicates that states may be pushed into war even if current trade levels

 are high, if leaders have good reason to suspect that others will cut them off

 in the future. In such a situation, the expected value of trade will likely be

 negative, and hence the value of continued peace is also negative, making war

 an attractive alternative. This insight helps resolve the liberal problem with

 World War I: despite high trade levels in 1913-14, declining expectations for

 future trade pushed German leaders to attack, to ensure long-term access to

 markets and raw materials.

 Even when current trade is low or non-existent, positive expectations for

 future trade will produce a positive expected value for trade, and therefore an

 incentive for continued peace. This helps explain the two main periods of

 detente between the Cold War superpowers, from 1971 to 1973 and in the late

 1980s: positive signs from U.S. leaders that trade would soon be significantly

 increased coaxed the Soviets into a more cooperative relationship, reducing the

 probability of war. But in situations of low trade where there is no prospect

 that high trade levels will be restored in the future, highly dependent states

 may be pushed into conflict. This was the German and Japanese dilemma

 before World War II.

 The article is divided into three sections. The first section reviews liberal and

 realist theories on the relationship between economic interdependence and the

 probability of war, and provides a critique of both theories. The second section

 lays out trade expectations theory The final section examines the diplomatic

 historical evidence for the new theory against two significant cases: Germany
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 before World War I and Germany before World War II. The evidence indicates

 that the new variable, expectations of future trade, helps resolve the anomalies

 for current theories: in both cases, negative expectations for future trade,

 combined with high dependence, led leaders into total war out of fear for their

 long-term economic position and therefore security.

 The Liberal and Realist Debate on Economic Interdependence
 and War

 The core liberal position is straightforward.2 Trade provides valuable benefits,

 or "gains from trade," to any particular state. A dependent state should there-

 fore seek to avoid war, since peaceful trading gives it all the benefits of close

 ties without any of the costs and risks of war. Trade pays more than war, so

 dependent states should prefer to trade not invade. This argument is often

 supported by the auxiliary proposition that modern technology greatly in-

 creases the costs and risks of aggression, making the trading option even more

 rational.

 The argument was first made popular in the 1850s by Richard Cobden, who

 asserted that free trade "unites" states, "making each equally anxious for the

 prosperity and happiness of both."3 This view was restated in The Great Illusion

 by Norman Angell just prior to World War I and again in 1933. Angell saw

 states having to choose between new ways of thinking, namely peaceful trade,

 and the "old method" of power politics. Even if war was once profitable,

 modernization now makes it impossible to "enrich" oneself through force;

 indeed, by destroying trading bonds, war is "commercially suicidal."4
 Why do wars nevertheless occur? While the start of World War I just after

 The Great Illusion's initial publication might seem to refute his thesis, Angell in

 2. Four other subsidiary liberal arguments, employing intervening variables, are not sufficiently
 compelling to discuss here. The first suggests that high trade levels promote domestic prosperity,
 thereby lessening the internal problems that push leaders into war. The second argues that
 interdependence helps to foster increased understanding between peoples, which reduces the
 misunderstandings that lead to war. The third asserts that trade alters the domestic structure of
 states, heightening the influence of groups with a vested interest in peaceful trade. The final
 argument contends that trade has the "spill-over" effect of increasing political ties between trading
 partners, thus improving the prospects for long-term cooperation. For an critical analysis of these
 views, see Dale Copeland, "Economic Interdependence and the Outbreak of War," paper presented
 to University of Virginia Department of Government's faculty workshop, March 1995.
 3. Richard Cobden, The Political Writings of Richard Cobden (London: T. Fischer Unwin, 1903),
 p. 225.
 4. Norman Angell, The Great Illusion, 2d ed. (New York: G.P Putnam's Sons, 1933), pp. 33, 59-60,
 87-89.
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 the 1933 edition argued that the debacle simply confirmed the unprofitability

 of modern wars. He thus upheld the common liberal view that wars, especially

 major wars, result from the misperceptions of leaders caught up in the out-

 moded belief that war still pays. Accordingly, his is "not a plea for the impos-

 sibility of war ... but for its futility," since "our ignorance on this matter makes

 war not only possible, but extremely likely."5 In short, if leaders fail to see how

 unprofitable war is compared to the benefits of trade, they may still errone-

 ously choose the former.

 Richard Rosecrance provides the most extensive update of the Cobden-

 Angell thesis to the nuclear era. States must choose between being "trading

 states," concerned with promoting wealth through commerce, and "territorial

 states," obsessed with military expansion. Modern conditions push states to-

 wards a predominantly trading mode: wars are not only too costly, but with

 the peaceful trading option, "the benefits that one nation gains from trade can

 also be realized by others." When the system is highly interdependent, there-

 fore, the "incentive to wage war is absent," since "trading states recognize that

 they can do better through internal economic development sustained by a

 worldwide market for their goods and services than by trying to conquer and

 assimilate large tracts of land."6 Rosecrance thus neatly summarizes the liberal

 view that high interdependence fosters peace by making trading more

 profitable than invading.7

 5. Ibid., pp. 59-62, 256.
 6. Richard Rosecrance, The Rise of the Trading State: Commerce and Conquest in the Modern World
 (New York: Basic Books, 1986), pp. 13-14; 24-25 (emphasis added); see also Rosecrance, "War,
 Trade and Interdependence," in James N. Rosenau and Hylke Tromp, eds., Interdependence and
 Conflict in World Politics (Aldershot, U.K.: Avebury, 1989), pp. 48-57; Rosecrance, "A New Concert
 of Powers," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 71, No. 2 (Spring 1992), pp. 64-82.
 7. A book often seen as a statement on the peace-inducing effects of interdependence-Robert
 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and Interdependence (Boston: Little, Brown, 1977)-actually
 contains no such causal argument. For Keohane and Nye, "complex interdependence" is more
 peaceful by definition: it is "a valuable concept for analyzing the political process" only when
 military force is "unthinkable" (pp. 29, 24). In the second edition: "since we define complex
 interdependence in terms of [policy] goals and instruments," arguments "about how goals and
 instruments are affected by the degree to which a situation approximates complex interdependence
 or realism will be tautological." Thus, "we are left essentially with two dependent variables:
 changes in agendas and changes in the roles of international organizations." Keohane and Nye,
 Power and Interdependence, 2d ed. (Glenview, Ill.: Scott, Foresman, 1989), p. 255; emphasis in original.
 The dependent variable of this article-the likelihood of war-is nowhere to be found, which is
 not surprising, since it is assumed away. Other works on interdependence from the 1970s, which
 largely examined dependent variables other than war, are discussed in Copeland, "Economic
 Interdependence and the Outbreak of War."
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 Realists turn the liberal argument on its head, arguing that economic inter-

 dependence not only fails to promote peace, but in fact heightens the likelihood

 of war.8 States concerned about security will dislike dependence, since it means

 that crucial imported goods could be cut off during a crisis. This problem is

 particularly acute for imports like oil and raw materials; while they may be

 only a small percentage of the total import bill, without them most modern

 economies would collapse. Consequently, states dependent on others for vital

 goods have an increased incentive to go to war to assure themselves of contin-

 ued access of supply.

 Neorealist Kenneth Waltz puts the argument as follows: actors within a

 domestic polity have little reason to fear the dependence that goes with spe-

 cialization. The anarchic structure of international politics, however, makes

 states worry about their vulnerability, thus compelling them "to control what

 they depend on or to lessen the extent of their dependency." For Waltz, it is

 this "simple thought" that explains, among other things, "their imperial thrusts

 to widen the scope of their control."9 For John Mearsheimer, nations that
 "depend on others for critical economic supplies will fear cutoff or blackmail

 in time of crisis or war." Consequently, "they may try to extend political control

 to the source of supply, giving rise to conflict with the source or with its other

 customers." Interdependence, therefore, "will probably lead to greater security

 competition."10

 8. One might contend that realists doubt the causal importance of economic interdependence,
 since relative gains concerns convince great powers to avoid becoming dependent in the first place.
 Aside from arguments showing why states may cooperate despite concerns for relative gains (see
 essays by Powell, Snidal, and Keohane in David A. Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The
 Contemporary Debate [New York: Columbia University Press, 1993]; Dale Copeland, "Why Relative
 Gains Concerns May Promote Economic Cooperation: A Realist Explanation for Great Power
 Interdependence," presented at the annual meeting of the International Studies Association, San
 Diego, April 1996), the argument is empirically false. Periods of high interdependence have arisen
 even when the security competition between great powers was particularly intense, such as from
 1880 to 1914, as Waltz acknowledges. Kenneth Waltz, "The Myth of Interdependence," in Ray
 Maghoori and Bennett Ramberg, Globalism versus Realism (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1982),
 p. 83. Since the reality of high interdependence cannot be argued or assumed away, I focus here
 on the core realist claim that whenever high levels of interdependence are reached, for whatever
 reason, war is more likely.
 9. Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: Random House, 1979), p. 106.
 10. John J. Mearsheimer, "Disorder Restored," in Graham Allison and Gregory F Treverton, eds.,
 Rethinking America's Security (New York: W.W. Norton, 1992), p. 223; Mearsheimer, "Back to the
 Future," p. 45. See also Robert Gilpin, "Economic Interdependence and National Security in
 Historical Perspective," in Klaus Knorr and Frank N. Trager, eds., Economic Issues and National
 Security (Lawrence, Kan.: Allen, 1977), p. 29. Adopting the realist argument, but emphasizing how
 dependence leads states to adopt destabilizing offensive strategies, is Anne Uchitel, "Interdepend-
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 This modern realist understanding of economic interdependence and war

 finds its roots in mercantilist writings dating from the seventeenth century

 Mercantilists saw states as locked in a competition for relative power and for

 the wealth that underpins that power." For mercantilists, imperial expansion-
 the acquisition of colonies-is driven by the state's need to secure greater

 control over sources of supply and markets for its goods, and to build relative

 power in the process. By allowing the metropole and the colonies to specialize

 in production and trade of complementary products (particularly manufac-

 tured goods for raw materials), while ensuring political control over the proc-

 ess, colonies "opened up the possibility of providing a system of supply within

 a self-contained empire."'2

 In this, we see the underpinning for the neorealist view that interdependence

 leads to war. Mercantilist imperialism represents a reaction to a state's depend-

 ence; states reduce their fears of external specialization by increasing internal

 specialization within a now larger political realm. The imperial state as it

 expands thus acquires more and more of the characteristics of Waltz's domestic

 polity, with its hierarchy of specialized functions secure from the unpredictable

 policies of others.

 In sum, realists seek to emphasize one main point: political concerns driven

 by anarchy must be injected into the liberal calculus. Since states must be

 primarily concerned with security and therefore with control over resources

 and markets, one must discount the liberal optimism that great trading part-

 ners will always continue to be great trading partners simply because both

 states benefit absolutely. Accordingly, a state vulnerable to another's policies
 because of dependence will tend to use force to overcome that vulnerability.

 ence and Instability," in Jack Snyder and Robert Jervis, eds., Coping with Complexity in the Interna-
 tional System (Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press, 1993), pp. 243-264. For Barry Buzan, since liberal
 free-trading systems are dependent on a hegemon which invariably declines, such systems are
 destined to fall into "malevolent" mercantilist practices, as states scramble to control access to
 goods formerly safeguarded by the hegemon. Avoiding the liberal system altogether, through a
 "benign" mercantilist system of self-sufficient trading blocs, will be therefore preferred. Buzan,
 "Economic Structure and International Security: The Limits of the Liberal Case," International
 Organization, Vol. 38, No. 4 (Autumn 1984), esp. pp. 597, 609-623. For a similar argument, see
 Robert Gilpin, U.S. Power and the Multinational Corporation (New York: Basic Books), 1975, p. 259.
 11. See Eli F Heckscher, Mercantilism, vol. 2, trans. Mendel Shapiro (London: George Allen, 1931),
 p. 15; Jacob Viner, "Power Versus Plenty as Objectives of Foreign Policy in the Seventeenth and
 Eighteenth Centuries," World Politics, Vol. 1, No. 1 (October 1948), p. 10; David A. Baldwin,
 Economic Statecraft (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1985), chap. 5.
 12. Heckscher, Mercantilism, vol. 2, p. 40.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:43:02 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL IV - 118



 International Security 20:4 | 12

 A COMPARISON OF THE LIBERAL AND REALIST PERSPECTIVES

 While the liberal and the realist arguments display critical differences, they

 possess one important similarity: the causal logic of both perspectives is

 founded on an individual state's decision-making process. That is, while the

 two camps freely use the term "interdependence," both derive predictions from

 how particular decision-making units-states-deal with their own specific

 dependence. This allows both theories to handle situations of "asymmetric

 interdependence," where one state in a dyad is more dependent than the other.

 Their predictions are internally consistent, but opposed: liberals argue that the

 more dependent state is less likely to initiate conflict, since it has more to lose

 from breaking economic ties;13 realists maintain that this state is more likely to

 initiate conflict, to escape its vulnerability.

 The main difference between liberals and realists has to do with their em-

 phasis on the benefits versus the costs of interdependence. The realist argument

 highlights an aspect that is severely downplayed in the liberal argument,

 namely, consideration of the potential costs from the severing of a trading

 relationship. Most liberals, if pressed, would probably accept David Baldwin's

 conceptualization of dependence as the opportunity costs a state would expe-

 rience should trade end. Yet Baldwin's opportunity costs are only the loss of

 the benefits from trade received after a state moves from autarchy.14 It is this
 understanding of opportunity costs that is followed in the most comprehensive

 liberal argument for interdependence and peace, that of Rosecrance. There is

 little sense in Rosecrance's work that a state's decision to specialize and thus

 to restructure its economy radically can entail huge "costs of adjustment"

 should trade be later severed, nor that such costs can actually put the state in

 a far worse position than if it had never moved from autarchy in the first

 place.15 This is the concern of realists when they talk about dependence on

 13. See Keohane and Nye, "World Politics and the International Economic System," in C. Fred
 Bergsten, ed., The Future of the International Economic Order (Lexington: D.C. Heath, 1973), pp. 121-
 122; Neil R. Richardson and Charles W. Kegley, "Trade Dependence and Foreign Policy Compli-
 ance," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 24, No. 2 (June 1980), pp. 191-222.
 14. David A. Baldwin, "Interdependence and Power: A Conceptual Analysis," International Or-
 ganization, Vol. 34, No. 4 (Autumn 1980), pp. 478, 482-484, 489; Baldwin, "The Power of Positive
 Sanctions," World Politics, Vol. 24, No. 1 (October 1971), pp. 19-38; Albert 0. Hirschman, National
 Power and the Structure of Foreign Trade, exp. ed. (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1980),
 chap. 2.
 15. On the costs of adjustment, see Ruth Arad, Seev Hirsch, and Alfred Tovias, The Economics of
 Peacemaking (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1983), pp. 26-34. Keohane and Nye examine the "costs
 of adjusting" as an integral part of "vulnerability" interdependence (Power and Interdependence,
 p. 13). Yet they do not establish the original autarchic position as a baseline for examining these
 costs independently from the benefits of trade forgone; this baseline is incorporated later in
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 "vital goods" such as oil. A state that chooses not to buy oil from outsiders

 forgoes certain benefits of trade, but by operating on domestic energy sources,

 it avoids the heavy penalty experienced by a state that does base its industrial

 structure on imported oil, only to find itself cut off from supplies.

 That Rosecrance minimizes this realist concern is evident. In an explicit effort

 to refute Waltz's definition of interdependence as "a trading link which 'is

 costly to break'," Rosecrance contends that "to measure interdependence in this

 way misses the essence of the concept." His subsequent discussion emphasizes

 only the benefits that states give up if they choose not to trade (his "opportu-

 nity costs"), and makes no mention of any potentially severe costs of adjust-

 ment. In fact, he argues that dependence on such things as foreign sources of

 energy is really no different than relying on outsiders for "fashions" or different

 makes of cars; if trade is cut off, a state loses only "consumer choice." Recog-

 nition that the whole industrial structure of a state might be undermined or

 destroyed by an adversary's severing of vital trade is absent.16

 Rosecrance is reluctant to acknowledge realist concerns, perhaps because to

 do so would imply that dependent states might be more willing to go to war,

 as realists maintain, while Rosecrance is arguing that they are less willing to

 do so.17 This points to a critical distinction between liberalism and realism that

 illuminates the liberal understanding of why wars ultimately occur. For liber-

 als, interdependence does not have a downside that might push states into war,

 as realists contend. Rather, interdependence is seen to operate as a restraint on

 aggressive tendencies arising from the domestic or individual levels. If inter-

 dependence becomes low, this restraint is taken away, allowing the aggressive
 tendencies to dominate. To borrow a metaphor from Plato: for liberals, inter-

 building the new theory. Liberals also consider "costs" in terms of losses in "autonomy" due to
 trade ties; see Richard N. Cooper, The Economics of Interdependence (New York: McGraw Hill, 1968),
 pp. 4-12; Rosecrance, Rise of the Trading State, pp. 39-41, 235. Note, however, that these are costs
 that go hand in hand with high trade, not costs that are experienced if trade is cut off. Hence,
 these losses in autonomy are more accurately considered as a form of sensitivity interdependence-
 costs incurred when trade is ongoing-rather than as a form of "vulnerability" interdependence
 so worrying to realists. On this, see Keohane and Nye, "International Interdependence and Inte-
 gration," in Fred I. Greenstein and Nelson W. Polsby, eds., Handbook of Political Science, vol. 8
 (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1975), pp. 368-370.
 16. Rosecrance, Rise of the Trading State, pp. 144-145. In the appendix, an iterated prisoner's
 dilemma is used to show the "concrete benefits" from trade cooperation. If states decide not to
 cooperate, they simply "[do] not benefit"; pp. 233-236.
 17. Rosecrance occasionally seems to accept that some goods are more vital than others, but even
 here he reiterates the liberal argument: "Countries dependent on the world economy for markets,
 assistance, and critical raw materials are doubly hesitant to embark on military adventures"; ibid.,
 p. 133, emphasis added.
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 dependence operates like the reins on the dark horse of inner passions; it

 provides a material incentive to stay at peace, even when there are internal

 predispositions towards aggression. Remove the reins, however, and these

 passions are free to roam as they will.18

 This point becomes clearer as one examines Rosecrance's explanations for

 the two World Wars. World War II, for Rosecrance, was ultimately domestically

 driven. The main aggressors saw war as a means to cope with the upheavals

 flowing from "social discontent and chaos" and the "danger of left-wing

 revolutions"; given these upheavals, it is "not surprising that the territorial and

 military-political system [i.e., war] emerged as an acceptable alternative to

 more than one state." Connecting the Second World War to causes arising from

 the unit level in the First World War, he continues: "If Germany, Italy, and Japan

 did not fulfill their territorial ambitions at the end of World War I, they might

 develop even more nationalistic and solidaristic regimes and try again."19 With

 trade and therefore interdependence at low levels in the 1930s, "economics

 offered no alternative possibility"; it failed to provide what he later refers to

 as a "mitigat[ing]" or "restraining" influence on unit-level motives for war.20

 World War I is a problematic case for Rosecrance, as it was for Angell, since

 the great powers went to war even though trade levels were still high. Like

 Angell, Rosecrance's main defense of liberalism is that leaders simply did not

 see how beneficial interdependence was, and how costly war would be. Due

 to outmoded ideas and unit-level pathologies, they misperceived the situation;

 hence, interdependence could not operate as it should, as a restraint on aggres-

 sion. He talks about leaders' obsession with "nationalist ambitions" and "bal-

 ance of power politics." He suggests that "no pre-1914 statesman or financier

 was fully aware of the damage that war would do to the European body

 economic" because of the irrational belief that "[war] would be over very

 18. See Plato's Phaedrus in Phaedrus and Letters VII and VIII, trans. Walter Hamilton (Har-
 mondsworth: Penguin, 1973), sections 246-256. The historical roots of this view are explicated in
 Albert 0. Hirschman, The Passions and the Interests: Political Arguments for Capitalism before its
 Triumph (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977). He quotes Montesquieu (ibid., p. 73): "It is
 fortunate for men to be in a situation in which, though their passions may prompt them to be
 wicked, they have nevertheless an interest in not being so."
 19. Rosecrance, Rise of the Trading State, pp. 102-103 (see also p. 111). Rosecrance does point out
 that Germany and Japan apparently went to war also to gain raw materials (ibid., p. 108). He does
 not argue, however, that these two states were more dependent than other states for such materials;
 to have done so would suggest the validity of the realist logic.
 20. See ibid., pp. 106, 123, 150, 162.
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 quickly."21 At one point, he even seems to cast doubt on the efficacy of inter-

 dependence as a restraint on aggression:

 One should not place too much emphasis upon the existence of interdepend-
 ence per se. European nations in 1913 relied upon the trade and investment
 that flowed between them; that did not prevent the political crisis which led
 to ... World War I. Interdependence only constrains national policy if leaders
 accept and agree to work within its limits.22

 It thus appears that Rosecrance cannot really envision interdependence as

 being anything but a "constraint" or "restraint" on unit-level tendencies to

 aggress. This view is consistent with the general liberal perspective that all

 wars are ultimately driven by unit-level phenomena such as misperceptions,

 authoritarianism, ideology, and internal social conflict. Rosecrance's historical

 understanding of the World War II, for example, would fit nicely with the

 "democratic peace" literature: had all the states in 1939 been democratic, war

 would probably not have occurred despite the disrupted global economic

 situation, but since some states were not democratic, their aggressive domestic

 forces became unfettered once interdependence had declined. The idea that

 economic factors by themselves can push states to aggress-an argument

 consistent with neorealism and the alternative theory I will present below-is

 outside the realm of liberal thought, since it would imply that purely systemic

 forces can be responsible for war, largely regardless of unit-level phenomena.23

 While liberal theory certainly downplays the realist concern for the potential

 costs of severed trade, it is also clear that realists slight the positive role the

 benefits of trade can have on a state's choice between peace and war. In the

 next section, I bring together the liberal emphasis on benefits with the realist

 emphasis on costs to create a framework for understanding the true level of

 dependence a state faces. This section also seeks to correct the most significant

 21. See ibid., pp. 18-19, 88, 96-97, 99, 150.
 22. Ibid., p. 141 (see also p. 150). The argument here borders on being non-falsifiable: dis-
 confirming cases where war occurs despite high interdependence can be sidestepped by saying
 simply that states did not "accept" being peaceful traders. Note as well that if states have already
 decided to be peaceful, then interdependence is not needed as a restraint.
 23. On liberalism's inherently unit-level orientation to conflict, see Andrew Moravcsik, "Liberal-
 ism and International Relations Theory," Working Paper, Center for International Affairs, Harvard
 University, 1992; Michael Howard, War and the Liberal Conscience (New Brunswick: Rutgers Uni-
 versity Press, 1978). On the democratic peace argument, see Bruce Russett, Grasping the Democratic
 Peace (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1993).
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 error in both liberal and realist theories, namely, their lack of theoretical atten-

 tion to the dynamics of state expectations for the future.

 Trade or Invade? A Theory of Trade Expectations

 This section introduces the theory of trade expectations. This theory extends

 liberal and realist views regarding interdependence and war, by synthesizing

 their strengths while formulating a dynamic perspective on state decision-mak-

 ing that is at best only implicit in current approaches. The strength of liberalism

 lies in its consideration of how the benefits or gains from trade give states a

 material incentive to avoid war, even when they have unit-level predispositions

 to favor it. The strength of realism is its recognition that states may be vulner-

 able to the potential costs of being cut off from trade on which they depend

 for wealth and ultimately security. Current theories, however, lack a way to

 fuse the benefits of trade and the costs of severed trade into one theoretical

 framework.

 More significantly, these theories lack an understanding of how rational

 decision-makers incorporate the future trading environment into their choice

 between peace and war. Both liberalism and realism often refer to the future

 trading environment, particularly in empirical analyses. But in constructing a

 theoretical logic, the two camps consider the future only within their own

 ideological presuppositions. Liberals, assuming that states seek to maximize

 absolute welfare, maintain that situations of high trade should continue into

 the foreseeable future as long as states are rational; such actors have no reason

 to forsake the benefits from trade, especially if defection from the trading

 arrangement will only lead to retaliation.24 Given this presupposition, liberals
 can argue that interdependence-as reflected in high trade at any particular

 moment in time-will foster peace, given the benefits of trade over war.

 Realists, assuming states seek to maximize security, argue that concerns for

 relative power and autonomy will eventually push some states to sever trade

 ties (at least in the absence of a hegemon). Hence, realists can insist that

 interdependence, again manifest as high trade at any moment in time, drives

 dependent states to initiate war now to escape potential vulnerability later.

 For the purposes of forging strong theories, however, trading patterns cannot

 be simply assumed a priori to match the stipulations of either liberalism or of

 realism. Trade levels fluctuate significantly over time, both for the system as a

 24. See Rosecrance, Rise of the Trading State, appendix.
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 whole and particularly between specific trading partners, as the last two cen-

 turies demonstrate. Accordingly, we need a theory that incorporates how a

 state's expectations of its trading environment-either optimistic or pessimis-

 tic-affect its decision-calculus for war or peace. This is where the new theory

 makes its most significant departure. Liberalism and realism are theories of

 "comparative statics," drawing predictions from a snapshot of the level of

 interdependence at a single point in time. The new theory, on the other hand,

 is dynamic in its internal structure: it provides a new variable, the "expecta-

 tions of future trade," that incorporates in the theoretical logic an actor's sense

 of the future trends and possibilities.25 This variable is essential to any leader's

 determination not just of the immediate value of peace versus war at a par-

 ticular moment in time, but of the overall expected value of peace and war

 over the foreseeable future.

 From consideration of the expectations-of-future-trade variable along with a

 state's level of dependence, one can derive a consistent deductive theory of

 state decision-making showing the conditions under which high interdepend-

 ence will lead to peace or to war. High interdependence can be peace-inducing,

 as liberals maintain, as long as states expect future trade levels to be high in

 the future: positive expectations for future trade will lead dependent states to

 assign a high expected value to a continuation of peaceful trade, making war

 the less appealing option. If, however, a highly dependent state expects future

 trade to be low due to the policy decisions of the other side, then realists are

 likely to be correct: the state will attach a low or even negative expected value

 to continued peace without trade, making war an attractive alternative if its

 expected value is greater than peace. Moreover, since a negative expected value

 of trade implies a long-term decline in power, even if war is not profitable

 per se, it may be chosen as the lesser of two evils.26

 25. On the differences between comparative statics and dynamic analyses that incorporate the
 future, see Eugene Silberberg, The Structure of Economics, 2d ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1990),
 chaps. 1, 12, and 18.
 26. That is, war is rational if it has either a higher net positive value or a lower net negative value.
 The theory thus works regardless of whether states are innately "greedy"-seeking positive gains
 from war-or simply security-seekers desiring to minimize long-term threats. See Charles L. Glaser,
 "Political Consequences of Military Strategy: Expanding and Refining the Spiral and Deterrence
 Models," World Politics, Vol. 44, No. 4 (July 1992), pp. 497-538. By connecting the trading environ-
 ment to fears about relative decline, I draw upon the notion that declining states launch preventive
 wars to uphold their waning security. Elsewhere, I build a solely power-driven theory showing
 why states faced with deep and inevitable decline initiate major wars. Dale Copeland, "Neorealism
 and the Myth of Bipolar Stability: Toward a New Dynamic Realist Theory of Major War," Security
 Studies, Vol. 5, No. 3 (Spring 1996).
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 The deductive logic of the alternative theory, as with liberalism and realism,

 centers on an individual state's efforts to manage its own situation of depend-

 ence. Consider a two-actor scenario, where one state "A" may trade with

 another state "B." If state A moves away from the initial position of autarchy

 to begin trading, and trade is free and open, it will expect to receive the benefits

 of trade stressed by liberals, namely, the incremental increase in A's total

 welfare due to trade.27 Note that a state can still be aware of the "benefits of

 trade" even if present trade is non-existent, since they represent the potential

 gains from trade that would accrue to the state should trade levels become

 high in the future.28 It is a state's ability to foresee future potential benefits that

 allows it to attach a high expected value to the peaceful trading option even

 when current trade levels are low (as long as it expects current restrictions to

 be relaxed).

 When a state trades, it specializes in and exports goods in which it enjoys a

 comparative advantage, while forgoing the production of other goods, which

 it then imports. This process of specialization, however, entails potentially large

 costs of adjustment if trade is subsequently cut off. This is especially so in the

 modern world if the state becomes dependent on foreign oil and certain raw

 materials. With the economy's capital infrastructure (machines, factories, trans-

 portation systems, etc.) geared to function only with such vital goods, a sever-

 ing of trade would impose huge costs as the economy struggles to cope with

 the new no-trade situation.29 In short, the severing of trade, as realists would

 argue, would put the state in a situation far worse than if it had never

 specialized in the first place.

 This analysis leads to a clearer understanding of any particular state's total

 level of "dependence." On a bilateral basis, that level is represented by the sum

 of the benefits that the state would receive from free and open trade with

 another state (versus autarchy), and the costs to the state of being cut off from

 that trade after having specialized (versus autarchy). If state A started with an

 economy of 100 units of GNP before any trade with B (the autarchic position),

 and open trade with B would mean economic expansion to a level of 110 units

 of GNP on an ongoing basis, then the "benefits of trade" could be considered

 as 10 units. If the specialization that trade entails, however, would mean the

 27. This is consistent with standard trade theory. See Richard E. Caves and Ronald W. Jones, World
 Trade and Payments, 4th ed. (Boston: Little Brown, 1985), chaps. 3-4.
 28. I thank Andrew Moravcsik for discussions on the potential benefits of trade.
 29. The capital investments represent "sunk costs" not easily recouped. See Arad, Hirsch, and
 Tovias, The Economics of Peacemaking, pp. 26-28.
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 economy would fall to 85 units should B sever trade ties, then the "costs of

 severed trade" would be 15 units versus autarchy. State A's total dependence

 level would thus be the benefits of trade plus the costs of severed trade after

 specialization, or 25 units.

 The dependence level will itself be a function of such parameters as the

 overall compatibilities of the two economies for trade, the degree of A's need

 for vital goods such as oil and raw materials, and the availability of alternative

 suppliers and markets. Thus if A's need for trade with B is great because the

 economies are highly compatible (say, in terms of mutual comparative advan-

 tages), B has valuable natural resources that A lacks, and A has few other

 countries to turn to, then A's dependence can be considered high.30

 In deciding between peace and war, however, a state can not refer simply to

 its dependence level. Rather, it must determine the overall expected value of

 trade and therefore the value of continued peace into the foreseeable future.

 The benefits of trade and the costs of severed trade on their own say nothing

 about this expected value. Dynamic expectations of future trade must be

 brought in. If the state has positive expectations that the other will maintain

 free and open trade over the long term, then the expected value of trade will

 be close to the value of the benefits of trade. On the other hand, if the state,

 after having specialized, comes to expect that trade will be severed by the

 trading partner, then the expected value of trade may be highly negative, that

 is, close to the value of the costs of severed trade. In essence, the expected value

 of trade may be anywhere between the two extremes, depending on a state's

 estimate of the expected probability of securing open trade, or of being cut

 off.31

 This leads to a crucial hypothesis. For any given expected value of war, we

 can predict that the lower the expectations of future trade, the lower the

 30. On the importance of altematives, see Baldwin, "Interdependence and Power," p. 482; Keo-
 hane and Nye, Power and Interdependence, p. 13. It is worth remembering that alternative suppliers
 and markets are only valuable in reducing A's dependence if A can get access to them. If B is able
 not only to sever bilateral trade, but also to blockade A to prevent third-party trading, then A
 effectively has no alternatives and is therefore dependent. This was the situation for Japan vis-a-vis
 the United States before 1941 regarding oil imports.
 31. This line of reasoning is developed formally in Dale Copeland, "Modelling Economic Inter-
 dependence and War: A Theory of Trade Expectations," paper presented at the annual meeting of
 the American Political Science Association, Chicago, September 1995. It is consistent with consid-
 eration of the "probability of transaction" as a determinant of expected national income in Arad,
 Hirsch, and Tovias, The Economic of Peacemaking, pp. 37-43, although they do not employ expecta-
 tions of future trade as a theoretical variable affecting the likelihood of war.
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 expected value of trade, and therefore the more likely it is that war will be

 chosen.

 It is important to note that the expected value of trade will not be based on

 the level of trade at a particular moment in time, but upon the stream of

 expected trade levels into the future. It really does not matter that trade is high

 today: if state A knows that B will cut all trade tomorrow and shows no signs

 of being willing to restore it later, the expected value of trade would be

 negative. Similarly, it does not matter if there is little or no trade at present: if

 state A is confident that B is committed to freer trade in the future, the expected

 value of trade would be positive.

