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Preface

Confucius, the Chinese philosopher, once said, “To learn without thinking is in vain; to
think without learning is dangerous.” Learning or knowing anything requires both thought
and investigation, theory and facts.

I confirmed Confucius’s insight when I took a break from teaching to serve in government
from 1975 to 1977 and again from 1981 to 1983. At that point, having spent a decade in
the classroom, I thought I would learn at last about how policy was really made. I would
have access to all the facts, even the secret ones kept by intelligence agencies, and I would
understand how those facts relate to policy choices. My first awakening came when an
officer from one of the intelligence agencies paid me a visit, not to give me the facts I so
wanted, but to ask me which facts I might be interested in. Oh, I suddenly realized, “the
facts” depend on what my questions are and what theory or ideas I might wish to test. Now
I had to do some thinking. What did I really want to know? Well, of course, I wanted to
know what was happening. But I didn’t have time to learn about what was happening
everywhere, so I had to focus on certain areas and issues. And I wanted to know not just
facts but what caused these facts. I learned subsequently that intelligence officers often do
not agree on the facts, let alone on the interpretation or the causes of those facts. There is
no one theory that explains policy, no one set of facts that defines any given situation
objectively. There are many theories and many facts—far too many for me to take them all
into account.

When I left the government, I understood better than ever that the policy world is not all
that different from the classroom. Both require theoretical commitment. You have to
decide what you want to learn, what interests you. And that’s a function of your thinking—
or perspective—and your values. And both require empirical effort. You assemble and
investigate as many facts as you can, then you test your ideas against the facts. But, in the
end, you make judgments about which questions and which answers are most important.
The one big difference is that you have more time to deliberate and choose in the
classroom. In government, you have to act quickly because events move quickly and you
lose the opportunity to influence outcomes if you wait too long. As a colleague once said to
me, you consume thought in government; you accumulate it in the classroom.

The idea for this textbook began the day I left government. I wanted to demonstrate for
students the relationship between perspectives and facts for understanding international
relations. It was a long way from there to here, but ultimately the book emerged through
happenstance and history.

The happenstance part occurred when I began teaching a large introductory course in
international relations a few years after leaving the government. I was eager to do this, but
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it also coincided with efforts at George Washington University’s Elliott School of
International Affairs to design a more coherent interdisciplinary introductory course for
undergraduate majors in international affairs. My task was to come up with a course that
not only shepherded students through the nuts and bolts of world politics but also taught
them how to look at world problems through different disciplinary lenses. I knew a lot
about economics and loved history, and I had always considered my strengths to lie more
on the conceptual than the methodological side of political science, but was I ready for such
a demanding task?

The history part had to do with waiting until I was fully prepared to write this book. My
academic research interests progressed over the years from a relatively narrow focus on the
technological aspects of U.S. foreign policy and international affairs to broader economic
aspects and finally, in the 1990s, to strategic and military aspects. As I broadened my focus,
I taught the introductory course in increasingly bolder strokes, exposing students to
alternative theoretical perspectives—the realist, liberal, and constructivist approaches in
particular—as well as hefty doses of historical narrative and how economic policy
mechanisms work. I worried initially that the design expected too much of students. But I
refused to underestimate young people and worked hard to simplify and illustrate complex
issues, especially the role of perspectives, levels of analysis, and causal arrows. The text is full
of examples that illustrate how perspectives and levels of analysis influence both scholarly
discourse and everyday debates about world politics. And because all perspectives and levels
of analysis are present in any real-world situation, the causal arrows tell us which
perspective and level of analysis are most important in a specific argument.

To my joy, the students really cottoned to this approach. They grasped the big ideas and
applied them, often bringing me newspaper articles to illustrate the different perspectives,
levels of analysis, and causal arrows. After fifteen years of teaching the introductory course
and thirty years of broadening my research interests, happenstance and history came
together, and I put pen to paper. Happily for me, and hopefully for students, too, this book
is the fruit of that labor.
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Approach of the Book

The purpose of this book is to teach students how to think critically about the subject
matter of international relations. To that end, I introduce readers to the principal
conceptual tools used by students of politics, namely, the main theoretical perspectives of
international relations, the levels of analysis from which we analyze global problems, and
the crucial idea of causality. Throughout the book I apply the perspectives and levels of
analysis as evenhandedly as possible, including the most recent constructivist perspectives,
and I integrate the disciplines of history, economics, and political science into the
presentation. Knowing that this material is both intrinsically interesting and challenging, I
do my best to write in an uncomplicated and engaging style.

First, the book uses the concepts of perspectives and levels of analysis to address all aspects
of international affairs. While most textbooks introduce theories in an opening chapter,
they seldom apply or even mention those theories in subsequent chapters. Some start with a
history chapter before they introduce theory, as if there is only one objective account of
history. By contrast, I start with theories but simplify them using the student-friendly
concept of perspectives. Perspectives focus on certain facts and emphasize certain causes.
For example, realist perspectives point toward powerful actors and emphasize the
distribution of power as the primary cause of world events, liberal perspectives focus on
interactions and emphasize the rules and roles of institutions as primary causes, and
constructivist perspectives highlight ideas and how actors identify themselves and others as
the principal causes.

Similarly, the book addresses multiple levels of analysis within each perspective. While
perspectives highlight the causes of events, the levels of analysis highlight the location from
which these causes come: the individual or decision-making level; the country or domestic
level; and the international system as a whole or the systemic level. There are multiple levels
in between, such as the foreign policy level, which links domestic and systemic levels. I then
use these two analytical devices of perspectives and levels of analysis to discuss and
illuminate the different conclusions that scholars and students of international affairs draw
concerning historical events as well as contemporary issues.

All serious study of international affairs addresses simultaneously all perspectives (power,
institutions, and ideas) and all levels of analysis (individual, domestic, and systemic). The
perspectives and levels of analysis constitute alternative hypotheses about the nature and
direction of the causes of international events. Critical thinking demands that we apply at
least two or more hypotheses to assess empirical evidence. But the point of including
multiple hypotheses at the outset is to weigh the relative importance of each variable and
assess the causal relationship between the variables in drawing conclusions. Thus, the book
gives special attention to the direction of causality among the principal variables of the
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different perspectives and levels of analysis. For this purpose, I use a device I call causal
arrows. The realist perspective, for example, does not ignore ideas; it just concludes that
power is the primary cause of ideas—big powers think one way, small powers another.
Liberalism does not ignore the balance of power; it just sees diplomacy and international
institutions as the primary means to constrain and eventually reduce the role of the balance
of power in world affairs. And constructivism does not diminish institutions or material
power; it just sees identities and discourse as interpreting and giving meaning to material
and institutional realities. The causal arrows show which perspective (power, institutions,
or ideas) and level of analysis are primary in influencing the others. A fourth perspective,
critical theory, casts doubt on whether we can actually isolate the primary causes of events.
It argues instead that events must be understood in the broadest historical context and are
often caused by deep-seated forces that we can master only, if at all, by achieving new forms
of self-consciousness, not by manipulating individual variables. Critical theory is a reminder
that we may not be able to slice and dice reality into separable causes as our Western
positivist or rationalist methods prescribe.

Second, the book treats the principal realist, liberal, and constructivist or identity
perspectives evenhandedly. I avoid organizing the topics primarily around one perspective
or level of analysis. Scholars often have a preference for one perspective or level of analysis.
Some textbooks, for example, treat realism primarily at the systemic level of analysis,
focusing on states, and liberalism primarily at the domestic level of analysis, focusing on
democracy. This shortchanges realism and loads the dice in favor of liberalism. Other texts
start with “problems,” such as cooperation or war and peace, and assume we can know
what a problem is before we have a theory or perspective of the world that tells us why it is
a problem. But problems don’t just exist objectively; they are identified by perspectives.
Realism sees conflict as the problem; liberalism sees cooperation as the problem;
constructivism sees shared or separate identities as the problem. So any approach that starts
with a problem winds up hiding rather than highlighting perspectives.

Students will encounter opinions throughout their lives that differ from their own, and
they need conceptual equipment to help them appreciate other opinions. One frightful
piece of information from the American Institutes for Research tells us that only 38 percent
of college graduates can successfully perform tasks such as comparing viewpoints in two
newspaper editorials (see Thomas Toch and Kevin Carey, “Where Colleges Don’t Excel,”
Washington Post, April 6, 2007, A21). Somewhere, we as instructors are dropping the ball.

Thus, this book does not start with the presumption that one perspective is best or that
topics or problems can be listed without an understanding of the perspective from which
these topics are considered to be important. Rather, I lead the student into different worlds,
looking at the same reality from different angles. This approach, I believe, is the essence of a
liberal arts education, equipping students to think critically—that is, by alternatives—and
to make their own intellectual choices. I have my own preferences, to be sure, as does any
other instructor, but I believe that all perspectives have a coherent logic and are supported
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by important evidence from history and contemporary world affairs. Thus, I strive to
present the alternative perspectives not only accurately but also sympathetically.

Third, by taking into account more recent constructivist perspectives on international
relations, the book updates the field. It includes the ideational or identity perspective. This
perspective emphasizes the causal role of ideas, belief systems, norms, values, speech acts,
and social discourse in international affairs. These factors affect the identities of actors and
thus define their material interests as well as their behavior in interactions and institutions.
The identity perspective revives the study of ideas in international affairs, which was
neglected for several decades when realist and liberal perspectives were favored.

Fourth, the book is genuinely interdisciplinary. It includes a good deal of history and
economics. Too often in international affairs we do not sufficiently understand other
disciplines, or we simply append them to our instruction in a multidisciplinary rather than
interdisciplinary fashion. In this book, the student learns history and economics through
the relevant political science concepts. For example, the student explores the major wars of
the twentieth century through the realist concept of German unification and the balance of
power (World War I), the liberal concept of collective security and the League of Nations
(World War II), and the identity concept of relative political ideologies—communism and
capitalism (the Cold War). Economics is also presented practically and historically. The
student sees the underlying concepts at work in day-to-day practices of globalization—for
example, when an American consumer uses domestic tax cuts to purchase imports or
borrows money to refinance a mortgage from capital made available by China’s purchases
of U.S. Treasury securities. Policies (including fiscal and monetary) and concepts such as
comparative advantage and strategic trade are explained through historical examples and
disputes rather than through abstract formulas.

Fifth, this book reinforces an emerging trend toward less encyclopedic, more focused texts,
but it does more than that by tying the discussion together with a coherent and central
theme about how the world works from the vantage points of different perspectives. The
book, in short, has a pedagogical “plot”; it is not just a series of “one-act plays” or topics. I
hope that students will experience this book as an adventure, like a good novel or historical
biography: inviting, evolving, and delivering insights that move the reader forward toward
greater and greater understanding. If that happens, the book succeeds in educating as well
as instructing and becomes potentially a reference work that students retain and revisit as
they encounter international issues in more advanced courses and throughout their lives.

Sixth, and to this end, I employ a direct and engaging writing style that avoids professional
jargon and textbook ennui. Students are easily bored by concepts and topics presented in an
obligatory fashion, much like an endless list of addresses in a telephone book. They sense
the difference between professional and pedantic instruction. The prose in this book is
professional yet light and, I hope, occasionally humorous. It seeks to reach a generation
raised on the internet by enticing and entertaining as well as by teaching.
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New to the Sixth Edition

The sixth edition retains the same organization of the fifth edition but sharpens further the
causal arrow feature. The text now discusses each causal arrow that appears in the margins
and helps the student understand the causal argument illustrated by that arrow. As a way to
get students started on this approach, begin by having them identify the levels of analysis
from which various events are coming. Then, after they become more proficient in that
exercise, ask them to label these events by identifying the various causes or perspectives at
work—formation of an alliance coded as power, a diplomatic conference coded as
institutions, or the Arab Spring coded as ideas. Finally, get them to exercise judgment in
deciding, based on the evidence, which way or ways the causal arrows might run between
the various perspectives and levels of analysis. (At some point in the semester, let them
jump ahead to the Conclusion to see how this is done in the case of the democratic peace.)
The sixth edition of the textbook begins with this kind of three-step exercise applied to the
ISIS conflict in the Middle East.

This edition retains the deep historical coverage of World War I, World War II, and the
Cold War, not only because that history is still relevant today but also because these wars
provide such rich and illuminating cases of the way perspectives, levels of analysis, and
causal arrows lead historians to disagree about the causes of these wars even when they look
at the same facts.

The sixth edition also updates substantially the middle chapters of the book in Part II,
which focuses on the contemporary international system. The discussion takes into account
recent developments dealing with the rise of nationalism, mounting terrorist attacks, the
Islamic caliphate, Iran, North Korea, Russian aggression in Ukraine, Chinese assertiveness
in the Pacific islands, cyber warfare, Great Britain’s exit from the European Union, and the
use of social media in political protests around the world. In Part II, I devote a single
chapter to each perspective’s view of the contemporary world from the different levels of
analysis. This approach reduces the number of moving parts the student has to consider.
He or she can see the world primarily from a realist perspective in Chapter 5, then jump to
Chapter 6 to see it primarily from a liberal perspective, and move on to Chapter 7 to see it
from an ideational perspective. By the end of this middle section, the student has a clear
idea of how the perspectives differ when examining the contemporary world.

The new edition further updates the globalization section (Part III). Here I address
changing events such as populist reactions to global trade, growing debt problems around
the world, sluggish energy markets, slowing global growth, accelerating migrant and refugee
flows, and the latest developments affecting climate change. Part III retains the separation
between material aspects of development examined in Chapter 8, namely the relative and
absolute gains that realist and liberal perspectives emphasize, and the normative aspects of
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growth, namely growth for whom and what that identity perspectives emphasize. This
division helps the student see the continuing relevance of perspectives in the economics
section of the course. The book retains the chapter on critical theory perspectives on
development, which is an essential critique of the rationalist focus on Western and material
aspects of development.

The sixth edition continues to feature the beautiful full-color, eye-catching design that
captures the student’s attention and facilitates the grasp of key concepts. Of particular note
are the handful of new color maps, some of which show topographical detail in order to
help students understand how geography matters to politics. The design also offers a
visually distinct way of portraying the causal arrows for perspectives and levels of analysis.
In this way the student is reminded throughout the text of the two key concepts that
distinguish this text from all others. The new edition also includes more than seventy
photos and visually appealing maps, tables, and graphs that display important concepts and
key data and empirical findings. Happily, this new design comes at no additional cost to
students.
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Key Features

Each of the book’s pedagogical features contributes directly to the balance and coherence of
the volume by helping students keep track of the different perspectives and levels of analysis
and allowing students to see how these are applied in contemporary debates:

The book’s causal arrows appear where there is explicit discussion of the interactions
among perspectives and levels of analysis. The arrows help students hone their ability
to see which perspective or level of analysis a scholar or world leader is emphasizing as
the cause of a particular problem or world event. Students see, for instance, whether
power struggles (realist), weak institutions (liberal), or cultural differences (identity)
weigh more importantly in explaining ethnic conflicts. The causal arrows have been
refined so that they do more than just point to instances of causality in the text; now
they explicitly lay out the order of causality showing how one perspective and level of
analysis dominates in a particular argument. The causal arrow on this page illustrates,
for example, the argument that the interdependence created by the Helsinki Accords
in the mid-1970s diminished the distrust between the Soviet Union and the United
States and created the space for New Thinking that eventually contributed to the end
of the Cold War. We take great care to locate the arrows directly adjacent to where
they are discussed in the text to help instructors amplify those discussions of causality
and ensure that students grasp the concepts.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Also further refined are the “Perspective and Levels of Analysis” figures, which help
students summarize and keep track of the various explanations of events covered from
the different perspectives and levels of analysis. Their new layout is designed to help
students better grasp the flow of ideas from each level of analysis.
Graphic Parallel Timelines appear in the historical chapters, offering simultaneous
chronologies of major historical events and movements and placing the different
events under the particular perspectives that would most likely emphasize them.
A marginal glossary provides succinct explanations of key concepts, with a definition
in the margin the first time each term (in boldface) is discussed at length.
Twenty-four unique maps help students absorb important geopolitical, demographic,
and thematic information.
Nearly seventy full-color photos greatly enhance the book’s art program and help
students visualize important events and issues.
Key concepts appear in boldface when first discussed in the book and are listed at the
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ends of chapters with their page reference for ease of review.
Thought-provoking study questions at the end of each chapter provide a basis for in-
class discussions and help gauge student comprehension.
A complete glossary at the end of the book fully defines each key term and helps
students prepare for exams.
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SAGE edge for CQ Press

SAGE edge offers a robust online forum featuring an impressive array of tools and
resources for review, study, and further exploration. SAGE edge content is open access and
available on demand at http://edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.