 The fact that the expected value of trade can be negative even if present trade

 is high, due to low expectations for future trade, goes a long way towards

 resolving such manifest anomalies for liberal theory as German aggression in

 World War I. Despite high levels of trade up to 1914, German leaders had good

 reason to believe that the other great powers would undermine this trade into

 the future; hence, a war to secure control over raw materials and markets was

 required for the long-term security of the German nation. Since the expected

 value of trade can be positive even though present trade is low, due to high

 expectations for future trade, we can also understand such phenomena as the

 periods of detente in U.S.-Soviet relations during the Cold War (1971-73 and

 after 1985). While East-West trade was still relatively low during these times,

 the Soviet need for Western technology, combined with a growing belief that

 large increases in trade with the West would be forthcoming, gave the Soviets

 a high enough expected value of trade to convince them to be more accommo-

 dating in superpower relations.32
 In making the final decision between peace and war, however, a rational state

 will have to compare the expected value of trade to the expected value of going

 to war with the other state.

 The expected value of war, as a realist would emphasize, cannot be ascer-

 tained without considering the relative power balance. As one state moves

 from a position of relative inferiority in economic and military power to

 relative superiority, the expected value of war will move from negative to

 positive or even highly positive. This proposition follows directly from the

 insights of deterrence theory: the larger the state in relative size, the higher the

 probability of winning a victory, while the lower the costs of fighting the war.33

 32. The U.S.-Soviet Cold War case is covered in Copeland, "Modelling Economic Interdependence
 and War."
 33. See Alexander L. George and Richard Smoke, Deterrence in American Foreign Policy: Theory and
 Practice (New York: Columbia University Press, 1974), chaps. 2-3.
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 Hence, if victory entails occupying the other state and absorbing its economy,

 war can take on a very positive expected value when a large power attacks a

 small state.34 For example, if Iraq had been allowed to hold on to Kuwait after
 its August 1990 invasion, war for Iraq would certainly have "paid." Similarly,

 Czechoslovakia was an easy and attractive target for Germany by 1938-39, as

 were the other smaller states of Europe, and evidence suggests that war against

 these nations was indeed profitable for the Nazis.35 On the other hand, war

 between more equal great powers is likely to have a much lower or even

 negative expected value. The Spartan leadership took Sparta into war against

 Athens in 431 BC, for example, under no illusions that war would be a

 profitable venture.36 While the Athenian economy presented a large prize

 should victory be attained, war with a near-equal adversary could be expected

 to be very costly, with a low likelihood of victory.

 Where we would anticipate a low or negative expected value to the option

 of war, the expectations-of-future-trade variable should have a determinant

 effect on the likelihood of war. If state A has positive expectations for future

 trade with B, and A and B are roughly equal in relative power, then state A

 will assign a high expected value to continued peaceful trade, will compare

 this to the low or negative expected value for invasion, and will choose peace

 as the rational strategy. The higher A's dependence and the higher the expec-

 tations for future trade, the higher the expected value for peaceful trade, and

 therefore the more likely A is to avoid war. But if state A is dependent and has

 negative expectations for future trade with B, then the expected value of trade

 will be very low or negative. If the expected value for trade is lower than the

 expected value for invasion, war becomes the rational choice, and this is so

 even when the expected value of invasion is itself negative: war becomes the

 lesser of two evils.37

 34. This is developed formally in Copeland, "Modelling Economic Interdependence and War."
 35. See Peter Liberman, "Does Conquest Pay? The Exploitation of Occupied Industrial Economies"
 (Ph.D. diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 1991).
 36. Thucydides, The Peloponnesian War, trans. Rex Warner (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1954), Book
 1, lines 80-88.
 37. When one state is very large and the other very small, it is harder to sort out the effects of
 interdependence from the effects of relative power, at least in actual cases of war. The expected
 value of war for the superior state is likely to be quite positive anyway, and thus will tend to
 overshadow the expected value of trade even when the state has positive expectations of future
 trade. Here, the superior state simply chooses war as the "greater of two goods." This choice would
 not be altered by any diminution of trade expectations; indeed, war would simply be even more
 rational as the expected value of trade (and therefore peace) falls. War in such a situation of marked
 power imbalance and low expectations of future trade is thus overdetermined; it would be difficult
 to tell whether war occurred because of the positive expected value of war, the negative expected
 value of trade, or both. Thus, in my empirical analysis, I examine cases where great powers
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 Until now, I have talked about state A's "expectations of future trade" as

 though they were an essentially exogenous, that is, as though state B, in its

 willingness to trade with A, were not affected by A's behavior. If, however, state

 A, by making political, military, or economic concessions, can induce B to relax

 trading restrictions, then A's low expectations for future trade may be raised.

 This suggests that the effects of diplomacy and bargaining need to be inte-

 grated into any extended historical analysis.38 The probability of B trading with

 A is never completely independent of A's actions, since there is always some

 concession that A could make to get B to commit to higher trade levels over

 the long term. But the problem for A is that B's price for high trade may be

 unacceptable in that it undermines A's internal stability or its external power

 position. To take an extreme example, if B were to demand, as the price for

 higher trade, that A unilaterally disarm and allow B to occupy A with its army,

 it is hard to imagine A accepting such a deal. If B remains unwilling to budge

 from such an exorbitant demand, then it is fair to say that A's pessimistic

 expectation for future trade is exogenous; there is little A can do, short of

 national suicide, to improve the likelihood of trade.

 Thus state A, in estimating B's probability of trading with A, will refer to

 many indicators suggesting how "reasonable" B will be into the future, that is,

 how willing B will be to trade, and at what price. One may think of these

 indicators simply as causal factors affecting the variable "expectations of future

 trade." Such systemic factors as B's economic competitiveness, B's rate of

 depletion of raw materials and energy reserves (affecting its future export

 ability), and military pressures constraining B's trade with A will be important.

 German leaders before World War I, for example, had good reason to believe

 that Britain would be forced to move to imperial preference to protect its

 empire from the German economic challenge and to lend support to its entente

 partners. Japanese leaders in the late 1930s recognized that the United States

 would have to cut back on oil and iron exports to Japan as U.S. reserves were

 attacked great powers in long and costly total wars. While these cases do not cover the universe
 of wars, they do isolate the role of economic interdependence and changing expectations of future
 trade in the outbreak of war.
 38. Given space constraints, my case studies in this article do not provide a full analysis of the
 bargaining dynamic. For an analysis of interstate economic bargaining, see Baldwin, Economic
 Statecraft, chap. 6; R. Harrison Wagner, "Economic Interdependence, Bargaining Power, and Politi-
 cal Influence," International Organization, Vol. 42, No. 3 (Summer 1988), pp. 461-483. Note also that
 there may be a causal feedback loop, whereby increasing fears of war lead others to reduce trade,
 which in turn heightens the incentive of dependent states to initiate war. These and other issues
 involving the endogeneity of trade expectations are addressed more fully in my book manuscript,
 "Economic Interdependence and War."
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 depleted or needed to supply a military buildup (even one directed only at

 Germany). Such systemic pressures on B to reduce trade with A will foster

 negative expectations of future trade among A's leaders.

 But domestic and personal factors can also play a significant role in the

 exogenous rise or decline in B's likelihood of trading with A, indicating that

 the assumption that B is a "unitary actor" must be relaxed to some degree

 when examining history.39 In 1972, for example, the Soviets saw Nixon and

 Kissinger as firmly in control of American policy, and therefore able to carry

 through on commitments to increase East-West trade. Two years later, however,

 such a positive expectation for future trade could not be sustained in the wake

 of Watergate and the reassertion of Congressional power, at least at a price

 which was reasonable to the Soviets. This had much to do with the failure of

 detente, as I argue elsewhere.40

 A comparison of the arguments of trade expectations theory with those of

 liberal and realist theory is presented in Table 1. To summarize: liberals contend

 that high economic dependence, as manifest in high trade levels, reduces a

 state's likelihood of initiating war by providing a material "constraint" on

 unit-level forces for aggression. Low dependence will increase this likelihood,

 since this constraint on unit-level motives for war is removed. Realists argue

 that high dependence heightens the probability of war as dependent states

 struggle to reduce their vulnerability. In the realist world, however, low de-

 pendence should have no impact on the likelihood of war or peace; that is,

 other factors should become causally determinant of war. Still, since economic

 interdependence is at least eliminated as a possible source of conflict, realists

 39. Note that state A, the decision-making unit in the theory, can still be treated as a rational
 unitary actor responding to the observed domestic forces on the other side.
 40. See Copeland, "Modeling Economic Interdependence and War," pp. 62-66. International trade
 institutions such as the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), by lowering transaction
 costs and facilitating the punishment of cheaters, may be an additional means to build positive
 expectations for future trade. Indeed, for some liberals, peace may only be likely when both
 interdependence and effective global institutions co-exist and reinforce one another; Keohane,
 "International Liberalism Reconsidered," p. 183. While such institutions may indeed affect trade
 expectations, they are unlikely to be as significant in history as the systemic and domestic factors
 just discussed, for the simple reason that these institutions are a creation of the post-World War
 II era. Moreover, since concerns for war and peace revolve mostly around the great powers, and
 powers like Soviet Union and China have been historically excluded from trade institutions like
 GATT, such institutions cannot account for fluctuations in the levels of tension between the United
 States and these powers since 1945. Finally, the institutional approach overlooks bilateral diplomacy
 as the principal mechanism through which expectations of trade change; consider the United States
 and Japan up to December 1941, or the United States and Japan today. Accordingly, while my
 argument recognizes the contribution institutions can make to the improvement of future trade
 expectations, the focus both theoretically and empirically remains fundamentally non-institutional.
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 would predict that the overall likelihood of war should fall when mutual

 dependence is low.

 In other words, both liberals and realists believe that a situation of low

 dependence eliminates "dependence" as a causal variable. But since liberals

 argue that unit-level forces are always ready to be let loose (in the absence of

 a community of democratic nations), the termination of high dependence takes

 away the previous restraint on such forces, and therefore the probability of war

 rises dramatically. For realists, the causes of war come from systemic factors,

 including a state's dependence (as well as relative power, etc.); therefore, since

 high dependence will tend to push a state into war, the absence of dependence

 gives the state one less systemic reason to aggress.

 The new theory departs from the two other approaches by incorporating

 both the level of dependence and the dynamic expectations of future trade. It

 is somewhat consistent with realism in that low dependence implies little

 impact on the prospects for peace or war: if there are few benefits from trade

 and few costs if trade is cut off, then trade does not matter much in the state's

 decision to go to war. As with realism, however, the elimination of a factor that

 might otherwise push a state into war suggests that the probability of war

 should be less when dependence is low.41

 When dependence is high, peace will be promoted only when the state has

 positive expectations of future trade. Here, the liberal logic applies, whereby

 the positive benefits of trade give the dependent state the incentive not to

 disrupt a profitable peace. If, however, expectations of future trade fall, then

 realist concerns about the downside of interdependence-the costs of being cut

 off-enter in, dramatically increasing the likelihood that the dependent state

 will initiate war. Importantly, the decision for war does not hinge on what the

 present trade levels are; rather, it is leaders' expectations for the future that

 drive whether the expected value of trade is positive and peace-inducing or

 negative and war-inducing.

 41. Trade expectations theory, like realism, is a systemic theory; it assumes no unit-level drives
 towards aggression. While expectations may seem like a unit-level factor, remember that these are
 expectations of an external phenomenon, namely, the other's propensity to trade into the future;
 the causal source of behavior comes from outside, not from within, the actor. See Waltz, Theory of
 International Politics, p. 60. One might also argue that domestic and individual level factors within
 a state can distort expectations, but I simply assume that such misperceptions are minimal for
 purposes of building a deductive theory; this assumption can be later relaxed if so desired.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:43:02 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL IV - 132



 International Security 20:4 | 26

 Historical Evidence

 This section explores how expectations of future trade affected the decisions

 for war in two cases: Germany and World War I, and Germany and World

 War 11.42 These cases were chosen for two reasons. First, total wars between

 great powers minimize the problem of overdetermination that occurs when

 cases of great powers attacking small powers are included.43 Second, since

 Germany lost these wars, internal documents are available to reveal the deci-

 sion-making processes of aggressing states. If we want to go beyond correlation

 to causation, we must test the causal mechanism linking variables; that is, we

 have to see if leaders took their nations into war for the reasons hypothesized.44

 42. Given space limitations, my "best case" among the major wars of this century, Japan and
 World War II, is covered elsewhere; Copeland, "Modelling Economic Interdependence and War."
 I show that Japanese leaders-military, civilian, and the emperor himself-reluctantly moved
 towards a consensus for war with the United States and Britain due to progressively more
 devastating U.S.-British trade sanctions. Japan, due to its small size, was almost completely
 dependent on outside sources for the raw materials and oil that supported its industrial structure.
 As American and British trade restrictions began to increase after 1930, and especially after a series
 of embargoes starting in 1939, Japan shifted from a primary concern with the Soviet threat to the
 need for control of raw materials in South East Asia. After the U.S., British, and Dutch severed all
 oil trade to Japan in July-August 1941, Japanese leaders agreed that unless oil imports were
 restored, economic decline would imperil long-term security. Hence, following the failure of
 desperate diplomatic initiatives in November 1941 to secure renewed trade, the plan for all-out
 war was accepted by the emperor. In short, Japan's extreme dependence, coupled with very
 negative expectations for future trade, pushed the country into a war that almost all recognized
 would have great costs and a low probability of success. See Nobutaka Ike, trans. and ed., Japan's
 Decision for War: Records of the 1941 Policy Conferences (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1967).
 43. See note 37, above. To minimize the selection bias of focusing just on the wars themselves, I
 also look at the periods before the wars began, to see how incentives for aggression changed as
 independent variables did.
 44. Empirical analyses so far have been primarily correlational studies, finding that high trade
 tends to be associated with lower conflict. Mark J. Gasiorowski, "Economic Interdependence and
 International Conflict: Some Cross-national Evidence," International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 30, No. 1
 (March 1986), pp. 22-38; Mark J. Gasiorowski and Solomon W. Polachek, "Conflict and Interde-
 pendence: East-West Trade and Linkages in the Era of Detente," Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol.
 26, No. 4 (December 1982), pp. 709-729; Polachek, "Conflict and Trade," Journal of Conflict Research,
 Vol. 24, No. 1 (March 1980), pp. 55-78; William J. Domke, War and the Changing Global System (New
 Haven: Yale University Press, 1988), chap. 5; Edward D. Mansfield, Power, Trade, and War (Prince-
 ton: Princeton University Press, 1994), chap 4. These studies, however, provide no documentary
 evidence that leaders considered trade levels in deciding between war and peace. It is thus hard
 to know whether the correlation is spurious or illuminating. While the result seems to support
 liberalism over realism, it is also consistent with trade expectations theory: high trade should be
 associated with lower conflict in those instances where expectations for future trade are also
 positive. Given their suspect methodologies, one should also be cautious about quickly dismissing
 realism. The correlation of trade with less conflict in the first three studies is not surprising, since
 dyads of small states are included to build the sample. Such states tend to have very high
 trade/GNP ratios. See Stephen D. Krasner, "State Power and the Structure of International Trade,"
 World Politics, Vol. 28, No. 3 (April 1976), p. 328. However, they are deterred from war by their
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 Exploring internal decision-making in some detail, I show how trade expecta-

 tions theory helps solve the empirical puzzles for liberalism and realism.

 GERMANY AND THE OUTBREAK OF WORLD WAR I

 Germany had been one of the few great powers trying to buck the trend

 towards protectionism in the early and mid-1890s. Recognizing that German

 industrial products could now match the goods of any state, Chancellor Ca-

 privi set in place policies to expand German trade in Europe and overseas.

 Other great powers, however, indicated their opposition to any German pene-

 tration pacifique. Severe tariffs from the United States (McKinley tariff, 1890) and

 France (Meline tariff, 1892) were certainly worrisome. Even that bastion of free

 trade-Britain-indicated after 1895 that its fear of rising German commercial

 strength would soon lead to a reversal of policy In 1896, the British had raided

 the Transvaal region of South Africa, jeopardizing German commercial inter-

 ests. In mid-1897, Canada slapped a discriminatory tariff on non-British goods,

 contrary to the 1865 Most Favored Nation treaty between Germany and the

 British empire. Despite Germany's protest, the British, far from making

 amends, upheld the Canadian decision and then renounced the 1865 treaty in

 July 1897. Soon after this Joseph Chamberlain opened talks with British colo-

 nies on the possible formation a general imperial preference system.45

 German expectations for future trade reflected these developments. On July

 31, 1897, the Prussian minister in Munich informed Chancellor von Hohenlohe

 that public opinion saw the British "denunciation" of the 1865 treaty as "the

 prelude to a close trade relationship of England with her colonies." The kaiser's

 marginal comments indicated his agreement that "the denunciation is the

 beginning of a revolution in the whole system of British commercial policy."

 For the kaiser, any suggestion that the target of British action was the United

 States was "nonsense"; clearly "it is against Germany." He continued, "now

 that the superiority of German industry is recognized, [the British] will soon

 make efforts to destroy it. "'46

 very size. Note as well that all of these tests simply assume that the trade/GNP ratio alone is an
 adequate measure of the core concept, dependence. Given the concern of realism and trade
 expectations theory for the costs of severed trade, a proper test must also include such factors as
 dependence on others for vital goods and availability of alternative sources of supply.
 45. See Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise of Anglo-German Antagonism, 1860-1914 (London: Ashfield,
 1980), chaps. 12-14.
 46. Quoted from German Diplomatic Documents, 1871-1914, vol. II, trans. ETS. Dugsdale (New
 York: Harper and Brothers, 1930), pp. 486-487.
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 The "main worry" of German leaders during the late 1890s, as Fritz Fischer

 recounts, "remained . . . the extreme protectionist tariffs of the United States

 and the plans for a British customs association."47 The German naval buildup

 after 1898 was partly designed to protect German trade, particularly imports

 of raw materials and food. Cecil notes that there was widespread recognition

 in Germany that with its fast growing population, Germany "could no longer

 subsist on native-grown foodstuffs" and that a strong navy was needed as "a

 necessary bulwark against starvation."48

 German leaders had good reason to worry about the dependability of out-

 side suppliers. In the decade and a half before the war, dependence on trade

 for vital goods increased dramatically, driven by phenomenal growth in both

 population and industrial size. Domestic oil production, for example, had gone

 up 140 percent from 1900 to 1913, but still accounted for only ten percent of

 total German oil needs. The state went from being a net exporter of iron ore

 as late as 1897 to relying on outsiders for close to 30 percent of its needs by

 1913, despite domestic production increases of 120 percent. By 1913, over 57

 percent of Germany's imports were in the form of raw materials, versus 44

 percent in 1903 and 41 percent in 1893. All this was occurring at a time when

 Germany's ratio of trade to GNP was rising to new heights: from 32 percent

 in 1900, to 36 percent in 1910, to almost 40 percent in 1913.49

 Of great concern as well were the growing French, Russian, and British

 efforts to obstruct German commerce. After 1897, Britain and the United States

 worked in tandem to preclude German colonial gains: despite Germany's

 efforts, for example, it received nothing from the dissolution of the Spanish

 empire. In both Moroccan crises, 1905 and 1911, Britain helped France thwart

 greater German economic penetration of Africa. In fact, from 1898 to 1913, the

 colonial territory Germany had been permitted to acquire was only one-

 47. Fritz Fischer, War of Illusions: German Policies from 1911 to 1914, trans. Marian Jackson (New
 York: W. W. Norton, 1975), p. 7.
 48. Lamar Cecil, Albert Ballin: Business and Politics in Imperial Germany (Princeton: Princeton
 University Press, 1967), p. 149. It was at this time that German leaders implemented the concepts
 of Weltpolitik and Mitteleuropa as responses to growing foreign protectionism. Weltpolitik sought
 "the attainment of secure external supplies of raw materials at regulated prices," while Mitteleuropa,
 its continental counterpart, envisioned the development of "an organized and protected system of
 economic exchanges between an industrial Germany and an agricultural periphery in central and
 eastern Europe." See Woodruff D. Smith, The Ideological Origins of Nazi Imperialism (New York:
 Oxford University Press, 1986), pp. 65, 78.
 49. See B.R. Mitchell, European Historical Statistics, 1750-1975, 2d rev. ed. (New York: Facts on File,
 1981), pp. 514, 821 on trade/GNP; pp. 393, 439 on oil; pp. 409, 445-446 on iron ore. See W.F. Bruck,
 Social and Economic History of Germany from William II to Hitler, 1888-1938 (Cardiff: Oxford Univer-
 sity Press, 1938), p. 110, on raw materials.
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 seventh that acquired by the United States, a state less often thought of as

 "imperialist."50

 In the Middle East, the British worked actively to minimize German eco-

 nomic penetration. In 1907, they agreed with Russia to divide Persia into

 spheres of influence as part of a campaign to restrict any extension of German

 power via the proposed Berlin-Baghdad Railway The Russian ambassador

 reported to Moscow in August 1910, "England is less interested in what hap-

 pens in Persia than in preventing any other Power, except England and Russia,

 from playing any role there. This applies particularly to Germany and Tur-

 key."51 Just before the war, England worked out a tacit deal with the Americans,
 giving them a sphere of influence over Latin American oil, in return for British

 domination of the Middle Eastern oil reserves.52 By these means, the Germans
 were effectively denied control over oil imports at a time when only 10 percent

 of Germany's growing oil requirements was supplied by internal production.

 Two other areas concerned the Germans: raw materials and food. With

 Germany becoming a net importer of iron ore after 1897, French ore became

 increasingly important: German ore imports from France had increased almost

 sixty-fold from 1900 to 1913 as Sweden, Germany's main supplier, moved to

 establish export quotas. German industry invested heavily in the mines of

 Northern France, and by 1913, directly controlled about 10 to 15 percent of
 French ore reserves.53

 The French government took steps to stop this economic penetration, delay-

 ing further concessions to German companies in early 1912 and then halting

 them altogether in December 1913. This came at a time when German capital

 in general was being shut out of both the French and Russian markets. It is not

 surprising, therefore, that German industrialists in 1913 would openly speak

 to the Italian Minister of Commerce "of the need to lay their hands on the iron

 ore basin of French Lorraine; war seemed to them a matter for industry"54

 50. Holger H. Herwig, Politics of Frustration: The United States in German Naval Planning, 1889-1941
 (Boston: Little, Brown, 1976), p. 9.
 51. Quoted in G. Lowes Dickinson, The International Anarchy, 1904-1914 (New York: Century,
 1926), p. 261; see also chap. 10.
 52. See Fiona Venn, Oil Diplomacy in the Twentieth Century (New York: St. Martin's, 1986), chap. 2;
 Daniel Yergin, The Prize: The Epic Quest for Oil, Money, and Power (New York: Simon and Schuster,
 1991), pp. 153-163.

 53. Fischer, War of Illusions, pp. 321-322; see also Hans W. Gatzke, Germany's Drive to the West
 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1950), pp. 30-38.
 54. Quoted in Fischer, War of Illusion, p. 326; see also pp. 322-326.
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 Expectations for the critical food trade were also deteriorating in the last

 years before the war. Imports of foodstuffs from 1890 to 1913 grew at an

 average of 4.8 percent a year, well above the overall economic growth rate of

 3.9 percent. The Anglo-German naval arms race reflected fears on each side

 that the other might blockade imports to starve the adversary into submission.

 British plans for such a blockade were well-advanced in the last decade before

 the war, and "[the] threat to Germany was a real one."55

 Thus German leaders after 1897 were increasingly worried about great

 power economic as well as military encirclement. Their declining expectations

 of future trade on the eve of World War I are revealed by the extensive

 documentary work of Fischer.56 His evidence shows a clear relation between

 initial German war aims and the increasing economic anxieties of a diverse

 group of individuals before July 1914. The shared fear was that German

 industry, increasingly dependent on outsiders for vital goods, would be stran-

 gled by the growing economic restrictions imposed by adversaries. Since these

 powers had extensive imperial possessions, they could afford to adopt closed

 economic policies; Germany lacked such an alternative. As neomercantilist

 Gustav Schmoller in 1900 put it, the Russian, British, and American world

 empires, "with their greed for land, their power at sea and on land, their trade,"

 want to put all others "into an economic straitjacket and to smother them."57

 By 1911, after the failures of the second Moroccan crisis and "in response to

 the protectionist trends in the United States, Britain, and Russia," Germany

 "turned again to the idea of a central European economic area as a defensive

 measure."58 Concern for economic security was tangible, transcending ideo-
 logical and party lines. Future chancellor and National Liberal Stresemann

 stated in early 1913 that Germany must seek to "create a self-sufficient eco-

 nomic area, so as to make sure of our raw material requirements and to protect

 our exports." Basserman of the Centre Party in mid-1912 stated that "our trade

 declines more and more in certain places where we are pushed out or where

 it keeps its end up only with difficulties." Even the Social Democrat Hildebrand

 would write in 1911, "from a socialist standpoint the acquisition of colonial

 domains has become an acute economic necessity for Germany." Indeed,

 55. Avner Offer, The First World War: An Agrarian Interpretation (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
 1989), p. 322; chaps. 15-21; pp. 325-326, 335. By 1906, Germany was importing about 20 per cent
 of its annual grain consumption (p. 230).
 56. While Fischer's goal is to show that domestic causes for the war were predominant, much of
 his evidence actually indicates that German leaders were driven by systemic concerns, namely the
 safeguarding of German economic security Fischer, War of Illusions, pp. viii-ix.
 57. Quoted in ibid., p. 35.
 58. Fischer's words, ibid., p. 10.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:43:02 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL IV - 137



 Economic Interdependence and War | 31

 Fischer shows that after 1906 the Social Democratic party moved from oppo-

 sition to acceptance of German colonial expansion.59

 These views paralleled those within the government. Walter Rathenau, who

 was the influential head of the department of military raw materials in the War

 Ministry in August 1914, was arguing by December 1913 that Germany's raw

 material base was too "narrow," and that it depended on "the mercy of the

 world market as long as [Germany] did not itself possess sufficient raw mate-

 rial sources." In April 1914, Albert Ballin noted that the "expansion of our

 foreign markets is increasingly threatened," and in the oil-rich Near East in

 particular, "we have been thrown out of the most important regions there."60

 The declining expectations of future trade contributed to the pervasive sense

 of general decline felt by the German leadership in July 1914. Extensive evi-

 dence shows that German leaders brought on world war for "preventive"

 motives, namely to forestall the rise of powers such as Russia.61 Economic
 factors reinforced these motives. If France and Russia could be defeated, valu-

 able areas in Europe would be incorporated under German tutelage, guaran-

 teeing the raw materials and markets needed for future German economic

 power and therefore security; without major war, the economic policies of

 German adversaries would push Germany further into decline over the long

 term.

 These aims were revealed in the so-called "September Program," which was

 finalized by Chancellor Bethmann Hollweg on September 9. The plan stated

 that the "general aim of the war" was "security for the German Reich in west

 and east for all imaginable time." Russia "must be thrust back as far as

 possible," while France would become "economically dependent on Germany,

 secur[ing] the French market for our exports." France's "ore-field of Briey,
 which is necessary for the supply of ore for our industry, [would] be ceded,"

 and a "central European economic association," including central Europe,

 France, Poland, and "perhaps Italy, Sweden, and Norway," would be formed.

 And while members would be "formally equal," "in practice [the association]

 will be under German leadership and must stabilize Germany's economic

 dominance over Mitteleuropa."62

 59. Quotations in ibid., pp. 234, 250-253.
 60. Quoted in ibid., pp. 238, 450.
 61. For a summary, see Dale Copeland, "Realism and the Origins of Major War" (Ph.D. diss.,
 University of Chicago, 1993), chaps. 3 and 4.
 62. Quoted in Fritz Fischer, Germany's Aims in the First World War (New York: W. W. Norton, 1967),
 pp. 103-104.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:43:02 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL IV - 138



 International Security 20:4 | 32

 This blunt programme for German economic hegemony in Europe was

 clearly consistent with the pre-war call for a Mitteleuropa, and it reflected the

 work of Bethmann and his associates through the months of July and August

 1914. Rathenau, now in charge of raw materials for the Reich, was particularly

 influential. On August 1, 1914, he submitted to Bethmann a long memorandum

 arguing that "only a Germany reinforced by 'Mitteleuropa' would be in a

 position to maintain herself as an equal world power between the world

 powers of Britain and the United States on the one side and Russia on the

 other," and war, if necessary, would help to achieve this "essential objective."63

 The date shows that the report must have been prepared during the height of

 the July crisis, demonstrating that the September program reflected pre-war

 objectives, rather than a post-hoc scramble to justify the reality of war.

 Of particular concern were German iron ore interests in France. On August

 26, Bethmann sought information on the size of the ore deposits in French

 Lorraine, and soon after agreed to consider annexation of French mines "in a

 final peace treaty." Aware of pre-war French discrimination against German

 companies, in the September Program he wrote that any commercial treaty

 with a defeated France "must secure for us financial and industrial freedom of

 movement in France in such a fashion that German enterprises can no longer

 receive different treatment from [the] French."64 Russian pre-war trade restric-
 tions were also to be torn down. Bethmann noted in an October 22, 1914, memo

 to Delbriick, secretary of state in the Reich Interior Office, that after the war

 Russia "would have imposed on it a long-term commercial treaty which would

 mean a lowering of Russian industrial tariffs."65
 It is important to note the widespread agreement during the September-

 October period that despite likely opposition from industrial and agricultural

 interests, Germany needed to create a free-trade zone within Europe after

 victory in order to compete against the remaining world powers. In a Septem-

 ber 13 memo to Bethmann, Delbruck argued that "only a Europe without

 customs barriers [controlled by Germany] can effectively face the vast produc-

 ing potential of the transatlantic world."66 In October, von Falkenhausen, coun-

 sellor at the Prussian Ministry of Agriculture, wrote that economic hegemony

 63. Ibid., pp. 101 and 11. The first part of the quote is Fischer's paraphrase from the document;
 the words "essential objective" Fischer takes from the document itself. Bethmann was clearly
 impressed by the memo; he circulated it throughout the department. Ibid., p. 101.

 64. Quoted in Fischer, War of Illusions, p. 533; Fischer, Germany's Aims, p. 104.
 65. Fischer's words summarizing the document, War of Illusions, p. 538.
 66. Quoted in ibid., p. 540.
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 in Europe was needed to "match the great, closed bodies of the United States,

 the British, and the Russian Empires," in order to compete "over the conditions

 of the admission of each to the markets of the others."67 Also in October, an

 adviser to Delbruck, Schoenebeck, argued that the "final great aim" in the war

 was "to create a great central European economic area which allows us to

 maintain our place in the economic struggle of the nations and prevents us

 from declining into economic impotence in the face of the increasingly closed

 and assertive economic world empires-Great Britain with its colonies, the

 United States, Russia, Japan and China."68
 Thus increasingly pessimistic German trade expectations had much to do

 with the German willingness to bring on a major war in July 1914. With Britain

 shutting Germany out of the oil-rich Middle East and resource-rich Africa, with

 France threatening Germany's access to iron ore, and with high French and

 Russian tariff levels limiting German economic growth versus "economic em-

 pires" like Britain and the United States, German leaders felt that only a major

 war would provide the economic dominance of Europe needed for long-term

 German survival.

 GERMANY AND THE START OF WORLD WAR II

 There is great continuity between German decision-making up to World War I

 and up to World War II in terms of the causal role of economic factors.69 This

 derives from one overriding fact: Germany in the 1930s, as before World War

 I, was a state capable of great military power, but its small territory possessed

 few natural resources compared with the great powers surrounding it. In

 consequence, Germany would always remain highly dependent on outsiders

 for the food and raw materials vital to its economic health, unless it expanded.

 Moreover, since the surrounding great powers were better able to fashion

 self-sustaining imperial realms, should they ever move in this direction by

 closing their borders to trade-as they began to do in the early 1930s-long-

 term German economic viability and therefore security would be threatened.

 These two realities implied that Germany's potential military superiority might

 67. Quoted in ibid., p. 539.

 68. Quoted in Fischer, War of Illusions, p. 539 and Germany's Aims, p. 251.
 69. In showing this continuity, I do not mean to minimize the atrocities committed by the Nazi
 regime. Rather, while Hitler's means were far more evil than Wilhelmine Germany's, many of his
 ends in terms of economic and territorial security were essentially the same. The most important
 contribution to the "continuity" argument in modern historiography is Fritz Fischer's work and
 the work of his followers in the "Hamburg School." See also Smith, Ideological Origins.
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 have to be used, as in World War I, to generate the territorial mass needed for

 survival against what in 1914 were referred to as the "economic world em-

 pires."

 The strategic obsessions of Adolf Hitler and the Nazi regime revolved

 around this dilemma which the first World War had failed to solve. In Mein

 Kampf, Hitler foresaw that, because Germany's small size constrained its "living

 space" (Lebensraum), its dependence on foreign states for food would only

 increase as the population grew faster than the yields on arable land.70 By the

 mid-1930s, his anxiety shifted somewhat: Germany's problem was not simply

 the supply of food, but even more seriously, the supply of raw materials

 needed for industrial strength. This dual problem could be overcome by one

 strategy: war against the system, with the acquisition of Russian land west of

 the Urals as the prime territorial objective. By destroying Russia, in one stroke

 Germany could acquire the land needed for vital food and raw materials, while

 preventing the rise of the state most likely to overwhelm Germany in the

 future.71

 Even if we question critical aspects of Hitler's worldview, it is important to

 note not only that his strategic objectives mirrored much of pre-1914 thinking,

 but that without his mass appeal and the loyalty of subordinates, Hitler could

 not have initiated world war. Would Hitler's arguments have made as much

 sense to his followers, if Germany had possessed the land mass of Russia or

 the British empire, or if world trade had not been disrupted by the Great

 Depression? Implicit in what follows is the argument that had Germany been

 less dependent on vital goods, and had expectations for future trade not been

 so pessimistic following U.S., British, and French efforts to create closed trading

 blocs, it would have been much more difficult for Hitler to pull Germany into

 war: the expected value of the trading option would have been much higher-

 or at least not as negative-thus dampening the necessity for war.

 Immediately after Hitler's accession to power, Nazi economic policy was

 guided by the so-called "Reformers," a group of economists calling for the

 creation of a self-sufficient "large economic area" (Grosswirtschaftsraum) pro-

 tected by tariff barriers.

 This campaign was prompted by the collapse of the international trading
 system in the wake of the slump, the revival of world-wide protectionism, and

 70. Hitler, Mein Kampf, trans. Ralph Manheim (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1925), pp. 131-140. For
 the pre-1914 origins of the idea of Lebensraum, see Smith, Ideological Origins, chap. 5.
 71. On Hitler's fears of the rise of Russia, see Hitler, Mein Kampf, chap. 24.
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 specifically, the creation of imperial or regional preference areas.... If Ger-
 many's economy was to compete with those of the United States, the British
 Empire, and Japan, it would need to create a rival economic bloc.72

 This was akin to the pre-World War I concept of Mitteleuropa, an idea actively

 resuscitated by the Briining and Papen governments after 1930 in response to

 the collapse of world trade.73

 Nevertheless, from 1933 to 1936, when the economy was overseen by Hjal-

 mar Schacht, the president of the Reichsbank, Germany did not proceed im-

 mediately towards greater self-sufficiency. Keynesian deficit spending,

 including mass rearmament, produced an immediate economic revival that

 required marked increases in the input of raw materials, which generally came

 from abroad. The massive wave of protectionism that followed the U.S. Smoot-

 Hawley tariffs of 1930, however, created a major constraint: since Germany

 could not sell its exports abroad, foreign currency could not be raised to pay

 for the imports of raw materials.

 By June 1934, Hitler was being told that the "raw materials situation [was]

 becoming daily more acute," and that there was a "drain of foreign ex-

 change."74 The problem was particularly acute since much of Germany's raw

 material was coming from British colonies or dominions that had entered into

 the British imperial preference system. Part of the "New Plan" of September

 1934 was to reorient German trade away from the British Empire and towards

 smaller European countries and South America, where supplies would be more

 secure.75

 The New Plan solved the balance-of-payments problem for 1935, but by late

 1935, world economic upheavals had shifted the terms of trade against Ger-

 many; import prices had risen 9 percent while export prices dropped by 9 per-

 cent. In other words, Germany had to sell 18 percent more just to import the

 same amount.76 By 1936, Hitler decided to move towards greater autarchy in
 preparation for the war he saw as necessary for Germany's long-term economic

 viability. This decision was embodied in the "Four-Year Plan" of August 1936.

 Imports were to be restricted to goods that could not be acquired within

 Germany, while a program to synthesize oil and later rubber was initiated.

 72. From J. Noakes and G. Pridham's summary notes, Nazism 1919-1945: A Documentary Reader,
 vols. 2 and 3 (Exeter, U.K.: University of Exeter, 1988), pp. 259-260.
 73. Ibid., p. 260.
 74. Ibid., Doc. No. 181, p. 270.
 75. Ibid., p. 274. See also Hirschman, National Power, part II.
 76. Noakes and Pridham, Nazism, 1919-1945, p. 277.
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 Since the plan was opposed by Schacht and others, Hitler composed a

 lengthy memorandum to his key subordinates in August, explicating his ra-

 tionale. Germany, he wrote, was engaged in a struggle for its very survival.

 Germany's situation was dire: "We are overpopulated and cannot feed our-

 selves from our own resources.... It is equally impossible for us at present to

 manufacture artificially certain raw materials which we lack in Germany or to

 find substitutes for them." Germany needed to act to relieve its dependence on

 "foodstuffs and raw materials," and the solution "lies in extending our living

 space, that is to say, extending the sources of raw materials and foodstuff of

 our people."77

 Hitler recognized that Germany could try to satisfy its dependence by im-

 porting the necessary goods, yet this required selling exports to get imports.

 The world economic environment was not amenable to this strategy

 (a) Since the German people will be increasingly dependent on imports for
 their food and must similarly, whatever happens, import a proportion at least
 of certain raw materials from abroad, every effort must be made to facilitate
 these imports. (b) An increase in our own exports is possible in theory but in
 practice hardly likely. Germany does not export to a political or economic vacuum,
 but to areas where competition is very intense.... Since imports of food on the
 whole cannot be substantially reduced and are more likely to increase, an
 adjustment must be found in some other way.

 Hitler's solution was therefore to seek "100 percent self-sufficiency ... in every

 sphere where it is feasible," to save precious foreign currency for the importa-

 tion of food and any raw materials that could not be found or synthesized

 within Germany78

 The problem of raw material dependence turned out to be more intractable

 than Hitler imagined. Through vast investments, Germany was able to increase

 production of synthetic fuel by 130 percent from 1936 to 1939. In 1938, however,

 still only about 10 percent of German petroleum need was met by domestic

 production; the other 90 percent was coming from outside, primarily the West

 Indies, the United States, and Rumania. In the same year, two-thirds of iron

 ore requirements came from outside. By the outbreak of war itself, Germany

 still relied on outsiders for fully one-third of all raw material needs.79

 77. Ibid., Doc. No. 185, pp. 283-284.
 78. Ibid., Doc. No. 185, pp. 284-286 (emphasis added).
 79. Oil figures from Robert Goralski and Russell W. Freeburg, Oil and War: How the Deadly Struggle
 for Fuel in WWII Meant Victory or Defeat (New York: William Morrow, 1987), p. 26; iron ore from
 Mitchell, European Historical Statistics, pp. 446, 410; raw materials from Noakes and Pridham,
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 Expectations for future trade were not getting any better after 1935. British

 and French moves towards imperial preference solidified. The League of Na-

 tions' attempt to impose oil sanctions on Italy after its attack on Ethiopia, while

 ultimately unsuccessful, also suggested how the "have" great powers would

 react should the "have-nots" seek changes in the status quo. And sometimes

 vital imports were suddenly cut off for no apparent reason, or due to uncon-

 trollable domestic factors in the supplying nation. In February 1936, for exam-

 ple, the Soviet Union stopped all oil deliveries to Germany, citing only

 "difficulties with foreign payments."80 Such actions could only have further

 reduced Hitler's estimate of the value of the trading option.

 By 1937, the critical decision for war had been made. On November 5, 1937,

 Hitler brought together his top four military leaders and the Foreign Minister

 for what is generally considered to be the most important "war council"

 meeting prior to the war.81 The issue at hand was whether Germany's "space"
 problem could be solved by "means of autarchy". or by "increased participation
 in the world economy." The first was infeasible, since complete autarchy "could

 not be maintained." Hitler then launched into a discussion of the trading option

 as a means to German long-term security To "participation in the world

 economy," he said, "there were limitations which we were unable to remove.
 The establishment of Germany's position on a secure and sound foundation

 was obstructed by market fluctuations, and commercial treaties afforded no

 guarantee for their actual observance." Countries that Germany formerly relied

 on for food were now industrializing, implying that they could no longer meet

 German food needs. Germany was also living in "an age of economic empires,"

 and Hitler compared Germany to others with small territories, such as Japan

 and Italy, where "economic motives underlay the urge for expansion." Unfor-
 tunately, "for countries outside the great economic empires, opportunities for

 economic expansion were severely obstructed."

 Nazism 1919-1945, p. 291. On German efforts to reduce dependence through increased trade ties
 with China and Eastern Europe, and through intervention in the Spanish Civil War, see Gerhard
 L. Weinberg, The Foreign Policy of Hitler's Germany: Starting World War II (Chicago: University of
 Chicago Press, 1980), chaps. 1, 5 and 7; David E. Kaiser, Economic Diplomacy and the Origins of the
 Second World War (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980); Robert H. Whealey, Hitler and Spain:
 The Nazi Role in the Spanish Civil War, 1936-1939 (Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 1989);
 Berenice A. Carroll, Design for Total War: Arms and Economics in the Third Reich (The Hague: Mouton,
 1968).
 80. Yergin, The Prize, p. 332.
 81. See Noakes and Pridham, Nazism 1919-1945, p. 680.
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 Admitting that the economic stimulus provided by rearmament "could never

 form the basis of a sound economy over a long period," Hitler elaborated the

 supply dilemma:

 There was a pronounced military weakness in those states which depend for
 their existence on foreign trade. As our foreign trade was carried on over the
 sea routes dominated by Britain, it was a question rather of security of trans-
 port than of foreign exchange, which revealed in time of war the full weakness
 of our food situation. The only remedy, and one which might seem to us
 visionary, lay in the acquisition of greater living space.82

 This living space "can be sought only in Europe"; this was "not a matter of

 acquiring population but of gaining space for agricultural use. Moreover, areas

 producing raw materials can be more usefully sought in Europe, in immediate

 proximity to the Reich, than overseas."83 Germany, he said, would have to

 acquire territory from others through force. He then laid out three possible

 contingency plans, all of which envisioned war by 1943-45 at the latest, before

 German military power would be past its peak.84

 From this meeting, it is clear that the two conditions outlined by trade

 expectations theory as determinant of war-high dependence and low expec-

 tations for future trade-were present in the German case by the late 1930s.85

 In such a situation, even if the expected value of invasion is low or negative,86

 the value of the status quo trading option tends to be even lower; major war

 then becomes the lesser of two evils, especially when the negative expected

 value of trade only exacerbates anticipated decline. While no one would want

 82. Ibid., Doc. No. 503, pp. 681-683.
 83. Ibid., Doc. No. 503, pp. 682-683.
 84. Ibid., Doc. No. 503, pp. 684-685.
 85. One might discount Hitler's language as mere talk necessary to justify his true driving force,
 which was his lust to dominate others; see Hans J. Morgenthau, Scientific Man Versus Power Politics
 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1946). Even if this were true, however, it begs the question
 of why he felt his four key military leaders would need to hear an elaborate economic rationale
 for war. We thus return to the point that without the support of his subordinates, Hitler could not
 have initiated war; calculated aggression, therefore, had to have a logical end. It is also clear that
 the majority of Hitler's military leaders were not simply brain-washed dupes of Nazi ideology,
 but accepted the necessity of major war on strategic grounds. See the essays in Correlli Barnett,
 ed., Hitler's Generals (New York: Quill, 1989); John J. Mearsheimer, Conventional Deterrence (Ithaca:
 Cornell University Press, 1983), chap. 4; Dale Copeland, "Deterrence, Reassurance, And Machiavel-
 lian Appeasement: Was the Second World War Inevitable?" paper presented at Security Studies
 conference on "Deterrence after the Cold War: Theoretical Perspectives and Policy Implications of
 Enduring Rivalries," Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, Calif., September 1995.
 86. On May 23, 1939, Hitler told his top military officials that while Germany must "aim at a short
 war," it "must also be prepared for a war of 10-15 years' duration." Noakes and Pridham, Nazism
 1919-1945, Doc. No. 539, p. 738.

This content downloaded from 61.152.128.5 on Fri, 26 Jan 2018 10:43:02 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms

VOL IV - 145



 Economic Interdependence and War | 39

 to understate important unit-level reasons for the war (Hitler's personality, the

 nature of the Nazi regime, its racist ideology, etc.), Germany's systemic eco-

 nomic situation was a fundamental cause. Like Japan in 1930s, Germany's

 small territorial size, highly industrialized economy, and growing population

 meant that it would always be dependent on other great powers for goods vital

 to its long-term well-being. This would be so despite German efforts to achieve

 relative autarchy. With the world economy going through significant fluctu-

 ations, and with large economic empires like the United States and Britain

 shutting off trade with have-not nations like Germany, it was not surprising

 that "participation in the world economy" was not seen as the means to achieve

 Germany's long-term security

 Thus, Hitler's calculations contained a certain tragic rationality eerily similar

 to those of German decision-makers in 1914. Moreover, German military lead-

 ers, most of whom were in positions of authority before Hitler assumed power,

 also accepted his logic. Disagreements with the military were mostly over

 tactics, not grand-strategic objectives: there was almost universal acceptance of

 the notion that Germany, to survive as a nation, had to overcome its severe

 dependence on others by grabbing the raw materials and fertile territory of

 other states.

 Conclusion

 This article offers a new theory to build upon liberal and realist approaches to

 economic interdependence and war. The other two approaches highlight im-

 portant causal elements of interdependence-liberalism, the benefits of trade,

 and realism, the potential costs of severed trade-but neither specifies the

 conditions under which these elements will operate. By introducing a dynamic

 factor, expectations of future trade, the new theory shows when high levels of

 dependence lead to peace or to war. When expectations for trade are positive,

 leaders expect to realize the benefits of trade into the future and therefore have

 less reason for war now; trade will indeed "constrain." If, however, leaders are

 pessimistic about future trade, fearing to be cut off from vital goods or believ-

 ing that current restrictions will not be relaxed, then the negative expected

 value of peace may make war the rational strategic choice.

 A few practical implications of this new theoretical framework for the post-

 Cold War world can be briefly noted. In anticipating likely areas of conflict,

 one should look for situations in which powers have both high levels of

 dependence on outsiders and low expectations for trade. Both China and Japan,
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 as emerging great powers, may soon satisfy these conditions. China's economy

 is growing at a yearly rate many times that of most other powers, and its

 domestic sources of raw materials are struggling to keep pace; within the next

 couple of years, for extample, China will have to begin importing oil.87 As it

 continues to modernize its armed forces, it will gradually gain the strength

 necessary to press its territorial claims.88

 Japan has never truly overcome the problem it faced before World War II,

 namely, its overwhelming dependence on others for the vital minerals and oil

 needed to sustain its modern industrial economy. While U.S. hegemony in the

 region has allowed Japan to flourish since 1945, one can imagine the fears that

 would arise in Tokyo should the United States ever reduce its naval and

 military presence in the Far East (for budgetary or other reasons). Japan would

 be compelled to try to defend its raw material supply routes, setting off a spiral

 of hostility with regional great powers like China, India, Russia, and perhaps

 the United States itself.89

 Russia still has significant economic ties with the states of the former Soviet

 Union, and is, in particular, dependent on pipelines through Ukraine and

 Belarus to sell its natural gas to Western European customers. These states in

 turn depend on Russia for their energy supplies.90 Should Ukraine use threats

 to turn off the pipelines as political leverage, low expectations for future trade

 might push Russia to reoccupy its former possession in order to mitigate its

 economic vulnerability

 American and European dependence on Middle East's oil exports, combined

 with plummeting expectations for future trade, were probably the key factors

 leading the United States and Europe to unite against Iraq in 1990-91. It is not

 hard to envision future scenarios in the Persian Gulf involving fundamentalist

 Iran or a resurgent Iraq that could dictate a repeat of the Gulf War, this time

 with perhaps far more devastating consequences.

 The key to moderating these potential conflicts is to alter leaders' perceptions

 of the future trading environment in which they operate. As the Far Eastern

 87. See Nicholas D. Kristof, "The Rise of China," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 72, No. 5 (November/
 December 1993), p. 64.
 88. China has already staked a claim to the potentially oil rich and much disputed Spratly Islands
 in the South China Sea. See Gerald Segal, "East Asia and The 'Constrainment' of China," Interna-
 tional Security, Vol. 20, No. 4 (Spring 1996), pp. 107-135. William H. Overholt, The Rise of China:
 How Economic Reform is Creating a New Superpower (New York: Norton, 1993).
 89. For an exaggerated but still insightful analysis of this, see George Friedman and Meredith
 Lebard, The Coming War with Japan (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1991).
 90. See Erik Whitlock, "Ukrainian-Russian Trade: The Economics of Dependency," Radio Free
 Europe/Radio Liberty Research Report, Vol. 2, No. 43 (October 29, 1993), pp. 38-42.
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 situation of the late 1930s showed, the instrument of trade sanctions must be

 used with great care when dealing with states possessing manifest or latent

 military power. Economic sanctions by the United States against China for

 human rights violations, for example, if implemented, could push China to-

 ward expansion or naval power-projection in order to safeguard supplies and

 to ensure the penetration of Asian markets. Sanctions against Japan could

 produce the same effect, if they were made too strong, or if they appeared to

 reflect domestic hostility to Japan itself, not just a bargaining ploy to free up

 trade.

 The value of maintaining an open trading system through the new World

 Trade Organization (WTO) is also clear: any significant trend to regionalization

 may force dependent great powers to use military force to protect their trading

 realms. In this regard, my analysis tends to support the liberal view that

 international institutions may help reinforce the chances for peace: insofar as

 these institutions solidify positive expectations about the future, they reduce

 the incentive for aggression. Yet trade expectations between great powers are

 usually improved without formal institutions being involved, simply as the

 result of smart bilateral diplomacy. Nixon and Kissinger achieved just that

 when they negotiated the 1972 trade treaty with the Soviets. Conversely, trade

 expectations can be shattered by poor bilateral diplomacy even within the

 context of an overarching international regime. American trade sanctions

 against China or Japan tomorrow, for example, might produce profound

 political-military tension, even under the new WTO framework. The existence

 of formal institutions, therefore, does not do away with the need for intelligent

 great power foreign policy between individual great powers.

 This article began with the question of whether high economic interdepend-

 ence between states after the Cold War might help preserve the peace. For

 liberals confident that a new day is dawning for the international system, this

 analysis sounds a strong note of caution. It is the very states that are the most

 dependent on others that are likely to lead the system into war, should their

 leaders become pessimistic about the continuation of trading relations that so

 determine their wealth and security. But my argument also rejects the stark

 view of realists who automatically equate continued high interdependence

 with conflict: if leaders can sustain positive expectations for the future, then

 trading will indeed seem more rational than invading. To a large degree,

 whether interdependence leads to war or to peace thus becomes a question of

 political foresight. Those leaders who understand that an adversary's decisions

 rest not on the static situation of the present, but on the dynamic expectations

 for the future, will be better able to avoid the tragedy of war.
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1
The Challenges 

of Global Governance

1

Growing evidence of climate change, along with the 
continuing threat of global terrorism, pandemics, the resurgence of eth-
nonationalism, and memories of the meltdown of financial markets in 2008,
has brought home to people around the world the complex problems we
face today. These also include the dangers of nuclear weapons proliferation,
large-scale humanitarian crises and intractable conflicts in Africa and the
Middle East, the persistence of deep poverty, the continuing growth of
international migration both legal and illegal, and failed states.

None of these problems can be solved by sovereign states acting alone.
All require cooperation of some sort among states and the growing number
of nonstate actors; many require the active participation of ordinary citi-
zens; some demand the establishment of new international mechanisms for
monitoring or the negotiation of new international rules; and most require
the refinement of means for securing states’ and other actors’ compliance.
Many contemporary problems are also requiring new types of partner-
ships—some between existing organizations such as the United Nations
(UN) and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in Libya or the
African Union (AU) in Somalia; others involve public-private partnerships
such as between the UN and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation to
address various international health issues. In short, there is a wide variety
of cross-border issues and problems that require governance. Sometimes
the need is truly global in scope, as with pandemics or climate change. In
other cases, the governance problem is specific to a region of the world or
group of countries, as with the need to manage an international river or
regional sea. Sometimes, a problem cannot be neatly classified, as with the
Arctic, where the nexus of issues posed by climate change affects not just
states and peoples but significant parts of the world. As Bruce Jentleson
(2012: 145) has noted, “The need for global governance is not an if ques-
tion. It is a how question.” But what do we mean by “global governance,”
and why is the need for it increasing?
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2 International Organizations

What Is Global Governance?
In 2005, two international relations scholars noted: “The idea of global
governance has attained near-celebrity status. In little more than a decade
the concept has gone from the ranks of the unknown to one of the central
orienting themes in the practice and study of international affairs (Barnett
and Duvall 2005: 1). Sometimes the term global governance has been used
as just a synonym for international organizations. More often, however, it is
used to capture the complexity and dynamism of the many collective efforts
by states and an increasing variety of nonstate actors to identify, under-
stand, and address various issues and problems in today’s turbulent world.
In 1995 the Commission on Global Governance, an independent group of
prominent international figures, published a report on what reforms in
modes of international cooperation were called for by global changes fol-
lowing the Cold War’s end. The commission defined governance as “the
sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private, man-
age their common affairs. It is a continuing process through which conflict-
ing or diverse interests may be accommodated and cooperative action may
be taken. It includes formal . . . as well as informal arrangements that peo-
ple and institutions have agreed to or perceive to be in their interest” (Com-
mission on Global Governance 1995: 2).

How does governance relate to government? While clearly related, the
two concepts are not identical. As James Rosenau (1992: 4) put it:

Both refer to purposive behavior, to goal-oriented activities, to systems of
rule; but government suggests activities that are backed by formal author-
ity, by police powers to insure the implementation of duly constituted
policies, whereas governance refers to activities backed by shared goals
that may or may not derive from legal and formally prescribed responsi-
bilities and that do not necessarily rely on police powers to overcome defi-
ance and attain compliance. Governance, in other words, is a more encom-
passing phenomenon than government. It embraces governmental
institutions, but it also subsumes informal, nongovernmental mechanisms
whereby those persons and organizations within its purview move ahead,
satisfy their needs, and fulfill their wants.

Thus, global governance is not global government; it is not a single world
order; there is no top-down, hierarchical structure of authority, but both
power and authority in global governance are present in varying ways and
to varying degrees. Reviewing the evolution of the concept, Thomas Weiss
and Rorden Wilkinson (2014:211) conclude, “We understand global gover-
nance as the sum of the informal and formal ideas, values, norms, proce-
dures, and institutions that help all actors—states, IGOs, civil society, and
TNCs—identify, understand, and address trans-boundary problems.” It
therefore encompasses international law and international organizations
created by states, but goes well beyond them, because today’s world is far
more complex and far less state-centric, with a wide variety of actors and
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The Challenges of Global Governance 3

governance mechanisms. It is “the collective effort by sovereign states,
international organizations, and other nonstate actors to address common
challenges and seize opportunities than transcend national frontiers. . . . [It
is] an ungainly patchwork of formal and informal institutions” (Patrick
2014b: 59).

The concept of global governance has ancient roots, but contemporary
conceptions are very much a product of developments since the Cold War’s
end. Analyzing the varieties of global governance and the actors in the pol-
itics and processes that have shaped them is the central purpose of this
book. In doing this, we show why, if one wants to understand collective
global efforts to solve those “problems without passports,” it is no longer
enough to look just at international organizations created by states.
Although states retain their sovereignty and still exercise coercive power,
global governance increasingly rests on other bases of authority. Thus,
Emmanuel Adler and Steven Bernstein (2005: 302) note that “the decou-
pling of coercive force and legitimate rule is the most striking feature of
contemporary global governance.” The study of this phenomenon therefore
requires exploring not only the forms that it can take, the politics and
processes by which it has developed, the actors who play various roles, and
the relationships among them, but also the forms and patterns of both
power and authority. As the title of one book conveys, “Who governs the
globe?” is an essential question to answer, as are also the questions of “who
get what,” “who benefits,” and with what consequences (Avant, Finnemore,
and Sell 2010b). Part of the value, then, of the concept “global governance”
is the way that it enables us to look at international organization (IO)—the
long-term process of organizing collective efforts to deal with shared prob-
lems—past, present, and future (Claude 1964: 4). Global governance is
incredibly complex and no one book can cover it all. For the sake of man-
ageability, we have chosen to focus primarily on interstate varieties of
global governance, and particularly on intergovernmental organizations
(IGOs), while also showing where and how various types of nonstate actors
(NSAs) play important roles. We introduce networks, forms of private gov-
ernance, and public-private partnerships, but leave these to others to elab-
orate. Because global governance is also dynamic, the study of it is the
study of how changes have occurred in efforts to deal with shared trans-
boundary problems, how changes are occurring, and even how changes
could or should occur in the future.

Why the Growing Need for Global Governance Now?
The emergence of the concept of global governance in the 1990s accompa-
nied the growing awareness of the rapid pace of a number of systemic
changes taking place in the world, as well as the rapid proliferation of
issues and actors and the inadequacy of existing international organizations
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to provide solutions to many problems. These changes include globaliza-
tion, technological advances, the Cold War’s end, and the growth of
transnationalism. Separately and collectively, they have fundamentally
altered global politics at the same time that they have contributed to the
increased need for global governance.

Globalization
Since the late 1980s, what had initially appeared to be simply growing
interdependence among states and peoples has become something much
more fundamental—a complex multidimensional process of economic, cul-
tural, and social change. Particularly noticeable is the rapid pace of change,
the compression of time and space, and the scale and scope of interconnect-
edness. There are many definitions of globalization, some of which focus
primarily on its economic dimensions, namely the “integration of national
economies into the international economy through trade, direct foreign
investment (by corporations and multinationals), short-term capital flows,
international flows of workers and humanity generally, and flows of tech-
nology” (Bhagwati 2004: 3). More broadly, however, globalization can be
defined as “a historical process involving a fundamental shift or transfor-
mation in the spatial scale of human social organization that links distant
communities and expands the reach of power relations across regions and
continents” (McGrew 2008: 19).

In its contemporary form, globalization is unprecedented in the degree
to which economic markets, cultures, peoples, and states have become
linked, thanks to improvements in transportation and communications that
speed the movement of ideas, goods, news, capital, technology, and people,
and to deregulation and privatization of businesses, finance, and services in
many countries. Globalization has spurred the proliferating networks of
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and financial markets, linking like-
minded people and investors, as well as the unwelcome, often illegal
actors—terrorists and drug traffickers. It has contributed to the homogeniza-
tion of culture with the global spread of ideas and popular culture. It has also
contributed to heterogeneity, with the reassertion of ethnicity and national-
ism in many parts of the world in reaction to globalization. The ways in
which global events can have local consequences and vice versa mean that
crises in one region can affect jobs, production, personal savings, and invest-
ment in other regions, as, for example, ripples from the 1998 Asian financial
crisis could be felt in Ohio and Washington state as well as in Bangkok and
Jakarta. Civil wars and conflicts in some of the world’s poorest regions, such
as Somalia and Mali, ripple outward through the flows of asylum seekers
and illegal migrants to richer countries.

The effects of globalization change the significance of the borders of
states and the very nature of world politics. They mean that states no longer
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The Challenges of Global Governance 5

have a monopoly on power and authority. They increase the recognition of
transnational problems that require global regulation in some form. The
consequence has been a huge growth in transnational, regional, and global
forms of public and private rulemaking and regulation since the early
1990s. This includes expanded jurisdiction of existing IGOs like the Inter-
national Maritime Organization, networks of cooperation among govern-
ment agencies such as the Financial Action Task Force that link government
experts on money laundering, as well as private standard-setting initiatives
such as that by the Forest Stewardship Council.

While globalization affects all spheres of human activity—economic,
social, cultural, technological, environmental, and political—not all peoples
or areas of the world are equally affected. Some critics charge that global-
ization has deepened global inequality between the haves and have-nots,
especially those living on less than a dollar a day (Stiglitz 2002). Undoubt-
edly, globalization has created winners and losers between countries and
also within countries. Given both the detrimental and the beneficial effects
of globalization, the question is how globalization will be governed. As
then–UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan put it at the turn of the millen-
nium: “The central challenge we face today is to ensure that globalization
becomes a positive force for all the world’s people, instead of leaving bil-
lions of them behind in squalor” (2000: 6). Yet it is also important to recog-
nize that further globalization is not inevitable. Many of the changes of the
past two decades are reversible. With the failure of the World Trade Orga-
nization (WTO) to conclude a new multilateral trade agreement, for exam-
ple, regional and bilateral free trade agreements have proliferated, poten-
tially undermining the liberal WTO-based global trade system that has been
a core element of economic globalization.

Globalization has both coincided with and contributed to the growth
of transnationalism and the deregulation and privatization shift, all of
which can be linked to the revolution in global communications and
transport.

Technological Changes
Globalization would not have been possible without major technological
changes in both transport and communications that permit the movement of
people and goods rapidly over great distances and move information,
images, written words, and sound by telephone, Internet, television net-
works, and various forms of social media. Today’s container ships and
tankers carry many times the tonnage faster and at lower cost than ever
before. The ease and lower cost of contemporary jet travel have contributed
to the flow of international tourists. In 2012, the number of tourists world-
wide passed the 1 billion mark for the first time; by contrast, the figure was
just 25 million in 1952.
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Moving people and goods more cheaply and easily is facilitated by the
technological advances in communication. From the mid-nineteenth-
century development of the telegraph, through to the telephone, radio, film,
television, photocopying, satellite communications, faxing, cell phones, the
Internet, e-mail, and social media, the advances have had an enormous
impact on global politics and governance. In 2013, the International
Telecommunication Union (ITU) reported that the number of cell or mobile
phone subscriptions in the world had reached 6.8 billion—accounting for
96 percent of the world’s population, including 89 percent of the people in
developing countries. In comparison, a substantially smaller number of
people, 2.8 billion, had access to the Internet in 2013, representing about 40
percent of the world’s population (see www.itu.int). The technological rev-
olution in communications also gives more people access to major interna-
tional news sources such as CNN and Al Jazeera. They and other sources
provide twenty-four-hour instantaneous and often eyewitness coverage of
all types of events. The ramifications of these developments are hard to
overstate. Transnational communications allow citizens all over the world
to exchange ideas and information and to mobilize like-minded people in
support of a particular cause in virtual real time. The cascade of events from
Tunisia to Egypt to Yemen, Jordan, Bahrain, Morocco, Libya, and Syria dur-
ing the Arab Spring in 2011 owed much to people’s use of Internet-based
social media such as Facebook and Twitter and the inability of authoritarian
governments to block the flow of images and information. Both the trans-
portation revolution and the communications revolution have aided the for-
mation of transnational groups, social movements such as those on behalf
of women, and networks.

The Cold War’s End
The end of the Cold War was brought about by the collapse of Soviet-
supported communist governments in Central Europe, symbolized by the
fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, and the disintegration two years later of the
Soviet Union itself into fifteen separate, independent states. The fax
machine and television were important in transmitting images and informa-
tion across the Iron Curtain into Poland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, East
Germany, and other countries. The Cold War’s end marked the ending of
one historical era and the beginning of another. The international system
shifted from a bipolar structure to a post–Cold War structure that was
simultaneously unipolar, dominated by a single superpower (the United
States), and a nonpolar, networked system of a globalized world.

Although the Cold War’s end contributed to the so-called third wave of
democratizations in formerly communist states, Latin America, and Asia,
it also removed the support of one or the other superpower from many
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The Challenges of Global Governance 7

weak states in Asia and Africa, unleashing a long string of deadly conflicts
in the former Yugoslavia, Somalia, Afghanistan, and elsewhere. At the same
time, it opened new political space for states and nonstate actors—space for
pursuing new types of cooperation in ending those very conflicts, expand-
ing the scope and reach of human rights norms, and reducing barriers to
trade and investment. In short, it produced a series of new governance chal-
lenges as well as possibilities for developing new forms of governance.