SAGE edge for Students helps enhance learning and offers a personalized approach to
coursework in an easy-to-use environment.

Mobile-friendly eFlashcards strengthen understanding of key terms and concepts.
Mobile-friendly practice quizzes allow for independent assessment by students of
their mastery of course material.
Learning objectives reinforce the most important material.
Exclusive! Access is provided to full-text SAGE journal articles that have been
carefully selected to support and expand on the concepts presented in each chapter.

SAGE edge for Instructors supports teaching by making it easy to integrate quality
content and create a rich learning environment that helps students perform at a higher
level. Go to http://edge.sagepub.com/nau6e and click on “instructor’s resources” to
register and begin downloading resources.

Test banks provide a diverse range of prewritten options as well as the opportunity to
edit any question and/or insert personalized questions to effectively assess students’
progress and understanding.
Editable, chapter-specific PowerPoint slides offer complete flexibility for creating a
multimedia presentation for the course.
An instructor’s manual features chapter overviews and objectives, lecture starters,
ideas for class activities, and discussion questions.
A set of all the graphics from the text, including all the maps, tables, and figures, is
available in PowerPoint, PDF, and JPEG formats for class presentations.
Exclusive! Access is provided to full-text SAGE journal articles that have been
carefully selected to support and expand on the concepts presented in each chapter to
encourage students to think critically.
A Transition Guide provides a chapter-by-chapter outline of key changes from the
fifth edition to the sixth.
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Introduction Why We Disagree about International
Relations

In April 2015, ISIS militants pose with their banner in a suburb of Damascus, Syria, that
they have just partially captured. What has caused the rise of ISIS, and what can be done to
counter it?

Sipa via AP Images
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The Crisis in Syria

Civil war has raged in Syria since 2011. To date some five hundred thousand Syrians have
died, many women and children. Some eleven million Syrians, roughly half the population,
have fled their homes or left the country. Five million refugees have poured into Turkey,
Jordan, and the European Union. Beginning in the spring of 2014, an extremist Islamic
army known as the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) swarmed across northern Syria
and Iraq conquering territory larger than Belgium, including Iraq’s second largest city of
Mosul. Also known as the Islamic State (IS), Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL),
and Daesh, its Arab label, ISIS declared itself a caliphate, resurrecting the ancient empire of
Islam, and proceeded to threaten Baghdad, the capital of Iraq. Thousands of jihadists
(religious revolutionaries) joined ISIS, some from the United States; and scattered extremist
groups from North Africa to Southeast Asia (Al Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb, Abu Sayyaf,
etc.) pledged allegiance to ISIS and adopted its black flag. The caliphate, under its leader
Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi, imposed a brutal Sunni Muslim law in the conquered territories,
and hooded warriors beheaded Western journalists, local Christians, and Shiite (non-
Sunni) Muslims, captured in terrifying videos that went viral on the internet.

Iraqi, Syrian, and Turkish government forces, along with Kurdish and Arab fighters and
Russian and American forces, have fought back. By 2017 they reclaimed much of the
territory occupied by ISIS and reportedly killed the caliphate’s leader, but terrorist attacks
inspired by ISIS and other extremist militants continued to wrack the Middle East and
cause ghastly atrocities in Belgium, France, the United Kingdom, the United States, and
elsewhere.

What causes a conflict of this sort? And what can be done about it? As students of
international relations, we start with the facts, but we have to be careful. There are so many
facts, and we can’t know them all or know for certain which ones may be the most
important ones that cause other things to happen. Let’s look at what appear to be the
salient facts in the case of ISIS and then make a first stab at how we sort out the facts and
causes of international events to understand them better.

39



Some of the Facts

Syria and Iraq are centrally located in the geographically strategic region of the Middle East.
They are Muslim countries that border the Mediterranean Sea, Lebanon, Israel, Jordan,
Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Iran, and Turkey. Both Western and Eastern empires have
dominated this region. Christian crusaders invaded in the eleventh and twelfth centuries,
and the first Muslim caliphate dated from the thirteenth century and lasted until the
twentieth century under the Turkish-led Ottoman Empire. After World War I and the
collapse of the caliphate, Syria became a colonial territory under French administration,
while Iraq became a British colony. Both became independent nations after World War II.
Oil became a major resource in the Middle East. Western companies monopolized
petroleum production and remain today major players in the region even though the oil-
producing states now control their own oil and influence global oil markets through the
Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC).

Syria and Iraq are ethnically and religiously diverse, and power is contested among various
tribal and religious groups. Arab peoples war against Persians (Iran), most recently between
Iraq and Iran from 1980 to 1988. And Muslims divide between Sunni and Shiite sects and
between moderate and radical (jihadist) groups. In Syria, the majority population (74
percent) is Sunni, but the government has been controlled since 1970 by a minority Shiite
sect known as the Alawites under its recent leader Bashar al-Assad. Iraq is comprised of 20
percent Sunni Muslims, 60 percent Shiite Muslims, and 20 percent Kurds, a non-Arab,
Turkish-origin minority. For decades a minority Sunni government ruled Iraq, most
notably under Saddam Hussein. Since the invasion of Iraq by U.S. and Western forces in
2003, Shiite majorities govern Iraq.

Neither Iraq nor Syria is a democracy, although Iraq sports an American-designed
constitution and holds regular albeit disputed elections. Few countries in the Middle East
are free countries, with the exception of Israel and perhaps Jordan. In 2011, a rash of
protests erupted across the region in what became known as the Arab Spring. Street crowds
demanded reform of authoritarian governments. But, except in Tunisia, the Arab Spring
quickly turned into an Arab Winter. Tyrants reemerged. Egypt held elections that
overthrew the long-standing authoritarian regime of Hosni Mubarak, but then the elected
Muslim Brotherhood that replaced it proceeded to end democratic reforms. The military
intervened, and Egypt is once again a military dictatorship. Civil wars broke out and
continue in Syria, Libya, and Yemen. The Shiite government in Iraq alienated Sunni and
Kurdish groups and relies increasingly on Iran to confront the ISIS threat. Iran crushed an
internal democratic movement in 2009 and remains firmly in the hands of a theocratic
regime determined to acquire nuclear weapons and support radical groups such as
Hezbollah and Hamas that threaten Israel.
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Foreign governments are deeply involved in the current ISIS conflict. The former Soviet
Union invaded Afghanistan, a neighbor of Iran, in 1979, and resistance war by militant
Islamic groups spawned Al Qaeda, a radical Sunni group led by Osama bin Laden, scion of
a wealthy family in Saudi Arabia. When Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1990, UN forces led by the
United States intervened to expel Iraq from Kuwait. In 1996, Bin Laden, motivated in part
by U.S. forces left behind in Saudi Arabia, declared jihad (religious war) against the United
States. Fleeing to Afghanistan, Bin Laden planned and perpetrated the attacks on the
United States on September 11, 2001. A branch of Al Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) sprang up
already in 1999, but its fortunes rose after the United States invaded Iraq in 2003. AQI’s
tactics were so brutal, however, that U.S. forces were able to enlist disaffected Sunni tribes
to drive AQI out of Iraq in the so-called surge or Awakening of 2007–2008. But then AQI
regrouped in war-torn Syria and morphed into the Islamic State. The invasion and
conquest of northern Syria and Iraq followed.

The United States, under President Barack Obama, pulled out of Iraq at the end of 2011
and refused to supply arms to moderate groups in the Syrian civil war. In the vacuum,
radical groups like ISIS became the leading opposition in Syria, and Iran replaced the
United States as Iraq’s principal military adviser. When ISIS beheadings stirred fears in the
United States, President Obama ordered air strikes against ISIS and reintroduced a few
thousand American noncombat forces to advise and train Iraqi forces. President Donald
Trump has increased the number of forces and pledges to destroy ISIS. Other foreign
governments are also involved. Russia has a naval base in Syria and intervened in 2015 to
establish air bases and conduct direct operations in support of the Syrian government. In
2017 U.S. aircraft shot down Syrian jets prompting Russia to threaten retaliation. The
United States and Russia clashed in the Middle East for the first time since the end of the
Cold War.

Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and Turkey, all led by Sunni governments, arm the moderate rebels in
Syria. On religious grounds, however, private individuals in Saudi Arabia and other Middle
East countries also finance the ISIS extremists, with governments often looking the other
way. On his visit to Saudi Arabia in May 2017, President Trump gave high priority to
stopping this financial support, sparking a rift between Qatar, one of the principal
offenders, and other Arab Persian Gulf countries. France, Great Britain, Saudi Arabia, and
Jordan participate in air strikes against ISIS in both Syria and Iraq. Along with China,
Russia negotiates with the United States and other great powers (the so-called P5+1) to halt
Iran’s nuclear program, but Russia also supplies arms to Iran, including, in 2015, air
defense systems that could thwart Israeli air strikes against Iran’s nuclear facilities. The
negotiations culminated in the summer of 2015 in a nuclear agreement with Iran, lifting
sanctions if Iran complies for ten to fifteen years with provisions to halt and reduce (not
dismantle) its nuclear activities related to developing a nuclear bomb.

Israel remains the focal point of conflict in the Middle East. Established by a UN resolution
in 1948, Israel has fought six wars and continuous skirmishes to defend itself in its ancient
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homeland. As a result of previous wars, Israel occupies Palestinian territory in the West
Bank and Syrian territory in the Golan Heights and faces jihadist forces around its borders
in Lebanon (Hezbollah), the Gaza Strip (Hamas), and Syria (Jabhat al-Nusra). Iran
supports these terrorist groups that harass and fire rockets against Israeli settlements on a
regular basis. The United States brokers an Arab–Israeli peace settlement, but in recent
years to no avail because violence escalates around Israel, from fighting in Syria and Iraq to
terrorist threats in Lebanon and the Gaza Strip to civil wars in Yemen and growing suicide
bombings in Saudi Arabia. A peace treaty between Egypt and Israel signed in 1979 is all
that stands in the way of another wider regional war.
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Sorting Out the Facts

Now you have some of the facts—but only some since there are many, many more. Is your
head spinning? And, even if you memorize all these facts, what do you know? What do the
facts mean? What is the primary cause of the ISIS conflict, and where is that cause coming
from? You need to know the answers to these questions. Otherwise, you have no idea what
to do to ameliorate or end the conflict.

We begin to make some sense of this conflict and all the others we study in international
relations by asking three questions: (1) Where are the forces coming from that drive the
conflict? We call this the level of analysis issue. (2) What underlies or constitutes these
forces; are they material forces such as efforts to grab more territory or resources, ideological
forces such as religious and political beliefs, or interactive forces such as failures to
communicate, lack of economic and other contacts, or weak institutions? We call this the
issue of theory or perspective. And (3) which perspective or level of analysis is driving the
other perspectives and levels of analysis, because in any real-world situation all levels of
analysis and perspectives are present? We call this aspect the causal arrows issue, namely,
which level of analysis and perspective causes or dominates the others.

Let’s see how we might apply these questions to the ISIS conflict. First, where are the forces
(facts) coming from? Some forces are coming from outside the region and the countries or
individuals involved. We call this level of analysis systemic or external. Here we can place the
historical interventions by the Crusades, Western colonialism, and the major international
oil companies. We can also place the more recent interventions by outside actors such as
the United States, the United Nations, and Russia.

level of analysis: the direction, or “level,” from which the primary cause of events is coming.

perspective: a statement or hypothesis that explains the primary cause of what is happening—for
example, a struggle for power causes conflict and sometimes wars.

causal arrow: an indicator of which perspective or level of analysis influences the other perspectives
and levels of analysis more than the reverse.

Second, some forces are coming from inside the countries in the region. We call this level
of analysis domestic or internal. Here we can place the Sunni-Shiite conflict, a religious war
that has been going on for centuries among Muslims (think of a rough analogy with the
religious wars between Protestants and Catholics in Europe); the struggles inside countries
between authoritarian and democratic forms of government; the cultural differences among
Arab countries and between Arab and Persian countries such as Iran; and religious
differences between Arab countries and a Jewish nation such as Israel.

43



Third, some forces are coming from specific individuals or groups of decision makers
within these countries. Now we are looking for facts that are not characteristic of the
country as a whole, like their common language or culture, but are specific to individual
leaders and their immediate supporters. Here we place such facts as Saddam Hussein and
his tribal supporters centered around the town of Tikrit in Iraq, Bashar al-Assad and his
Alawite supporters in Syria, Osama bin Laden and his jihadist comrades in Al Qaeda, Abu
Bakr al-Baghdadi and ISIS, and so on. We assemble these forces at the three different levels
of analysis—systemic, domestic, and individual—in Figure Intro-1.

Figure Intro-1 What Level of Analysis Do the Causes of the Conflict with ISIS Come
From?

Next we ask what are the facts or forces that seem to be driving the outcomes in this
conflict. We divide these forces into three groups. First, is it the competition for raw power,
military, and economic resources that causes things to happen? Here, we think of actors at
all three levels of analysis—systemic actors like the wealthier ex-colonial powers seeking to
dominate the region and its oil, domestic actors like the oil-rich countries dominating
poorer countries, or individuals such as Saddam Hussein or Bashar al-Assad exercising
power to benefit their tribe or religious sect. But at all these levels what seems to matter
most is who has power and how much power they are gaining or losing.

Second, is it ideology—religious, cultural, and political beliefs—that matters most in
deciding outcomes? Here we think of the religious conflict between Sunnis and Shiites, the
cultural conflicts between Jews and Arabs and between Arabs and Persians (Iran), and the
political conflicts between authoritarian governments and democratic ideas. Again these
ideological forces may come from all levels of analysis—from the outside system involving
the intervention of Western nations to promote democracies in the region, from countries
within the region who disagree over religion such as Sunni Saudi Arabia versus Shiite Iran,
or from individuals who are primarily motivated by religious beliefs such as Osama bin
Laden. In all cases, the motivation generated by beliefs dictates who grabs power and
determines outcomes. Power grabs are no longer the leading factor in what happens but are
themselves the consequence of ideological beliefs.

Third, is it interactions and problems in communications and negotiations that matter
most in deciding outcomes? Here we think of the lack of trade and economic interaction
among the Middle East countries. These countries do most of their trade with outside
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countries, not with each other, and their outside trade is based mostly on resources such as
oil that generate less stable growth than manufacturing trade. Moreover, the countries
historically have stronger diplomatic, educational, and cultural ties with outside powers
than with each other. Students, business and professional leaders, and tourists do not visit
across countries. All this means that the countries have difficulties communicating with one
another and developing habits of interdependence and reciprocity in which they learn to
compromise with one another and achieve mutual gains. Again, reciprocal activities or lack
thereof may exist at any level of analysis—with outside powers, among the countries in the
region, or between individuals. What matters from all levels of analysis is how repetitive
and habit-forming these interactions are. We group the three kinds of substantive forces
causing outcomes—power, ideologies or ideas, and interactive relations—in Figure Intro-2.

Figure Intro-2 What Perspective (Cause) Is Driving the Outcomes of the Conflict
with ISIS?
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Different Causes or Explanations

OK, now we are ready to connect these different perspectives coming from different levels
of analysis to formulate hypotheses or explanations about what is going on in the ISIS
conflict. Explanations have to do with what substantive forces (power, interactions, or
ideas) coming from what level of analysis (external, domestic, and individual) are most
important in determining outcomes and therefore, if altered, could change those outcomes
in the future. Which way do the causal arrows run among the levels of analysis and among
the perspectives?

Is the ISIS conflict primarily a consequence of the imperial intervention of former colonial
powers that created arbitrary countries in the Middle East and continue to cause ongoing
resentment and turmoil? If so, we have an explanation of the conflict based on power from
outside the region and would seek solutions that would eventually reduce this outside
interference. The dominant perspective is realist and level of analysis systemic. (See Figure
Intro-3.)

Figure Intro-3 The Cause of the ISIS Conflict According to the Realist Perspective,
Systemic Level of Analysis

Reducing outside intervention might do little good, however, if the conflict is due primarily
to internal factors. Maybe the conflict is the consequence of religious and ethnic rivalries
that lead groups to wage holy wars against one another and invite outside intervention.
Now we have an explanation based on ideological factors from a domestic or regional
(between system and domestic) level of analysis. Sunnis and Shiites or Jews and Muslims
will have to reconcile with one another before outside intervention can end. (See Figure
Intro-4.)

OK, that’s plausible. But what if the leaders who stir up religious conflicts are really seeking
to advance their own material interests and are just using religion to that end? What if they
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align with outside actors for similar reasons? Now we have an explanation based on material
factors from an individual level of analysis. Until leaders in the region become less self-
interested, religious differences and foreign intervention will persist. (See Figure Intro-5.)

Figure Intro-4 The Cause of the ISIS Conflict According to the Identity Perspective,
Domestic Level of Analysis

Figure Intro-5 The Cause of the ISIS Conflict According to the Realist Perspective,
Individual Level of Analysis

But maybe leaders are self-interested because the region is insufficiently modernized and
developed. They fight over stagnant rather than growing resources. Now we have an
explanation based on interactive forces, such as trade, from a regional level of analysis. If
individual countries could be encouraged to create jobs instead of wars, the people in the
region would gain mutual benefits and find compromises to bring them together. (See
Figure Intro-6.)

Figure Intro-6 The Cause of the ISIS Conflict According to the Liberal Perspective,
Regional Level of Analysis
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But maybe countries are not moderate and modernized because they are not democratic.
The desire to reform autocratic governments and become more democratic inspired the
Arab Spring and produced protests and elections throughout the Middle East. Democracies
are generally more wealthy and peaceful. This is an ideological explanation from a domestic
level of analysis. (See Figure Intro-7.)

Figure Intro-7 The Cause of the ISIS Conflict According to the Identity Perspective,
Domestic Level of Analysis

Maybe all these factors play a role. And they do. When we say that power struggles cause
something to happen, we do not rule out the presence of trade (interactions) or ideology
(religion). We simply hypothesize that power factors influence interactive and ideological
forces more than the latter influence power factors. For example, Iran’s pursuit of nuclear
weapons (power) makes trade and diplomacy (interactive) more difficult and increases
mutual suspicions and enmity (ideology). The causal arrows run from power to interactive
factors to ideas. The same holds for levels of analysis. For example, the Supreme Leader of
Iran (individual level) cracks down on reformists inside Iran (domestic) to unite the
country and challenge Israel for hegemony in the Middle East (systemic). Now the
individual level is more important in deciding outcomes than the other levels. We assemble
or highlight these different explanations of events from different perspectives and levels of
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analysis throughout our discussions in this book by featuring causal arrows in the margins
of the text.

Good students test each hypothesis and try to judge which one is best supported by the
facts. We do this as much as possible, but we never have enough time to analyze all the facts
and explanations. At some point we have to make judgments. And this is why we disagree,
not so much about the facts, which all serious people know, but about which facts are most
important. These different judgments account in turn for disagreements among us about
historical and contemporary events.

And disagreements about what causes something to happen lead us to recommend different
policy solutions for the future. It’s only when we conclude that specific facts caused
something to happen that we know how to prevent the problem from arising again in the
future. In the case of ISIS, for example, some participants believe that outside intervention
created the problem, especially the U.S. decision to invade Iraq in 2003. The invasion
empowered Al Qaeda in Iraq, which later morphed into ISIS. They recommend that the
United States get out and stay out of the Middle East. Others focus on earlier events that
drew the United States into the conflict such as terrorist attacks against Western targets in
the 1990s (e.g., the World Trade Center bombing in 1993). They emphasize the religious
roots of animosity toward the West. And they conclude that if we leave Iraq or the Middle
East, the terrorists will not stop attacking us but will simply attack us closer to our
homeland.
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Studying International Relations

You have just been introduced to the complexities of learning about international relations.
International relations do not start with facts about what is happening in some part of the
world such as Syria and Iraq. The facts are simply too numerous and interconnected; we
could never take them all into account. And the facts do not interpret themselves. As the
historian Charles Tilly tells us, we seldom do more than skim the surface when we gather
facts: “I must deal with historical facts like a rock skipping water. . . . I do not know all the
history one would need to write this book fully.”1 We live now in the information age. We
can look up instantly any fact we wish to know. But is that knowledge? Or is knowledge
knowing what facts matter more than others and when we can safely ignore some facts?
Every day someone is selecting and sending you facts via the internet. Are they telling you
everything you need to know? Do TV channels, websites, and front pages of newspapers
give you all the news that is “fit to print”? No, they don’t, and they can’t. Someone is
sending you the facts he or she considers important. Can you tell where these fact senders
are coming from? Can you identify what perspective and level of analysis they are
emphasizing and therefore what facts they are selecting and neglecting? Facts have to be
verified; they can’t be made up. Filtering out fake news therefore is essential but also
relatively easy. However, identifying facts that we haven’t been told or considered is even
more essential and much more difficult.

So from the beginning we start with some sense or theory about what facts are significant
and what facts may be causing other facts to happen. Without a perspective, we have
nothing but a description of what is happening, and any description is always partial
because it cannot possibly include everything that is going on. We describe only what we
consider significant, and what we consider significant is already determined by some prior
theory or hypothesis rumbling around in our heads even if we are not conscious of it. As
one wise political scientist, Professor Robert Jervis at Columbia University, said, “Without
a theory, we’re just lost. We just have all these random phenomena we can’t make any sense
of.”2

Our objective in this book is to develop these tools of analysis—perspectives, levels of
analysis, and causal arrows—that you need to understand international situations like the
one in Syria and Iraq. Along the way, you will learn many facts about world history and
contemporary events. But facts alone are not sufficient, because we can never know all the
facts. Thus, this textbook differs from those that begin with a key problem such as how to
achieve “collective goods” such as wealth and security or with a single theoretical
framework of “interests, interactions, and institutions” that reflects rational choice theory.
Both of those approaches start with assumptions that are characteristic of a liberal
perspective, as we shall see, and inevitably de-emphasize problems such as the security
dilemma, which is more important from a realist perspective, or the role of ideas and actors’
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identities, such as religious beliefs, which is more important from an identity perspective.
We will look at history differently, too, through the lens of perspectives and levels of
analysis. We approach, say, World War II from the different perspectives and levels of
analysis that explain it rather than simply present facts for you to memorize, as though
history has only one explanation. In this way we cover more, not fewer, facts, because each
perspective and level of analysis emphasizes different facts. By including them all, we cover
more facts than we would if we emphasized only one perspective. So you will encounter
and memorize many facts, and it is important that we know the major events of European,
Asian, African, Middle Eastern, and Latin American history and contemporary life if we are
going to be serious students of international affairs. But that is not the ultimate payoff of
this exercise. The payoff is the strengthening of your intellectual tool kit and your ability to
think critically about and understand world affairs. We will be working mostly on your
central processor rather than on your memory storage—although we hope to fill up the
latter as well.

The rest of this introduction outlines the most important tools or ingredients for
understanding international relations, which we will be using throughout this book—
perspectives and levels of analysis, history, contemporary foreign policy disputes, methods,
conclusions based on causal arrows, judgment, and ethical values.
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The Roles of Perspectives, Levels of Analysis, and Causal
Arrows

We see and understand international relations through different perspectives and levels of
analysis. Perspectives help us decide what the primary cause of an event is. We consider
three principal perspectives in this book. The first claims (hypothesizes) that a struggle for
power is the primary cause of what happens in international affairs; this we call the realist
perspective. The second, the liberal perspective, argues that interactions, interdependence,
and institutions exert the primary influence on world events. The third, the identity
perspective, asserts that ideas are more important than power or institutions in shaping
international outcomes. These three principal perspectives capture the main causes of
international events—power, institutions, and ideas—that make up the subtitle of this text.
From time to time, we’ll take note of a fourth perspective, the critical theory perspective.
We’ll do so because this perspective questions the basic Western, rationalist assumption
used by the principal perspectives, that we can break up reality, separate specific causes and
effects from historical circumstances, and use this knowledge of the past to engineer the
future. Critical theory, such as Marxism, emphasizes deep-seated causes of human events
that unfold within historical processes and obscure vast inequalities that marginalize weak
and minority peoples. It seeks to expose these deep roots of injustice in past political life
and encourage more radical, maybe even revolutionary, solutions to bring about social
justice and change in the future.

Levels of analysis tell us the direction from which different causes come. We consider three
principal levels of analysis. The individual level, sometimes called the decision-making level,
emphasizes the leaders and decision-making institutions within a country. The domestic
level focuses on the internal characteristics of countries as a whole, such as their cultural,
political, and economic systems. And the systemic level highlights the way countries are
positioned (e.g., their relative power) and interact (e.g., unilaterally or multilaterally) with
respect to one another. At times we consider other levels intermediate between the domestic
and systemic levels. For example, the foreign policy level of analysis links domestic politics
and international relations when, for example, leaders try to use foreign wars to get
reelected or domestic events to invite foreign intervention. The transnational level of
analysis involves the interactions of nongovernmental groups across national boundaries,
such as multinational corporations and labor unions, that operate to a significant extent
independent of relations among governments. (See Figure Intro-8.)

Each of the three mainstream perspectives—realist, liberal, and identity—operates at all
levels of analysis. For example, while the realist perspective emphasizes power at all levels, it
singles out human nature (lust for power) at the individual level, aggressive or revisionist
states at the domestic level, leaders seeking to survive in office at the foreign policy level,
and the balance of power and anarchy at the systemic level. The liberal perspective
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emphasizes institutions at all levels but singles out a leader’s bureaucratic role at the
individual level, the country’s institutions at the domestic level, and negotiations and
international organizations at the systemic level. And the identity perspective emphasizes
ideas at all levels but zeroes in on shared or conflicting ideas at the systemic level, a
country’s political culture at the domestic level, and leaders’ ideologies or strategies at the
decision-making (individual) level. The critical theory perspective emphasizes all the
primary causes and levels of analysis at once and adopts a holistic interpretation of reality,
one that cannot be broken down into separate causes and effects or tested by rationalist
means against alternative hypotheses.

Figure Intro-8 Perspectives and Levels of Analysis: A Synopsis

Both perspectives and levels of analysis are what we call ideal types. They help boil down a
complex reality, allowing us to see certain features of international relations more readily
than others. Think of it this way. A theory interprets international relations the way a
portrait interprets a face. Some portraits emphasize noses over eyes and mouths; others
emphasize the eyes or mouths. Group together all the portraits that emphasize noses, and
you have a perspective. Group together all the portraits that emphasize eyes, and you have
another perspective. That’s how the perspectives used in this book group together the
various theories of international relations. All theories of international relations include
power, institutions, and ideas, just as all portraits of faces include noses, eyes, and mouths.
But some theories emphasize one of these factors, just as some portraits emphasize noses.

Standing in front of the damaged Askariya Shrine in Baghdad, an Iraqi policeman
views the world from this Muslim country. How others see the world and how we see
others are matters of perspective.
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Similarly, to understand the level of analysis concept, think of a baseball analogy. Imagine
trying to hit a pitch. Perspectives tell us what kind of pitch is coming: fastball, curveball, or
changeup. Levels of analysis tell us the direction from which the pitch is coming, whether it
is thrown overhand, sidearm, or underhand. Unless we know both the kind and the
direction of the pitch, we’ll probably miss the ball—or, in international affairs, we’ll fail to
understand the events we are interested in.

ideal types: perspectives or simplified characterizations of theories that emphasize the most
important aspects of reality, not all of its intricacies and variations.
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The Role of History

History is the laboratory of international relations. We use historical examples to gather the
facts and test the perspectives that enable us to explain and anticipate how the world works.
Students often ask why we have to study history. That was then, they say; this is now.
Everything changes and is new under the sun, right? Well, if that’s the case, how do we
recognize when something is new under the sun? Don’t we have to know what is old to
determine what is new? Take globalization, for example. Is it new? Many commentators say
it is. But globalization existed before World War I at levels that were not surpassed again
until after the mid-1970s. That makes globalization today different but not unprecedented.
We need to recognize patterns from the past to identify the trends of the future.

History is also fun. Perhaps you like to read novels. They contain all the elements of human
tragedy, triumph, mystery, adventure, and romance. Well, so does history. After all, it is the
real story of human triumph and tragedy. History is also personal. Think of where you
come from. Ask your parents and friends. Where were they when 9/11 occurred? Did
family members fight in the Vietnam War or World War II? Do you know from what part
of the world your family comes? If you live in the United States, unless you are Native
American, your family came from someplace else. All these personal stories are part of the
historical narrative. As we go through the book, I’ll share some snippets of my family’s
history. I do this not to focus on my life but to help you discover how your life, too, is
linked with history.