Expanding Transnationalism
Contributing to the Cold War’s end and benefiting from increased democra-
tization, accelerating globalization, and the advances in technology and
transport is the growth of transnationalism—the processes through which
individuals and various types of nonstate actors work together across state
borders. It is exhibited in the activities of global civil society, NGOs,
transnational advocacy networks, and transnational social movements.

Civil society comprises more than just NGOs; it is broader, encompass-
ing all organizations and associations that exist outside the state and the
market (i.e., government and business). It includes advocacy groups and
associations of professionals such as doctors, lawyers, labor unions, cham-
bers of commerce, religious groups, ethnic associations, and sporting asso-
ciations. The key distinction between NGOs and civil society groups is
their links to citizens. Many NGOs are elite-run groups with tenuous links
to citizens on whose behalf they claim to act. Like NGOs, civil society is
neither inherently good nor inherently bad. People work together to
advance both nefarious and worthy ends.

The spread of democracy has bolstered the growth of civil society in
countries where restrictions on citizens’ groups have been lifted. Civil soci-
ety groups communicate with each other domestically and cross-nationally,
creating new coalitions from the local to the global. These transnational
civil society groups permeate numerous issue areas, including the environ-
ment, human rights, economic development, and security. Their demands
for representation in processes of global governance contribute to the
increased need to reform existing international institutions and to find new
ways to incorporate nonstate actors into global governance. Various types
of transnational groups are discussed further in Chapter 6.

Systemic changes inevitably have a variety of consequences for states
and for state sovereignty. The increased need for global governance mag-
nifies the importance of multilateralism as a core process as well as the
importance of leadership and different strategies used by states and nonstate
actors. As Deborah Avant, Martha Finnemore, and Susan Sell (2010c: 7)
note, however, “knowing global needs is rarely enough to explain how and
why a particular governance outcome was chosen.”
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Actors in Global Governance
The complexity of global governance is a function not only of its many
forms, but also of its many actors. To be sure, states are central actors in
IGOs and in many other forms of global governance, but IGO bureaucra-
cies, treaty secretariats, NGOs, multinational corporations (MNCs), scien-
tific experts, civil society groups, international credit-rating agencies, think
tanks, major foundations, networks, partnerships, private military and secu-
rity companies, as well as transnational criminal and drug-trafficking net-
works are among the many nonstate actors (see Figure 1.1). As one pair of
scholars put it, “In essence, global governance implies a multiactor per-
spective on world politics” (Dingwerth and Pattberg 2006: 191).  Still, “the
novelty is not simply the increase in numbers but also the ability of non-
state actors to take part in steering the political system” (Biermann and 
Pattberg 2012: 6). Thus, studying actors in global governance means exam-
ining the nature and degree of various actors’ participation as well as their
relative power and authority.  

States
States continue to be key actors in global governance. States alone have
sovereignty, which has historically given them authority not only over their
own territory and people, but also over powers delegated to international
institutions. To be sure, today’s reality is that sovereignty is compromised
by many states’ own weaknesses, by globalization, the Internet, and social
media, by conditionality on international aid, and by the influences of inter-
national norms and NSAs such as banks, global financial markets, and
NGOs. Traditionally, states have been the primary sources of IGOs’ funding
and of military capabilities for multilateral peacekeeping and peace
enforcement. They create international law and norms and determine their
effectiveness through their compliance or failure to comply. States are also
still a primary locus of people’s identities.

Because the more than 190 states in the international system vary so
dramatically, however, their relative importance in global governance

Figure 1.1  Actors in Global Governance

• States and their subnational and local jurisdictions
• IGOs and their bureaucracies
• NGOs
• Experts and epistemic communities
• Networks and partnerships
• Multinational corporations
• Private foundations
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The Challenges of Global Governance 9

varies. Large, powerful states are more likely to play greater roles than are
smaller, less powerful states. With significant shifts in the relative power of
major states now under way, however, patterns that have prevailed in the
past are changing, making the future difficult to predict.

Historically, the United States used its dominant position after World
War II to shape much of the structure and rules of the postwar international
system, including the liberal international economic order. Because it used
both its hard material power and its soft power of attraction and persuasion
to promote the principles of multilateralism and compromise as well as to
promote liberal ideas, scholars refer to US hegemony in characterizing the
US role. IGOs offered a way to create structures compatible with Ameri-
can notions of political order and through which to promote US political
and economic interests as well as ideas and values. Although domestic sup-
port for such institutions was not necessarily ensured, governmental and
public commitment were generally strong both in the United States and
many other countries. The predominance of Americans in many secretariats
and the relatively large share of operating and program funding contributed
by the United States reinforced US influence over the policies and pro-
grams of many IGOs.

Nonetheless, the history of the United States and international commit-
ments is a mixed one, as shown by the rejection of membership in the
League of Nations in 1921, of the proposed International Trade Organiza-
tion in 1948, of the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea in 1982, and of
the International Criminal Court (ICC) in 1998. Since 1972, the United
States has used its veto in the UN Security Council more than any of the
other four permanent members. The US Congress withheld full payment of
US dues to the UN from 1985 to 2000 and has held up reform of the Inter-
national Monetary Fund (IMF) since 2010.

To be sure, US hegemony was challenged throughout the Cold War by
the Soviet Union and its allies and by the rise of nationalism among states
in Africa, Asia, and the Caribbean that gained their independence from
European colonial rule in the 1950s and 1960s. It has also been challenged
by the country’s own quasi-imperial overstretch and wars in Vietnam, Iraq,
Afghanistan, and the global war on terror, which have drained resources
and cost the United States legitimacy among friends and allies. Yet the
international order that US hegemony created persists.

Today, however, the United States cannot shape global governance
alone. As one journalist commented in 2011: “The United States still has
formidable strengths. . . . But America will never again experience the
global dominance it enjoyed in the 17 years between the Soviet Union’s
collapse in 1991 and the financial crisis of 2008. Those days are over”
(Rachman 2011: 63).

Emerging powers such as China, India, and Brazil increasingly chal-
lenge US and Western dominance. China’s rise in particular raises questions
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about the future. As the second largest economy in 2013 (and largest in late
2014 by the IMF’s recalculation of gross domestic product [GDP]), a major
donor to the World Bank, a major investor in Asia, Latin America, and
Africa, and the world’s largest emitter of carbon dioxide, it will inevitably
be a key actor. China, however, as one scholar notes, is “a least-likely” case
of compliance with international norms and rules given its history, cultural
traditions, and power (Kent 2007). Yet, since 2010, it has shown increasing
confidence and assertiveness due to its economic growth and the perception
of US weakening. Russia, too, seeks to restore its position as a major player
following the Soviet Union’s dissolution and the collapse of Russia’s econ-
omy in the 1990s, which diminished its power. India and Brazil are among
the other assertive emerging powers. Together with China, they blocked con-
tinuation of the WTO Doha negotiations in 2008 on the issue of the right of
developing countries to resist liberalization of trade in agricultural products.
Both Brazil and India are active contenders for permanent seats on the UN
Security Council. India has long refused to participate in treaties and other
arrangements, such as the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, that it regards
as favoring the more powerful states. Likewise, Brazil has worked to build
the Common Market of the South (Mercosur) as a trading bloc in South
America and resisted US efforts to create the Free Trade Area of the Amer-
icas. China, India, and Brazil are now among the major contributors to UN
peacekeeping operations. The BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and
South Africa) are home to 40 percent of the world’s population, and
account for 20 percent of world GDP, 15 percent of world trade, and for
two-thirds of world economic growth (Thakur 2014). They are challenging
the liberal international economic order, including the dominant position of
the US dollar and the World Bank’s role in development funding, as they
create a BRICS development bank based in Shanghai. A further challenge
comes from the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank created in 2014 with
substantial initial funding from China.

Middle-power states have traditionally played a particularly important
role in international institutions, often acting in concert in the UN and other
IGOs, taking initiatives on arms control, human rights, and other issues.
Argentina, Australia, Canada, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Norway, and Swe-
den, for example, are known for their commitment to multilateralism, abil-
ity to forge compromises, and support for reform in the international sys-
tem. The Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland, Iceland, Norway, and
Sweden), together with the Netherlands, for example, have traditionally
been major contributors to UN peacekeeping operations; they have met or
exceeded development assistance targets; and they have provided about 10
percent of all UN leadership positions. Although they have exemplified
Western values, “their effectiveness and reputation within the UN have
rested on a perception . . . as being different from the rest of the West (or
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North)” (Laatikainen 2006: 77). The essence of the role of middle powers
lies in the importance of secondary players as both followers and leaders.

For the large number of less developed, small, and weak states, power
and influence generally come only insofar as they are able to form coali-
tions that enlarge their voices and offer opportunities to set global agendas
and link issues of importance to them. IGOs provide valuable arenas for
this and also for international recognition and legitimacy. Through their
collective efforts, small and developing countries have endeavored to shape
the agendas, priorities, and programs of many IGOs with varying degrees
of success. The Group of 77 (G-77) has been a major vehicle for develop-
ing countries to push their interests since the mid-1960s. Similarly, the
thirty-nine member Alliance of Small Island States has been able to gain a
voice on the issue of global climate change. Small states also often pick and
choose the issues of highest priority around which to focus their limited
resources. For example, Malta made its mark in the late 1960s by urging
adoption of the norm of the seabed and other common areas as “the com-
mon heritage of mankind.” By analyzing the roles of small states in global
governance, one can discover how skillful use of multilateral diplomacy
and networks can alter the power equation, leading to outcomes that serve
the interests of people, groups, and states that are not generally considered
powerful.

Although states are still regarded as central to maintaining order in the
world, since 1990 an increasing number of states have been sources of dis-
order due to their inability to perform most basic functions. Hence, prob-
lems emanating from weak, failing, and failed states have become twenty-
first-century global governance challenges. They include spillover in the
form of refugees from civil wars and conflicts as well as groups such as the
Taliban that use neighboring states as sanctuaries; terrorist groups such as
al-Qaeda in Mahgreb that exploit the weakness of states surrounding the
Sahara; weak states such as the Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC), the
Central African Republic (CAR), and Mali that are unable to protect their
own citizens; and states such as Somalia that are unable to control piracy
emanating from their territory. State capability, however, also includes the
ability to comply with international rules, to track infectious diseases, to
limit sex, drug, and arms trafficking, and to promote human well-being so
that people do not feel compelled to migrate elsewhere in search of a bet-
ter life.

States themselves, however, may not act with one voice in global gov-
ernance. Increasingly, provincial, state, and local governments, especially
in democratic countries with federal forms of government, are involved in
international economic negotiations, and in implementing environmental
regulations and human rights initiatives, acting independently and occa-
sionally at odds with their respective national governments. Mayors of
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large cities now meet periodically at global conferences, for example,
becoming subnational actors in global governance. Similarly, transgovern-
mental networks of government officials—police investigators, financial
regulators, judges, and legislators—provide a means of exchanging infor-
mation, tracking money laundering and terrorist financing, coordinating
cross-border law enforcement, expanding the reach of environmental and
food safety regulations, and providing training programs and technical
assistance to counterparts (Slaughter 2004: 2–4). Such networks are part of
the multilevel character of global governance. As Frank Biermann and
Philipp Pattberg (2012: 13) put it, “Global standards need to be imple-
mented and put into practice locally, and global norm setting requires local
decision-making and implementation . . . with the potential of conflicts and
synergies between different levels of regulatory activity.” Chapters 10 and
11 examine some examples.

In short, states “are sharing powers—including political, social, and
security roles at the core of sovereignty—with businesses, with interna-
tional organizations, and with a multitude of citizens groups. . . . The steady
concentration of power in the hands of states that began in 1648 with the
Peace of Westphalia is over, at least for a while” (Mathews 1997: 50).

Intergovernmental Organizations
IGOs are organizations that include at least three states as members, that
have activities in several states, and that are created through a formal inter-
governmental agreement such as a treaty, charter, or statute. They also have
headquarters, executive heads, bureaucracies, and budgets. In 2013–2014,
the Yearbook of International Organizations identified about 265 IGOs
ranging in size from 3 members (the North American Free Trade Agreement
[NAFTA]) to more than 190 members (the Universal Postal Union [UPU]).
Members may come primarily from one geographic region (as in the case
of the Organization of American States [OAS]) or from all geographic
regions (as in the case of the World Bank). Although some IGOs are
designed to achieve a single purpose (such as the Organization of Petro-
leum Exporting Countries [OPEC]), others have been developed for multi-
ple tasks (such as the United Nations). The majority of IGOs are regional or
subregional, with a commonality of interest motivating states to cooperate
on issues directly affecting them. Among the universe of IGOs, most are
small in membership and designed to address specific functions. Most have
been formed since World War II, and Europe, among the different regions,
has the densest concentration of IGOs (see Figure 1.2).

IGOs are recognized subjects of international law, with separate stand-
ing from their member states. In a 1949 advisory opinion, Reparations for
Injuries Suffered in the Service of the United Nations, the International
Court of Justice (ICJ) concluded: “The Organization [the United Nations]
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was intended to exercise and enjoy, and is in fact exercising and enjoying,
functions and rights which can only be explained on the basis of interna-
tional personality and the capacity to operate upon an international plane.
It is at present the supreme type of international organization, and it could
not carry out the intentions of its founders if it was devoid of international
personality.”

International relations scholars have long viewed IGOs primarily as
agents of their member states and focused on their structural attributes,
decisionmaking processes, and programs. After all, IGOs are formed by
states, and states grant IGOs responsibilities and authority to act. Yet,
increasingly, IGOs have also been seen as actors in their own right, because
their secretariat members play key but often invisible roles in persuading
states to act, coordinating the efforts of different groups, providing the
diplomatic skills to secure agreements, and ensuring the effectiveness of
programs (Mathiason 2007). These include senior officials such as the UN
Secretary-General (UNSG) and his or her under- and assistant secretaries-
general as well as the UNSG’s special representatives (SRSGs); the 
directors-general of organizations such as the World Health Organization
(WHO) and World Trade Organization (WTO); the UN High Commis-
sioners for Refugees and Human Rights (UNHCR and UNHCHR); the
president of the World Bank; the executive director of the International
Monetary Fund; and the president of the European Commission. These
individuals “will generally possess an identity that is distinct from that of

Figure 1.2  Classifying Types of IGOs

Geographic Scope Examples

Global UN
WHO
WTO

Regional ASEAN
AU
EU

Subregional ECOWAS
GCC

Purpose Examples

General OAS
UN

Specialized ILO
WHO
WTO
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any other entity and an interest in promoting the well-being of the organi-
zation and its membership” (Duffield 2007: 13). Stories are legion about
the roles secretariat officials have played in achieving international trade
agreements, cease-fires in wars, governments’ agreement to revise their
development strategies to meet international guidelines, and organizational
reforms.

Like other bureaucracies, IGO secretariats often do much more than
their member states may have intended. Because many, but not all, IGO
bureaucrats are international civil servants rather than individuals seconded
to a secretariat from national governments, they tend to take their respon-
sibilities seriously and work hard “to promote what they see as ‘good pol-
icy’ or to protect it from states that have competing interests” (Barnett and
Finnemore 2004: 5). IGO bureaucracies also tend to develop their own
organizational cultures—sometimes based on the professional backgrounds
of many staff (e.g., public health, finance)—and this can influence how
they define issues and what types of policy solutions they recommend.
They must respond to new challenges and crises, provide policy options for
member states, determine how to carry out vague mandates, reform them-
selves, and formulate new tasks and procedures. For example, the UN Sec-
retariat created peacekeeping at the height of the Cold War, and later
devised postconflict peacebuilding operations that include a wide variety of
tasks from electoral assistance to police and court reform. IGOs have
resources, including money, food, weapons, and expertise. Many IGO
bureaucracies play important roles in analyzing and interpreting informa-
tion, giving it meaning that can prompt action. To some extent, therefore,
IGOs “help determine the kind of world that is to be governed and set the
agenda for global governance” (Barnett and Finnemore 2004: 7).

Thus, IGO bureaucracies are not just tools of states. They are also pur-
posive actors that have power to influence world events. Their authority,
and that of bureaucracies generally, “lies in their ability to present them-
selves as impersonal and neutral—as not exercising power but instead serv-
ing others” (Barnett and Finnemore 2004: 21). The need to be seen in this
way is crucial to the credibility of the UN Secretariat or the EU Commis-
sion, for example. Yet there is also significant evidence of IGOs doing
something that “wasn’t specifically tasked to them . . . [and] outside any
reasonable notion of delegated discretion” (Oestreich 2012: 11). This the-
ory of IGO agency and its implications is discussed further in Chapter 2.

To be sure, not all IGOs are alike, as we shall examine in subsequent
chapters. Their authority and autonomy as actors in global governance vary
significantly in kind and degree. Like domestic bureaucracies, international
bureaucracies may use inaction as a way to avoid doing something they
oppose. IGOs may also act against the interests and preferences of strong or
weak states (and their secretaries-general may suffer retaliation as a result);
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they may form partnerships with nonstate actors, other IGOs, and select
states to pursue or protect certain policies; and they may attempt to per-
suade states to change their behavior—for example, by reducing corruption,
eliminating food subsidies, or turning over war criminals for prosecution by
the International Criminal Court.

In addition to IGO secretariats, there are secretariats for a large number
of international treaties, particularly in global environmental governance,
where there is no strong, central IGO. The size of these secretariats varies;
that of the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change is quite large;
others have just a few staff members. Their roles as autonomous actors
include generating and disseminating knowledge, framing the definitions of
problems and identifying solutions, influencing negotiations through their
ideas and expertise, and aiding states with treaty implementation (Biermann
and Siebenhüner 2013: 149–152). The autonomous influence of the interna-
tional secretariats of both IGOs and treaty regimes varies widely, as it does
with all bureaucracies. A major study of environmental bureaucracies has
found that the type of problem is a key factor; people and procedures are
two other important factors (Biermann and Siebenhüner 2009: 149–152).

Nongovernmental Organizations
Like IGOs, nongovernmental organizations are key actors in global gover-
nance, playing a number of roles. The growth of NGOs and NGO networks
since the 1980s has been a major factor in their increasing involvement in
governance at all levels, from global to local. Increasingly, global gover-
nance is marked by various types of interactions between IGOs and NGOs.

NGOs are private voluntary organizations whose members are individ-
uals or associations that come together to achieve a common purpose. Some
organizations are formed to advocate a particular cause such as human
rights, peace, or environmental protection. Others are established to provide
services such as disaster relief, humanitarian aid in war-torn societies, or
development assistance. Some are in reality government-organized groups
(dubbed GONGOs). Scholars and analysts distinguish between not-for-
profit groups (the vast majority) and for-profit corporations; it is also com-
mon to treat terrorist, criminal, and drug-trafficking groups—the “dark
side” of NGOs—separately, as discussed further in Chapter 6.

NGOs are increasingly active today at all levels of human society and
governance, from local or grassroots communities to national and interna-
tional politics. Many national-level groups, often called interest or pressure
groups, are now linked to counterpart groups in other countries through net-
works or federations. International nongovernmental organizations (INGOs),
like IGOs, may draw their members from more than one country, and they
may have very specific functions or be multifunctional. It is the big interna-
tional NGOs, along with transnational advocacy networks (TANs) such as
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the Coalition to Ban Landmines, that bring together many smaller NGOs
that are among the most visible NGO actors in global governance. Their
roles have been particularly important in expanding human rights and
humanitarian and environmental law.

The estimates of numbers of NGOs vary enormously. The 2013–2014
Yearbook of International Organizations identifies over 8,500 nongovern-
mental organizations that have an international dimension in terms of either
membership or commitment to conduct activities in several states. Exclu-
sively national NGOs number in the millions. Many large international
NGOs (INGOs) are transnational federations involving formal, long-term
links among national groups. Examples include the International Federation
of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, Oxfam, Médecins Sans Fron-
tières (Doctors Without Borders), the World Wildlife Fund, Transparency
International (the leading NGO fighting corruption worldwide), Human
Rights Watch, and Amnesty International.

The majority of the thousands of grassroots groups that exist in coun-
tries around the world are not part of formal networks, but may have infor-
mal links to large international human rights and development NGOs like
Human Rights Watch and CARE, from which they obtain funding for local
programs or training assistance. The links between grassroots and interna-
tional NGOs are key to activities such as promoting population control,
empowerment of women, health care, respect for human rights, and envi-
ronmental protection. Because these relationships often involve large,
Northern-dominated NGOs and Southern grassroots groups, there is a con-
cern about the dependence they foster. Since the early 1990s, the Internet,
e-mail, fax, and, more recently, various forms of social media have been
valuable tools for NGO mobilization and autonomy, enabling them to
access areas that governments and IGOs may be slow to reach.

NGOs are key sources of information and technical expertise on a wide
variety of international issues, from the environment to human rights and
corruption. They frequently are key actors in raising awareness of and help-
ing to frame issues. Thus, landmines came to be seen as a humanitarian
rather than an arms control issue, for example (Thakur and Maley 1999).
They lobby for policy changes by states, IGOs, and corporations; along
with civil society groups, they mount mass demonstrations around major
international meetings such as Group of Seven (G-7) summits and the
annual World Economic Forum in Davos. They contribute to international
adjudication by submitting friend-of-the-court briefs to international crim-
inal tribunals such as those for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda, as well
as to trade and investment tribunals (Charnovitz 2006: 353–354). Many
NGOs have participated at least indirectly in UN-sponsored global confer-
ences and international negotiations, raising issues and submitting docu-
ments. In some instances, they have contributed treaty language, such as
with the Convention to Ban Landmines and the Rome Statute of the Inter-
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national Criminal Court. They also play important roles in monitoring
states’ and corporations’ implementation of human rights norms and envi-
ronmental regulations.

We explore the diversity and global governance activities of NGOs and
other nonstate actors in Chapter 6, as well as in the issue chapters.

Experts and Epistemic Networks
In a world whose problems seem to grow steadily more complex, knowl-
edge and expertise are critical to governance efforts. There is a need to
understand the science behind environmental problems such as climate
change, ozone depletion, and declining fish stocks in order to consider pol-
icy options. Cost-effective alternatives must be developed for fuels that
emit carbon dioxide if there is to be political support for making policy
changes and new rules. Thus, experts from governmental agencies, research
institutes, private industries, and universities around the world have
increasingly been drawn into international efforts to deal with various
issues. For example, in the UN’s early years, statisticians and economists
developed the System of National Accounts, which provides the basis for
standardizing how countries calculate GDP and other core statistics that
serve as a means of measuring economic performance (Jolly, Emmerij, and
Weiss 2009: 42). The technical committees of the International Organiza-
tion for Standardization (ISO), for example, are entirely composed of
experts. Often experts may be part of transnational networks and participate
in international conferences and negotiations, laying out the state of scien-
tific knowledge, framing issues for debate, and proposing possible solu-
tions. Since 1988, hundreds of scientists from around the world have partic-
ipated on the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), whose
policy-neutral reports have provided key inputs for global climate change
negotiations and sought to raise awareness of the rapid climate-related
changes taking place and their likely effects in the future. Scholars have
coined the phrase “epistemic communities” to identify such networks of
knowledge-based experts.

Networks and Partnerships
Networks have become ubiquitous since the 1970s, when Robert Keohane
and Joseph Nye (1971) first pointed out the importance of regular interac-
tions of governmental and nongovernmental actors across national bound-
aries. Subsequently, other scholars, such as Thomas Risse-Kappen (1995),
James Rosenau (1997), Kathryn Sikkink (2009), and Anne-Marie Slaughter
(2004), have explored the existence of various types of networks, and their
power, roles, and policy impact.

Analytically, networks can be examined as both actors and structures.
As actors, they may be defined as an organizational form consciously cre-
ated by any set of actors that pursue “repeated, enduring exchange relations
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with one another . . . [yet] lack a legitimate organization authority to arbi-
trate and resolve disputes that may arise during the exchange” (quoted in
Kahler 2009: 5). Networks are distinguished by their voluntary nature, the
central role of information and learning, their ability to generate trust
among participants, and their lack of hierarchy (Sikkink 2009: 230). Net-
works’ success depends on their ability to promote and sustain collective
action, add new members, and adapt. Their effectiveness will also vary by
issue area. As noted previously, TANs are one particular form of network
active in global governance, for example in setting and monitoring human
rights standards; illicit networks such as transnational criminal organiza-
tions are targets of governance efforts to control money laundering and
other illegal activities; while transgovernmental networks allow govern-
ment officials to share regulatory approaches, provide technical assistance,
and harmonize approaches to problems.

Some networks also provide forms of governance. For example, the
Active Learning Network for Accountability and Performance was cre-
ated in 1997 by major donor organizations to foster learning and provide
better accountability and information on the performance of humanitar-
ian organizations following problems that surfaced following the 1994
genocide in Rwanda. The network includes UN agencies, national donor
agencies, and humanitarian NGOs; has established standardized cate-
gories of analysis and evaluation; and maintains an online evaluation
reports database.

Partnerships have also become increasingly common as actors and
particularly as forms of governance. Catia Gregoratti (2014: 311) notes,
for example, how partnerships between the UN and businesses have
“refashioned not only ideas of how development should be achieved and
who should deliver it but also the institutional architecture of the UN
itself.” Such partnerships involve UN agencies and private corporations and
have become widespread throughout the UN system, particularly in areas of
development, health, women, and children. Their functions range from
advocacy, developing standards of conduct, and business development in
less developed countries (LDCs), to providing funding, goods, and services.

Multinational Corporations
MNCs are a particular form of nonstate actor organized to conduct for-
profit business transactions and operations across the borders of three or
more states. They are companies based in one state with affiliated branches
or subsidiaries and activities in other states and can take many different
forms, from Aflack selling insurance in Japan and Levis subcontracting
jean production to Nepalese factories, to Royal Dutch Shell’s operations in
Nigeria and Goldman Sachs’s global operations. By choosing where to
invest or not to invest, MNCs shape the economic development opportuni-
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ties of individual communities, countries, and entire regions such as Africa,
where for a long time little foreign investment took place. Now, thanks in
part to heavy Chinese investment, many parts of Africa are experiencing
rapid growth for example, where in the 1990s it was investment in China
that contributed to its rapid economic growth. Still, the share of worldwide
foreign direct investment going to less developed countries has remained
just 1.8 percent of the total, with much of it going to a few oil- and mineral-
rich countries (Essoungou 2011: 15).

Since the 1970s, MNCs have “profoundly altered the structure and
functioning of the global economy” (Gilpin 2001: 290). They control
resources far greater than those of many states and have taken an active and
often direct role in influencing international environmental decisionmaking
(Biermann and Pattberg 2012: 8). Globalization of markets and production
in industries such as banking and automobiles has challenged corporate
leaders and managers to govern these complex structures, and posed prob-
lems for states and local governments losing connection to and control of
these larger corporate networks. Corporate choices about investment have
also changed the landscape of development assistance. Far more funding
for development today comes from private investment capital than from
bilateral, government-to-government aid, or from multilateral aid through
the UN and other IGOs.

In short, MNCs are important global governance actors whose activities
have long raised a number of questions. How can they best be regulated—
through new forms of international rules or codes of conduct, or through
private, industry-developed mechanisms? How can they be mobilized for
economic development in collaboration with international agencies and
NGOs? How can less developed countries be assured that powerful MNCs
will not interfere in their domestic affairs, challenge their sovereignty,
destroy their resources and environment, and relegate them to permanent
dependency? MNCs are particularly important actors in addressing trade,
labor, and environmental issues such as ozone depletion and global warm-
ing. It was in recognition of the need both to regulate corporate behavior
and to engage MNCs as positive contributors to global governance that UN
Secretary-General Kofi Annan initiated the UN Global Compact on Corpo-
rate Responsibility in 1999, which now encompasses more than 10,000
companies in more than 130 countries, an innovation that is discussed fur-
ther in Chapter 9.

* * *

The various actors in global governance cannot be analyzed in isolation
from one another. They play varying roles, with varying degrees of power,
authority, and effectiveness. Sometimes, they compete with each other for
scarce resources, international standing, and legitimacy. At other times,
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their activities complement one another. Increasingly, they are linked in
complex networks and partnerships. Subsequent chapters will explore these
roles and relationships further.

Processes of Global Governance: Multilateralism Matters
Multilateral negotiations are a key part of global governance, constituting
“the diplomatic bargaining processes through which the international
community confers political legitimacy or comes to accept . . . [general-
ized] principles” (Hampson 1995: 3). Understanding the nature of multi-
lateral diplomacy, therefore, is essential to understanding how IGOs and
informal groupings of states function, how nonstate actors have become
involved in governance processes, and how different kinds of outcomes
come about.

John Ruggie (1993a: 8) has stated: “At its core, multilateralism refers
to coordinating relations among three or more states in accordance with
certain principles.” Thus relationships are defined by agreed-upon rules and
principles, and perhaps by organizations. Participants expect that outcomes
will yield “diffuse reciprocity” (Keohane 1984) or roughly reciprocal bene-
fits over time. For example, the principle of nondiscrimination governing
the global trade system—most-favored-nation status—prohibits countries
from discriminating against imports from other countries that produce the
same product. In collective security arrangements, participants must
respond to an attack on one country as if it were an attack on all. By con-
trast, bilateralism is expected to provide specific reciprocity and roughly
balanced (but not necessarily equal) exchanges by each party at all times.
Kishore Mahbubani (2013: 248, 254–255), former Singaporean ambassador
to the UN, describes how when he walks into a multilateral setting, he
expects to encounter “three voices: reason, power, and charm. The voice of
charm has been underestimated,” he says. “But neither reason nor charm
can override the voice of power, which remains the single strongest factor
in multilateral diplomacy and international relations.”

Complex Diplomacy
Prior to the twentieth century, there was very little multilateralism. As we
will discuss in Chapter 3, the nineteenth century was marked by the devel-
opment of a number of public international unions and river commissions.
The Concert of Europe provided a series of periodic gatherings of great
(European) powers. Out of these evolved many of the norms for multilat-
eral diplomacy. The twentieth century saw the accelerated trend from bilat-
eral to multilateral diplomacy and institutions, especially formal organiza-
tions, and the growth of conference diplomacy focused on specific global
issues.
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What makes multilateralism in the twenty-first century different from
multilateralism at the end of World War II, then, is its complexity. There are
now literally scores of participants. States alone have almost quadrupled in
number since 1945. The first sessions of the UN General Assembly now
look like cozy, intimate gatherings. Other types of actors add to the com-
plexity, as do various coalitions of states. As one observer notes: “Large
numbers . . . introduce a qualitatively different kind of diplomacy in inter-
national politics. The hallmark of this diplomacy is that it occurs between
groups or coalitions of state actors” (Hampson 1995: 4). In addition, a cen-
tral issue for many IGOs today is how to do a better job of incorporating
NGOs, civil society groups, and other nonstate actors into processes of
global governing, since “securing agreement of government officials is not
enough to permit the smooth running of these institutions” (O’Brien et al.
2000: 208). And, diplomats—the representatives of states—need to engage
in “network diplomacy” with this variety of players, not just with fellow
diplomats, with diplomacy itself becoming an exercise in “complexity man-
agement” (Heine 2013: 62).

Greater numbers of players (and coalitions of players) mean multiple
interests, with multiple rules, issues, and hierarchies that are constantly in
flux. These all complicate the processes of multilateral diplomacy and
negotiation—of finding common ground for reaching agreements on collec-
tive action, norms, or rules. Managing complexity has become a key chal-
lenge for diplomats and other participants in multilateral settings. For
example, UN-sponsored conferences have several thousand delegates from
193 member countries, speaking through interpreters in English, French,
Russian, Chinese, Spanish, and Arabic. There are hundreds of NGOs and
numerous private citizens interested in what happens and active around the
official sessions trying to influence delegates.

Although the universe of multilateral diplomacy is complex, there is
actually a high degree of similarity in the structures of most IGOs and in
the types of decisionmaking processes used. Let us look at key patterns in
how decisions get made in IGOs and other settings.

How Do Decisions Get Made?
Historically, since IGOs are created by states, the principle of sovereign
equality has dictated one-state, one-vote decisionmaking. Indeed, until well
into the twentieth century, all decisions had to be unanimous, as states
would not accept the concept of majority decisionmaking. This is often
cited as one of the sources of failure for the League of Nations.

An alternative principle accords greater weight to some states on the
basis of population or wealth and results in weighted or qualified voting. In
the IMF and World Bank, for example, votes are weighted according to
financial contribution. In the EU’s Council of Ministers, qualified majority
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voting applies to issues where the EU has supranational authority over
member states. The number of votes for each state is based on population;
the number of votes required to pass legislation ensures that the largest
states must have support of some smaller states; and neither the smaller
states alone nor fewer than three large states can block action. Another form
of qualified majority voting prevails in the UN Security Council, where the
five permanent members each possess a veto and all must concur (or not
object) for decisions to be taken.