This book therefore covers more history than most international relations textbooks. It
shows that although we have most of the facts about these events, we still disagree about
them. For example, what caused World War I? Scholars do not agree. History therefore
gives us a chance to explore the role of perspectives and levels of analysis in sorting out
disagreements when the facts are pretty much the same. This exercise primes us to
understand contemporary disagreements. Often we attribute these disagreements to facts.
One side has more facts than the other. And, when we are dealing with contemporary
issues, we should always opt to gather more facts. The perspectives help us in this regard,
because they prompt us to look for and consider facts from multiple perspectives rather
than just one. But why, if facts are the most critical ingredients, do we disagree about
historical events when most of the facts are already known? Something else is going on, and
that something else is the influence of perspectives and levels of analysis. The history
covered here is cursory, so be sure to take history courses to explore the details. We are
looking only for patterns that illuminate contemporary events. For example, Germany was
a rising power before World War I; China is a rising power today. Are there similarities?
We will see that there are, not identical but analogous. That’s why we need to know at least
the rough outlines of history to understand international relations today.
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Contemporary Foreign Policy Disputes: The 9/11 Attacks

Perspectives and levels of analysis do not just affect scholarship; they also affect everyday
disputes about foreign policy. Let’s take a first look at how our four different perspectives
show up in the reactions of various analysts to the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001,
against the World Trade Center in New York, and the Pentagon in Washington, D.C. The
analysts are working from the same facts, but they interpret them differently because they
emphasize different perspectives and levels of analysis.

Why did Al Qaeda attack the United States on September 11, 2001? Was it the weak
balancing the strong, a reaction to U.S. diplomacy in the Middle East, or a rejection
of Western values? Realism views the attacks as the weak turning the weapons of the
strong against them.

AP Photo/Carmen Taylor
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Realist: Weak versus Strong at Different Levels of Analysis

Three days after 9/11, Ronald Steel, a professor at the University of Southern California,
characterized the attacks in the New York Times as “a war in which the weak turned the
guns of the strong against them . . . showing . . . that in the end there may be no such thing
as a universal civilization of which we all too easily assume we are the rightful leaders.”3

Steel interprets the attacks by Al Qaeda as weak actors rebelling against strong actors, with
the weak actors rejecting the notion that the strong ones can dictate what is right and
therefore universally valid in international affairs. Steel is applying the realist perspective
emphasizing the struggle for relative power, which in turn limits the universality of what is
right. It sees the world largely in terms of strong actors seeking to dominate weak ones and
weak actors resisting strong ones to preserve their interests and independence. Notice that
when he emphasizes relative power he does not ignore ideas. He simply argues that relative
power limits the role of ideas, that there “may be no such thing as a universal civilization”
that might prevent such conflicts. The struggle for power precludes the existence of a
universal civilization in which the strong may claim they are the rightful leaders. Steel is
making the realist point that the struggle for power has a greater impact on ideas than ideas
have on power. The causal arrows run from the realist perspective to the identity
perspective, with power factors determining for the most part what we can expect from the
role of ideas or values.

This struggle for power goes on at all levels of analysis. In the case of the 9/11 attacks, the
Al Qaeda terrorists represent nonstate actors coming from the individual level of analysis.
Osama bin Laden personifies the 9/11 attacks. However, if we emphasize the Taliban
government in Afghanistan, where Al Qaeda trained, we might be thinking of weak or
failed states that have been taken over internally by terrorists and conclude that the cause is
coming from the domestic level of analysis. Or, if we think more broadly still and argue
that Al Qaeda is a product of the weak Muslim countries dominated in the Middle East
and elsewhere by the strong Western powers, we might decide the cause is coming from the
distribution of power in the international system as a whole, or the systemic level of
analysis. At each level, the cause is the same—namely, the struggle for power between the
weak and the strong. But depending on which level of analysis we emphasize, we respond
differently to the attacks. At the individual level, we focus our attention on specific
terrorists. At the domestic level, we react to the problems of a country as a whole, whether
it is a weak or failed state. And at the systemic level, we address problems in broader
international relationships between Muslim and Western countries. (See Figure Intro-9.)

realist perspective: a perspective that sees the world largely in terms of a struggle for relative power
in which strong actors seek to dominate and weak actors seek to resist.
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Figure Intro-9 The Causes of the 9/11 Attacks: From the Realist Perspective
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Liberal: Failed Relationships at Different Levels of Analysis

Writing two days after Steel in the Washington Post, Caryle Murphy, a journalist, saw the
attacks quite differently. September 11, 2001, was a result not of the weak striking back
against the strong but of unresolved diplomatic disputes, such as the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, that created unfairness and grievances between the feuding parties. She argued that
“if we want to avoid creating more terrorists, we must end the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in
a way both sides see as fair.”4 Murphy is using the liberal perspective. It emphasizes
relationships and interdependence among actors in international affairs, how groups
interact, communicate, negotiate, and trade with one another. She is saying that the cause
of the 9/11 attacks stems from the absence of a negotiated agreement that includes all
parties—terrorists and nonterrorists, Palestinians and Israelis—one that is considered fair
and legitimate. An outcome decided by a power struggle (realist) or by the imposition of
one side’s ideas on the other (identity) would not be considered fair or legitimate and
would probably just create more terrorists. On the other hand, a fair and inclusive
agreement might actually reduce the threat of terrorism. Note how diplomacy and
cooperation trump power. The liberal perspective holds out the prospect that solutions to
international conflicts are not determined primarily by a balance of power but derive
instead from common rules and institutions that include all actors regardless of their
relative power or ideas.

liberal perspective: a perspective that emphasizes repetitive relationships and negotiations,
establishing patterns or institutions for resolving international conflicts.

Murphy is emphasizing the systemic level of analysis because international negotiations are
a more important cause of and, therefore, solution to the problem of terrorism than the
internal characteristics of countries (domestic level) or the specific behavior of individual
leaders (individual level). But failed relationships or negotiations can also occur at the
domestic level of analysis when, for example, the Palestinian government broke up into two
factions in 2007 or at the individual level when, for example, a new hard-line leader took
power in Israel in early 2001. From the liberal perspective, actors at any level—systemic,
domestic, or individual—behave not so much on the basis of their relative power, whether
they are weak or strong, but on the basis of the way the other party behaves, how the parties
interact and negotiate, the patterns of reciprocal behavior they create, and the roles and
rules they establish in institutions that regularize their relationships. (See Figure Intro-10.)

Figure Intro-10 The Causes of the 9/11 Attacks: From the Liberal Perspective
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Identity: Democratic Reform of Governments at Different
Levels of Analysis

Writing a year after the 9/11 attacks, as prospects of war against Iraq loomed, Jim
Hoagland, a columnist for the Washington Post, suggested still a third way to think about
the attacks. He was skeptical of finding a solution to terrorism through a better balance of
power between the weak and strong or through negotiations of the Arab–Israeli dispute. He
felt that the problem was one of nondemocratic governments in the Middle East: “The
removal of Saddam Hussein [then Iraq’s leader] and Yasser Arafat [then leader of the
Palestinian Authority] are necessary but not sufficient conditions for stabilizing the Middle
East. . . . The administration cannot rely . . . on a now discredited peace process. . . . Only
a level and clarity of American commitment to democratic change . . . will calm an ever
more deadly conflict.”5 Note how Hoagland de-emphasizes the negotiation process, which
a liberal perspective would emphasize, by describing it as a “discredited peace process” and
says that the mere removal of Saddam Hussein and Yasser Arafat from power, which the
realist perspective would emphasize, is not enough. Instead, what is needed, he maintains,
is a change in the nature of Arab governments. They need to reform and, with U.S. help,
become more democratic—in short, change their basic political ideas and identities.

Palestinian (Yasser Arafat, left) and Israeli (Shimon Peres, right) leaders meet in late
September 2001 to discuss an end to the conflict between Israel and Palestine.
Liberalism emphasizes international cooperation and interdependence and views
unresolved misunderstandings between the two states as a critical factor precipitating
9/11.
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Figure Intro-11 The Causes of the 9/11 Attacks: From the Identity Perspective

Hoagland is employing the identity perspective from a systemic level of analysis. He is
suggesting that democratic reforms (identity) are more important than forcefully removing
individual leaders (realist) or relying on negotiations (liberal) and that a level and clarity of
American commitment to democratic change—a systemic-level input—may be more
important than individual- or domestic-level factors in the region itself. If actor identities in
the region remain divergent, some democratic and others nondemocratic, negotiations are
more difficult to achieve, and power balancing is more likely to occur. If, on the other
hand, actors converge toward democratic identities, cooperation may be more likely.
Hoagland argues that until Arab identities become more democratic and their identities
converge with that of Israel, negotiations (the liberal solution) will not be successful, and
shifts in power such as removing Hussein and Arafat (the realist solution) will not change
much. (See Figure Intro-11.)
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Critical Theory: Pervasive Violence at Different Levels of
Analysis

From a critical theory perspective, the cause of 9/11 is the pervasive and deep-seated
violence in the present international system, reflected in the behavior of the United States.
As the preeminent power, the United States contributes to if not creates terrorism through
its military presence and imperialism throughout the world and the suppression of
alternative cultures and political ideas. It invites radicalism and apocalyptic outcomes. As
one radical critic puts it, “The probability of ‘apocalypse soon’ . . . is surely too high . . .
because of Washington’s primary role in accelerating the race to destruction by extending
its historically unique military dominance.”6 American power, ideas, and institutions
permeate the system at all levels of analysis, systematically excluding minority groups and
driving the system toward violent upheaval and change (See Figure Intro-12.)

identity perspective: a perspective that emphasizes the causal importance of the ideas and identities
of actors, which motivate their use of power and negotiations.

critical theory perspective: a perspective that focuses on deeply embedded forces from all
perspectives and levels of analysis.

Figure Intro-12 The Causes of the 9/11 Attacks: From the Critical Theory
Perspective
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The Role of Methods

All knowledge starts with theories and involves empirical methods to test these theories.
The natural sciences too explore facts based on theories. Before Galileo, scientists thought
about motion only in linear terms, in straight lines from one point to another. Galileo was
the first to think about motion in periodic terms, that is, as the back-and-forth motion of a
pendulum or the movement of the Earth around the sun. As a result, he discovered and
emphasized new facts such as inertia, a precursor to Isaac Newton’s discovery of the force of
gravity. The natural and social sciences are the same in this regard. They both use scientific
methodology, or what we call rationalist methods. The difference lies in the kinds of facts
they deal with. The natural sciences deal with facts that do not have minds of their own.
Atoms are not self-conscious actors. The social sciences deal with human beings, who do
have minds of their own and often change them, and that is what makes social science facts
somewhat more elusive. Moreover, in the social sciences we study ourselves. We like and
dislike the things we study, such as the political parties we belong to. Natural scientists do
not like or dislike atoms. All this means that we need to be more conscious of our
perspectives when we deal with social science subjects. We are dealing with people whose
perspectives may differ from our own and may change in response to the information we
provide. If we ask them questions, they may not understand or answer our questions in the
way we expect. And they could always change their minds the minute after they answer a
question.

Scholarly theories seek to describe, explain, and predict events. Methods provide rules for
testing theories against facts. They allow us to conclude whether our theories or
perspectives are consistent with the world out there. But methods are not miracles. They
cannot tell us the way the world out there actually is. They can tell us only that the way we
are thinking about that world is not falsified by what is out there. The scientific method in
the natural sciences faces these same limitations. Newtonian physics, which helps us reach
the moon, assumes the universe is made up of fixed bodies, time, and space. Quantum
physics, which helps us explode the atom, tells us it is made up of probabilities and relative
time and space. Which world is the real world? We don’t know. Physicists search today for
a unified theory that subsumes both Newtonian and quantum mechanics. But even if they
find it, a rival theory may always be possible.

methods: the formal rules of reason (rationalist) or appropriateness (constructivist) for testing
perspectives against facts.

64



Rationalist versus Constructivist

In the social sciences, we speak of two general types of methods: rationalist and
constructivist.7 Realist and liberal perspectives of international affairs generally employ
rationalist methods. Identity perspectives use both rationalist and constructivist methods.

Both methods start by naming or labeling facts. Before we can test whether sunlight causes
plant growth or power balancing causes war, we need definitions of sun, sunlight, plants,
and growth or power and war. Rationalist methods assume that such labeling can be done
in a reasonably objective way; constructivist methods pay more attention to the discourse
or subjective language game that produces labels. For example, when U.S. policy makers
named the first atomic weapon, they called it Little Boy. Did that reflect a subjective
discourse that discriminated against women and fostered male predilections for war?

More important, the two methods differ over whether facts or events cause or constitute one
another. Rationalist methods see causation as sequential. One fact or event exists
independent of another and precedes or comes before it. The preceding event is cause; the
subsequent event is consequence. For example, the sun exists before a plant and drives plant
life. Sunlight initiates photosynthesis, producing carbohydrates, the fuel of plant growth.
Plants grow and reproduce as a result of the sun’s light. Rationalist methods apply this kind
of sequential causation to international affairs. For example, various types of power
balances, whether two great powers or multiple great powers exist, precede and cause
different types of interactions between states, ranging from cooperation to war. Realist
perspectives argue that polarity, the number of great powers in the system, causes or
determines the prospects of war.

rationalist methods: methods that disaggregate and explain events sequentially as one event
preceding and causing a second event.

constructivist methods: methods that see events as a whole as mutually causing or constituting one
another rather than causing one another sequentially.

causation: explaining events in terms of one another rather than just describing them.

Unlike rationalist methods, constructivist methods see events as bound together in context,
not as separate and sequential occurrences. They fit together not because one causes
another but because they mutually cause one another. Social relationships often have this
constitutive characteristic. Take, for example, the relationship between a master and a slave.
One status does not precede and cause the other. The master, unlike the sun, does not exist
before the slave; instead, the master is defined by acquiring a slave, and the slave is defined
by succumbing to a master. The two entities appear together chronologically, and one has
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no meaning without the other. They mutually cause or constitute one another and, in that
sense, explain one another. Two things fit together in a given context or situation because
they are appropriate to that context. Constructivist methods rely on a logic of
appropriateness, whereas rationalist methods rely on a logic of consequence by which one
event precedes and causes the other or a logic of argumentation by which one point of view
prevails over another.
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Sovereignty: Caused or Constituted

For one quick example, let’s explore the rise of the legal concept of sovereignty among
states in international relations. Social scientists using rationalist methodologies hypothesize
that sovereignty was caused by an independent and preceding event, namely, the Treaty of
Westphalia in 1648. Monarchs who existed in Europe prior to Westphalia gathered
together to assert their independence from the universal Catholic Church, represented by
the pope in Rome and the Holy Roman Emperor in Vienna. In the treaty, they established
(caused) the practice of sovereignty, legal recognition of their rights to decide all matters
domestically and their responsibilities to respect similar rights of other monarchs. Social
scientists using constructivist methodologies hypothesize that sovereignty emerged from a
network of developments taking place over the course of an earlier historical period and,
most important, “a change . . . in the basic structure of property rights,” which came about
through a newly interdependent international society.8 Before the seventeenth century,
monarchs held property in common as local members of a single universal community
known as the Holy Roman Empire. By the end of the seventeenth century, they possessed
territory separately and exclusively. How did this change in the understanding of property
rights come about? Not by one prior thing causing another subsequent one, but by a
combination of factors—population pressures, diminishing returns to land, a widening of
trade, and institutional innovations—that accelerated the growth of international social
relationships. Notice how constructivist methods explain things in terms of broad context
and appropriateness (at some point, sovereignty and states seemed appropriate to the
situation) and how, in this example, ideas—a new conception of property rights—altered
institutions and power rather than the reverse (identity over liberal and realist perspectives).
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Correlation, Causation, and Process Tracing

Rationalist methods separate events from context and examine many cases to find patterns
of correlation among them. Some rationalist methods become formalistic and
mathematical. Because statistical studies show that wars seldom, if ever, occur among
democracies, rationalist methodologies conclude that democracies do not go to war with
one another. Correlation is not the same as causation, however. Correlation tells us only
that democracy and the absence of war appear together across many cases. It does not tell us
whether democracy causes no war (an identity explanation) or no war causes democracy (a
realist explanation if no war is a result of successful power balancing and peace; a liberal
explanation if no war is a consequence of cooperation and international institutions). Nor
does it tell us that the two variables appearing together, such as democracy and no war, may
not be caused by a host of other factors or variables that we have not considered. Called
exogenous variables, these omitted variables lie outside the theoretical framework. They
contrast with endogenous variables, which are included in the framework.

What is more, all these factors may be interrelated with one another. To move from
correlation to causation requires a method known as process tracing, which examines
events historically and in context to trace how different variables interact with one another.
Does one variable appear in time before the other and thus can be said to cause it?
Constructivist methods assume that we cannot separate variables in sequence or time. We
have to substantiate all the facts through a thick description or narrative of the repetitive
practices and interactions through which they emerge. Constructivist methods offer
plausible rather than predictive explanations. They call attention to how situations might
be interpreted rather than replicated and sensitize us to future possibilities rather than make
precise predictions. Thus, constructivist studies might conclude that the peace among
democracies is hard to separate from the deeply embedded structure of American and
British culture in the contemporary world and may be a consequence of unique rather than
replicable factors that can be applied to future situations.

correlation: a situation in which one fact or event occurs in the same context as another fact or
event but is not necessarily linked to or caused by it.

exogenous variables: autonomous factors that come from outside a theoretical model or system and
that cannot be explained by the system.

endogenous variables: causal variables that are included in a theoretical model or framework.

process tracing: a method of connecting events in sequence to identify cause and effect.
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Counterfactual Reasoning

Both rationalist and constructivist methods use what we call counterfactual reasoning. The
counterfactual of the claim “Event A caused Event B” is to ask, “If Event A had not
happened, would Event B have happened?” History appears to have a single outcome
because we look back on events that have already occurred. It appears to be factual. But we
know that along the way many choices were made. With each choice, history took one path
and abandoned others. Maybe a war of some sort was going to happen in the early
twentieth century. But it did not have to begin in July 1914, and it did not have to cost
twenty million lives. How do we determine what choices or paths were not taken and use
that knowledge to judge the present circumstances? We ask counterfactual questions. What
if Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria-Hungary had not been assassinated in Sarajevo in
June 1914, the triggering event for the start of World War I? What if Germany had not
had a military plan to fight a war at the same time against both Russia and France? What if
the United States had given UN weapons inspectors more time in 2003 to find or not find
weapons of mass destruction in Iraq? We make educated guesses about alternative paths
that history might have taken, and that helps us look for missing facts and test alternative
explanations.

counterfactual reasoning: a method of testing claims for causality by asking what might have
happened if one event had not occurred.
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Is One Perspective or Method Best?

Is one perspective or method better than another? Perhaps, but there is no general
consensus among specialists and, like all other analysts and even professors, you will
eventually have to make a judgment for yourself.9 This book will familiarize you with the
arguments of each perspective and method and thus help you decide which one works
better for a given set of facts and circumstances.

The realist perspective may have certain advantages in situations of greater threat. When
someone draws a gun on you, you tend not to ask what that person believes (an identity
approach) or whether you can refer the dispute to a court or institution (a liberal solution).
You duck or fight back to even up the balance of power if you can. But how do you
determine situations of greater threat? Often a threat is not obvious. It depends on what
you are looking for. So the realist perspective, it is sometimes argued, may exaggerate
threat.

The liberal perspective may be better at finding ways to cooperate. Long before someone
draws a gun on you, you try to find out what is aggravating that person and negotiate a
compromise or alleviate the circumstances, such as poverty or lack of education, that may
be driving him or her to violence. But what if the individual intends all along to harm you,
not because of anything you do or he or she doesn’t have but just because this person
doesn’t like you (an identity cause)? You may be compromising with someone who will
take advantage of you later (a realist possibility). How do you protect yourself? So the
liberal perspective, it is sometimes argued, may risk exposure to unanticipated dangers.

The identity perspective may be best at distinguishing between potential allies and enemies.
It looks for similarities or differences in collective and individual self-images and asks how
these self-images get constructed. If identities can be brought closer together, you might be
more willing to risk cooperation (e.g., if it’s your brother who pulls the gun on you). If
identities diverge, you might prefer to protect yourself. But how do you manage relations
with an enemy to avoid war and maybe mutual destruction? Don’t you have to risk
cooperation, even or especially with enemies? And what about friends? Don’t they
sometimes change and become enemies? Maybe the identity perspective is too categorical—
some would say ideological—and leads to more fear or more complacency than power
disparities or opportunities for compromise might otherwise prescribe.

This book presents and discusses the different perspectives (and methods) evenhandedly.
Through this approach, each perspective, in effect, critiques the others. What the realist
perspective relatively de-emphasizes—for example, the roles of institutions and ideas—the
liberal and identity perspectives emphasize. What the liberal perspective de-emphasizes—
for example, the roles of power and ideas—the realist and identity perspectives emphasize.
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And so on. Thus, when we discuss the Cuban Missile Crisis or terrorist attacks from the
four different perspectives, we see the strengths and weaknesses of each perspective. We can
keep an open mind toward each perspective rather than being told at the outset that this or
that perspective is best.

Many studies of international affairs deliberately exclude alternative explanations. Professor
Sean Wilentz, for example, places the burden of judgment on the reader: “I reject . . . the
now fashionable claim that objectivity involves reporting all views or interpretations
equally. Objectivity instead involves judging validity for oneself, fairly, and then inviting
others to consider and argue the evidence, logic, and fairness on which that judgment is
based.”10 This textbook will help you develop that capacity to judge validity for yourself,
first, by making you aware that you have a preferred point of view and, second, by keeping
you open to alternative points of view. This is healthy. Too much contemporary debate
about international affairs is personalized and vitriolic. People label one another wicked or
stupid instead of listening carefully to one another. Once we are used to thinking in terms
of alternative perspectives, we may become more patient and generous in our debates with
fellow citizens. We may concede that they are just as well meaning and smart as we are but
may be judging the world from different perspectives or levels of analysis.
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The Role of Judgment

There will always be differences and controversies in international affairs. As noted above,
scholars still disagree about the causes of World War I. Contemporary controversies are no
different. Take the war in Iraq in 2003. Did Saddam Hussein have weapons of mass
destruction (WMDs)? At the time the United States invaded Iraq in March 2003, all the
major intelligence services around the world in the United States, France, Russia, China,
Great Britain, and Australia thought he did, particularly biological and chemical
weapons.11 UN inspectors thought so as well. After the invasion, however, no weapons
were found. Was that simply a case of bad intelligence? To some extent, it was. On the
other hand, decision makers never act on the basis of perfect information. They have to rely
on conjecture and judgment. As the Washington Post columnist Jim Hoagland writes:
“Most of the time you are not going to have perfect knowledge for making decisions. If you
look at the way Saddam Hussein acted, any reasonable person would have concluded that
he was hiding those weapons, just from what he said and did. The key point is always going
to be the judgment you then make from what is almost always imperfect intelligence.”12

After we have assembled all the facts and done all the testing of perspectives we have time
for, judgment comes into play. This is especially true in policy making, where time is
always a pressing factor. We make decisions on the basis of some broader judgment about
what we think makes sense. What is judgment? Is it instinct? Is it experience? Is it
character? It is probably all these. Whatever it is, it is different from facts and tested
knowledge, yet it does not substitute for them. The best judgment, we say, is informed
judgment—judgment enriched by facts and accumulated knowledge.

judgment: the broader assessment of what makes sense after one accumulates as many facts and tests
as many perspectives as possible.

Thus, judgment is indispensable for good statesmanship as well as good scholarship. Oliver
Wendell Holmes, the Supreme Court justice, once described President Franklin D.
Roosevelt as a man with “a second-class intellect but a first-class temperament.”13 Many
said the same thing about President Ronald Reagan. Neither man had a brilliant mind, yet,
arguably, these two men were the greatest American presidents of the twentieth century.
They had first-class personalities and instincts; they were excellent judges of people and
events. As the Economist observed on Reagan’s death in June 2004, Reagan knew “that
mere reason, essential though it is, is only half of the business of reaching momentous
decisions. You also need solid-based instincts, feelings, whatever the word is for the other
part of the mind. ‘I have a gut feeling,’ Reagan said over and over again, when he was
working out what to say or do.”14 A gut feeling without facts is ignorance, but incomplete
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knowledge without a gut feeling is often useless, especially under time constraints.
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The Role of Ethics and Morality

Judgment is part of character, and character in turn is guided by ethics and morality.
Because judgment plays a role in decision making, personal honesty is very important in
intellectual and human affairs more generally—which is why we emphasize it in academic
and other activities. What are our obligations to one another as human beings and to the
world we inhabit? Ethics and morality deal with standards of right conduct and behavior—
what we ought to do, not what we need, can, or prefer to do. Thus ethics and morality go
beyond mere facts and perspectives. They involve what we believe, not what we want, have,
or know. Belief often delves into intangible, maybe religious, worlds that we cannot access
or test through logical or scientific means. But that does not mean that ethics and morality
are incompatible with the material world. Indeed, ethical and moral beliefs are essential
guides for directing contemporary scientific and technological debates. The question of
what we do with nuclear technology or with the technology used to clone human beings
involves moral and ethical dilemmas. In international affairs, we can distinguish three
broad views about ethics and morality: relativism, universalism, and pragmatism.15

ethics and morality: standards of good conduct for human behavior.
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Relativist Values

Relativism holds that all truth is relative. There are no universal moral principles that apply
to all people under all circumstances. Each culture or religion is entitled to its own view of
truth. Because relativists do not believe in an ultimate truth, they are willing to tolerate
multiple truths. Their attitude is “live and let live”—respect all views of ethics, morality,
and religion. This became the moral view, at least within Christendom, in the seventeenth
century. Protestants and Catholics who had been fighting one another for more than a
hundred years decided to tolerate one another and agreed in the Treaty of Westphalia in
1648 to respect the right of each sovereign to choose the religion for his or her own
country. Sovereignty meant that each sovereign, and subsequently each state, agreed not to
interfere in the domestic life—meaning, at that time, religion—of other sovereigns. This
principle of nonintervention in the domestic affairs of other states remains enshrined today
in the Charter of the United Nations. It now accommodates a world of diverse religions,
going beyond Christianity. But such moral relativism, taken to an extreme, could also
accommodate genocide—the purposeful slaughter of human beings because of their race,
religion, or ethnicity—because there are no moral absolutes or prohibitions to condemn it.
Shouldn’t it be possible to proscribe morally the slaughter of Jews in Germany, Muslims in
Bosnia, and Tutsis in Rwanda under all circumstances at all times?

relativism: a position that holds that truth and morality are relative to each individual or culture and
that one should “live and let live.”
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Universal Values

Universalism rejects relativism and argues that some absolute moral principles apply to all
people in all countries at all times. After World War II and the murder of six million Jews
in Europe, many decided that genocide should never happen again, that the world
community has a moral obligation to prevent or stop it. Thus, the United Nations has
evolved a standard of humanitarian intervention that directly contradicts the organization’s
charter. Kofi Annan, then secretary-general of the United Nations, framed the
contradiction this way: even though the UN Charter rules out intervention in the domestic
affairs of states, “is it permissible to let gross and systematic violations of human rights,
with grave humanitarian consequences, continue unchecked?”16 The international
community may be moving beyond Westphalia’s relativist morality and insisting that there
are universal standards of basic human rights that all states, whatever their cultural or moral
beliefs, must follow. But where do we draw the line? Saddam Hussein grossly violated the
human rights of the citizens of Iraq, yet neither the United Nations nor the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization (NATO) authorized the U.S. invasion of Iraq in March 2003. Was
the United States nevertheless right to intervene based on universal standards of human
rights? If so, how do we know whose standards are the universal ones?

universalism: a position that holds that truth and morality are universal and cannot be adjusted to
specific circumstances.
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Pragmatic Values

Pragmatism offers a third point of view. Pragmatists answer the question of whether to
intervene based on certain practical requirements, such as preserving stability or not setting
a precedent. That is, they ask, will an intervention create disproportionate consequences
that actually reduce world solidarity, and will an intervention set a standard that encourages
repeated future interventions? U.S. intervention in Iraq, pragmatists might argue, increased
rather than reduced the scale of violence. Moreover, the U.S. action sanctioned the doctrine
of preemption, attacking another state after you see it preparing to attack you, or, worse,
the doctrine of prevention, attacking another state before you see any preparations because
you fear it may attack you at some point in the future. Whether Iraq was an imminent
threat was much disputed at the time. But some pragmatists might conclude that the threat
was not imminent and that America’s intervention encouraged further repeated
interventions in the future. Pragmatists look to the immediate circumstances surrounding
the action and ask whether intervention minimizes instability in that situation while at the
same time securing whatever just outcome is possible. Pragmatism does not abandon a
notion of universal morality but opposes the application of a single morality at all times in
all places. It is willing to compromise, even though compromise, repeated too often, risks
slipping into relativism.

pragmatism: the idea that morality is proportionate to what is possible and causes the least harm.
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Moral Choice

A simple story illustrates the differences among these moral views.17 An officer and a small
group of soldiers involved in war enter a village that enemy forces recently occupied.
Overnight, one soldier is killed by a single shot. The next morning, the officer assembles
the village residents and asks who shot the soldier. The villagers remain silent. The officer
then announces that he will randomly select and kill three villagers in retaliation for this
atrocity. You are a member of the officer’s group. What should you do?

If you are a relativist, you will not object. Each side has its own standards of morality. If the
other side can justify killing you, certainly you can justify killing them. Killing three people
instead of one sets an example in a situation where force is the only arbiter of order because
there is no common morality.

If you are a universalist, you will object. No one can kill innocent villagers under any
circumstances at any time. To do so may be committing a war crime. So you say to the
officer, “This is wrong; you can’t do it.” At this point, the officer turns to you and says,
“OK, you shoot one, and I’ll let the other two go.” As a universalist, you still have to say no
because it is wrong to kill innocent people, whether the number is one or three. If you
survive the event, you may go on to report the incident as a war crime.

If you are a pragmatist, however, you might accept the officer’s offer and shoot one villager,
thereby saving the lives of two others. For the pragmatist, killing three villagers would be
disproportionate because only one person on your side was killed and the disproportionate
retaliation might encourage further arbitrary killing. Killing one innocent villager is still
immoral, but the pragmatic choice minimizes the violence and sets a standard—tit for tat,
not triple tit for tat—that potentially limits a chain of future retaliations.

Summary

Figure Intro-13 shows how the various elements of studying and understanding international relations,
which we have covered in this introduction, fit together. We start with perspectives because we could not
start at all if we tried to consider all at once the many facts that make up world affairs. We theorize about
what causes events and select or consider as many facts as we can from the different levels of analysis. Then
we test our perspective against other perspectives using rationalist or constructivist methods or some
combination of the two. Finally, we draw conclusions based on how the causal arrows run and which
perspective and level of analysis seems to be primary, relying on judgment, ethics, and morality to fill in the
gaps that analysis inevitably leaves.