Since the 1980s, much of the decisionmaking in the UN General
Assembly, Security Council, and other bodies, as well as in global confer-
ences, the WTO, and many other multilateral settings such as the various
“Gs” (informal groupings of states such as the G-7 and G-20), has taken the
form of consensus that does not require unanimity. It depends on states
deciding not to block action and it often means that outcomes represent the
least common denominator—that is, more general wording and fewer tough
demands on states to act. “Pressure toward consensus,” Courtney Smith
(1999: 173) notes, “now dominates almost all multilateral efforts at global
problem solving.” The puzzle, he suggests, is “how an organization that is
composed of 185 [sic] member states, influenced by numerous nongovern-
mental organizations, lobbied by multinational corporations, and serviced
by an international secretariat reconciles all of these potentially diverse
interests in search of a consensus on the most pressing issues of the day.”
Key variables in consensus building are leadership; small, formal negotiat-
ing groups; issue characteristics (including issue salience to different
actors); various actor attributes such as economic or military power or abil-
ity to serve as brokers; the amount and quality of informal contacts among
actors; and personal attributes of participants such as intelligence, toler-
ance, patience, reputation, negotiating skills, creativity, and linguistic ver-
satility. Let us look briefly at two of these: leadership and actor strategies.

Leadership
Leadership in multilateral diplomacy can come from diverse sources: pow-
erful and not-so-powerful states, a coalition of states, an NGO or coalition
of NGOs, a skillful individual diplomat, or an IGO bureaucrat. Leadership
can involve putting together a winning coalition to secure agreement on a
new international trade agreement; it may involve the skill of negotiating a
treaty text acceptable to industry, NGOs, and key governments. It may be
the efforts of a coalition of NGOs and college students publicizing an issue
such as sweatshops and pressuring companies to change their behavior. It
may involve a government’s (or any other actor’s) willingness to act first—
to commit monetary resources to a program or military forces for enforce-
ment, to change trade laws, or to commit to significant carbon dioxide
emissions reductions. Leadership in multilateral diplomacy can also come
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from a prominent official such as the UN Secretary-General or the WTO’s
director-general, who prods various actors to do something.

Historically, the United States provided much of the leadership for
multilateralism after World War II, using its position as the dominant, hege-
monic power to shape the structure of the system, including through the
establishment of many IGOs, such as the UN, the Bretton Woods institu-
tions, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), and the liberal
international trade regime centered first in the General Agreement on Tar-
iffs and Trade (GATT) and later in the WTO. This enabled the United States
to use IGOs as instruments of its national policies and to create institutions
and rules compatible with its interests and values. The wisdom of this
approach as then–US senator Barack Obama put it in 2007 was to recognize
that “instead of constraining our power, these institutions magnified it”
(Obama 2007).

As geopolitical shifts are taking place, the United States has found
itself stretched thin and has been less willing and able to lead at the same
time that rising powers such as the BRICS are insisting on greater voice in
multilateral institutions. As Bruce Jentleson (2012: 141) notes, “While it
remains generally true that most countries believe that global problems are
most likely to be resolved or at least effectively managed if the United
States plays a constructive role, there is much less deference to US prefer-
ences and privileges.” The result is that, even more than in the past, lead-
ership in global governance may come from disparate sources or be absent
altogether.

Actor Strategies
The nature of multilateral arenas means that actors cannot just present their
individual positions on an issue and then sit down. Delegates must actively
engage in efforts to discern the flexibility or rigidity of their respective
positions. They must build personal relationships in order to establish the
trust that is essential to working together. Some states, NGOs, and other
actors will take a stronger interest in particular topics than others; some will
come with specific proposals; some will be represented by individuals with
greater expertise than others on a topic; some will be represented by indi-
viduals with little or no experience in multilateral diplomacy while others
have long experience and great skill in negotiating across cultures, which is
an inherent part of multilateral diplomacy; and some actors’ positions will
matter more than those of others, because of their relative power in the
international system, in a given region, or on a particular issue. The face-to-
face interactions of the individuals representing participating states (and
groups) are what caucusing is all about, even in an age of Skype and tele-
conferencing. It may take place at the back of the General Assembly hall, in
the delegates’ dining room, at diplomatic receptions, in the restrooms, or in
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the corridors surrounding the official meeting place. In short, those actors
that pursue well-thought-out strategies for taking advantage of multilateral
arenas and diplomacy are more likely to be successful in securing their
aims.

One actor strategy that is a hallmark of multilateral diplomacy is the
formation of groups or coalitions of states. States can pool their votes,
power, and resources to try to obtain a better outcome than they might by
going it alone. Early in the UN’s history, for example, regional groups
formed to elect nonpermanent members of the Security Council and other
bodies. The Cold War produced competing groups under the leadership of
the Soviet Union and United States, plus the Non-Aligned Movement. Latin
American, African, and Asian states formed the G-77 in 1964. As a result,
group diplomacy is pervasive throughout much of the UN system as well as
in regional organizations and the WTO.

Group members must negotiate among themselves to agree on a com-
mon position, maintain cohesion, prevent defections to rival coalitions, and
choose representatives to bargain on their behalf. Small states or middle
powers often play key roles in bridging the positions of different groups of
states. For example, during the Uruguay Round of international trade nego-
tiations in the early 1990s, a group of countries called the Cairns Group, led
by Canada, Australia, and Argentina, helped to resolve sharp disagreements
between the United States and the European Union (EU) over agricultural
trade. A variation on coalition building, especially for nonstate actors, is the
creation of networks to expand their reach and link diverse groups with
shared concerns and awareness that common goals cannot be achieved on
their own. Networking has been used extensively by TANs for a variety of
issues and problems, from promoting the rights of women and stopping the
construction of large dams to addressing the governance challenges of
HIV/AIDS.

The proliferation of international forums means that states and nonstate
actors can often choose where to take certain issues—an option called
“forum shopping.” Although some issues logically belong only within the
relevant specialized IGO, the increasing interrelatedness of many issues
makes the neat compartmentalization of these IGOs often outdated. Thus,
for example, a labor issue could be raised in the International Labour Orga-
nization (ILO), the WTO, or the EU. Health issues could be raised in the
WHO, the World Bank, the UN Joint Programme on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS),
the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, the Global Health Security Initia-
tive (of the Group of Eight [G-8]), or the Global Fund to Fight AIDS,
Tuberculosis, and Malaria.

In general, states and nonstate actors will select forums where they
believe they will get the best reception. Despite consensus that African
states should resolve regional conflicts in an African organization, such as
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the African Union, some African states have preferred to take disputes to
the UN, where they hope to gain more support for their cause. With
regional bodies such as the EU, AU, and NATO gaining greater experience
in different types of peace operations in different places ranging from
Afghanistan, the Congo, and Somalia to Libya, Mali, and the Central
African Republic, they represent choices for states and new ways of part-
nering for the UN.

The Varieties of Global Governance
Global governance encompasses a variety of cooperative problem-solving
arrangements and activities that states and other actors create in an effort to
resolve conflicts, serve common purposes, and overcome inefficiencies in
situations of interdependent choice. These forms include IGOs and NGOs;
less formal groupings of states (“Gs”), clubs, friends groups, and the
BRICS; international rules, regulations, standards, and laws, as well as the
norms or “soft law”; international regimes in which the rules, norms, and
structures in a specific issue area are linked together; ad hoc arrangements
and conferences; private governance arrangements; and public-private part-
nerships such as the UN Global Compact and Partnerships for Sustainable
Development (see Figure 1.3). The varieties are rapidly proliferating, com-
plicating efforts to create neat categories. IGOs are collaborating with other
IGOs such as in the joint UN-AU peacekeeping operations in Darfur and
Somalia. IGOs now subcontract many projects to NGOs, particularly in the
areas of development and humanitarian relief. Some of the many interac-
tions may be characterized as networks, others as partnerships, and some as
simply “interactions.” Where scholars in the past identified international
regimes governing issues such as nuclear nonproliferation, now there are a
number of “regime complexes”—“networks of three or more international
regimes that relate to a common subject matter” such as food security
(Orsini, Morin, Young 2013: 29). Let us look briefly at these varieties of
global governance.

Intergovernmental Organizations
IGOs provide the central core of formal multilateral machinery that consti-
tutes the “architecture of global governance” (Cooper and Thakur 2014:
265). Over the past century, more and more IGOs have been created to per-
form more and more tasks. They serve many diverse functions, including
collecting information and monitoring trends (as in the case of the United
Nations Environment Programme [UNEP]), delivering services and aid (the
UNHCR), providing forums for intergovernmental bargaining (the EU) and
adjudicating disputes (the ICJ). They have helped states form stable habits
of cooperation through regular meetings, information-gathering and analy-
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sis, and dispute settlement, as well as operational activities (see Figure 1.4).
They enhance individual and collective welfare. They have provided modes
of governance in the evolution of the world economy since 1850 (Murphy
1994). They also “construct the social world in which cooperation and
choice take place” and “help define the interests that states and other actors
come to hold” (Barnett and Finnemore 2005: 162). A further function of
IGOs and particularly of the UN has been the development of key ideas and
concepts about security and economic and social development. As the
authors of the final volume of the United Nations Intellectual History Proj-
ect (UNIHP) conclude, ideas are among the most significant contributions
the UN has made to the world and to human progress. The UN has gener-
ated ideas, provided a forum for debate, given ideas legitimacy, promoted
their adoption for policy, generated resources for implementing and moni-
toring progress, and has sometimes even served to bury ideas (Jolly,
Emmerij, and Weiss 2009: 34–35). 

Yet how IGOs serve their various functions varies across organizations.
Organizations differ in membership. They vary by the scope of the subject
and rules. They differ in the amount of resources available and by level and
degree of bureaucratization as well as in their effectiveness.

Why do states join such organizations? Why do they choose to act and
to cooperate through formal IGOs? Kenneth Abbott and Duncan Snidal
(1998: 4–5) suggest that IGOs “allow for the centralization of collective
activities through a concrete and stable organizational structure and a sup-
portive administrative apparatus. These increase the efficiency of collective
activities and enhance the organization’s ability to affect the understand-
ings, environment, and interests of states.” Thus, states join to participate in
a stable negotiating forum, permitting rapid reactions in times of crisis.
They join IGOs to negotiate and implement agreements that reflect their

Figure 1.3  Varieties of Global Governance

• International structures and mechanisms (formal and informal)
IGOs: global, regional, other
NGOs

• International rules and laws
Multilateral agreements; customary practices; judicial decisions, 
regulatory standards

• International norms or “soft law”
Framework agreements; select UN resolutions

• International regimes
• Ad hoc groups, arrangements, and global conferences
• Private and hybrid public-private governance
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own interests and those of the larger community. They participate to pro-
vide mechanisms for dispute resolution. They join to take advantage of cen-
tralized organization in the implementation of collective tasks. By partici-
pating, they agree to shape international debate on important issues and
forge critical norms of behavior. Yet states still maintain their sovereignty
and varying degrees of independence of action.

IGOs not only create opportunities for their member states, but also
exercise influence and impose constraints on their member states’ policies
and processes. IGOs affect member states by setting international and
hence national agendas, and forcing governments to take positions on
issues. They subject states’ behavior to surveillance through information-
sharing. They encourage the development of specialized decisionmaking
and implementation processes to facilitate and coordinate IGO participa-
tion. They embody or facilitate the creation of principles, norms, and rules
of behavior with which states must align their policies if they wish to ben-
efit from reciprocity. For example, as described in Chapter 8, China’s
admission to the WTO affected its national policies and required extensive
governmental reforms.

Most countries perceive that there are benefits to participating in IGOs
even when it is costly. South Africa never withdrew from the UN over the
long years when it was repeatedly condemned for its policies of apartheid.
Iraq did not withdraw from the UN when it was subjected to more than a
decade of stringent sanctions. China spent fourteen years negotiating the
terms of its entry into the international trade system and undertaking
changes in laws and policies required to bring itself into compliance with
WTO rules. Twelve countries joined the EU between 2004 and 2007,
despite the extensive and costly changes required.

Although the earliest IGOs were established in the nineteenth century,
there was a veritable explosion of IGOs in the twentieth century, as dis-

Figure 1.4  IGO Functions

• Informational: gathering, analyzing, and disseminating data
• Forum: providing place for exchange of views and decisionmaking
• Normative: defining standards of behavior
• Rule creation: drafting legally binding treaties
• Rule supervision: monitoring compliance with rules, adjudicating

disputes, taking enforcement measures
• Operational: allocating resources, providing technical assistance and

relief, deploying forces
• Idea generation
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cussed in Chapter 3. Major-power wars (especially World Wars I and II),
economic development, technological innovation, and the growth of the
state system, especially with decolonization in the 1950s and 1960s, pro-
vided impetus for creating many IGOs. Since the 1960s, there has also been
a growing phenomenon of IGOs creating other IGOs. One study found that
IGO birthrates “correlate positively with the number of states in the inter-
national system,” but found death rates of IGOs low (Cupitt, Whitlock, and
Whitlock 1997: 16). Of thirty-four IGOs functioning in 1914, eighteen were
still operational at the end of the twentieth century. The Cold War’s end
brought the death of the Warsaw Treaty Organization and the Council of
Mutual Economic Assistance, both Soviet-bloc institutions. The creation of
the UN in 1945 led to the demise of the League of Nations. The authorita-
tive source for all data on international organizations, both IGOs and
NGOs, is the Union of International Associations (UIA), located in Brus-
sels, and its Yearbook of International Organizations.

Nongovernmental Organizations
The governance functions of NGOs parallel many functions provided by
IGOs. In general, however, NGOs can be divided into service and advocacy
groups. The latter provide processes at many levels to pressure or persuade
individuals, governments, IGOs, corporations, and other actors to improve
human rights, protect the environment, tackle corruption, ban landmines, or
intervene in conflicts such as Syria’s civil war. The Geneva Conventions
delegate legal responsibility for humanitarian law to the International Com-
mittee of the Red Cross (ICRC). Some IGOs, such as the International
Labour Organization, the World Tourism Organization, and the UN Joint
Programme on HIV/AIDS, provide for NGO roles in their governance. As a
result of global trends to privatize activities previously controlled by gov-
ernments, services once provided by governments or IGOs are now often
contracted out to NGOs. They deliver disaster relief, run refugee camps,
administer development programs, strive to contain the international spread
of disease, and work to clean up the environment. They are important forms
of global governance because of the ways they enable individuals to “act
publicly” (Kaldor 2003: 585). Likewise, their “voluntary, local, and issue-
specific character . . . [and the networks they create] make them a useful
link between the subnational community and national and international
communities and institutions” (Ku and Diehl 2006: 171). In this sense, they
function as transmission belts among multiple levels of governance.

Rule-Based Governance: International Rules and Law
The scope of what is generally known as public international law has
expanded tremendously since the 1960s. Although the statute of the Inter-
national Court of Justice recognizes five sources of international law
(treaties or conventions, customary practice, the writings of legal scholars,
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judicial decisions, and general principles of law), much of the growth has
been in treaty law. Between 1951 and 1995, 3,666 new multilateral treaties
were concluded (Ku 2001). At the conclusion of the twentieth century,
according to Douglas Johnston (1997), there were a total of 82,000 publi-
cized international agreements, including the Vienna Convention on
Treaties, conventions on ozone, climate change, and whaling, law of the
sea, humanitarian law (the Geneva Conventions), human rights law, trade
law, and intellectual property law, as well as arms control agreements. By
far the largest number of new multilateral agreements deals with economic
issues. Treaty-based law has been particularly valued, because the process
of negotiation now involves all affected countries. Nonetheless, customary
practice persists as an important source of new law, particularly because of
the long time it takes to negotiate and bring into effect agreements involv-
ing large numbers of countries.

For purposes of global governance, one major limitation of public
international law is that it applies only to states, except for war crimes and
crimes against humanity. At present, only EU treaties can be used directly
to bind individuals, multinational corporations, NGOs, paramilitary forces,
terrorists, or international criminals. They can, however, establish norms
that states are expected to observe and, where possible, enforce against
nonstate actors.

Another problem in the eyes of many is the absence of international
enforcement mechanisms and the role of self-interest in shaping states’
decisions about whether or not to accept treaties and other forms of interna-
tional rules. International law traditionally left states to use “self-help” to
secure compliance. Both the UN Charter and EU treaties, however, provide
enforcement mechanisms, primarily in the form of sanctions, although the
threat of sanctions is not necessarily a strong motivator for states to comply
with international rules.

Abram Chayes and Antonia Chayes (1995), instead, cite efficiency,
interests, and norms as key factors, and treaty ambiguity and lack of capa-
bility as principal sources of noncompliance. States often value a reputation
for law-abiding behavior and desire the benefits of reciprocity (“I’ll scratch
your back if you’ll scratch mine”); they are generally inclined to comply
with international law. Peer pressure from other states and domestic or
transnational pressures from NGOs may induce compliance. For weaker
and developing states, failure to comply can be a consequence of inade-
quate local expertise, resources, or governmental capacity to do what is
required for compliance. In short, the “force” of international law often
comes from the “felt need to coordinate activities . . . and to ensure stable
and predictive patterns of behavior,” and the reality is “imperfect, varied,
and changing implementation and compliance,” with many factors affecting
the extent to which states meet legal commitments (Jacobson and Weiss
1995: 122).
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International and regional organizations, too, incorporate different lev-
els of legal commitments. The EU has its own legal system that lies
between traditional national legal systems and international law, with the
European Court of Justice to interpret it and enforce judgments against
member states. The body of EU law includes the various EU treaties, regu-
lations, and directives. The EU can be categorized as having a high level of
legal obligation (i.e., states are legally bound by rules); relatively high lev-
els of precision (rules are definite); and high levels of delegation (author-
ity granted to third parties for implementation). These legal obligations do
not refer to all areas of EU policies, however, as is discussed in Chapters 5,
8, and 11. Other IGOs and regional integration arrangements lie between
the extremes of legalization, where actors combine and invoke varying
degrees of obligation, precision, and delegation to create subtle blends of
politics and law (Abbott et al. 2000).

International Norms or “Soft Law”
Scholars have increasingly recognized the importance of norms in interna-
tional relations. These are shared expectations or understandings regarding
standards of appropriate behavior for various actors, particularly states.
They range from the norm that states are obligated to carry out treaties they
ratify (pacta sunt servanda) to the expectation that combatants will not tar-
get civilians. Norms vary in strength, and determining whether one exists
involves ascertaining whether states perceive that a certain practice is
obligatory or expected. Some norms are so internalized in states that they
are difficult to recognize unless a violation occurs. Still others are weak,
contested, or “emerging.”

Many international legal conventions set forth nonbinding obligations
for states that are in fact norms and sometimes referred to as “soft law.”
Examples include human rights and labor rights norms, the concept of the
global commons applied to the high seas, outer space, and polar regions, as
well as the concept of sustainable development. Generally, “the degree of
formalization determines the strength of a rule, especially when it is made
legally binding” (Duffield 2007: 10).

Soft law can take a number of forms when a formal agreement is not
possible or desirable. In 2005, for example, the final document of the UN-
sponsored World Summit endorsed the emerging norm of responsibility to
protect (R2P), which is seen as the soft-law basis for humanitarian inter-
ventions when states fail to protect peoples at risk of genocide, ethnic
cleansing, or other major human rights violations. Other forms of soft law
include codes of conduct, world conference declarations, and certain UN
General Assembly resolutions.

In environmental law, an initial framework convention often sets forth
norms and principles that states agree on, such as those for ozone depletion
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and global climate change, but no concrete actions. As scientific under-
standing of the problem improves, the political environment changes, and
technology provides new possible solutions (such as substitutes for ozone-
depleting chemicals or carbon dioxide–producing energy sources), leading
states, key corporations, and other interested actors may agree on specific,
binding steps to be taken. Protocols are used to supplement the initial
framework convention and form the “hard” law. The Kyoto Protocol, for
example, was the first attempt to give effect to general principles in the
1992 UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. Negotiations under
way seek to produce a successor agreement in 2015—a hard-law agree-
ment—that establishes state obligations to take urgently needed action to
reduce emissions. Soft law is easier to negotiate and more flexible, and
leaves open the possibility of negotiating hard law in the future. Soft law
can also be a means of linking international law to private entities, includ-
ing individuals and MNCs, such as through codes of practice of corporate
social responsibility.

International Regimes and Regime Complexes
Scholars have used the concept of international regimes to understand gov-
ernance where principles, norms, rules, and decisionmaking procedures are
linked to one another in a particular issue area. Where international regimes
exist, such as for nuclear weapons proliferation, whaling, European trans-
boundary air pollution, and food aid, participating states and other interna-
tional actors recognize the existence of certain obligations and feel com-
pelled to honor them. Because this is “governance without government,”
they comply based on an acceptance of the legitimacy of the rules and
underlying norms, and the validity of the decisionmaking procedures. They
expect other states and actors also to comply and to utilize dispute settle-
ment procedures to resolve conflicts.

International regimes encompass rules and norms, as well as the prac-
tices of actors that show both how their expectations converge and their
acceptance of and compliance with rules. IGO decisionmaking procedures,
bureaucracy, budget, headquarters, and legal personality may be required
(or established) within a given issue area, but individual IGOs, by them-
selves, do not constitute a regime. Some issues, such as nuclear accidents
that trigger widespread nuclear fallout, do not need a formal organization
that functions regardless of whether there is an accident. Ad hoc arrange-
ments for decisionmaking and taking action when an accident occurs can be
coupled with rules and norms. The regime for nuclear weapons prolifera-
tion, however, includes the inspection machinery and safeguard systems of
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the export controls of
the Nuclear Suppliers Group, as well as the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty (NPT), the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) (which is
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observed even though it is not yet fully in effect), the UN Security Coun-
cil’s enforcement powers, and the IAEA’s technical assistance programs to
non–nuclear weapon countries for developing peaceful uses of nuclear
energy. In issue areas where regimes exist, they are key types of global
governance.

Recently, scholars have identified a number of “regime complexes.”
These are “networks of three or more international regimes that relate to a
common subject matter; exhibit overlapping membership; and generate
substantive, normative, or operative interactions recognized as potentially
problematic whether or not they are managed effectively.” A key character-
istic of regime complexes is the “divergence regarding the principles,
norms, rules, or procedures of their elemental regimes” (Orsini, Morin,
and Young 2013: 29). The food security regime complex, explored further
in Chapter 9, is one example. Its three elemental regimes include the agri-
culture/food regime based around the Food and Agriculture Organization
(FAO), the WTO-based international trade regime, and the human rights
regime and norms dealing with the right to food. Other examples include
the human mobility, maritime piracy, and international forest regime 
complexes.

Groups, Arrangements, and Global Conferences
As multilateralism has become the dominant practice in international
affairs, other less formal, institutionalized forms of global governance have
emerged. These include various intergovernmental arrangements and
groups (“Gs”) that lack the legal formality of charters or treaties such as
UN-sponsored global conferences, panels, forums, and commissions.

The first of the “Gs” was the G-77, formed by developing countries of
Africa, Asia, and Latin America in 1964 in conjunction with the establish-
ment of the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNC-
TAD). For many years, it operated as a unified bloc constituting more than
two-thirds of the UN’s membership. It is still active today, but less cohe-
sive, as member country interests have diverged.

The Group of Seven (G-7) began in the mid-1970s when summit meet-
ings of governmental leaders were not yet common practice and major
changes in international economic relations suggested the value of periodic,
informal gatherings. These later evolved into a regular arrangement, includ-
ing annual summits, but not a formal IGO. The G-7’s agenda also grew well
beyond macroeconomic policy coordination, as discussed further in Chap-
ter 8. From 1992 to 2014, Russia joined the group for noneconomic discus-
sions, thus creating the Group of Eight (G-8), which dealt with issues sur-
rounding the Cold War’s end, the rising threat of terrorism, and so on.

Two groups that have assumed increasing importance in global gov-
ernance are the Group of 20 (G-20) and the BRICS. Like the G-7/8, they
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are not formal IGOs. The G-20 originated in 1999 as a forum for economic
policy discussions among the finance ministers and central bank governors
of advanced and emerging market countries. It includes nineteen states and
the EU, with the World Bank and IMF participating on an ex officio basis.
Today, the G-20 members represent 90 percent of world GDP, 80 percent
of world trade, and two-thirds of world population. Little known until the
2008–2009 global financial crisis, when US president George W. Bush
convened the first summit meeting, it now convenes annually at the sum-
mit level and like the G-7/8 does not have a permanent secretariat. The
2008–2009 crisis also prompted Brazil, Russia, India, and China to con-
vene their own first summit in Moscow in 2009 to explore how they could
exert more influence over the global financial system and reduce the dom-
inance of the United States. South Africa became the capital “S” in BRICS
in 2011. Although the BRICS hold the potential to outstrip the rest of the
world economically in coming years, as a group they lack unifying values,
goals, and even interests, leading to skepticism about their potential
impact (Cooper and Thakur 2013). Both groups are discussed further in
Chapter 8.

Beginning in the 1970s the United Nations convened many global con-
ferences and, more recently, summits on topics ranging from the environ-
ment, food supply, population, and women’s rights to water supplies, chil-
dren, and desertification. There was a large cluster of these conferences in
the 1970s and another in the 1990s, with a lull in the 1980s and a deliberate
effort to scale back since 2000. These conferences have spawned complex
multilateral diplomacy, with NGOs, scientific experts, corporations, and
interested individuals trying to influence outcomes, but often have been dis-
appointing because their outcomes represent the least common denominator
of agreement among the large number of participants, of whom only states,
however, actually have a formal say.

Conferences like the Summit for Children (New York, 1990), the Earth
Summit (Rio, 1992), and the Fourth World Conference on Women (Beijing,
1995) have been important global political processes for addressing interde-
pendence issues. Cumulatively, the conferences have also bolstered under-
standing of the linkages among issues such as environmental protection,
equal rights (especially for women), poverty elimination, and participation
of local communities. They are discussed further in Chapter 4.

Private Governance
Private governance is a growing phenomenon, yet one that only recently
has received much attention. Although the meaning of the term is disputed,
private governance involves authoritative decisionmaking in areas where
states have not acted, or have chosen not to exercise authority, or where
states have themselves been ineffective in the exercise of authority. Exam-
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ples include international accounting standards; the private bond-rating
agencies, such as Moody’s Investors Service and Standard & Poor’s Rat-
ings Group, whose rules can shape government actions through the threat-
ened drop in a country’s rating; International Chamber of Commerce rules
and actions; private industry governance, such as the Worldwide Responsi-
ble Apparel Manufacturing Principles and the Forest Stewardship Council,
through which major corporations and advocacy groups collaborate; and
labor standards within a single multinational firm such as Nike or Ford. The
International Organization on Standardization, a nongovernmental organi-
zation that sets voluntary standards for many industries, has set almost
20,000 standards since its founding in 1927. In 2013, two groups of retail
companies—one US, the other European—agreed on joint inspection stan-
dards for garment factories in Bangladesh as part of an effort to improve
workplace safety there following the Rana Plaza building collapse in April
2013, in which more than 1,100 workers died. This private governance ini-
tiative, put together with the assistance of the International Labour Organi-
zation, provides for inspections and assistance in paying for needed safety
upgrades (Greenhouse 2013: B3).

Private authorities are neither inherently good nor inherently bad.
“What is evident, though,” Debora Spar (1999: 48) says, “is that private
entities will play an ever-increasing role in the development and manage-
ment of electronic interaction. . . . They will assume quasi-governmental
functions in many instances, regulating activity in their particular spheres
through a combination of formal and informal rules, administrative and
technical means.”

Public-Private Partnerships
Since the late 1980s, the variety of public-private partnerships involving
the UN and most of its specialized agencies, funds, and programs, includ-
ing the UN Development Programme (UNDP), the World Bank, the UN
Children’s Fund (UNICEF), and the UN Environment Programme (UNEP),
has mushroomed with the recognition that such partnerships can contribute
to achieving internationally agreed development goals. UN Secretary-
General Kofi Annan’s Global Compact initiative, noted earlier, was an
important milestone, as was the 2002 Johannesburg World Summit on Sus-
tainable Development, which called for the creation of partnerships for sus-
tainable development, several hundred of which have now been created.
Such partnerships have become a major source of funding and have influ-
enced ideas of how development should be achieved and who should
deliver it, as well as the architecture of the UN itself (Gregoratti 2014:
311). Some are large, institutionalized, multistakeholder arrangements; oth-
ers are more temporary with fewer actors. Not all are about donating
money, as they may also involve mobilizing corporate knowledge, person-
nel, and expertise to achieve policy objectives.
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Although the new varieties of forms of global governance vary in
scope, effectiveness, and durability, as discussed in subsequent chapters,
those that do not involve states have begun to raise troubling questions of
legitimacy. We explore this issue in Chapter 12.

The Politics and Effectiveness of Global Governance
The politics of global governance reflects “struggles over wealth, power,
and knowledge” in the world (Murphy 2000: 798) as well as over “the
global structures, processes, and institutions that shape the fates and life
chances of actors around the world” (Barnett and Duval 2005: 7–8). Thus,
although power relationships among states still matter, so do the resources
and actions of a host of nonstate actors. Among the central issues in the
politics of global governance, then, are who gets to participate in decision-
making, whose voice gets heard, who gets excluded at what price, and
whose interests do certain institutions privilege. Power matters as do the
authority and legitimacy of global governance arrangements that increas-
ingly depend on the accountability and transparency of multilateral institu-
tions. And, as with all types of governance, effectiveness, or the ability to
deliver public goods and to make a difference, matters.

Power: Who Gets What? Who Benefits? Who Loses?
At one time, the politics of global governance seemed to be about US
power and hegemony. To be sure, US power and preferences shaped, and
continue to influence, many pieces of global governance, including the UN
and the liberal international economic system. Following the Cold War’s
end and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the United States emerged as
the sole superpower; its economy drove globalization, and democracy
seemed to be spreading everywhere. Yet, especially since the invasion of
Iraq in 2003, US power and influence in the world have declined substan-
tially. Even before then, the unilateralist policies of the George W. Bush
administration were leading small, middle-power, and larger states to take
initiatives without US participation, let alone leadership, such as with the
International Criminal Court, the Kyoto Protocol, and the convention ban-
ning antipersonnel landmines. Today, there are many indicators that the
United States is no longer at the center of global politics in the same way
it once was, and that there are “more states with more relations with one
another on a wider range of issues than ever before” (Jentleson 2012: 135).
As discussed earlier, that emerging powers such as China, India, and
Brazil, as well as smaller states such as Qatar, are taking on bigger roles,
and that nonstate actors, networks, and private authorities are becoming
key governance actors, make for a world in which the politics of different
issues and of governance is pluralized. And there are more IGOs taking on
duties and responsibilities. Thus, it may be surprising that many of the def-

The Challenges of Global Governance 35

01_Karns_ch1-final_Karns  7/8/15  10:43 AM  Page 35

VOL IV - 188



initions of global governance “mask the presence of power” (Barnett and
Duvall 2005: 6).

Global governance arrangements exist because states and other actors
create them and imbue them with power, authority, and legitimacy and
deem them valuable for performing certain tasks and serving certain needs
and interests. Yet IGOs are not just passive structures and agents of states.
As Michael Barnett and Martha Finnemore (2005: 162) argue, they have
power “both because of their form (as rational-legal bureaucracies) and
because of their (liberal) goals” as well as the authority that derives from
goals that are “widely viewed as desirable and legitimate.” They can exer-
cise “compulsory power” through the use of material resources such as debt
relief, food, money, guns, and sanctions, as well as normative resources
such as naming and shaming, spreading global values and norms, or incul-
cating “best practices.” IGO secretariats’ ability to set agendas of meetings
and conferences, to structure options for Security Council debates, and to
classify and organize information whether on types of economies, what is a
genocide, or who is a refugee all constitute “institutional power.” A third
type of IGO power, “productive power,” is that of determining the exis-
tence of a problem such as internally displaced persons (as differentiated
from refugees who cross national borders), defining it, proposing solutions,
and persuading other actors to accept those solutions (Barnett and
Finnemore 2005).

As for the power of nonstate actors, that also can be derived from
various material resources as well as symbolic and normative resources.
Transnational advocacy groups, civil society organizations, and NGOs of
all stripes have shown the many ways in which they can marshal the
resources inherent in naming and shaming to pressure multinational cor-
porations as well as governments of targeted states to change their
behavior.