Figure Intro-13 How One Thinks about International Relations
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Want a better grade?

Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Study Questions
1. Why is one event considered front-page news but not another?
2. Do you think terrorism is caused by American military dominance or American diplomacy? Which

answer reflects the realist perspective? Which reflects the liberal perspective?
3. How would you test the perspective that American military dominance is the cause of terrorism—by

measuring relative power over different periods or by examining the social purposes of American foreign
policy embedded in specific historical circumstances? Which method is rationalist, and which is
constructivist?

4. Do you believe the U.S. invasion of Iraq was wrong because it violated Iraq’s independence or right
because it ended genocide in Iraq? Which argument is relativist, and which is universalist?

5. Why is history relevant to what is new even though it deals with what is old?
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1 How to Think about International Relations
Perspectives, Levels of Analysis, and Causal
Arrows

We study the world together from many different analytical perspectives and social settings.

Oli Scarff/Getty Images

What are the differences among the following statements?

1. The rise of German power caused World War I.
2. Kaiser Wilhelm II’s clumsy diplomacy caused World War I.
3. Germany’s militarist ideology, which glorified aggressive war, caused World War I.
4. Capitalist class conflicts caused World War I.

The statements offer different explanations of the causes of World War I, which we explore
more fully in Chapter 2. The purpose of examining them here is to help you see that these
explanations come from different perspectives and levels of analysis. As already noted, we
cannot describe everything in international affairs. Perspectives on international relations
help us make selections. They point us in certain directions to find facts, and they order
these facts differently to explain events. One fact becomes the cause or independent
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variable; a second fact becomes the effect or dependent variable. Or, in the case of
constructivist methods, two facts mutually cause or constitute one another.

Some political scientists like to say we start with a puzzle, but in truth perspective comes
first, because we do not have a puzzle until we cannot explain something, and that requires
an already existing perspective. The occurrence of war, for example, is not a puzzle unless
we expect peace. So we formulate hypotheses from different perspectives, and then we look
at the facts from all levels of analysis to test our hypotheses. Often we go back and forth
between the hypotheses and the evidence many times, refining our analysis. Then we make
judgments about which perspective and level of analysis are most important in a specific
case. We draw the causal arrows showing how one perspective and one level of analysis
dominate the others. As Professor Thomas Risse says, we see “how far one can push one
logic of action [perspective] to account for observable practices [levels of analysis] and
which logic dominates a given situation [causal arrows].”1

The realist perspective focuses on separate actors and military conflict and the role that
state-based actors play and argues that the relative distribution of power among actors in
international affairs is the most important cause of war. When one actor becomes too
powerful, the other actors feel threatened. They form alliances to counterbalance the first
actor, and that can lead to tension and war. Did this happen before World War I? The
realist perspective says it did. The rise of German power (see Statement 1) upset the relative
distribution of power among states in Europe and set in motion a security competition that
eventually caused World War I. The liberal perspective focuses on global society and
international institutions and argues that the reciprocal process and quality of interactions
and negotiations among actors have more to do with peace and war than the relative power
of separate actors. If actors lack sufficient social and economic connections to enable them
to build trust, or institutions do not provide clear rules and sufficient information for
communicating effectively, war may result. This perspective looks at the facts before World
War I and finds that the German monarch, Kaiser Wilhelm II, was not a trustworthy actor
and caused the war by provoking unnecessary rivalries, especially with Great Britain (see
Statement 2). The identity perspective focuses on ideas and norms and argues that the way
actors think about themselves and others—their identities—influences their international
behavior more than do specific institutions or power disparities. This perspective holds that
countries with aggressive self-images are more inclined to go to war and finds that prior to
World War I Germany had just such a domestic ideology of military aggressiveness, which
caused conflict with its neighbors (see Statement 3). The critical theory perspective focuses
on deep-seated forces driving history and, in the case of Marxist-Leninism, sees World War
I as rooted in the capitalist forces of economic production, which generate social conflicts
between capitalist and proletariat classes (see Statement 4).

Explanations also differ regarding the levels of analysis from which events originate.
Perspectives tell us what the substance of the cause is—power, institutions, or ideas; levels
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of analysis tell us where the cause is coming from—individual leader, domestic factors, or
systemic structure. Statement 1 sees the cause of war as coming from the systemic level, the
relationship of states to one another in the international system as a whole. The rapid rise
of German power relative to that of all other states in Europe caused instability and war.
Germany’s position in the system was the source of instability. The domestic characteristics
of Germany and its leaders did not matter as much; any country rising in power relative to
other countries would have caused the same instability. This is why some realists today
worry about the rise of China. This type of explanation we call a systemic structural level of
analysis.

Statement 2 sees the cause of war as coming from a specific leader: Kaiser Wilhelm II’s bad
diplomacy caused the war. If someone else had been in charge of Germany under the same
historical circumstances, war might not have occurred. This is a more specific level of
analysis. We call it the individual or, alternatively, decision-making level of analysis because
the primary causes come from the leaders themselves. Sometimes, however, leaders decide
to exploit international events to stay in power at the decision-making level—for example, a
leader may choose to go to war to rally the country around the existing government. In that
case, the decision-making level connects foreign and domestic causes and becomes the
foreign policy level of analysis. Now, Kaiser Wilhelm’s incompetence at the individual level
of analysis is less the cause than his desire at the foreign policy level to use war to shore up
domestic support for his monarchy.

Statement 3 argues that Germany’s militarist ideology, which caused war, came from the
nature of Germany’s domestic system, not the relative rise of German power or Kaiser
Wilhelm II’s individual actions. In such a domestic system, any leader would have behaved
in the same way. Thus changing the leader would have made no difference. This type of
explanation comes from the domestic level of analysis. Finally, Statement 4 sees the cause of
war coming from deep-seated historical forces that tie together multiple perspectives and
levels of analysis. Now there are numerous causes that are interconnected and not much
one can do to change the course of history.

In all of these explanations, every perspective and level of analysis is involved. To conclude,
for example, that Germany’s relative rise in power (realist) was the primary cause of World
War I does not mean that diplomacy (liberal) and nationalism (identity) did not play a role.
It means, rather, that the distribution of power ultimately overrode the influence of these
other factors. The causal arrows run from power to diplomacy to ideas. All levels of analysis
are also in play, but one level dominates. In the explanation based on Germany’s relative
rise, causes from the systemic level of analysis are considered more important than those
from the characteristics of German society as a whole (domestic level of analysis) or the
kaiser’s personal role (individual level of analysis). The causal arrows run from the external
circumstances Germany faced (systemic level) to the internal circumstances of German
society (domestic level) to the reactions of specific leaders (individual level).
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Our task in this chapter is to show how these different explanations are a function of the
different perspectives, levels of analysis, and directions of causal arrows. At the end of the
chapter, after we have developed these tools for understanding international affairs, we
revisit the above statements about the causes of World War I.
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Prisoner’s Dilemma

We start with the story of the prisoner’s dilemma to illustrate how the three core
perspectives—realist, liberal, and identity—view the same facts but come to different
conclusions. The perspectives emphasize different aspects of the same story. The realist
perspective emphasizes the external circumstances beyond the control of the prisoners
(power), the liberal perspective emphasizes how the prisoners interact (institutions), and the
identity perspective emphasizes how the prisoners think about each other (ideas or
identities).2

The basic prisoner’s dilemma story is simple. Two individuals are caught with illegal drugs
in their possession. Police authorities suspect that one or both of them may be drug dealers
but do not have enough evidence to prove it. So the warden in the prison where the
individuals are being held creates a situation to try to get them to squeal on one another.
The warden tells each prisoner separately that if he squeals on the other prisoner he can go
free; the accused prisoner will then be put away as a drug dealer for twenty-five years. If the
other prisoner also squeals, each prisoner gets ten years in prison. On the other hand, if
both prisoners remain silent, each will get only one year in prison because there is no
further evidence to convict them. The prisoners do not know one another and are not
allowed to communicate. Table 1-1 illustrates the choices and outcomes.

prisoner’s dilemma: a game in which two prisoners rationally choose not to cooperate in order to
avoid even worse outcomes.

Now, let’s look at how each perspective analyzes this situation and applies it to
international affairs.
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The Prisoner’s Dilemma from the Realist Perspective

The individual prisoner’s dilemma as seen from the realist perspective is the following. The
prisoners have separate and self-interested identities, and they are concerned primarily with
their own interests in going free. If actor A remains silent, in effect cooperating with his
fellow prisoner, he gets either one year in prison if the other prisoner also remains silent (see
upper left box in Table 1-1) or twenty-five years if the other prisoner squeals (lower left
box). On the other hand, if actor A squeals, he may either go free if the other prisoner
remains silent (see upper right box) or get a sentence of ten years in prison if the other
prisoner also squeals (lower right box). Given that each prisoner’s top priority is to go free,
it would be logical for both to squeal. But if both squeal, they get ten years each in jail, a
worse outcome than if both remain silent (one year in jail for each) but not as bad as the
outcome for one prisoner who remains silent while the other squeals (twenty-five years).
The point of the story is that each prisoner cannot achieve either his preferred outcome of
going free or his second-best goal of only one year in prison because circumstances outside
the control of the prisoner—the various consequences or payoffs of the different choices set
up by the warden—make squealing the less risky alternative. Each settles for a second-worse
outcome (ten years) to avoid the worst one (twenty-five years).

Table 1-1 Prisoner’s Dilemma: A Realist Game

Notice how the outcomes are ordered for each actor: DC > CC > DD > CD. If this order changes, the game
changes. See subsequent tables.

The realist perspective argues that this sort of dilemma defines the logic of many situations
in international affairs. Countries that are independent and self-interested desire peace
(analogous to cooperating) and do not want to arm or threaten other countries (analogous
to squealing). They prefer less risky or more peaceful strategies such as mutual disarmament
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(analogous to cooperating and staying only one year in prison). But one country cannot
disarm (cooperate) without risking the possibility that the other country may arm (defect)
and perhaps seize territory or take away the first country’s sovereignty, eliminating its
independence and, if it is a democratic state, its freedom as well (analogous to the
maximum penalty of twenty-five years). The countries face what the realist perspective calls
a security dilemma. Neither country is aggressive. It is just looking for the best outcome,
and if it arms and the other country does not, it is safer than it would be otherwise. The
situation is set up such that each party cannot have peace (going free or spending one year
in prison) without risking loss of territory or sovereignty (twenty-five years in prison). If
both countries arm, on the other hand, they can protect their territory and sovereignty but
now risk the possibility of mutual harm and war. Because the possibility of war is less risky
(equivalent to ten years in prison) than the actual loss of territory, let alone sovereignty (or
democracy), they squeal or defect.

Thus, from the realist perspective much of international relations is about mutual
armaments and conflict. As Figure 1-1 shows, the causal arrows run from competition to
survive (go free) in an environment that is decentralized and largely outside the control of the
actors, to increasing distrust and inability to cooperate, to self-images of one another as enemies.

Figure 1-1 Causal Arrows: The Realist View
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The Prisoner’s Dilemma from the Liberal Perspective

The liberal perspective argues that situations described by the prisoner’s dilemma do exist
in international affairs but that these situations are not the only or even most prevalent ones
and can be overcome. Three factors that realism de-emphasizes help surmount these
situations and change the prisoner’s dilemma to a more cooperative game: repeated
reciprocal interactions or communications, common goals, and technological change. In
the original game, the prisoners are not allowed to communicate and build trust; they play
the game only once. What if they were allowed to play the game over and over again, the
equivalent of meeting regularly in the prison yard to exchange moves and perhaps make
small talk? It’s not so much the content of what they say that produces trust (after all,
familiarity may breed contempt, not cooperation, as a realist perspective would argue) but,
rather, the mere fact that they play the game over and over again. In game theory, this is
called creating the shadow of the future, that is, the expectation that the prisoners will have
to deal with one another again and again—tomorrow, the day after, and every day in the
future. As long as the prisoners can avoid the expectation that they will not meet again—
what game theory calls the last move, equivalent to playing the game only once—they
might gain enough trust in one another over time to discount significantly the possibility
that the other prisoner will defect if the first prisoner remains silent. Now, as Table 1-2
shows, they end up in the upper left box—the second-best outcome of a one-year sentence
—rather than the lower right one. The liberal perspective expects that if countries develop
habits of regular interaction and communication through diplomacy, membership in
common institutions, trade, tourism, and other exchanges, they can overcome the security
dilemma that drives mutual armament and conflict.

Table 1-2 Situation of Prisoner’s Dilemma from Liberal Perspective: Repeated
Communications

In this game, the prisoners face the same payoffs and goals as in the original game, but we assume A and B can
communicate repeatedly. They meet for one hour in the prison yard each day. This interaction becomes
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patterned and institutionalized and establishes a “shadow of the future.”

What is more, according to the liberal perspective, many goals in international relations are
common and mutually beneficial, not self-interested and conflicting. So what if we change
our assumptions about the goals of the prisoners in the original version of the prisoner’s
dilemma? Let’s say the prisoners are less interested in going free than they are in frustrating
the warden by reducing the total number of years the warden is able to hold the prisoners
in jail. Now the prisoners have a common goal, not a self-interested one. Nothing else in
the situation changes, but notice how the outcome of the game changes. As Table 1-3
shows, the logical choice that now meets the goal of both prisoners is to remain silent
(upper left box). That gives the warden only two prisoner years (one year for each prisoner),
while squealing by one or both prisoners gives the warden twenty-five or twenty (ten years
each) prisoner years, respectively. The prisoners still can’t influence the warden. He is
outside their control. But now both prisoners can get their second-best outcome
simultaneously by cooperating.3 An example of this situation from the real world may be
two countries trading to increase wealth for both (non-zero-sum) rather than fighting over
territory where one country’s gain equals the other country’s loss (zero-sum). Look at how
the countries of the European Union have overcome historical disputes over territory by
building a common trade and economic union (liberal), which reduces the significance of
relative military power (realist) and engenders a common European identity (identity).

Table 1-3 Situation of Prisoner’s Dilemma from Liberal Perspective: Change
Goals (Frustrate the Warden)

In this game, the prisoners face the same payoffs as in the original game, but the goals have changed. Notice that
the new goal of frustrating the warden rather than going free is non-zero-sum because both prisoners can now get
their best outcome simultaneously.

Further, what if the warden changes the payoffs, or consequences, of the original game? For
example, if both prisoners squeal, that should give the warden enough evidence to convict
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them both as drug dealers and now, let’s say, put them to death. Table 1-4 shows the new
game. All we have done is increase the most severe cost of defecting from twenty-five years
to death. That might be the equivalent in international affairs of a technological change,
such as developing nuclear weapons, that raises the penalty of arms races and war. Nuclear
weapons increase the dangers of mutual armament by states just as the death penalty
increases the cost of mutual defection by the prisoners. If the prisoners prefer freedom to
survival, they will still defect since that is the only way they can go free. But the change in
consequences may lead them to search for more common goals, such as mutual survival
with less freedom. While the prospects of both cooperating and ending up in the upper
left-hand box are not assured, they have improved somewhat over the original game. The
scale tips toward cooperation. The cost of twenty-five years in prison if the other prisoner
does not cooperate is still less than that of death.4

Table 1-4 Situation of Prisoner’s Dilemma from Liberal Perspective: Change
Payoffs (Increase Costs of Defection/Conflict)

The warden increases the cost of defection and hence changes the order of preferences for each of the prisoners:
DC > CC > CD > DD (different from the original order: DC > CC > DD > CD).

Technological change may work the other way, of course. It may reduce the costs or
increase the benefits of cooperating rather than increase the costs of defecting. Let’s go back
to the original game and reduce the cost of remaining silent if the other prisoner squeals,
from twenty-five to five years. Now, as Table 1-5 illustrates, the prisoners risk less if they
cooperate (five years) than if they squeal (ten years). Their preferred strategies again are the
upper right and lower left boxes. But now, because they risk only five years in prison if they
guess wrong about what the other party will do, the prospects of cooperating are better than
in the original game. A real-world example of reducing the costs or increasing the benefits
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of cooperation might be technological advances that make the prospects of ballistic missile
defense more feasible. If all countries possessed such defenses, they may be more willing to
cooperate in a nuclear crisis. Then, if the other country defects and attacks, the first country
can still defend itself and not lose as much (the equivalent of getting five years) as it might
if it also attacked (the equivalent of getting ten years).

Table 1-5 Situation of Prisoner’s Dilemma from Liberal Perspective: Change
Payoffs (Reduce Costs of Cooperation)

The warden reduces the costs of cooperation and hence changes the order of preferences for each actor: DC >
CC > CD > DD (different from the original order: DC > CC > DD > CD).

In all these ways—repeated communication and diplomacy, focusing on common rather
than conflicting goals, and exploiting technological changes that alter payoffs in favor of
cooperation—the liberal perspective argues that realist logic can be overcome. As Figure 1-2
shows, the causal arrows run from repeated interactions and a focus on common objectives and
technology, to less incentive to arm and compete using relative military and economic power, to
increasing trust and converging identities among the actors.

Figure 1-2 Causal Arrows: The Liberal View
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The Prisoner’s Dilemma from the Identity Perspective

The identity perspective takes still another tack on the situation described by the original
prisoner’s dilemma game. It challenges the implicit assumption that the prisoners have self-
interested identities and do not care about the consequences for the other prisoner. If the
identities and payoffs were shared, the two prisoners might behave differently even if the
circumstances remained the same. What if, for example, the two prisoners were both
members of the Mafia and knew it? Members of the Mafia, an underground criminal
organization, take a blood oath that they will never squeal on other members of the
organization or reveal anything about its criminal activities. This oath becomes part of their
identity. The prisoners now remain silent because of who they are, not because they pursue
a common goal, as in the liberal case of frustrating the warden, or because they fear certain
payoffs, such as someone else in the Mafia killing them if they squeal (a realist situation
because their behavior is now determined by external circumstances they cannot control).
In the case as seen from the identity perspective, they do not squeal because their obedience
to the Mafia code has been internalized and is now part of their identity. If each prisoner
knows that the other prisoner is also a member of the Mafia, he is unlikely to squeal on the
other. No feature of the game has changed except that the prisoners now know they have
similar or shared identities. Yet, as Table 1-6 shows, the outcome of the game changes
substantially. It is now logical for the two prisoners to remain silent and get off with only
one year each in prison.

Table 1-6 Situation of Prisoner’s Dilemma from Identity Perspective: Change
Identity

In this game, the prisoners are back to the original payoffs and goals and share no communications except
knowledge of the other’s identity. Assume that A and B are not self-interested actors but members of a common
organization—such as the Mafia—and know that about one another.
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In the same way, the identity perspective argues that two countries may behave differently
depending on their identities. They may see one another as enemies, rivals, or friends,
depending on the way their identities are individually and socially constructed. Or their
identities may converge or diverge with one another depending on how similar or different
these identities are. Thus, democracies behave more peacefully toward one another than
they do toward autocracies, and countries that identify with common international norms
and ideas behave differently than those that see themselves struggling over the balance of
power. As Figure 1-3 shows, the causal arrows in the identity perspective run from converging or
conflicting self-images (identity), to more or less cooperation (liberal), to the need or lack of need
for military and economic power (realist).

Let’s leave the game metaphor and develop these three perspectives in the real world. The
sections that follow introduce numerous concepts, many of which will be new to you.
Don’t despair. We will revisit these concepts again and again and use them throughout the
rest of the book to help you see how they work in our understanding of historical and
contemporary international affairs.

Figure 1-3 Causal Arrows: The Identity View
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The Realist Perspective

Refer back to Figure 1-1. It depicts the directions of the causal arrows in the realist
perspective. They run from competition to arm and survive in a decentralized environment
(realist), to increasing distrust and inability to cooperate (liberal), to the perception of other
nations as rivals or enemies (identity). In this section, we break down the causal chain of
this realist logic.

The realist perspective focuses on conflict and war, not because people adopting this
perspective favor war or believe war is necessary, but because they hope by studying war
they might avoid it in the future. War, according to the realist perspective, is a consequence
of anarchy, the decentralized distribution of power in the international system. In anarchic
situations, actors have to rely on self-help to defend themselves; unilateralism or
minilateralism (coalitions of the willing) is necessary because there is no reliable central,
multilateral power they can appeal to. So, throughout history, wherever anarchy existed,
individuals, tribes, clans, villages, towns, and provinces had to provide for their own
security. Today the state is the principal actor authorized to use military and other forms of
power to protect security. The state enjoys sovereignty, meaning no other actor can exert
legitimate power over it or intervene in its domestic affairs. In pursuing power and
sovereignty, however, states inevitably threaten one another. Is one state arming to defend
itself or to attack another state? States cannot be sure about other states’ intentions. They
face a security dilemma similar to the prisoner’s dilemma. If one state arms and another
doesn’t, the second one may lose its security. To cope with that dilemma, both states defect
and pursue a balance of power. They form alliances against any country that becomes so
strong it might threaten the survival of the others. The number of great power states or
alliances involved in the balance of power constitutes the polarity of the system. Two great
powers or alliances form a bipolar system, three form a tripolar system, and four or more
form a multipolar system. Different system polarities produce different propensities toward
war.

Let’s look a little closer at the key concepts, italicized above, of a realist perspective on
world affairs. These concepts appear again in boldface below where they are more
succinctly defined.
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Anarchy and Self-Help

From a realist perspective, the distribution of power is always decentralized. This fact of
international life is referred to as anarchy. The word means no leader or center, as opposed
to monarchy (or empire), which means one leader or center, and polyarchy, which means
several overlapping leaders or centers, such as the shared authority of the individual states
and the European Union in contemporary Europe. In the world today, anarchy means
there is no leader or center of authority that monopolizes coercive power and has the
legitimacy to use it. The United States may be the only world superpower, but, as the Iraq
War suggests, the rest of the world does not recognize its legitimacy to use that power as a
world government, not in the same sense that citizens of a particular country recognize the
legitimacy of the domestic government to monopolize and use coercive power. No world
government exists with the authority of a domestic government, and no world police force
exists with the authority of a national police or military force. In short, there is no world
911. If you get in trouble abroad, there is no one to call for help, no one except your own
clan, tribe, or state. If a student from the United States is arrested in Singapore, for
example, the student calls the U.S. embassy in Singapore, not the United Nations in New
York. Similarly, if a country is attacked, it provides its own defense or calls on allies. It is
not likely to depend on international organizations.

anarchy: the decentralized distribution of power in the international system; no leader or center to
monopolize power.

Anarchy places a premium on self-help, which means that whatever the size or nature of
the actor in any historical period—whether it is a tribe, city-state, or nation-state—it has to
provide for its own protection or risk succumbing to another actor. The size or nature of
the actor may change over time. Some states unite into a larger state like Germany in the
nineteenth century, while others break up into multiple states like the Soviet Union in
1991. But the condition of anarchy and the need for self-help do not change. Unless the
world eventually unites under a single government that all the peoples of the world
recognize as the sole legitimate center of military power, decentralized actors will be
responsible for their own security. Realist approaches, therefore, often favor unilateralism
or minilateralism—action by one or several states—rather than action by all states
(multilateralism).

self-help: the principle of self-defense under anarchy in which states have no one to rely on to
defend their security except themselves.

unilateralism or minilateralism: action by one or several states but not by all states.
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State Actors and Sovereignty

Because the realist perspective is especially interested in conflict and war, realist scholars
find it more important to study states than nonstate actors. States command the greatest
military and police forces to make war. Corporations, labor unions, and human rights
groups do not. Even terrorist groups command far less military power than states. Where
groups other than states use military-style force—for example, terrorists or private security
forces defending corporate properties overseas—these groups are not recognized by
domestic authorities or international institutions as having the right or legitimacy to do so.
Only states have that right. They possess what is called sovereignty. Sovereignty means that
there is no higher authority above them abroad or beneath them at home. It implies self-
determination at home and nonintervention abroad—that is, agreeing not to intervene in the
domestic affairs or jurisdictions of other states.

states: the actors in the contemporary international system that have the largest capabilities and
right to use military force.

sovereignty: an attribute of states such that they are not subordinate to a higher power either inside
or outside their borders and they agree not to intervene in the domestic jurisdictions of other states.

How do actors acquire sovereignty? When territorial states emerged in Europe during the
period from 1000 to 1500 C.E.,5 they had to demonstrate that they could establish and
defend their borders. Once a state monopolized force within its borders and mobilized that
force to defend its borders, it was recognized by other states. As power changes, therefore,
the principal actors in international politics change. Nonstate actors can become state
actors, and state actors can dissolve or evolve. For example, the Muslim population in
Kosovo, formerly a minority nonstate actor in the country of Serbia, became an
independent state, recognized by the United Nations and more than one hundred other
states. Conversely, the Soviet Union disappeared, and the former republics of the Soviet
Union, such as Estonia, became independent. The European Union has already replaced
independent European states in certain specific areas of international negotiations, such as
trade and monetary policy, and if it develops an integrated security policy, it will become a
fully sovereign, new state actor. But even then, from a realist perspective, the European
Union remains a separate and independent actor and therefore, as long as other
independent actors exist, subject to the same imperatives of anarchy and self-help.
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Power

States monopolize power, but what is power? For the most part, power from the realist
perspective is concerned with material capabilities, not influence or outcomes. Normally,
we define power and influence as getting others to do what they would not otherwise do.
Power does that by coercion, influence by persuasion. But how do we know what others
might intend or otherwise do in the absence of our attempt to influence them? Their
intentions may be manifold and hard to discern. And outcomes that might have occurred if
we had not sought to influence them are part of that counterfactual history we can only
speculate about. As the realist perspective sees it, it is too difficult to measure power and
influence in terms of intentions or outcomes. It is better to measure power in terms of
material inputs or capabilities. Military and economic capabilities are paramount. It is then
assumed that these capabilities translate roughly into commensurate influence and
outcomes.

People wave flags and carry banners as they gather in Pristina, Kosovo, in February
2017 during the celebrations marking the ninth anniversary of Kosovo’s declaration
of independence. Nine years since the independence, Kosovo is recognized as a state
by more than 110 countries, despite fierce opposition from Serbia, which is backed
by its traditional ally Russia.

ARMEND NIMANI/AFP/Getty Images

How does the realist perspective measure capabilities? Kenneth Waltz, the father of what is
known in international political theory as neorealism or structural realism—a realist
perspective based primarily on the systemic structural level of analysis—identifies the
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following measures: “size of population and territory, resource endowment, economic
capability, military strength, political stability and competence.”6 Population, economics,
and military might are obvious elements of state power. Territory and resource endowment
are, too. They involve geography and contribute to what realist perspectives call more
broadly geopolitics. Some countries have more land than others, some have more natural
resources, and some have more easily defended geographic borders. For example,
Switzerland is protected on all sides by mountains, while Poland sits in the middle of the
great plains of northern Europe and, as a result, has been more frequently invaded,
conquered, and even partitioned. Island nations have certain power advantages by virtue of
being less vulnerable to invasion. England was never defeated by Napoleon or Hitler, while
states on the European continent succumbed to both invaders.

power: the material capabilities of a country, such as size of population and territory, resource
endowment, economic capability, and military strength.

geopolitics: a focus on a country’s location and geography as the basis of its national interests.

Notice, however, that Waltz also mentions capabilities such as political stability and
competence, which are not, strictly speaking, material capabilities. These political
capabilities involve institutional and cultural or ideological factors that are more important
in liberal and identity perspectives, what some analysts call soft power. The neorealist
perspective does not emphasize such political capabilities. It focuses more on material
power than on the domestic political institutions and ideologies that mobilize that power.
Realists may care about prestige and reputation, which are elements of soft power, but they
value such factors mostly because these factors derive from or are caused by the credibility
to use force.7 The direction of the causal arrows runs from the use of force to enhanced
reputation. From a realist perspective, it is not good to have a reputation for not using
force. Another version of the realist perspective, known as classical realism, pays more
attention to domestic values and institutions. Power is used to protect American democracy
or Russian culture. But at the international level, realists give primary emphasis to relative
power, not common values such as the spread of democracy or human rights. As Professor
Hans Morgenthau, the father of classical realism, tells us, “The main signpost . . . through
the landscape of international politics is the concept of interests defined in terms of
power.”8 The realist perspective emphasizes military and economic power over institutions
or ideas. It differentiates states primarily on the basis of relative power. Great powers,
middle powers, and small powers acquire different interests or goals depending on the size
of their capabilities, not the characteristics of their institutions or the political ideas
(identities) they espouse. Great powers have the broadest interests. They make up a good
part of the international system and therefore have an interest in the system as a whole.
When states fade from great power to middle power status, as Austria did after the
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seventeenth century, their interests shrink. By the time of World War I, Austria was
interested only in its immediate surroundings in the Balkans. Small powers often remain on
the sidelines in realist analysis or succumb to the power of larger states, as happened to
Poland through repeated invasion and conquest.
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Security Dilemma

When states pursue power to defend themselves, they create a security dilemma from which
the possibility, although not the inevitability, of war can never be completely excluded. The
security dilemma results from the fact that, as each group or state amasses power to protect
itself, it inevitably threatens other groups or states. Other states wonder how the first state
will use the power it is amassing: Will it use its power just to defend its present territory, or
will it use that power to expand its territory? (A case in point, as this is being written, is
Russia’s intervention in Ukraine.) How can the other states be sure what the first state
intends? If it is only seeking to defend itself, other states have nothing to worry about. But
if it has more ambitious aims, then the other states too must arm. Senator Hillary Clinton
asked an aide in 2002 what Saddam Hussein’s intentions were. The aide replied: “I’m
sorry, senator, I wish I knew the answer to that. No one other than Saddam Hussein knows
the answer.”9

security dilemma: the situation that states face when they arm to defend themselves and in the
process threaten other states.