Power, whether in global or local governance, is intimately linked to
authority and to legitimacy. IGOs can exercise power in large part because
they are generally recognized to have legitimate authority, just as states
whose governments are recognized as legitimate are recognized by other
states and accepted as members of IGOs. Understanding the nature and
types of authority and legitimacy in global governance is part of the puzzle.

Authority and Legitimacy: 
Who Governs and On What Basis?
Historically, states were the only entities thought to have authority in inter-
national politics, due to their sovereignty, and the only authority IGOs had
was assumed to be that delegated by states and, hence, was subject to with-
drawal. In recent years, however, more attention has focused on the issues
of authority and legitimacy. There is gradual recognition of the varied bases
of authority and legitimacy in global governance.
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In their book Who Governs the Globe, Avant, Finnemore, and Sell
(2010b: 9–10) define authority as “the ability to induce deference in others.
Authority is thus a social relationship, not a commodity; it does not exist in
a vacuum. Authority is created by the recognition, even if only tacit or
informal, of others.” David Lake (2010: 592, 597) adds that authority “ulti-
mately rests on the collective acceptance or legitimacy of the governor’s
right to rule” and is “always contested and . . . negotiated.” Although, tradi-
tionally, capacity for enforcement (particularly with force) has been
assumed to be essential for the exercise of authority, more recent thinking
has emphasized that enforcement can take a variety of forms and that the
essential indicator is others’ compliance.

Five bases of authority in global governance articulated by Avant,
Finnemore, and Sell (2010c) are: institutional, delegated, expert, principled,
and capacity-based. The first is derived from the rules and purposes of an
institution, whether an IGO such as the IMF or a credit-rating agency such
as Moody’s. The second is the primary basis of IGO authority: delegated
authority from member states for certain tasks such as peacekeeping. The
third derives from the need for certain tasks to be done by those with spe-
cialized knowledge about them. And, while expertise may make an IGO
authoritative, the institution will also be shaped by that expertise in how
staff see the world and define issues, what policy options are considered,
and the very culture of the institution. The fourth base—principled or moral
authority—reflects the fact that many IGOs and NGOs are created precisely
to serve or protect a set of principles, morals, or values such as peace,
women’s rights, disarmament, or environmental protection. Finally, demon-
strated ability to accomplish set tasks such as alleviating extreme poverty is
a further basis of authority.

Yet why do the powerful and not-so-powerful actors in global gover-
nance decide to cooperate? Why do actors obey rules in the absence of
coercion or change their behavior when shamed by a transnational advo-
cacy group or accept the authority of the ICJ or a private credit-rating
agency? The decision to comply with rules, norms, and law fundamentally
rests on legitimacy: “the belief by an actor that a rule or institution ought to
be obeyed” (Hurd 2007: 30). Such a belief affects behavior, Ian Hurd adds,
because “the decision whether to comply is no longer motivated by the sim-
ple fear of retribution or by a calculation of self-interest but instead by an
internal sense of rightness and obligation.”

A key aspect of legitimacy in the international system is membership in
the international community, whose system of multilateral, reciprocal inter-
actions helps to validate its members, institutions, and rules. IGOs, like the
UN, for example, are perceived as legitimate to the extent that they are cre-
ated and function according to certain principles of right process, such as
one-state, one-vote. The UN Security Council’s legitimacy as the core insti-
tution in the international system imbued with authority to authorize the use
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of force derives from the widespread acceptance of that role, as we will
examine in Chapter 4.

As political theorists have long noted, flags and rituals are important
symbols of legitimate authority. Thus, when peacekeeping forces wear UN
blue helmets, they symbolize the international community’s desire to pre-
serve a cease-fire in hostilities and, since their coercive power is severely
limited, it is their token presence that often (but not always) induces states
and other actors to comply. When the Security Council refused to approve
the US military operation in Iraq in 2003, it denied the United States the
symbols of legitimacy and affected how the mission was regarded by much
of the world. The very first such symbol of legitimate international author-
ity was the red cross (and later the red crescent)—the emblem adopted by
the International Committee of the Red Cross after its founding in 1863 as
the first emergency humanitarian organization. As Thomas Franck (1990:
205) states, “It is because states constitute a community that legitimacy has
the power to influence their conduct.” Today, we could add that it is
because there is a growing sense of common humanity and of an interna-
tional community or global village that legitimacy is such an important
variable in global governance.

Legitimacy is also increasingly tied to whether nonstate actors and
civil society have a voice and can participate in global governance. Steve
Charnovitz (2006: 366) asserts, “Intergovernmental consultation with
NGOs can enhance the legitimacy of international decision-making, but it
is the consultation itself that makes the contribution, not the quantity of
NGO support obtained.” In Chapters 4 and 6, we explore the issue of NGO
participation.

We borrow from Ronnie Lipschutz (1997: 83) a useful set of ques-
tions to bear in mind regarding the politics of governance: “Who rules?
Whose rules? What rules? What kind of rules? At what level? In what
form? Who decides? On what basis?” And, who benefits? Answers to
these questions will emerge in subsequent chapters, but first we exam-
ine two critical challenges for global governance: accountability and
effectiveness.

Accountability
As a result of the diffusion of domestic democratic norms into the interna-
tional arena, global governance actors, including IGOs, NGOs, MNCs,
experts, and private governors, have faced growing demands for greater
accountability and transparency. Some of these demands come from NGOs
and civil society groups; others come from democratic governments, major
donors, and major borrowers. There is no single, widely accepted definition
of accountability, however. At its core is the idea of account-giving—
reporting, measuring, justifying, and explaining actions. For some, account-
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ability involves a set of standards for evaluating the behavior of public enti-
ties. How responsive and responsible are they? Do they act in a fair and
equitable manner? For others, accountability is defined in terms of mecha-
nisms that involve obligations to explain and justify conduct (Schillemans
and Bovens 2011: 4–5).

The question is, therefore, to whom, for what, and by what mechanisms
various global governance actors are accountable. Are IGOs accountable
only to their member states, for example? To their major donors? To devel-
opment aid recipients? Trying to satisfy both donors and recipients may sat-
isfy neither. Tamar Gutner (2010), for example, has shown that the system
set up by the IMF reduced the ability of anyone to hold it accountable. To
whom are NGOs accountable? Clifford Bob (2010: 200), for example,
argues that advocacy groups are held accountable in democratic states pri-
marily by the domestic laws that regulate their activities, since dissatisfied
members can simply leave the organization. What about expert groups or
private governance arrangements? The fact that many global governance
actors and certainly most IGOs have multiple constituencies, are responsi-
ble for multiple tasks, and face multiple demands and points of view makes
them vulnerable to what some scholars have termed “multiple accountabil-
ities disorder” (Schillemans and Bovens 2011).

Ruth Grant and Robert Keohane (2005) have identified seven account-
ability mechanisms that operate in world politics, ranging from hierarchical
and fiscal accountability to peer and public reputational accountability.
They add, however, that international accountability is relatively haphazard
and less likely to constrain more powerful actors. Central to having
accountability is ensuring transparency. With respect to IGOs, Alexandru
Grigorescu (2007: 626) asserts that “information about an organization’s
deliberations, decisions, and actions needs to be made available to deter-
mine if government representatives and IO officials are acting in the pub-
lic’s interest”; without transparency, “officials cannot be held accountable
for their actions.” Transparency is also important for assessing an organiza-
tion’s performance, and hence mechanisms for regular review and question-
ing as well as investigation of possible wrongdoing and failure are key
(Koppell 2011: 59).

For IGOs, issues of accountability and transparency frequently turn on
whether conferences and meetings are closed to the public and operate
more like private clubs. The UN Security Council, along with the World
Bank, WTO, and IMF, for example, have all been charged with operating in
secrecy. There is also an active debate over the “democratic deficit” in EU
institutions, as discussed in Chapter 5.

Some institutions may have established mechanisms for accountability,
such as the World Bank’s Inspection Panel and the UN’s Office of Internal
Oversight Services. In other situations, an ad hoc body may be created to
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investigate a particular problem, as in the case of the independent inquiry
committee (the Volcker Committee) that investigated the UN’s Oil-for-Food
Programme. NGOs and member states play key roles in pushing for such
IGO accountability and transparency.

Lack of transparency may adversely affect not only legitimacy and
compliance, but also the efficacy of all kinds of institutions. An ongoing
challenge for global governance in the future, then, is how to increase
transparency and accountability of the varieties of governance without
undermining the very conditions that enable deal-making and cooperation.

Effectiveness: Measuring Success and Failure
The second critical challenge involves the effectiveness of governance and
the success or failure of different approaches to addressing needs and prob-
lems. What are the outcomes of rules and actions? How are people actually
affected? Is security increased, are health and well-being improved, is
poverty reduced, is environmental degradation slowed? The task of assess-
ing effectiveness is one of the central challenges in public policymaking.

P. J. Simmons and Chantal de Jonge Oudraat (2001: 13–14) remind us:
“Effectiveness goes beyond formal compliance; parties may come into
compliance with agreements effortlessly for a time and without undertaking
any measures that change behavior or contribute to solving the problem.
Agreements themselves may not be ambitious enough to provide more than
temporary or cosmetic relief of global problems.” The key questions are:
What works? And, for whom does it work? Who does what to translate
agreements into action, including incorporating norms into domestic laws?
Which techniques or mechanisms work best to get actors to change their
behavior, and what are the reactions to noncompliance? What types of
incentives or technical assistance to developing countries will enable them
to comply with environmental rules? How and when are diplomacy or pub-
lic shaming, economic sanctions, or military force most likely to secure
compliance? When are particular types of peace operations most likely to
secure, keep, or build conditions of lasting peace? We address these issues
particularly in Chapters 7 through 12.

* * *

The challenges of global governance, then, include a wide variety of inter-
national policy problems and issues that require governance, not all of
which are necessarily global in scope. Rather, what we see are multilevel,
often diffuse varieties of governance with many different actors playing key
roles alongside states. The need for more governance is clearly rising; the
processes are complex; the politics is an ongoing struggle to influence
“who gets what” and “who benefits”; and the issues of legitimacy, account-
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ability, and effectiveness require constant attention. Most important, we
should not assume that all global governance is necessarily good. As Inis
Claude (1988: 142) noted many years ago, “I must question the assumption
of the normative superiority of collective policy, the view that one can have
greater confidence in the wisdom and the moral quality of decisions made
by a collectivity concerning the use of power and other resources than in
the quality of policies set and followed by individual states.”
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THE GLOBAL FORUM

Global Governance and 
“New Governance Theory”: Lessons from

Business and Human Rights
�

John Gerard Ruggie

ON 16 JUNE 2011, THE UN HUMAN RIGHTS COUNCIL UNANIMOUSLY ENDORSED

the Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights that I developed over
the course of the previous six years in my role as the Secretary-General’s spe-
cial representative for business and human rights.1 The journey involved
nearly fifty international consultations on five continents, numerous site vis-
its to individual firms and local communities, extensive research, and pilot
projects to road test key proposals. For the council and its institutional pred-
ecessor, the Commission on Human Rights, the endorsement was unprece-
dented. It was the first time that the UN adopted a set of standards on the
subject of business and human rights; and it remains the only time the com-
mission or council endorsed a normative text on any subject that governments
did not negotiate themselves. Moreover, the uptake of the Guiding Principles
(GPs) by other standard-setting bodies, national and international, has been
swift and widespread, as has their use as a policy template by companies and
business associations as well as an advocacy tool by nongovernmental organ-
izations (NGOs) and workers’ organizations.2

I have told the story of how this came about in my book, Just Business:
Multinational Corporations and Human Rights.3 Here, I want to relate it to
recent conceptual debates in the study of global governance, which I loosely
term “new governance theory.”4 Governance, at whatever level of social
organization it occurs, refers to the systems of authoritative norms, rules,
institutions, and practices by means of which any collectivity, from the local
to the global, manages its common affairs. Global governance is generally
defined as an instance of governance in the absence of government. There is
no government at the global level. But there is governance, of variable effec-
tiveness. However, the recent literature has identified a secular trend: an
already weak system of global governance apparently becoming more so.
Global governance architectures, legal and institutional, are said to be frag-
menting.5 Traditional forms of international legalization and negotiation
through universal consensus-based institutions are stagnating.6 Regime com-
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plexes that often embody divergent norms dominate previously coherent rule
systems.7 The decline of the West and the rise of the rest add to the centrifu-
gal pull, not only in material terms but also in animating visions.8 There may
be individual instances of network governance, multilevel governance, pri-
vate governance, multistakeholder initiatives, and even experimentalist gov-
ernance.9 But the ideal solution of comprehensive and integrated regimes,
Robert O. Keohane and David G. Victor contend in the context of climate
change, is increasingly unattainable and they urge “making the best of this
situation.”10 Few would argue that the picture is much different in other pol-
icy domains characterized by substantial problem diversity, conflicting inter-
ests, and uncertainty regarding risks, gains, and losses—which, of course,
describes many of the most serious problems on the global governance
agenda.

And yet as has been said about Wagner’s music, the situation may not be
as bad as it sounds. I undertook the strategic construction of the Guiding
Principles aware of the (powerful) systemic constraints and (modest) oppor-
tunities identified in this literature, to which I have contributed on occasion.11

Indeed, in my UN reports, I described business and human rights as a micro-
cosm of a larger crisis in contemporary governance: the widening gaps
between the scope and impact of economic forces and actors, and the capac-
ity of societies to manage their adverse consequences. The GPs are far from
constituting a comprehensive and integrated global regime. But they do
demonstrate that it is possible to achieve a significant degree of convergence
of norms, policies, and practices even in a highly controversial issue area.
Thus, there may be value in recapitulating some of the GPs’ core strategic
elements in the terms of new governance theory, thereby advancing academic
understanding of real-world practices and practitioner appreciation for what
otherwise might seem fairly obscure academic writings. I begin with a reprise
of the terms of my mandate. 

The Mandate
UN efforts to regulate multinational corporations go back to ill-fated Code of
Conduct negotiations that started in the mid-1970s and were abandoned a
decade later. At the turn of the century, the UN Sub-Commission on the Pro-
motion and Protection of Human Rights, comprising independent experts,
began drafting a treaty-like document called “Norms on the Responsibilities
of Transnational Corporations and Other Business Enterprises with Regard to
Human Rights.”12 Intended to become binding, it attributed to companies the
“obligation to promote, secure the fulfillment of, respect, ensure respect of
and protect” human rights. This is essentially the same range of duties that
states have accepted for themselves under international treaties that they have
ratified, separated only by the elastic concept of their respective spheres of
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influence and the equally fuzzy distinction between primary and secondary
duties. The intergovernmental parent body, the Commission on Human
Rights, rejected the proposal. But enough governments from various regions
believed that the subject of business and human rights required further atten-
tion, even if this particular instrument was unacceptable. Facing escalating
advocacy campaigns and lawsuits, business itself felt a need for greater clar-
ity regarding its human rights responsibilities. Accordingly, the commission
created a “special procedures” mandate in 2005 and asked Secretary-General
Kofi Annan to designate the mandate holder. Annan appointed me—to an
unpaid position, lacking any independent authority, and initially with no
budget or staff.13 To borrow my colleague Joseph Nye’s terminology, this was
soft power at its softest.14

The mandate evolved in three phases. Neither of the latter two was fore-
ordained; each required approval by the Human Rights Council (which had
replaced the Commission on Human Rights by then). The first, from 2005 to
2007, asked me merely to identify such things as existing standards and best
practices for states and businesses, and to clarify controversial concepts like
“corporate complicity” and “corporate spheres of influence.” The council
commended the extensive research products that I presented and invited me
to take another year to develop recommendations on how best to advance the
agenda. I returned in 2008 with only one: for the council to respond favorably
to the Protect, Respect, and Remedy Framework I proposed, on the premise
that the most urgent need was for a conceptual and normative foundation on
which future thinking and action could build. The framework rests on three
pillars: 

1. The state duty to protect against human rights abuses by third parties,
including business, through appropriate policies, regulation, and adju-
dication;

2. An independent corporate responsibility to respect human rights,
which means to avoid infringing on the rights of others and address
adverse impacts with which companies are involved; 

3. The need for greater access by victims to effective remedy, both judi-
cial and nonjudicial.

The framework referenced the International Bill of Human Rights (the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the two Covenants), coupled
with the International Labour Organization’s Declaration on Fundamental
Principles and Rights at Work, as the authoritative list of internationally rec-
ognized rights to be augmented by other instruments (e.g., the Declaration on
the Rights of Indigenous Peoples) as warranted by circumstances. The
Human Rights Council unanimously welcomed the framework and extended
my mandate another three years to operationalize it: to provide concrete and
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practical guidance for its implementation. The GPs do so, comprising thirty-
one principles, each with a commentary elaborating its meaning and impli-
cations for law, policy, and practice. 

Strategic Elements
It is impossible here to convey the full range of strategies and tactics—cou-
pled with the many fortuitous developments—that produced the Guiding
Principles. My aim below is more modest: to highlight key elements that may
help elucidate ways of making global governance work better. 

The Old Governance Model
If there is one issue on which all new governance scholars agree, it is that the
hierarchical old governance model has limited utility in dealing with many of
today’s most significant global challenges. By this is meant “the idea of
negotiating a comprehensive, universal and legally binding treaty that pre-
scribes, in a top-down fashion, generally applicable policies.”15 The Kyoto
approach to climate change is the most widely cited example. Comprehensive
binding arrangements may emerge from longer-term developments, as did the
World Trade Organization. But in the near term, new governance theory calls
for a building blocks approach that develops different elements of an overall
solution “and embeds them within an international political framework.”16

That also was my starting point, to the consternation of many human
rights groups and some academic human rights lawyers. Human rights dis-
course is infused with the assumption of a rights-based hierarchy. But there is
limited evidence of it in international practice.17 For business and human
rights, there was no shared understanding of the problem, let alone any con-
sensus on solutions. Business had vehemently opposed the Norms on the
Responsibilities of Transnational Corporations; interests between and among
home and host countries of multinationals diverged significantly; and busi-
ness conduct affecting human rights is powerfully shaped by other bodies of
law, including corporate, investment, and trade law, which no government
was about to subordinate by treaty obligation to the broad spectrum of inter-
nationally recognized rights. Thus, my proximate objective became gaining
strong support for a conceptual and normative framework establishing the
parameters and perimeters of business and human rights as an international
policy domain. International legal instruments, I wrote in 2007, must and will
play a role in the continued evolution of the business and human rights
agenda, but “as carefully crafted precision tools.”18

Polycentric Governance
New governance theory rests on the premise that the state by itself cannot do
all the heavy lifting required to meet most pressing societal challenges and
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that it therefore needs to engage other actors to leverage its capacities. Hence,
the literature emphasizes “responsive regulation,” informal cooperation, pub-
lic-private partnerships, and multistakeholder processes.19 The need is espe-
cially acute where regulating the conduct of multinational corporations is
involved. With only rare exceptions, companies are subject not to interna-
tional law, but to the domestic laws of states where they are incorporated and
operate. Moreover, the law construes a parent company and each subsidiary
as separate legal personalities, so that the parent generally is not liable for
wrongs committed by an overseas subsidiary even where it is the sole share-
holder. Though the incidence of extraterritorial jurisdiction by home states is
increasing modestly, it remains highly contested and cannot, in any event,
serve as a general solution to business and human rights challenges. As for
international organizations (IOs) stepping in, Kenneth W. Abbott and Duncan
Snidal correctly observe that “states have denied virtually all IOs direct
access to private targets and strong regulatory authority.”20 In short, con-
structing an authoritative framework for business and human rights inevitably
was an exercise in polycentric governance.

Indeed, the building blocks for it were there. At the global level, corpo-
rate conduct is shaped by three distinct governance systems: the first is the
system of public law and governance, domestic and international; the second
is a civil governance system involving stakeholders affected by business
enterprises and employing various social compliance mechanisms such as
advocacy campaigns and other forms of pressure; the third is corporate gov-
ernance, which internalizes elements of the other two (unevenly, to be sure).
What was required was a new regulatory dynamic under which these gover-
nance systems become better aligned in relation to business and human
rights; add distinct value; compensate for one another’s weaknesses; and play
mutually reinforcing roles—out of which cumulative change can evolve. The
Protect, Respect and Remedy Framework addresses what should be done to
move in this direction; the Guiding Principles show how. 

To foster that alignment, the GPs draw on the different—yet when com-
bined, complementary—discourses reflecting the respective social roles that
these governance systems play in regulating corporate conduct. Thus, for
states the focus is on the legal obligations they have under the international
human rights regime to protect human rights abuses by third parties, includ-
ing business, as well as policy rationales that are consistent with, and sup-
portive of, meeting those obligations. For businesses, beyond compliance
with legal obligations that vary across countries in their applicability and
enforcement, the GPs focus on the need to manage the risk of involvement in
human rights abuses, which requires that companies act with due diligence to
avoid infringing on the rights of others and address harm where it does occur.
For affected individuals and groups, the GPs stipulate ways for their further
empowerment to realize the right to remedy. 
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But all of that is conceptual, and conceptual arguments by themselves do
not necessarily change minds and practices, no matter how reasonable they
may be. Persuasion is much more likely to succeed if it is also experiential.
Accordingly, when it came to stipulating how these things should be done,
where possible the construction of the GPs was informed by practical engage-
ment with participants from the various stakeholder groups. Illustrative exam-
ples include (1) ten companies that conducted feasibility studies of ideas I had
suggested for conducting human rights diligence processes and (2) another
group of companies that each collaborated independently with local stake-
holders in five countries to carry out pilot projects of operational-level griev-
ance mechanisms. A diverse group of states participated in a series of informal
retreats using scenario-based exercises to explore the inadequacy of existing
legal and policy measures when it comes to ensuring responsible business
conduct in conflict zones. Investment agreement negotiators helped shape pro-
posals for better safeguarding human rights within the system of investor pro-
tection; human rights organizations and plaintiffs’ lawyers advanced ideas for
judicial reform. The various strands were brought together in multistakeholder
consultations. In short, the GPs do not merely advocate a theory of polycentric
governance; in part, they were produced through such means. Of course, this
put limits on how much the GPs could strive to achieve at one go. But at the
same time, it endowed them with what Joost Pauwelyn, Ramses A. Wessel,
and Jan Wouters term “thick stakeholder consensus”—which, they suggest,
can be normatively superior in securing compliance to the “thin state consent”
validation requirement associated with traditional international law.21 Indeed,
in this particular instance, thick stakeholder consensus helped pave the way
for unanimous Human Rights Council endorsement. 

Orchestration
Few scholars have done more than Abbott and Snidal to systematically map
patterns of private and multistakeholder initiatives that have moved into the
regulatory gap between globally integrated economic forces and actors on the
one hand, and fragmented state-based authority structures on the other. But
they also note that “the system currently suffers from a significant orchestra-
tion deficit.”22 The result is “a patchwork of uncoordinated schemes compet-
ing vigorously for adherents, resources, legitimacy, and public notice.”23 To
mitigate this tendency, they recommend that international organizations
endeavor to play a greater “orchestration” role: engaging intermediaries and
leveraging their combined capacities. Abbott and Snidal differentiate between
“directive” and “facilitative” orchestration—directive meaning, for example,
orchestration where benefits for firms can be conditioned on adherence to
certain standards; and facilitative meaning orchestration through IOs’ con-
vening powers, by partnering with companies and NGOs, identifying and dis-
seminating best practices, and other such forms of collaboration.24 The
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Guiding Principles process was well under way when Abbott and Snidal
began to publish on the subject of orchestration, yet something closely akin
to it was at the heart of the GPs implementation strategy and thus may again
provide an illustrative case. 

Strong support for the Guiding Principles by the Human Rights Council
was the necessary condition for their having a life after the end of my man-
date. But by itself, this would not automatically result in other relevant stan-
dard-setting bodies, international or national, deferring to the UN and
aligning their own standards with the GPs. Different institutions have differ-
ent missions, reflecting the sectoral, regional, and national concerns repre-
sented in them. Nor does the UN human rights machinery have enforcement
powers. Therefore, achieving convergence around the GPs required an active
engagement effort, which I began right after the council approved of the Pro-
tect, Respect and Remedy Framework in 2008. The precise process differed
in each case; the main outcomes include the following:

• The new Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises have a human rights chap-
ter drawn virtually verbatim from the Guiding Principles. They are important
because they provide for national complaint mechanisms in the forty-two
adhering states, which include emerging market countries, regarding the con-
duct of multinationals operating in or from those states.

• New provisions in the OECD Common Approaches for Export Credit
Agencies requiring assessments of social risks, which affect access to capital
at the national level.

• The new International Finance Corporation Sustainability Principles
and Performance Standards now include human rights language reflecting
core concepts of the GPs. They affect companies’ access to international cap-
ital, amplified manifold because they are tracked by private sector lending
institutions party to the so-called Equator Principles, which account for more
than three-fourths of all project financing worldwide. 

• ISO26000, a new social responsibility guidance adopted by the world’s
leading private standard-setting body, the International Organization for Stan-
dardization (ISO), has a human rights chapter closely shaped by the GPs. ISO
energizes a worldwide army of consultants eager to help companies come
into compliance and it has considerable uptake in Asia. 

• In the European Union, the European Commission endorsed the GPs
and asked member states to submit national action plans for their implemen-
tation; the United Kingdom was the first to do so. The Commission has also
developed additional guidance for several industry sectors and for small- and
medium-sized enterprises.

• In the United States, the concept of human rights due diligence, a cen-
tral component of the corporate responsibility to respect human rights in the
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GPs, wound its way into Section 1502 of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform
Act, in relation to conflict minerals procured in Democratic Republic of
Congo by US-listed companies.

• The US government referenced the GPs as a benchmark in a new
reporting requirement for US entities investing more than $500,000 in Myan-
mar when it suspended most economic sanctions. 

• The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) is exploring
ways to align its new business and human rights program with the GPs; the
African Union is on a similar though slower track.

Orchestration may be too strong a word to describe these efforts to
achieve convergence among standard setters behind the GPs; several were
fortuitous and could not have been planned, while others succeeded only in
part. But they illustrate the desirability of engaging intermediaries to achieve
greater normative and regulatory coherence, larger-scale effects, and more
robust outcomes—intermediaries that, in this particular case, have more
direct links to and influence over corporate conduct than the UN alone. 

Regime Complexes
In 2006, the International Law Commission (ILC), in an influential report to
the UN General Assembly, documented that a dominant feature of the vast
expansion in international legalization has been the fragmentation of inter-
national law into specialized and autonomous spheres: between trade and
environmental law, for example, and even subsets of both. The ILC con-
cluded that “no homogenous hierarchical meta-system is realistically avail-
able” within the international legal order to resolve the problem of
incompatible provisions between legal spheres, including when different tri-
bunals that have overlapping jurisdictions address exactly the same set of
facts and yet reach different conclusions.25 In other words, legal fragmenta-
tion is a structural feature. At best, write two leading legal theorists, more
sophisticated legal reasoning can achieve “a weak normative compatibility of
the fragments,” or “a loose coupling of colliding units.”26 The rest has to be
worked out in the realm of practice. 

Under the rubric of regime complexes, the new governance literature in
political science has begun to address a closely related attribute of institu-
tional arrangements. According to Keohane and Victor, “regime complexes
are marked by connections between . . . specific and relatively narrow
regimes but the absence of an overall architecture or hierarchy that structures
the whole set.”27 Their example is the many international institutional ele-
ments and initiatives that exist in the area of climate change. They observe
that “the specific international cooperation problems involved in managing
climate change are so varied that a single institutional response is exception-
ally difficult to organize and sustain.”28 Although it may raise efficiency and
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effectiveness costs, the absence of hierarchy in and of itself does not neces-
sarily pose a fundamental problem—unless the underlying regime norms and
rules in the relevant policy domains are in conflict.29 Similar to their legal
theory counterparts, Keohane and Victor recommend identifying and rein-
forcing opportunities for “nascent coupling” where the individual fragments
intersect or overlap.30

Not surprisingly, given the subject matter, constructing the GPs faced the
challenge of dealing with legal fragmentation and regime complexes from day
one. The mandate’s authorizing body was the Human Rights Council, and its
direct remit is the UN-based human rights regime. The mandate’s objective
was to find acceptable ways to expand the scope of this regime to address the
conduct not only of states and individuals, which it now does (with mixed
results), but also of business enterprises. Of course, states knew that their legal
duties and policy requirements extended beyond abuses by state agents. But
actual state practice indicated that even the most committed had not addressed
the full range of actions that these implied in relation to business. For its part,
business acknowledged some responsibility for human rights, if nothing else
by virtue of adopting corporate responsibility initiatives. Yet here too, actual
practice indicated considerable divergence and shortcomings in the under-
standing of what those responsibilities were and implied. Finally, remedy for
rights holders who have been harmed is an explicit or implicit component of
all human rights treaties, but beyond labor standards that impose obligations
on states, not on companies directly, no globally endorsed rules and tools
existed to further realize a right remedy in relation to business. 

But how far could this expansion go? The legal fragmentation and
regime complexes literature suggests where the limits might lie. Take the
example of corporate law. At the very foundation of modern corporate law is
the principle of legal separation between a company’s owners (the share-
holders) and the company itself, coupled with its correlative principle of lim-
ited liability, under which shareholders are held financially liable only to the
extent of the value of their ownership shares. This model of the joint stock
company was invented when only people—natural persons—were owners,
and it was intended to facilitate the formation of capital among them for
investment purposes. Today, the model has been stretched to apply to multi-
national corporate groups with subsidiaries, joint ventures, contractors, and
other types of affiliates in up to 200 states and territories around the world,
each of which is legally construed as a separate and independent entity. This
raises a fundamental question for business and human rights: how do we get
multinational corporations to assume the responsibility to respect human
rights for the entire corporate group, not atomize it down to various con-
stituent units that may operate in poorly regulated contexts?

The attempt by the UN Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection
of Human Rights to impose binding norms on multinational corporations,
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which preceded my mandate, aimed a silver bullet at the problem. But it turned
out to be a dud. Larry Catá Backer, a legal scholar who has written extensively
on the nexus between corporate law and international law, observed at the time: 

The Norms internationalize and adopt an enterprise liability model as the
basis for determining the scope of liability for groups of related companies.
This approach does, in a very simple way, eliminate one of the great com-
plaints about globalization through large webs of interconnected but legally
independent corporations forming one large economic enterprise. The prob-
lem, of course, is that, as a matter of domestic law in most states, the au-
tonomous legal personality of a corporation matters. Most states have
developed very strong public policies in favor of legal autonomy.31

A survey of the relationship between corporate law and human rights in
thirty-nine jurisdictions around the world, conducted for my mandate by two
dozen corporate law firms on a pro bono basis, indicated that some form of
legal separation and limited liability exists in all of them. Modest exceptions
are made in different jurisdictions, though few with extraterritorial reach.
Reform of corporate and securities law and policy came under consideration
in many countries as a result of the 2008 financial sector meltdown and its
impact on the real economy. But the abandonment of the foundational tenets
of modern corporate law is nowhere on the agenda. Dealing with the con-
straints that they impose in the global business and human rights context is a
more complex affair—an affair of maneuvering among regime complexes. 

Hence, under the GPs corporate responsibility to respect human rights
pillar, I did not set out to establish a global enterprise liability model. That
would have been a purely theoretical exercise. Instead, my aim was to pre-
scribe practical ways of integrating human rights concerns within enterprise
risk management systems. Multinational corporations routinely assess and
address enterprise-wide risks, in addition to the risks faced by local operating
units. And when they do so, they aggregate, not atomize, risks across the cor-
porate group and functions. Separate legal personality is rarely invoked in
relation to enterprise risk management. But there had been no authoritative
guidance for how to manage the risks of adverse human rights impacts. The
concept and component elements of human rights due diligence provide that
guidance—with potentially significant future implications for corporate law,
a leading expert on that subject argues.32

The extensive involvement of corporate law firms in the GPs process
also had several “cascading” effects.33 It raised its visibility within companies
to general counsel and even chief executive officer levels, rather than being
confined to corporate social responsibility departments. It contributed to the
formal endorsement of the GPs by the American Bar Association, which
urged governments, the private sector, and the legal community itself to inte-
grate them into their respective operations and practices.34 In turn, that
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inspired a legal advocacy group to develop guidelines for law firms, as busi-
nesses in their own right, of socially responsible practices compatible with
the GPs, including their client advisory work.35 At the same time, as noted
above, governments and official as well as private lending agencies are
beginning to require companies to conduct human rights due diligence and to
establish grievance mechanisms in certain circumstances. Similarly, affected
individuals and communities are invoking those same provisions to engage
companies and make demands on governments. In sum, as challenging as it
is, the complexity of regime complexes can have some upside potential. 

Conclusion
I closed my final presentation to the Human Rights Council with these words:
“I am under no illusion that the conclusion of my mandate will bring all busi-
ness and human rights challenges to an end. But Council endorsement of the
Guiding Principles will mark the end of the beginning.”36 By this, I meant
that there is now an authoritative foundation on which to build. I repeat those
words here so as not to end on too celebratory a note. Much more remains to
be done in business and human rights; the final chapter of my book outlines
several key steps, including specific legal measures. My aim here has been to
draw on the GPs experience to illustrate, and help better link up, new gover-
nance theory and practice. Global governance produces suboptimal out-
comes. And if new governance theory has it right, it will not get any easier as
time goes on. Martin Wolf, the distinguished Financial Times columnist, con-
curs: “Ours is an ever more global civilisation that demands the provision of
a wide range of public goods. The states on which humanity depends to pro-
vide these goods, from security to management of climate, are unpopular,
overstretched and at odds. We need to think about how to manage such a
world. It is going to take extraordinary creativity.”37 Fresh thinking and fresh
practices need to be informed by one another. As the journal Global Gover-
nance begins its own new editorial regime, I very much hope that promoting
this objective will be among its core missions. �
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Global Governance as a 
Perspective on World Politics

c

Klaus Dingwerth and Philipp Pattberg

In one of the first issues of Global Governance, Larry Finkelstein
observed that “‘Global Governance’ appears to be virtually anything.”
A decade later, the concept of global governance has become ever
more popular—and confusion about its meaning ever greater. While
we do think that some flexibility in the use of concepts is both theo-
retically desirable and practically unavoidable, we believe that the
current disarray is a hindrance to more fruitful discussions and to the
goal of developing more coherent theories of global governance. We
therefore argue that a more careful use of the term global governance
is necessary to overcome the current confusion spawned by the varia-
tion in uses of the concept. After clarifying the basic function of con-
cepts in social science and reviewing the different uses of global gov-
ernance in the current literature, we use the term as an analytical
concept that provides a perspective on world politics different from the
more traditional notion of “international relations.” KEYWORDS: global
governance, world politics, international relations, use of concepts.

In contemporary academic debate about world politics, “global gover-
nance” is all over the place.1 Whether it is observable phenomena
such as an NGO’s worldwide campaign against corruption, political

visions that are expressed in a call for a more powerful international
legal system, or the ubiquitous talk about global governance itself, al-
most any process or structure of politics beyond the state—regardless of
scope, content, or context—has within the last few years been declared
part of a general idea of global governance.2 What this idea is about is
a question rarely addressed. Instead, most of the works on global gov-
ernance stop short of pondering why they are using the newly coined
term—rather than, say, more old-fashioned terms such as international
organization or international politics—and what is implied by its use.
On the other hand, those who do ask, “What is global governance?” are
likely to come to the conclusion that “‘Global Governance’ appears to
be virtually anything.”3

More than a decade after the publication of Governing without Gov-
ernment4 in 1992, the publication of the Commission on Global Gover-
nance’s Our Global Neighbourhood in 1995,5 and the inauguration of
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this journal, Global Governance, also in 1995, we take stock of the con-
ceptual debate on global governance and make suggestions for the way
ahead. We argue that the concept of global governance can help us make
sense of the interactions and transformations we observe in world politics
only if it is used in a more careful way. Our argument unfolds in three
steps: First, we contend that concepts are the most basic research tool
social science has at its disposal. The core function of concepts lies in
ordering and structuring our observations and experiences in order to
allow for general propositions. Next we apply this argument to our analy-
sis of the way the term global governance has been used in the literature.
We distinguish between two general uses of the concept: global gov-
ernance as a set of observable phenomena, and global governance as a
political program. Then, after analyzing the different uses of the concept,
we develop suggestions for future research that adopts a global gover-
nance perspective. In the concluding section, we discuss how such a per-
spective might enrich our understanding of politics beyond the state, what
specific research questions emerge from the adoption of such a perspec-
tive, and what the limitations of a “global governance perspective” are.

Concepts as Tools

Concepts are the most basic tool science has at its disposal. If we under-
stand science as being, at least to a certain extent, charged with the task
of organizing the information we obtain from observing and experienc-
ing the world, then the role of concepts is pivotal. By relating certain
phenomena to each other and keeping others apart, concepts fulfill the
central function of ordering and structuring our perception of the world.
As a result, concepts help us, among other things, to make judgments
about the relevance and significance of information, to analyze specific
situations, or to create new ideas. Because they allow us to make gen-
eralizations, concepts are fundamental to individual as well as collective
learning processes. Thus, “we might separately learn about tables, chairs,
sofas but the process of learning will be facilitated if we arrive at the
concept of furniture.”6

This does not imply that the content of a specific concept needs to
be entirely fixed in order for meaningful communication to take place. To
the contrary, the precise meaning of a concept will in almost any case be
subject to different interpretations and to contestation. However, while
ordinary language can cope with a relatively large degree of conceptual
imprecision, scientific communication is usually based on clearer-cut
distinctions between the phenomena it analyzes and on more precise

186 Global Governance as a Perspective on World Politics

VOL IV - 209



definitions of the concepts it uses. Accordingly, scientific concept for-
mation should follow certain basic rules. Most importantly, concepts
should, to the extent possible, not group objects together that do not
share similarities; in other words, a single concept should not be used
for phenomena that are essentially different (polysemy). If this basic
rule is neglected, the analytical power of the concept in question is
diminished by the various meanings of the term and by the additional
efforts analysts have to make to determine which of the various mean-
ings is invoked in a specific argument or proposition. In other words,
“because we cannot achieve a basic level of agreement on the terms by
which we analyze the social world, agreement on conclusions is impos-
sible.”7 In our view, the rather careless use of the term global governance
has contributed to rendering the academic discourse as confusing as it is
and to profoundly limiting the cumulativeness of research findings.

A second pitfall would be to invent new concepts or categories for
each single observation that differs from a previous one—a strategy
clearly to avoid, since it would rid the concepts of our capacity to struc-
ture and order our observations. In the light of these two extremes, John
Gerring and Paul Barresi have recently proposed a “min-max strategy” of
concept formation in which a minimal definition and a maximal “ideal-
type” definition of a concept form the two poles of a continuum along
which different definitions of a concept can be situated. While the mini-
mal definition encompasses only those elements that all nonidiosyncratic
definitions of a concept have in common—thus combining a high exten-
sion (number of referents) with a low intension (number of attributes)—
the maximal definition follows the inverse strategy and lists all attributes
of an ideal-type definition. This min-max strategy, the authors argue,
should help to resolve conceptual ambiguities that plague the use of many
social science concepts by defining the universe of possible uses.

While we accede to the general claim of this view, we believe that the
differences between the various uses of the term global governance are
still too fundamental to allow for an application of this min-max strategy.
In our view, a distinction between fundamentally different uses needs to
precede such an application; accordingly, the following section distin-
guishes between global governance as an analytical concept that refers to
observable phenomena and global governance as a political program.8

What Is Global Governance?

According to Lawrence Finkelstein, “We say ‘governance’ because we
don’t really know what to call what is going on.”9 In this section, we
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test this claim against the background of the use of the term global gov-
ernance in contemporary academic writings. Using our review of the
academic debate as a base, we argue that Finkelstein’s observation is
incorrect. We—that is, scholars writing on the subject—do not say gov-
ernance in order to conceal our ignorance about “what is really going
on.” Instead, the term governance has its own conceptual history. Its use
in the political science literature has previously been restricted largely
to domestic political contexts. Nonetheless, its increasing application to
politics beyond the state is not without reason.

The confusion surrounding the meaning of global governance stems
mainly from the fact that the concept is evoked not only where gover-
nance in the sense in which it has been introduced in political theory is
at issue, but also in a variety of further contexts. As Thomas Weiss has
observed, “Many academics and international practitioners employ
‘governance’ to connote a complex set of structures and processes, both
public and private, while more popular writers tend to use it synony-
mously with ‘government’.”10 We argue that it is not only academics
versus popular writers, but also academics versus academics whose
loose handling of the concept has contributed to blurring much of its
content.

Different ideas about what global governance refers to derive from
disagreement about the meaning of both global and governance. While
the attribute global can at least refer to two different spheres—the top-
level scale of human activity or the sum of all scales of activity—the
term governance has several different uses in the literature.11 Some
authors have coined the term governance to denote a specific mode of
social interaction whose logic differs from that of both markets and
governments. In a more encompassing version, others have used gover-
nance to refer to all coexisting forms of collective regulation of social
affairs, including the self-regulation of civil society, the coregulation of
public and private actors, and authoritative regulation through govern-
ment.12 This broader notion of governance, incorporating steering
processes induced by governments and public agencies, is also reflected
in James Rosenau and Ernst-Otto Czempiel’s understanding of the con-
cept in Governing Without Governments, because this formulation
assumes that normally governance is closely connected to the activities
of government.13 In the words of Gerry Stoker, governance can there-
fore be conceptualized as that part of human activity concerned with
“creating the conditions for ordered rule and collective action. The out-
puts of governance,” Stoker adds, “are not therefore different from
those of government. It is rather a matter of a difference in processes.”14
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The remainder of this section provides an overview of how the con-
cept of global governance has been introduced in the academic debate.
We distinguish between two different general uses of global governance
in the academic literature. Besides its use as an analytical concept that
attempts to capture the—actual, perceived, or constructed—reality of
contemporary world politics (first subsection), the concept is often used
to denote a specific political program, expressing either a normative per-
spective on how political institutions should react to the reduced steering
capacity of national political systems or a critical perspective that refers
to global governance as a hegemonic discourse (second subsection).

The Analytical Use: 
Global Governance as an Observable Phenomenon

Scholars who challenge the mainstream international relations (IR)
assumption of sovereign nation-states embedded in an anarchical inter-
national system often refer to global governance as a conceptual refer-
ence point for their occupation with world politics.15 Their analysis usu-
ally includes a variety of phenomena, such as global social movements;
civil society; the activities of international organizations; the changing
regulative capacity of states; private organizations; public-private net-
works; transnational rule making; and forms of private authority.16 But
as many authors allude to a “theory of global governance in the mak-
ing,” few have tried to think through the assumptions and implications
of the concept of governance within the IR discipline.

The strand of thinking about world politics as global governance
that comes closest to a theory is essentially linked to the work of Rose-
nau. Departing from a broad understanding of governance, he states that
“global governance refers to more than the formal institutions and
organizations through which the management of international affairs is
or is not sustained. The United Nations system and national govern-
ments are surely central to the conduct of global governance, but they
are only part of the full picture.”17 Rosenau sums up his understanding
of global governance in his often quoted definition stating that “global
governance is conceived to include systems of rule at all levels of
human activity—from the family to the international organization—in
which the pursuit of goals through the exercise of control has trans-
national repercussions.”18

This definition has four constitutive elements: systems of rule, lev-
els of human activity, the pursuit of goals, and transnational repercus-
sions. As to the first element, Rosenau is primarily interested in how
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control is exerted in transnational politics, and to “grasp the concept of
control one has to appreciate that it consists of relational phenomena
that, taken holistically, constitute systems of rule.”19 Thus, systems of
rule exist where a number of mechanisms are in place that relate to each
other and that regulate or have an impact on the norms, expectations,
and behavior of the relevant actors within the regulated area. Importantly,
established legal or political authority is not a prerequisite for the
effectiveness of a system of rule.20

Second, Rosenau’s definition speaks of systems of rule “at all levels
of human activity,” thereby including local, subnational, national, interna-
tional, and transnational control mechanisms. Rosenau’s inclusion of the
family level in his definition could be interpreted as a provocation to aca-
demics working in the field, intended to force analysts to ponder about the
issue of scale, to give serious thought to the kinds of interlinkages that
need analysis, and not to take for granted what theories of international
relations conventionally assume to be the relevant actors of world politics.

Third, the definition stipulates that interactions should be consid-
ered phenomena of global governance only if they are intentional, that
is, if they relate to the—individual or collective—pursuit of goals. This
element is restrictive in that nonintentional processes are largely ex-
cluded from the realm of global governance. In practice, a distinction
between intentional and nonintentional processes may, however, be
problematic in many cases, and processes such as social learning or the
diffusion of policy innovations could, in contrast to Rosenau’s defi-
nition, also be considered elements of global governance. 

Finally, Rosenau’s definition mentions transnational repercussions
as a fourth defining characteristic of global governance. Since the sec-
ond criterion already includes the various levels of human activity, the
requirement of transnational repercussions equally constitutes a restric-
tive rather than a broadening element of the definition.

In sum, Rosenau defends a rather broad concept of global gover-
nance, which is nevertheless rooted in the tradition in which governance
has been introduced with regard to the study of domestic political sys-
tems. But why is such a concept necessary in the first place and how
does it improve our understanding of world politics? From an analytical
perspective, the concept of global governance describes a specific set of
observable and related phenomena. Using this new term can be under-
stood as an answer to the failures of existing theories of international re-
lations to account for the empirical transformations. As world politics is
rapidly changing, we have to adjust “our conceptual equipment to facil-
itate the analysis of how authority gets exercised in a decentralized
world.”21 In the words of another observer,
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“Global governance” can be traced to a growing dissatisfaction among stu-
dents of international relations with the realist and liberal-institutionalist
theories that dominated the study of international organisation in the
1970s and 1980s. In particular, these failed to capture adequately the vast
increase, in both numbers and influence, of non-state actors and the
implications of technology in an age of globalisation.22

Thus, the term global governance can be seen as “a heuristic device
to capture and describe the confusing and seemingly ever-accelerating
transformation of the international system.”23 In other words, while the
very idea of “inter-national” relations is conceptually based on an “often
unquestioned preference for the nation state as the basic unit of analy-
sis,”24 the study of global governance acknowledges that a plethora of
forms of social organization and political decisionmaking exist that are
neither directed toward the state nor emanate from it. More precisely,
the concept of global governance departs from more traditional views
within the discipline in four important ways. 

First, while the concept of international relations is by definition
primarily interested in “politics among nations”25 and pays rather little
attention to nonstate actors, the term global governance does not estab-
lish such a hierarchy. In contrast to most theorizing about international
relations, the notion of global governance attaches equal importance to
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), transnational corporations
(TNCs), and scientific actors. Thus, the Belgian government and Green-
peace are both considered actors within global governance. Next to civil
society and business, science has its role, too. Thus, the European Union
bases its trade restrictions on genetically modified organisms on scien-
tific arguments; the Codex Alimentarius of the United Nations Food and
Agriculture Organization (FAO) is informed by expert deliberations; and
the assessment reports of scientific bodies such as the Intergovernmen-
tal Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) have significant impact on inter-
national as well as national policies. Besides these rather well docu-
mented forces of world politics, more actors populate the universe of
global governance. Among them are supranational actors, such as the
European Commission; judicial actors, such as the Dispute Settlement
Body of the World Trade Organization (WTO) or the International Crim-
inal Court (ICC); intergovernmental organizations, such as the World
Bank or the large number of convention secretariats; hybrid and private
organizations, such as the World Conservation Union or Forest Steward-
ship Council (FSC); and, finally, a number of other institutions such as
the Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) or the mass media, which are less
easily subsumed under one of the above categories. In essence, global
governance implies a multiactor perspective on world politics.
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Second, while the term international relations suggests that inter-
national interaction can be analyzed separately from interaction at other
levels of social interaction, the term global governance conceives of
world politics as a multilevel system in which local, national, regional,
and global political processes are inseparably linked. Global governance
research is therefore particularly interested in the interlinkages between
the different policy levels. It includes asking how WTO rules affect
communities in different regions, and how communities in different
regions affect WTO rules. It includes asking how ideas expressed in
transnational forums affect and are affected by ideas and practices in
national, regional, or local settings. And it includes asking how solu-
tions to global problems can be found without neglecting the differen-
tiated needs and capabilities of highly distinct local communities. The
benefit of including these questions in the notion of global governance
derives from the importance these linkages have in real life. Under-
standing how the “world political system”26 works implies under-
standing how different spaces and levels of the system interact.

Third, while the concept of international relations is traditionally
linked to power relations, interest-based interstate bargaining, and, more
recently, the role of norms and advocacy networks as the driving forces
of politics beyond the state, the notion of global governance starts from
the assumption that a wide variety of forms of governance exist next to
each other and that a hierarchy among these various mechanisms is
hard, if not impossible, to discern:

There is no single organizing principle on which global governance
rests, no emergent order around which communities and nations are
likely to converge. Global governance is the sum of myriad—literally
millions of—control mechanisms driven by different histories, goals,
structures, and processes. . . . In terms of governance, the world is too
disaggregated for grand logics that postulate a measure of global
coherence.27

Examples of such mechanisms include the procedures of the UN
Security Council governing the use of force laid out in Chapter VII of
the Charter of the United Nations, the processes by which transnational
social movements aim at persuading or pressuring governments to im-
prove their human rights records, the joint environmental standard set-
ting of business corporations and NGOs to promote sustainability, and
transboundary alliances of cities and regions intended to foster mutual
learning. The concept of governance captures this plurality of mecha-
nisms that horizontally link activities of various actors. In a domestic
context, governance refers to horizontal processes of self-coordination—
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for instance, in issue networks, advocacy coalitions, or similar mecha-
nisms—that alter the relation between public and private interests.
Transferred to the international and transnational policy level, where
central authority is largely absent, governance accordingly encompasses
intergovernmental negotiations as well as other, less formal processes of
coordination among a number of public and private actors.

Fourth, while research in the field of international relations tends to
focus on the phenomenon of authority and its legitimation primarily in
close connection with the state’s ability to pursue its rational self-
interest, a global governance perspective allows capturing the emergence
of new spheres of authority in world politics independently of sovereign
nation-states.28 A growing number of authors have pointed to the emer-
gence of private authority as a result of new steering mechanisms that dif-
fer from hierarchical domestic decisionmaking or nonhierarchical inter-
state bargaining.29 For Doris Fuchs, “the core of the global governance
argument concerns the acquisition of authoritative decision-making
capacity by non-state and supra-state actors.”30 Examples of such new
authority include private interfirm regimes that regulate whole market
segments; private standard-setting cooperations between different soci-
etal actors; transnational advocacy networks that exercise moral author-
ity in issue areas ranging from biodiversity to human rights; and illicit
authorities, such as the mafia or mercenary armies.31

A benefit of including these new forms of authority in the concep-
tual framework of global governance lies in the possibility of asking
hitherto neglected questions about the implications of global gover-
nance for fundamental political concepts such as democracy, sov-
ereignty, and legitimacy. In more general terms, the concept of global
governance seems more capable of accounting for the “crazy-quilt na-
ture” of temporary world politics.32

The Normative Use: 
Global Governance as a Political Program

For some writers, global governance is not so much an empirical or ana-
lytical term as it is a political concept that captures a vision of how
societies should address the most pressing global problems. Most often,
the problems that global governance is expected to address are analyti-
cally linked to the process of economic globalization and a resulting
loss of national authority. Thus, it has been argued that “theoretically,
global governance offers an analytical concept to subsume various ef-
forts at the global level to come to terms with this loss of control and
to balance the uncontrolled processes of globalisation.”33
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Such a concept of global governance appears to be firmly embedded
in practitioners’ perspectives. Thus, despite the fact that the Commission
on Global Governance—consisting almost exclusively of practitioners—
defines global governance in analytical terms, a political conceptualiza-
tion of global governance is usually attributed to its final report. In par-
ticular, its “call to action” in which the commission summarizes its
reform proposals can be cited as an example. Here, the commission
maintains that a “global civic ethic to guide action within the global
neighbourhood, and leadership infused with that ethic, is vital to the
quality of global governance.”34 This is then followed by more or less
concrete reform proposals in the areas of global security, economic inter-
dependence, the structure of the United Nations, and the rule of law.

In sum, it seems correct to argue that while the commission’s
account of global governance contains both empirical and normative
elements, the core of its conception of global governance is constituted
by the need for more cooperation among governments, more coopera-
tion among governmental and nonstate actors, more coordination within
the framework of the United Nations system, and a central position of
humans within politics.35

In a similar way, the Study Commission—“Globalization of the World
Economy: Challenges and Answers”—of the German Bundestag states:

As the world becomes increasingly globalized and economic activities
grow beyond national regulatory frameworks, it becomes more neces-
sary to politically shape economic, social and environmental processes
on a global scale. How the global challenges can be democratically
managed has recently begun to be discussed under the heading of
“global governance.”36

In accordance with this definition of global governance, the study com-
mission comes to the conclusion that we need “more global gover-
nance” and that “implementing global governance” is the real problem:

The world wide process of politically managing globalization—global
governance—is still in its early stages. Obstacles to global governance
still exist, including power imbalances and national and international
problems with democracy and legitimization; the almost lack of an
ethical-normative consensus (“global ethos”) is still interfering with
the creation of a strong system of global governance. . . . At this point
in time, global governance is still more of a vision than a description
of the actual state of the international system.37

In addition to practitioners, a number of academics have similarly
adopted political concepts of global governance and argued that the goal
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of global governance lies in regaining society’s control over market
forces which has been lost in the wake of globalization.” This is clearly
distinct from the analytical understanding of the term described in the
previous section. Other authors have even made the point that the pro-
grammatic aspect of global governance has a long history, reflecting
basic principles of human organization. In the words of Paul Wapner,
global governance is “one of the most perennial and daunting chal-
lenges in world history”:

Ever since the Stoics imagined a single world, organized by a set of
common principles, thinkers and practitioners have worked to con-
ceptualise and bring into reality mechanisms to coordinate the diverse
activities of a complex, multifarious world. For some, this project
meant establishing a world government to legislate common laws and
policies. For others, it meant simply building institutions of common
understanding and practices supported by sovereign entities below the
level of world government.38

However, the distinction between an analytical and a political use is not
always as clear-cut as in these examples. To the contrary, a number of
academics have used the term in a way that can be described as con-
taining elements of either the analytical and the political or the analyti-
cal and the “academic-institutionalist” account of global governance. For
example, in the German debate, Dirk Messner and Franz Nuscheler’s use
of the concept can be attributed to both a political program and a
research program. Guided by the ideas of global welfare (Weltgemein-
wohl), Messner and Nuscheler declare a global rule of law and a global
ethic as prerequisites for any functioning global governance system,
which they conceptualize as “the creation of networks, from the local to
the global level, based on a shared problem-solving orientation, a fair
balance of interests and a workable canon of shared norms and values
as a basis for institutional structures for the handling of problems and
conflicts.”39

Global governance is, in this perspective, frequently conceived as
a long-term project of global integration, for which the evolution of the
European Union can be considered a model. A further definition, situ-
ated at the intersection of different concepts of global governance, is
provided by Leon Gordenker and Thomas Weiss, who portray global
governance as “efforts to bring more orderly and reliable responses to
social and political issues that go beyond capacities of states to address
individually.”40

A second group of scholars also considers global governance to be
a political program but takes a more critical position toward the expected
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benefits of steering beyond state control, arguing that global governance
is not a value-free term, but rather a highly politicized concept in the
midst of a discursive struggle about who decides what for whom. From
this critical theory perspective, global governance is not so much an
answer to state failures in the globalization process as it is a hegemonic
discourse to disguise the negative effects of neoliberal economic devel-
opment on a global scale. In the words of Ulrich Brand, “The discourse
of Global Governance . . . serves as a means to deal more effectively
with the crisis-prone consequences caused by [postfordist-neoliberal
social transformations].”41 The protagonists of this critical version of
global governance perceive the prevailing discourse on global steering
mechanisms beyond the state as deeply embedded in a general political
trend toward reregulation of the world economy that conceals the nega-
tive tendencies of late capitalism. Consequently, global governance as
an attempt to reclaim political influence in order to reshape the institu-
tional landscape of world politics is not understood as a counterforce to
globalization but as its ideological companion.

The Need for Conceptual Clarification

Is the widespread adoption of the new concept of global governance
warranted? And if so, how can we develop the term’s full conceptual
power for the analysis and evaluation of contemporary world politics? 

We believe that global governance is a useful concept because it
helps us identify and describe transformation processes in world poli-
tics. The concept reflects the view—shared by many members of the
academic community—that we are living in a period of global trans-
formations.42 Considering these transformations, a new conceptual tool-
kit is required to the extent that it allows us to overcome the deficits of
more traditional approaches. We hold that the concept of global gover-
nance is useful because it combines two strengths. First, while alternative
attributes such as international or transnational are narrow in restricting
analysis to either the relations between states or the transboundary rela-
tions between nonstate actors, the attribute global—in its more encom-
passing version—includes the worldwide transboundary interactions not
only between a wide array of actors, but also among various policy lev-
els. Second, the governance perspective distinguishes itself from more tra-
ditional notions of international politics by explicitly pointing to a greater
variety of steering mechanisms and spheres of authority, thereby better
reflecting the reality of contemporary world politics as we are observing
it in many different policy areas.
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In our view, global governance is therefore best seen as a specific
perspective on world politics. As such, it differs from the state-centric
perspective of seeing world politics as essentially “inter-national rela-
tions.”43 Global governance is useful as a new concept not only because
it is different from international relations or international politics, but
also from other related terms such as transnational politics, world pol-
itics, or world order. World politics is a more neutral concept that refers
to political structures and processes that have transboundary repercus-
sions. World order, in turn, refers to the structure of world politics and
in particular to the number of power centers, distinguishing whether
there is one hegemonic superpower (unipolar world order), two super-
powers (bipolar world order), or several major powers (multipolar
world order). Since global governance assumes, as a part of its defini-
tion, that power is shared among multiple “spheres of authority,” it con-
ceives of the emerging world order as essentially—and often radi-
cally—multipolar. 

This leaves us with the relation between global governance and
transnationalism. Global governance scholars draw heavily on older
ideas about transnational relations. In an early article, Karl Kaiser high-
lights three important aspects incorporated in the concept of trans-
national relations: first, different national societies communicate across
national boundaries; second, these interactions lead to changes within a
given society; and, third, these changes force governments to react,
either addressing their own society or other governments.44 Trans-
national politics can therefore be understood as a system of institutional
interlinkages between societies—including a wide range of nongovern-
mental societal actors—that affect the realm of domestic politics without
involving intergovernmental relations. The idea of transnational politics
thus “transposed pluralist theory to the level of international affairs.”45

However, some qualitatively new aspects distinguish global gover-
nance from transnational relations. Whereas global governance as a
concept incorporates many of the concerns raised by the transnational
relations debate, it goes beyond this still rather state-centered approach
by acknowledging the emergence of autonomous spheres of authority
beyond the national/international dichotomy. Especially, the concept of
global governance focuses on the complex interlinkages between dif-
ferent societal actors and governmental institutions. Thus, fundamental
changes in the nature of core political concepts such as sovereignty and
authority and hitherto unknown and unexpected actor coalitions that use
new instruments of governance, thereby establishing new modes of gov-
ernance, may justify the use of a new concept.
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In sum, we therefore believe that global governance can be a use-
ful concept to guide our analysis of political processes beyond the state.
However, authors will need to be more explicit about their individual
usages of the term if the current debate is to become more analytically
fruitful. One suggestion could be to reserve the term global governance
for denoting observable phenomena and the corresponding perspective
on those phenomena, and to specify other uses as “the study of global
governance” or “global governance research”; as “normative visions” or
“political programs of global governance”; and as “global governance
discourse” or “talk about global governance.” In addition, authors will
need to make sure that, given the many meanings ascribed to the con-
cept, their own usage is consistent and does not slip across different
meanings.46

Conclusion

Concepts are too important to just let go. They are the most fundamen-
tal tools of social scientists. To fulfill their functions in ordering our
everyday observations, concepts need to balance precision with flexi-
bility and clarity with the possibility of including qualitatively new
observations. Our analysis of how the term global governance has been
used in the literature suggests that, over the last decade, flexibility has
been overstretched at the cost of precision and clarity.

As a result, we suggest that more clarity in the use of the term
global governance may help overcome the misunderstanding and con-
fusion that surround the concept. To achieve such clarity, we propose
to use “global governance” as an analytical concept that provides a spe-
cific perspective on world politics different from that of “inter-national”
relations. While we have not engaged ourselves in a discussion about
whether or not a global governance perspective is appropriate in every
issue area and under all circumstances, we do believe that once such a
perspective is taken, new insights may be gained. We therefore con-
clude our article by raising four questions that follow from the notion of
global governance as a specific perspective on world politics and sketch
some initial answers to these questions. First, what is new about a
global governance perspective? Second, what are the central research
questions that emerge from this new perspective? Third, what are the
potential benefits of a global governance perspective? And, finally, what
are its limitations?

When we first presented our argument to our colleagues, one com-
mentator asked if our conception of global governance was in any way

198 Global Governance as a Perspective on World Politics

VOL IV - 221



different from international governance plus transnational actors. Our
response to this question is twofold. First, we believe there is a core dif-
ference in terms of the basic ontological assumptions of a global gov-
ernance perspective as sketched above. Rather than presuming a priori
a hierarchy between international and transnational spheres of political
activity, a global governance perspective is based on the premise that
both spheres have equal ontological status. In short, a global governance
perspective acknowledges that world politics is neither international
governance plus transnational actors nor transnational governance plus
international actors. Accordingly, a research program that builds on this
premise will ask a number of questions, such as: What dynamics char-
acterize the two spheres? What factors determine whether actors seek to
achieve their goals through one sphere and not through the other? And
what kind of interactions exist between the two spheres? Research on
these questions will benefit from previous research on international
relations, but it will transcend the latter by taking transnational politics
seriously. 

Second, while the conceptual focus of international relations is
actor-centered—the term centers on how two or more nation-states will
behave when they need to coexist in a single world—the governance
perspective chooses a different point of departure. The most fundamen-
tal observation we make when we make use of our global governance
lens is not the existence of specific actors (e.g., states), but the existence
of norms, rules, and standards that structure and constrain social activ-
ity. As a result, the research agenda associated with a global governance
perspective is different. At its core, it includes such questions as: What
forms of social regulation exist at the global level? Where do global
norms, rules, and standards come from? How are they constructed,
interpreted, implemented, and adjudicated? What relationships exist
between rule makers and rule takers? What are consequences of global
norms, rules, and standards? Who benefits? Who loses?

Ultimately, a theory of global governance would thus differ from a
theory of international politics. Its central unit of analysis would be the
conditions for social activity (e.g., norms and rules) rather than actors
and relations between them. In addition, its methodological challenge
would be complexity rather than parsimony. But what can be expected
from such a theory in the making? In our opinion, such a theory, once
fully developed, should be able to answer three sets of questions: first,
questions focusing on the emergence of global governance arrangements
within and across different policy arenas; second, questions targeting the
conditions for effective global governance; and, finally, questions directed
toward the implications of the current transformation of governance for
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core political concepts such as authority, sovereignty, and democratic
legitimacy. However, such an optimistic view toward a theory of global
governance must also anticipate its limitations. The core challenge is to
balance the tendency toward theoretical complexity with the need for
simplicity to avoid replicating the multidimensional and multicausal
nature of current world politics. It is precisely this point where a clearer
and more precise use of the global governance concept can serve as the
necessary first step toward better theories of world politics. c
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I 1 

Globalization and Governance 
n 1979 I described the interdependence 
of states as low but increasing. It has 
increased, but only to about the 1910 

level if measured by trade or capital flows 
as a percentage of GNP; lower if mea- 
sured by the mobility of labor, and lower 
still if measured by the mutual military 
dependence of states. Yet one feels that 
the world has become a smaller one. In- 
ternational travel has become faster, eas- 
ier, and cheaper; music, art, cuisines, and 
cinema have all become cosmopolitan in 
the world's major centers and beyond. 
The Peony Pavilion was produced in its 
entirety for the first time in 400 years, and 
it was presented not in Shanghai or Bei- 
jing, but in New York. Communication is 

almost instantaneous, 
by and more than words 

b y caYV~ ncan be transmitted, 
Kenneth N. Waltz, which makes the re- 
Columbia University duced mobility of labor 

of less consequence. 
High-technology jobs 

can be brought to the workers instead of 
the workers to the jobs; foreigners can 

become part of American design teams 
without leaving their homelands. Before 
World War I, the close interdependence 
of states was thought of as heralding an 
era of peace among nations and democ- 
racy and prosperity within them. Associat- 
ing interdependence, peace, democracy, 
and prosperity is nothing new. In his 
much translated and widely read book, 
The Great Illusion (1933), Norman Angell 
summed up the texts of generations of 
classical and neoclassical economists and 
drew from them the dramatic conclusion 
that wars would no longer be fought be- 
cause they would not pay. World War I 
instead produced the great disillusion, 
which reduced political optimism to a 
level that remained low almost until the 
end of the Cold War. I say "almost" be- 
cause beginning in the 1970s a new opti- 
mism, strikingly similar in content to the 
old, began to resurface. Interdependence 
was again associated with peace and peace 
increasingly with democracy, which began 
to spread wonderfully to Latin America, 
to Asia, and with the Soviet Union's col- 

Kenneth N. Waltz, 1999 James Madison Lecturer. 
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lapse, to Eastern Europe. Francis Fukuyama (1992) fore- 
saw a time when all states would be liberal democracies 
and, more recently, Michael Doyle (1997) projected the 
year for it to happen as lying between 2050 and 2100. 
John Mueller (1989), heralding the disappearance of war 
among the world's advanced countries, argued that Nor- 
man Angell's premises were right all along, but that he 
had published his book prematurely. 

Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye in their 1977 book, 
Power and Interdependence, strengthened the notion that 
interdependence promotes peace and limits the use of 
force by arguing that simple interdependence had be- 
come complex interdependence, binding the economic 
and hence the political interests of states ever more 
tightly together. Now, we hear from many sides that in- 
terdependence has reached yet another height, tran- 
scending states and making The Borderless World, which 
is the title and theme of Kenichi Ohmae's 1990 book. 
People, firms, markets matter more; states matter less. 
Each tightening of the economic screw raises the benefits 
of economic exchange and makes war among the more 
advanced states increasingly costly. The simple and plau- 
sible propositions are that as the benefits of peace rise, 
so do the costs of war. When states perceive wars to be 
immensely costly, they will be disinclined to fight them. 
War becomes rare, but is not abolished because even the 
strongest economic forces cannot conquer fear or elimi- 
nate concern for national honor (Friedman 1999, 196- 
97). 

Economic interests become so strong that markets be- 
gin to replace politics at home and abroad. That eco- 
nomics depresses politics and limits its significance is 
taken to be a happy thought. The first section of this 
paper examines its application domestically; the second, 
internationally. 

The State of the State 
Globalization is the fad of the 1990s, and globalization 

is made in America. Thomas Friedman's The Lexus and 
the Olive Tree is a celebration of the American way, of 
market capitalism and liberal democracy. Free markets, 
transparency, and flexibility are the watchwords. The 
"electronic herd" moves vast amounts of capital in and 
out of countries according to their political and eco- 
nomic merits. Capital moves almost instantaneously into 
countries with stable governments, progressive econo- 
mies, open accounting, and honest dealing, and out of 
countries lacking those qualities. States can defy the 
"herd," but they will pay a price, usually a steep one, as 
did Thailand, Malaysia, Indonesia, and South Korea in 
the 1990s. Some countries may defy the herd inadver- 
tently (the countries just mentioned); others, out of ideo- 
logical conviction (Cuba and North Korea); some, be- 
cause they can afford to (oil-rich countries); others, 
because history has passed them by (many African coun- 
tries). 

Countries wishing to attract capital and to gain the 
benefits of today's and tomorrow's technology have to 
don the "golden straitjacket," a package of policies in- 
cluding balanced budgets, economic deregulation, open- 

ness to investment and trade, and a stable currency. The 
herd decides which countries to reward and which to 
punish, and nothing can be done about its decisions. In 
September 1997, at a World Bank meeting, Malaysia's 
prime minister, Dr. Mahathir Mohammad, complained 
bitterly that great powers and international speculators 
had forced Asian countries to open their markets and 
had manipulated their currencies in order to destroy 
them. Friedman (1999, 93) wonders what Robert Rubin, 
then-U.S. treasury secretary, might have said in response. 
He imagines it would have been something like this: 
"What planet are you living on? . . . Globalization isn't a 
choice, it's a reality, . . . and the only way you can grow 
at the speed that your people want to grow is by tapping 
into the global stock and bond markets, by seeking out 
multinationals to invest in your country, and by selling 
into the global trading system what your factories pro- 
duce. And the most basic truth about globalization is 
this: No one is in charge." 

The herd has no telephone number. When the herd 
decides to withdraw capital from a country, there is no 
one to complain to or to petition for relief. Decisions of 
the herd are collective ones. They are not made; they 
happen, and they happen because many investors indi- 
vidually make decisions simultaneously and on similar 
grounds to invest or to withdraw their funds. Do what 
displeases the herd, and it will trample you into the 
ground. Globalization is shaped by markets, not by gov- 
ernments. 

Globalization means homogenization. Prices, products, 
wages, wealth, and rates of interest and profit tend to 
become the same all over the world. Like any powerful 
movement for change, globalization encounters resis- 
tance-in America, from religious fundamentalists; 
abroad, from anti-Americanists; everywhere from cul- 
tural traditionalists. And the resisters become bitter be- 
cause consciously or not they know they are doomed. 
Driven by technology, international finance sweeps all 
before it. Under the protection of American military 
power, globalization proceeds relentlessly. As Friedman 
proclaims: "America truly is the ultimate benign hege- 
mony" (375). 

The "end of the Cold War and the collapse of com- 
munism have discredited all models other than liberal 
democracy." The statement is by Larry Diamond, and 
Friedman repeats it with approval. There is one best 
way, and America has found it. "It's a post-industrial 
world, and America today is good at everything that is 
post-industrial" (145, 303). The herd does not care about 
forms of government as such, but it values and rewards 
"stability, predictability, transparency, and the ability to 
transfer and protect its private property." Liberal democ- 
racies represent the one best way. The message to all 
governments is clear: Conform or suffer. 

There is much in what Friedman says, and he says it 
very well. But how much? And, specifically, what is the 
effect of closer interdependence on the conduct of the 
internal and external affairs of nations? 

First, we should ask how far globalization has pro- 
ceeded? As everyone knows, much of the world has been 
left aside: most of Africa and Latin America, Russia, all 
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of the Middle East except Israel, and large parts of Asia. 
Moreover, for many countries, the degree of participa- 
tion in the global economy varies by region. Northern 
Italy, for example, is in; southern Italy is out. In fact, 
globalization is not global but is mainly limited to north- 
ern latitudes. Linda Weiss points out that, as of 1991, 
81% of the world stock of foreign direct investment was 
in high-wage countries of the north: mainly the United 
States, followed by the United Kingdom, Germany, and 
Canada. She adds that the extent of concentration has 
grown by 12 points since 1967 (Weiss 1998; cf., Hirst and 
Thompson 1996, 72). 

Second, we should compare the interdependence of 
nations now with interdependence earlier. The first para- 
graph of this paper suggests that in most ways we have 
not exceeded levels reached in 1910. The rapid growth of 
international trade and investment from the middle 
1850s into the 1910s preceded a prolonged period of 
war, internal revolution, and national insularity. After 
World War II, protectionist policies lingered as the 
United States opened it borders to trade while taking a 
relaxed attitude toward countries that protected their 
markets during the years of recovery from war's devasta- 
tion. One might say that from 1914 into the 1960s an 
interdependence deficit developed, which helps to ex- 
plain the steady growth of interdependence thereafter. 
Among the richest 24 industrial economies (the OECD 
countries), exports grew at about twice the rate of GDP 
after 1960. In 1960, exports were 9.5% of their GDPs; in 
1900, 20.5% (Wade 1996, 62; cf., Weiss 1998, 171). Find- 
ing that 1999 approximately equals 1910 in extent of in- 
terdependence is hardly surprising. What is true of trade 
also holds for capital flows, again as a percentage of 
GDP (Hirst and Thompson 1996, 36). 

Third, money markets may be the only economic sec- 
tor one can say has become truly global. Finance capital 
moves freely across the frontiers of OECD countries and 
quite freely elsewhere (Weiss 1998, xii). Robert Wade 
notes that real interest rates within northern countries 
and between northern and southern countries vary by no 
more than 5%. This seems quite large until one notices 
variations across countries of 10 to 50 times in real 
wages, years of schooling, and numbers of working scien- 
tists. Still, with the movement of financial assets as with 
commodities, the present remains like the past. Despite 
today's ease of communication, financial markets at the 
turn of the previous century were at least as integrated 
as they are now (Wade 1996, 73-75). 

Obviously, the world is not one. Sadly, the disparities 
of the North and South remain wide. Perhaps surpris- 
ingly, among the countries that are thought of as being 
in the zone of globalization, differences are considerable 
and persistent. To take just one example, financial pat- 
terns differ markedly across countries. The United States 
depends on capital imports, Western Europe does not, 
and Japan is a major capital exporter. The more closely 
one looks, the more one finds variations. That is hardly 
surprising. What looks smooth, uniform, and simple from 
a distance, on closer inspection proves to be pock 
marked, variegated, and complex. Yet here, the varia- 
tions are large enough to sustain the conclusion that 

globalization, even within its zone, is not a statement 
about the present, but a prediction about the future. 

Many globalizers underestimate the extent to which 
the new looks like the old. In any competitive system the 
winners are imitated by the losers, or they continue to 

lose. In political as in 
economic develop- 

Many globalizers un- ment, latecomers imi- 
tate the practices and 

derestimate the ex- adopt the institution 
tent to which the of the countries who 

have shown the way. 
new looks like the Occasionally, someone 

old In any competi- finds a way to out 'Y Dn ry uflank, to invent a new 
tive system the win- way, or to ingeniously 

ners are imitated by modify an old way to 
~ne~rs arce imby gain an advantage; 

the losers, or they and then the process 
of imitation begins continue to lose. anew. That competi- 
tors begin to look like 

one another if the competition is close and continuous is 
a familiar story. Competition among states has always 
led some of them to imitate others politically, militarily, 
and economically; but the apostles of globalization argue 
that the process has now sped up immensely and that 
the straitjacket allows little room to wiggle. In the old 
political era, the strong vanquished the weak; in the new 
economic era, "the fast eat the slow" (Klaus Schwab 
quoted in Friedman 1999, 171). No longer is it "Do what 
the strong party says or risk physical punishment"; but 
instead "Do what the electronic herd requires or remain 
impoverished." But then, in a competitive system there 
are always winners and losers. A few do exceptionally 
well, some get along, and many bring up the rear. 

States have to conform to the ways of the more suc- 
cessful among them or pay a stiff price for not doing so. 
We then have to ask what is the state of the state? What 
becomes of politics within the coils of encompassing eco- 
nomic processes? The message of globalizers is that eco- 
nomic and technological forces impose near uniformity 
of political and economic forms and functions on states. 
They do so because the herd is attracted only to coun- 
tries with reliable, stable, and open governments-that 
is, to liberal democratic ones. 

Yet a glance at just the past 75 years reveals that a 
variety of political-economic systems have produced im- 
pressive results and were admired in their day for doing 
so. In the 1930s and again in the 1950s, the Soviet 
Union's economic growth rates were among the world's 
highest, so impressive in the '50s that America feared 
being overtaken and passed by. In the 1960s President 
Kennedy got "the country moving again," and America's 
radically different system gained world respect. In the 
'70s, Western European welfare states with managed and 
directed economics were highly regarded. In the late '70s 
and through much of the '80s, the Japanese brand of 
neomercantilism was thought to be the wave of the fu- 
ture; and Western Europe and the United States worried 
about being able to keep up. Imitate or perish was the 
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counsel of some; pry the Japanese economy open and 
make it compete on our grounds was the message of 
others. America did not'succeed in doing much of either. 
Yet in the 1990s, its economy has flourished. Globalizers 
offer it as the ultimate political-economic model-and so 
history again comes to an end. Yet it is odd to conclude 
from a decade's experience that the one best model has 
at last appeared. Globalization, if it were realized, would 
mean a near uniformity of conditions across countries. 
Even in the 1990s, one finds little evidence of globaliza- 
tion. The advanced countries of the world have enjoyed 
or suffered quite different fates. Major Western Euro- 
pean countries were plagued by high and persistent un- 
employment; Northeast and Southeast Asian countries 
experienced economic stagnation or collapse while China 
continued to do quite well; and we know about the 
United States. 

Variation in the fortunes of nations underlines the 
point: The country that has done best, at least lately, is 
the United States. Those who have fared poorly have 
supposedly done so because they have failed to conform 
to the American Way. Globalizers do not claim that 
globalization is complete, but only that it is in process 
and that the process is irreversible. Some evidence sup- 
ports the conclusion; some does not. Looking at the big 
picture, one notices that nations whose economies have 
faltered or failed have been more fully controlled, di- 
rected, and supported governmentally than the American 
economy. Soviet-style economies failed miserably; in 
China, only the free-market sector flourishes; the once 
much-favored Swedish model has proved wanting. One 
can easily add more examples. From them it is tempting 
to leap to the conclusion that America has indeed found, 
or stumbled onto, the one best way. 

Obviously, Thomas Friedman thinks so. Tip O'Neill, 
when he was a congressman from Massachusetts, de- 
clared that all politics are local. Wrong, Friedman says, 
all politics have become global. "The electronic herd," 
he writes, "turns the whole world into a parliamentary 
system, in which every government lives under the fear 
of a no-confidence vote from the herd" (1999, 62, 115). 

I find it hard to believe that economic processes direct 
or determine a nation's policies, that spontaneously ar- 
rived at decisions about where to place resources reward 
or punish a national economy so strongly that a govern- 
ment either does what pleases the "herd" or its economy 
fails to prosper or even risks collapse. We all recall re- 
cent cases, some of them mentioned above, that seem to 
support Friedman's thesis. Mentioning them both makes 
a point and raises doubts. 

First, within advanced countries at similar levels of 
development that are closely interrelated, one expects 
uniformities of form and function to be most fully dis- 
played. Yet Stephen Woolcock, looking at forms of cor- 
porate governance within the European community, finds 
a "spectrum of approaches" and expects it to persist for 
the foreseeable future (1996, 196). Since the 1950s, the 
economies of Germany and France have grown more 
closely together as each became the principal trading 
partner of the other. Yet a study of the two countries 
concludes that France has copied German policies but 

has been unwilling or unable to copy institutions (Boltho 
1996). GDP per work hour among seven of the most 
prosperous countries came close together between the 
1950s and the 1980s (Boyer 1996, 37). Countries at a 
high level of development do tend to converge in pro- 

ductivity, but that is 
something of a tautol- 

What I found to be ogy. 
true in 1970 remains Second, even if all 

politics have become 
true today: The global, economies re- 

world is less interde- main local perhaps to 
a surprising extent. 

pendent than is usu- Countries with large 
al se economies continue to 

ally supposed. do most of their busi- 
ness at home. Ameri- 

cans produce 88% of the goods they buy. Sectors that 
are scarcely involved in international trade, such as gov- 
ernment, construction, nonprofit organizations, utilities, 
and wholesale and retail trade employ 82% of Ameri- 
cans (Lawrence 1997, 21). As Paul Krugman says, "The 
United States is still almost 90% an economy that pro- 
duces goods and services for its own use" (1997, 166). 
For the world's three largest economies-the United 
States, Japan, and the European Union-taken as a unit, 
exports are 12% or less of GDP (Weiss 1998, 176). What 
I found to be true in 1970 remains true today: The world 
is less interdependent than is usually supposed (Waltz 
1970). Moreover, developed countries, oil imports aside, 
do the bulk of their external business with one another, 
and that means that the extent of their dependence on 
commodities that they could not produce for themselves 
is further reduced. 

Reinforcing the parochial pattern of productivity, the 
famous footloose corporations in fact turn out to be 
firmly anchored in their home bases. One study of the 
world's 100 largest corporations concludes that not one 
of them could be called truly "global" or "footloose." 
Another study found one multinational corporation that 
seemed to be leaving its home base: Britain's chemical 
company, ICI (Weiss 1998, 18, 22; cf., Hirst and Thomp- 
son 1996, 82-93, 90, 95ff.). On all the important counts- 
location of most assets, site of research and develop- 
ment, ownership, and management-the importance of a 
corporation's home base is marked. And the technologi- 
cal prowess of corporations corresponds closely to that 
of the countries in which they are located. 

Third, the "transformative capacity" of states, as Linda 
Weiss emphasizes, is the key to their success in the 
world economy (Weiss 1998, xii). Because technological 
innovation is rapid, and because economic conditions at 
home and abroad change often, states that adapt easily 
have considerable advantages. International politics re- 
mains inter-national. As the title of a review by William 
H. McNeill (1997) puts it, "Territorial States Buried Too 
Soon." Global or world politics has not taken over from 
national politics. The twentieth century was the century 
of the nation-state. The twenty-first will be too. Trade 
and technology do not determine a single best way to 
organize a polity and its economy. National systems dis- 
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play a great deal of resilience. States still have a wide 
range of choice. Most states survive, and the units that 
survive in competitive systems are those with the ability 
to adapt. Some do it well, and they grow and prosper. 
Others just manage to get along. That's the way it is in 
competitive systems. In this spirit, Ezra Taft Benson, 
when he was President Eisenhower's secretary of agricul- 
ture, gave this kindly advice to America's small farmers: 
"Get big or get out." Success in competitive systems re- 
quires the units of the system to adopt ways they would 
prefer to avoid. 

States adapt to their environment. Some are light 
afoot, and others are heavy. The United States looked to 
be heavy afoot in the 1980s when Japan's economy was 
booming. Sometimes it seemed that MITI (Ministry of 
International Trade and Industry) was manned by ge- 
niuses who guided Japan's economy effortlessly to its 
impressive accomplishments. Now it is the United States 
that appears light afoot, lighter than any other country. 
Its government is open: Accurate financial information 
flows freely, most economic decisions are made by pri- 
vate firms. These are the characteristics that make for 
flexibility and for quick adaptation to changing condi- 
tions. 

Competitive systems select for success. Over time, the 
qualities that make for success vary. Students of Ameri- 
can government point out that one of the advantages of 
a federal system is that the separate states can act as 
laboratories for social-economic experimentation. When 
some states succeed, others may imitate them. The same 
thought applies to nations. One must wonder who the 
next winner will be. 

States adapt; they also protect themselves. Different 
nations, with distinct institutions and traditions, protect 
themselves in different ways. Japan fosters industries, 
defends them, and manages its trade. The United States 
uses its political, economic, and military leverage to pro- 
tect itself and manipulate international events to pro- 
mote its interests. Thus, as David E. Spiro elaborately 
shows, international markets and institutions did not re- 
cycle petrodollars after 
1974. The United 
States did. Despite 
many statements to the 
contrary, the United 
States worked effec- 
tively through different 
administrations and 
under different cabinet 
secretaries to under- 
mine markets and 
thwart international 
institutions. Its lever- 
age enabled it to ma- 
nipulate the oil crisis 
to serve its own inter- 
ests (1999, chap. 6). 

Many of the interde- 

Because technologi- 
cal innovation is 
rapid, and because 
economic conditions 
at home and abroad 
change often, states 
that adapt easily 
have considerable 
advantages. 

penders of the 1970s expected the state to wither and 
fade away. Charles Kindleberger wrote in 1969 that "the 
nation-state is just about through as an economic unit" 
(207). Globalizers of the 1990s believe that this time it 

really is happening. The state has lost its "monopoly 
over internal sovereignty," Wolfgang H. Reinecke writes, 
and as "an externally sovereign actor" it "will become a 
thing of the past" (1997, 137; cf., Thurow 1999). Inter- 
nally, the state's monopoly has never been complete, but 
it seems more nearly so now than earlier, at least in 
well-established states. The range of governmental func- 
tions and the extent of state control over society and 
economy has seldom been fuller than it is now. In many 
parts of the world the concern has been not with the 
state's diminished internal powers but with their in- 
crease. And although state control has lessened some- 
what recently, does anyone believe that the United 
States and Britain, for example, are back to a 1930s 
level, let alone to a nineteenth-century level of govern- 
mental regulation? 

States perform essential political social-economic func- 
tions, and no other organization appears as a possible 
competitor to them. They foster the institutions that 
make internal peace and prosperity possible. In the state 
of nature, as Kant put it, there is "no mine and thine." 
States turn possession into property and thus make sav- 
ing, production, and prosperity possible. The sovereign 
state with fixed borders has proved to be the best organi- 
zation for keeping peace and fostering the conditions for 
economic well being.' We do not have to wonder what 
happens to society and economy when a state begins to 
fade away. We have all too many examples. A few obvi- 
ous ones are China in the 1920s and '30s and again in 
the 1960s and '70s, post-Soviet Russia, and many African 
states since their independence. The less competent a 
state, the likelier it is to dissolve into component parts or 
to be unable to adapt to transnational developments. 
Challenges at home and abroad test the mettle of states. 
Some states fail, and other states pass the tests nicely. In 
modern times, enough states always make it to keep the 
international system going as a system of states. The 
challenges vary; states endure. They have proved to be 
hardy survivors. 

Having asked how international conditions affect 
states, I now reverse the question and ask how states 
affect the conduct of international political affairs. 

The State in International Politics 

Economic globalization would mean tht the world 
economy, or at least the globalized portion of it, would 
be integrated and not merely interdependent. The differ- 
ence between an interdependent and an integrated world 
is a qualitative one and not a mere matter of proportion- 
ately more trade and a greater and more rapid flow of 
capital. With integration, the world would look like one 
big state. Economic markets and economic interests can- 
not perform the functions of government. Integration 
requires or presumes a government to protect, direct, 
and control. Interdependence, in contrast to integration, 
is "the mere mutualism" of states, as Emile Durkheim 
put it. It is not only less close than usually thought but 
also politically less consequential. Interdependence did 
not produce the world-shaking events of 1989-91. A po- 
litical event, the failure of one of the world's two great 
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powers, did that. Had the configuration of international 
politics not fundamentally changed, neither the unifica- 
tion of Germany nor the war against Saddam Hussein 
would have been possible. The most important events in 
international politics are explained by differences in the 
capabilities of states, not by economic forces operating 
across states or transcending them. Interdependers, and 
globalizers even more so, argue that the international 
economic interests of states work against their going to 
war. True, they do. Yet if one asks whether economic 
interests or nuclear weapons inhibit war more strongly, 
the answer obviously is nuclear weapons. European great 
powers prior to World War I were tightly tied together 
economically. They nevertheless fought a long and 
bloody war. The United States and the Soviet Union 
were not even loosely connected economically. They co- 
existed peacefully through the four-and-a-half decades of 
the Cold War. The most important causes of peace, as of 
war, are found in international-political conditions, in- 
cluding the weaponry available to states. Events follow- 
ing the Cold War dramatically demonstrate the political 
weakness of economic forces. The integration (not just 
the interdependence) of the parts of the Soviet Union 
and of Yugoslavia, with all of their entangling economic 
interests, did not prevent their disintegration. Govern- 
ments and people sacrifice welfare and even security to 
nationalism, ethnicity, and religion. 

Political explanations weigh heavily in accounting for 
international-political events. National politics, not inter- 
national markets, account for many international eco- 
nomic developments. A number of students of politics 
and of economics believe that blocs are becoming more 
common internationally. Economic interests and market 
forces do not create blocs; governments do. Without 
governmental decisions, the Coal and Steel Community, 
the European Economic Community, and the European 
Union would not have emerged. The representatives of 
states negotiate regulations in the European Commis- 
sion. The Single-Market Act of 1985 provided that some 
types of directives would require less than a unanimous 
vote in the Council of Ministers. This political act 
cleared the way for passage of most of the harmoniza- 
tion standards for Europe (Dumez and Jeunemaitre 
1996, 229). American governments forged NAFTA; Ja- 
pan fashioned an East and Southeast Asian producing 
and trading area. The decisions and acts of a country, or 
a set of countries arriving at political agreements, shape 
international political and economic institutions. Govern- 
ments now intervene much more in international eco- 
nomic matters than they did in the earlier era of interde- 
pendence. Before World War I, foreign-ministry officials 
were famed for their lack of knowledge of, or interest in, 
economic affairs. Because governments have become 
much more active in economic affairs at home and 
abroad, interdependence has become less of an autono- 
mous force in international politics. 

The many commentators who exaggerate the closeness 
of interdependence, and even more so those who write 
of globalization, think in unit rather than in systemic 

terms. Many small states import and export large shares 
of their gross domestic products. States with large GDPs 
do not. They are little dependent on others, while a 
number of other states heavily depend on them. The 
terms of political, economic, and military competition 
are set by the larger units of the international-political 

In real terms, Ameri- 
ca's 1995 military 
budget approxi- 
mately equaled the 
1980 budget, and in 
1980 the Cold War 
reached its peak. 

States are differentiated from 

system. Through cen- 
turies of multipolarity, 
with five or so great 
powers of comparable 
size competing with 
one another, the inter- 
national system was 
quite closely interde- 
pendent. Under bi- 
and unipolarity the 
degree of interdepen- 
dence declined mark- 
edly. 

one another not by func- 
tion but primarily by capability. For two reasons, ine- 
qualities across states have greater political impact than 
inequalities across income groups within states. First, the 
inequalities of states are larger and have been growing 
more rapidly. Rich countries have become richer while 
poor countries have remained poor. Second, in a system 
without central governance, the influence of the units of 
greater capability is disproportionately large because 
there are no effective laws and institutions to direct and 
constrain them. They are able to work the system to 
their advantage, as the petrodollar example showed. I 
argued in 1970 that what counts are states' capacity to 
adjust to external conditions and their ability to use their 
economic leverage for political advantage. The United 
States was then and is still doubly blessed. It remains 
highly important in the international economy, serving as 
a principal market for a number of countries and as a 
major supplier of goods and services, yet its dependence 
on others is quite low. Precisely because the United 
States is relatively little dependent on others, it has a 
wide range of policy choices and the ability both to bring 
pressure on others and to assist them. The "herd" with 
its capital may flee from countries when it collectively 
decides that they are politically and economically unwor- 
thy, but some countries abroad, like some firms at home, 
are so important that they cannot be allowed to fail. Na- 
tional governments and international agencies then come 
to the rescue. The United States is the country that most 
often has the ability and the will to step in. The agency 
that most often acts is the IMF, and most countries 
think of the IMF as the enforcement arm of the U.S. 
Treasury (Strange 1996, 192). Thomas Friedman believes 
that when the "herd" makes its decisions, there is no 
appeal; but often there is an appeal, and it is for a bail 
out organized by the United States. 

The international economy, like national economies, 
operates within a set of rules and institutions. Rules and 
institutions have to be made and sustained. Britain, to a 
large extent, provided this service prior to World War I; 
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no one did between the wars, and the United States has 
done so since. More than any other state, the United 
States makes the rules and maintains the institutions that 
shape the international political economy. 

Economically, the United States is the world's most 

important country; militarily, it is not only the most im- 
portant country, it is the decisive one. Thomas Friedman 
puts the point simply: The world is sustained by "the 

presence of American power and America's willingness 
to use that power against those who would threaten the 
system of globalization.... The hidden hand of the mar- 
ket will never work without a hidden fist" (1999, 373). 
But the hidden fist is in full view. On its military forces, 
the United States outspends the next six or seven big 
spenders combined. When force is needed to keep or to 
restore the peace, either the United States leads the way 
or the peace is not kept. The Cold War militarized inter- 
national politics. Relations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union, and among some other countries 
as well, came to be defined largely in a single dimension, 
the military one. As the German sociologist Erich 
Weede has remarked, "National security decision making 
in some . . . democracies (most notably in West Ger- 

many) is actually penetrated by the United States" (1989, 
225). 

Oddly, the end of the Cold War has raised the impor- 
tance of the American military to new heights. The 
United States continues to spend at a Cold War pace. In 
real terms, America's 1995 military budget approximately 
equaled the 1980 budget, and in 1980 the Cold War 
reached its peak. That other countries have reduced 
their budgets more than the United States has height- 
ened the military dominance of one country. To say that 
the world is unipolar and that the world is becoming one 

through globalization is all too suggestive. Some say that 
the world is not really unipolar because the United 
States often needs, or at least wants, the help of others 

(see, e.g., Huntington 1999; Nye 1999). The truth, how- 
ever, remains: The stronger have many more ways of 

coping with adversities than the weak have, and the lat- 
ter depend on the former much more than the other way 
around. The United States is the only country that can 

organize and lead a military coalition, as it did in Iraq 
and in the Balkans. Some states have little choice but to 

participate, partly because of the pressure the strong can 

bring to bear on the weak and partly because of the 
needs of the latter. Western European countries and Ja- 

pan are more dependent on Middle Eastern oil than the 
United States, and Western European countries are 
more affected by what happens in Eastern Europe than 
the United States is. 

As expected, the beneficiaries resent their benefactor, 
which leads to talk of righting the imbalance of power. 
Yet, when the imbalance between one and the rest is 

great, to catch up is difficult. French leaders, especially, 
bemoan the absence of multipolarity and call for greater 
European strength, but one cannot usefully will the end 
without willing the means. The uneven distribution of 

capabilities continues to be the key to understanding in- 
ternational politics. 

To an increasing extent, American foreign policy relies 
on military means. America continues to garrison much 
of the world and to look for ways of keeping troops in 
foreign countries rather than ways to withdraw them as 
one might have expected at the Cold War's end.2 The 
1992 draft of the Pentagon's Defense Planning Guidance 
advocated "discouraging the advanced industrialized na- 
tions from ... even aspiring to a larger global or re- 
gional role." The United States may at times want help 
from others, but not too much help lest it lose its leading 
position in one part of the world or another. The docu- 
ment, when it was leaked, provoked criticism. In re- 
sponse, emphasis was placed on its being only a draft, 
but it continues to guide and describe America's policy. 

William J. Perry and Ashton B. Carter, respectively 
the former secretary and assistant secretary of defense, 
have recently offered the concept of "preventive de- 
fense" as a guide to American policy. Preventive defense 
is conducted by American defense officials engaging in 
"security and military dialogue with regional states"; it 
calls for "a more robust defense to defense program" 
(1999, 9. 11; cf., Carter, Perry, and Steinbruner 1992). 
Bismarck tried to keep Germany's military officials away 
from their opposite numbers in foreign countries lest the 
military's military policy become the country's foreign 
policy. In part, World War I resulted from his succes- 
sors' failure to do this. In the United States, Treasury 
and Defense now make as much or more foreign policy 
than State does. 

Conclusion 
In a system of balanced states, the domination of one 

or some of them is prevented by the reaction of others 
acting as counterweights. The states of Europe held each 
other in balance through the first 300 years of the mod- 
ern state system. In the next 50 years, the United States 
and the Soviet Union balanced each other, each protect- 
ing its sphere and helping to manage affairs within it. 
Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has 
been alone in the world; no state or combination of 
states provides an effective counterweight. 

What are the implications for international politics? 
The more interdependent the system, the more a surro- 
gate for government is needed. Who can supply it? Some 
Americans believe that the United States benignly pro- 
vides a necessary minimum of management of the system 
and that, because of its moderation, other states will 
continue to appreciate, or at least to accept, its services 
(see, e.g., Ikenbery 1998/99, 77-78). Benign hegemony is, 
however, something of a contradiction in terms. "One 
reads about the world's desire for American leadership 
only in the United States," a British diplomat has re- 
marked. "Everywhere else one reads about American 
arrogance and unilateralism" (quoted in Huntington 
1999, 42). 

McGeorge Bundy once described the United States as 
"the locomotive at the head of mankind, and the rest of 
the world the caboose" (quoted in Gardner 1995, 178). 
America's pulling power is at a peak that cannot be sus- 
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tained, for two main reasons. First, America is a country 
of 276 million people in a world of six billion. It repre- 
sents 4.6% of the world's total population. The country's 
physical capabilities and political will cannot sustain 
present world burdens indefinitely. Second, other coun- 
tries may not enjoy being placed at the back of the train. 
Both friends and foes will react as countries always have 
to the threatened or real predominance of one from 
among them by working to right the balance (Waltz 
1998). The present condition of international politics is 
unnatural. Both the predominance of America and, one 

may hope, the militarization of international affairs will 
diminish with time. 

Many globalizers believe that the world is increasingly 
ruled by markets. Looking at the state among states 
leads to a different conclusion. The main difference be- 
tween international politics now and earlier is not found 
in the increased interdependence of states but in their 
growing inequality. With the end of bipolarity, the distri- 
bution of capabilities across states has become extremely 
lopsided. Rather than elevating economic forces and de- 
pressing political ones, the inequalities of international 
politics enhance the political role of one country. Poli- 
tics, as usual, prevails over economics. 

Notes 

1. The picture of the purpose and the performance of states is espe- 
cially clear in Thomson and Krasner (1989). 

2. For example, Hans Binnendijk has urged Americans to develop a 
case for leaving American troops in South Korea even if the North 
should no longer be a threat (1996. 2). 
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