States may signal their intentions by diplomatic means. For example, a state acquires
military capabilities that are useful for defense, not offense. But military technologies may
have both uses (think of machine guns). It may be hard to read such signals. When do
states become revisionist or greedy—that is, seek more power than they need to defend
themselves? And who decides what that threshold is between enough and too much power?
Because no state can be sure, other states arm too, and in this process of mutual armament,
states face all the uncertainties of what exactly constitutes enough power to be safe. Ronald
Reagan once said that the United States was seeking a “margin of safety” vis-à-vis the Soviet
Union, but the Soviet Union probably assumed that the United States sought “superiority.”
Scholars who emphasize the realist perspective have never agreed on whether states seek just
“security”—that is, enough power to balance and defend themselves—or whether they seek
“maximum power,” on the assumption that more power always makes them more secure.
Theories of defensive realism say states seek security and manage most conflicts by
diplomacy without using force directly; theories of offensive realism say states seek
maximum or dominant power and often use diplomacy to disguise the aggressive use of
force.10 Notice how the realist perspective does not exclude diplomacy, but the causal
arrows run from power (realist) to diplomacy (liberal), not the other way around.
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Balance of Power

The best states can do then, according to the realist perspective, is to pursue and balance
power. The balance of power is both a strategy by which states seek to ensure that no other
state dominates the system and an outcome that provides a rough equilibrium among
states. In balancing power, it does not matter what the rising state’s intentions are. Does the
United States today seek to dominate the world? Many would say no. But the European
states, Russia, or China may have reasons for concern. From the realist perspective, they
cannot worry about America’s intentions; they have to worry about America’s power.

balance of power: the strategy by which states counterbalance to ensure that no single state
dominates the system, or an outcome that establishes a rough equilibrium among states.

As a strategy, the balance of power focuses on the formation of alliances and requires that
states align against the greatest power regardless of who that power is. The greatest power is
the state that can threaten another state’s survival. So it does not matter if that greater
power is a former ally or a fellow democracy; the smaller state must align with others
against that power. After all, a growing power may change its institutional affiliations or
values. Hence, states align not against the greatest threat, determined by a state’s
institutions and values, but against the greatest power, determined by a state’s capabilities
whatever its institutions and values. Realism does not rule out other strategies, such as
bandwagoning—that is, aligning with rather than against the greatest power to share the
spoils of conquest; or buckpassing—that is, avoiding alliances and letting other states do
the fighting. It just warns that these strategies are dangerous, as Stalin learned after he
bandwagoned with Hitler in 1939 and Hitler turned around and attacked him in 1941.

As an outcome, the balance of power may involve equilibrium or hegemony. Defensive
realists argue that states seek equilibrium or power balancing—that is, relatively equal
power that offsets the power of other states and thus lessens the risk of attack and war.
They see danger when one state moves away from equilibrium toward hegemony,
dominating other states. President Richard Nixon, a well-known realist, once put it this
way: “It is when one nation becomes infinitely more powerful in relation to its potential
competitor that the danger of war arises . . . I think it will be a safer world and a better
world if we have a strong healthy United States, Europe, Soviet Union, Japan, each
balancing.”11 Offensive realists argue that states seek empire or hegemony because more
power is always better than less and other powers have no chance of defeating the dominant
power. From this point of view, equilibrium is not stabilizing but destabilizing. The danger
comes, as Robert Kagan writes, “when the upward trajectory of a rising power comes close
to intersecting the downward trajectory of a declining power.”12 This is the moment of
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power transition when war is most likely to occur. As we shall see, that may have been the
case when Germany passed Great Britain at the beginning of the twentieth century
(Chapter 2), and, according to some realists, it may be the case in the twenty-first century if
China surpasses the United States as the world’s dominant power (Chapter 5).

power balancing: a school of realism that sees hegemony as destabilizing and war as most likely
when a dominant power emerges to threaten the equilibrium of power among other states

Figure 1-4 The Realist Worldview

In subsequent chapters, we refer to the power balancing and power transition schools to
capture this difference among realist perspectives about which configuration of power—
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equilibrium or hegemony—is most conducive to stability.

hegemony: a situation in which one country is more powerful than all the others.

power transition: a school of realism that sees hegemony as stabilizing and war as most likely when
a rising power challenges a previously dominant one and the balance of power approaches
equilibrium.

104



Polarity and Alliances

How do states balance power? It depends on how many states there are. We call the
number of states holding power in a system the polarity of the system. If there are many
states or centers of power, the system is multipolar. In a multipolar system, states balance
by forming alliances with other states to counter the state that is becoming the greatest
power. These alliances have to be temporary and flexible. Why? Because the balance of
power is always uncertain and shifts, sometimes quickly. States must therefore be ready to
shift alliances. Remember that the purpose of alliances is to balance power, not to make
permanent friends or permanent enemies. Winston Churchill, Britain’s prime minister
during World War II, once said that “if Hitler invaded Hell, I would at least make a
favorable reference to the Devil in the House of Commons.”13 Alliances in a multipolar
realist system are expedient, not emotional attachments.

polarity: the number of states—one (unipolar), two (bipolar), three (tripolar), or more (multipolar)
—holding significant power in the international system.

alliances: formal defense arrangements wherein states align against a greater power to prevent
dominance.

What if there are only two great powers? After World War II, the United States aligned
with western Europe and Japan, while the Soviet Union aligned with eastern Europe and,
until the 1960s, China to create a bipolar system. Now the two superpowers could not
align with other states because there were none, except small and inconsequential ones that
could not contribute much to the balance of power. The superpowers had to balance
internally. They competed by mobilizing internal resources to establish a balance between
them. Once China broke away from the Soviet Union, the system became tripolar. Now
the United States maneuvered to bring China into the Western coalition because whichever
superpower captured China would have an advantage. The contest before World War II
may have also been tripolar. Hitler, Stalin, and the United States/Great Britain competed
to control Europe. Because in a contest of three powers a coalition of two powers wins,
some scholars believe that tripolarity is uniquely unstable.14 Polarity determines the
propensity of different international systems for war. Here again, realist scholars don’t agree
on what distributions of power or numbers of powerful states—polarities—contribute to
greater stability. Kenneth Waltz and John Mearsheimer argue that bipolar worlds are the
most stable because two bigger powers, such as the United States and the Soviet Union,
have only each other to worry about and will not make many mistakes.15 But Dale
Copeland, a professor at the University of Virginia, contends that multipolar systems are
more stable because a declining power, which is the one most likely to initiate war, has
more partners to ally with and is therefore more inclined to deter than fight the rising
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power.16 So far, the statistical evidence from large-scale studies of war has yielded no
definitive answer to this disagreement.17
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War

No state seeks war, but the possibility of war is always inherent in the situation of anarchy.
Although the costs of war are high, the costs of losing sovereignty or freedom may be even
higher. Diplomacy and other relationships help clarify intentions but never enough to
preclude the possibility of military conflict. Ultimately, states have to base their calculations
on capabilities, not intentions. That is why the realist perspective notes that even
democracies, which presumably are most transparent and accessible to one another and best
able to know one another’s intentions, still cannot fully trust one another. Many European
countries opposed U.S. intervention in Iraq, and some European leaders call for a united
Europe to act as a counterweight or military counterbalance to the United States, despite
the fact that Europe and the United States share the same democratic institutions and
values. As the realist scholar Charles Kupchan concludes, “Even if all the world’s countries
were democratic, . . . democratic powers may engage in geopolitical rivalry [and] . . .
economic interdependence among Europe’s great powers did little to avert the hegemonic
war that broke out in 1914.”18 Notice again from Figure 1-1 how the causal arrows run in
a realist perspective; power competition (realist) overrides the influence of economic
interdependence (liberal) and divides countries even if they share similar democratic values.

Wars result from the dynamics of power balances or polarity and especially from shifts in
power balances. Technological change, especially military innovations, and economic
growth produce such shifts.19 Because realist perspectives focus more on relative than
absolute gains, they worry more about the zero-sum effects of technological change than
they do about the non-zero-sum effects. Military innovations may alter the balance between
offensive and defensive technologies, which might give one side a crucial military
advantage. Free trade, while it benefits both partners, may benefit adversaries more. Rising
powers such as the United States in the nineteenth century, Japan after World War II, and
China today have generally favored protectionist policies toward trade. Technological
change and modernization offer mutual benefits, but realist perspectives worry about how
these benefits will be distributed, especially if they fall into the hands of opposing powers.

Defensive realist perspectives emphasize defense, the use of actual force after an attack, and
deterrence, the use of threatened force to deter an attack before it occurs. Offensive realist
versions envision the use of force to achieve outcomes beyond defense: compellence,
preemptive war, and preventive war. Compellence is the use of force to get another state to
do something rather than to refrain from doing something. The threat of force to get Iraq
earlier or Iran today to give up its nuclear program is a case of compellence. The strategy to
get Iran to refrain from using nuclear weapons once it has acquired them is a case of
deterrence.
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defense: the use of force to defend a country after an attack.

deterrence: the use of threatened retaliation through force to deter an attack before it occurs.

compellence: the use of force to get another state to do something rather than to refrain from doing
something.

Preemptive war is an attack by one country against another that is preparing to attack first.
One country sees the armies of another country gathering on its border and preempts the
expected attack by attacking first. Israel initiated a preemptive war in 1967 when Egypt
assembled forces in the Sinai Peninsula and Israel attacked before Egypt might have.
Preventive war is an attack by a country against another that is not preparing to attack but
is growing in power and is likely to attack at some point in the future. War is considered to
be inevitable. And so a declining power, in particular, may decide that war is preferable
sooner rather than later because later it will have declined even further and be less powerful.
It attacks at the point when its power peaks or has not yet declined that much. As we note
in Chapter 2, some realists believe that was why Germany attacked Russia in 1914.

It is often difficult to distinguish between preemptive and preventive wars. In the Iraq War
in 2003, if you believed—based on imperfect intelligence—that Saddam Hussein had
weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) and might use them or pass them on to terrorists,
the war was preemptive, even though Iraq’s WMDs were not as visible and verifiable as
Egyptian armies massing on the border of Israel. If you believed Saddam Hussein did not
have WMDs but would surely get them in the future, the war was preventive, because the
United States attacked before Iraq actually got the weapons. If the United States had waited
until Iraq acquired the weapons, the United States might have been less willing to attack at
all because Iraq could now retaliate with its own weapons. For realists, this same dilemma
faces U.S. policy makers today in Iran. Do you stop Iran’s nuclear program before
(preventive) or after (preemptive) it becomes apparent? Or do you let it emerge and then
contain it by deterrence, the threat of mutual nuclear retaliation?

One thing is certain: the balance of power does not prevent war. Over the past five
centuries, there have been 119 major wars in Europe alone, where most of the great powers
have been located. (A major war is defined as one in which at least one great power was
involved.) Many of these wars were horrendously destructive. How do we defend a way of
thinking about international relations that accepts such destructive wars? Well, remember,
realist scholars are trying to see the world as it has been and, in their view, remains. They
don’t favor or want war any more than anyone else. But if any leader anywhere in the world
intends war, the quickest way to have war is to assume that it cannot occur. Antiwar
advocates made such assumptions both before and after World War I, and the world paid a
heavy price for it.
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Wars within states, or intrastate wars, are more common today than wars between states, or
interstate wars. So far, intrastate wars, such as the war against ISIS in Syria and Iraq, have
not ignited global interstate wars. But there is no guarantee they won’t do so in the future,
and intrastate wars have caused devastation and suffering in specific areas on a scale
comparable to the damage done by interstate wars across wider areas. Thus, the realist
perspective advocates constant vigilance regarding power and power balancing as the only
path to peace. As Morgenthau explains, the transformation of the world system into
something better “can be achieved only through the workman-like manipulation of the
perennial forces that have shaped the past as they will the future.”20

The liberal perspective emphasizes diplomacy and getting together repeatedly to solve
problems. In one of many trips to China, U.S. Secretary of State Henry Kissinger
shakes hands with Mao Zedong, chairman of the Chinese Communist Party, during
a visit to the chairman’s residence, as President Gerald Ford looks on.

Photo 12/UIG via Getty Images
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The Liberal Perspective

Refer back to Figure 1-2. It depicts the directions of the causal arrows in the liberal
perspective. They run from repeated interactions and a focus on common goals and
technology (liberal), to more trust and less incentive to arm among participants (realist), to
greater mutual understanding and convergence of identities (identity). In this section, we
break down the causal chain of this liberal logic.

The liberal perspective is interested in the problem of cooperation, but not because it is
naïve and does not recognize the prevalence of violence and conflict. Rather, it is more
impressed by the extent to which villages, towns, provinces, and communities have been
able, over time, to overcome violence and conflict by centralizing and legitimating power in
institutions, always at higher levels of aggregation. The state is just the most recent level at
which groups of people have been able to overcome the balance of power and centralize
authority. Why could this kind of consolidation not happen eventually at the regional (EU)
and international (UN) levels?

The liberal perspective, therefore, focuses on the causes of cooperation and finds them in
the ways in which states interact with and relate to one another through repetitive processes
and practices. It assumes that individuals and groups behave more on the basis of how other
groups behave toward them than on the basis of how much relative power they possess
(realist) or what their initial cultural or ideological beliefs are (identity). Just as anarchy is a
central concept in the realist perspective, reciprocity, or how states respond to one another,
is a central concept in the liberal perspective.21 States increase their chances to cooperate if
they interact frequently. Thus, in contrast to the realist perspective, the liberal perspective
pays more attention to interdependence than to independence or self-help. Interdependence
links groups and countries together through trade, transportation, tourism, and other types
of exchanges and makes countries mutually or equally dependent and hence interdependent
on one another. As this happens, they get used to one another and develop habits of
cooperation that facilitate the formation of international regimes and institutions.
Institutions (liberal) help resolve disputes despite diverse ideologies (identities) and without
the use of force (realist). Notice again, as Figure 1-2 shows, how the causal arrows run from
interactions and institutions to ideas and power, not the reverse.

Modernization and technological change increase interdependence and the number of
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). Liberal perspectives, therefore, are generally
optimistic about change. The agricultural, industrial, and information revolutions steadily
expanded the scope and intensity of human contacts and created new nonstate actors at the
levels of both domestic civil society and global governance. Private multinational corporations
(MNCs) and cross-national nonprofit organizations, such as the International Red Cross,
proliferated, contributing to the thickening of transnational relations, or cross-national
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relations among nongovernmental actors outside the immediate control of national
governments. Partly to control these developments, national governments established
intergovernmental organizations (IGOs); the International Telecommunication Union, for
example, was founded in 1865 to regulate the ballooning telephone and telegraph traffic.
Compared to the realist perspective, the liberal perspective places more emphasis on NGOs
and IGOs than it does on states and the balance of power.

In a world of accelerating interdependence and proliferating actors, liberal perspectives
place heavy emphasis on cooperation and bargaining. Cooperation facilitates the
achievement of better outcomes for one or more actors without harming other actors. It is a
non-zero-sum game. For example, a national or global economy may be operating at a level
of less than full employment. If public policy can generate more employment without
harming the people who are already employed, the national or global society as a whole is
better off. Economists talk about this possibility in terms of moving the society toward a
Pareto optimum or frontier, in honor of the Italian economist Vilfredo Pareto, who
developed this idea. Cooperation also facilitates the provision of collective goods, or common
goals that actors can achieve only together or not at all. Collective goods include
environmental protection such as clean air, which all or none can enjoy, but also
increasingly, in a nuclear and globalized world, security and wealth, which have to be
achieved for everyone, or no one will benefit for long.

When outcomes cannot be improved for some without harming others, bargaining
becomes essential. Bargaining arises when actors have to choose among options that make
some better off but others worse off. Bargaining is a zero-sum game—that is, what one
actor gains the other loses—and can lead to conflict and war. Notice liberal perspectives do
not exclude coercion and the use of force. They simply see the use of force as determined
more by interactive factors in the bargaining process (liberal) than by geopolitical (realist)
or ideological (identity) realities outside the bargaining process. For example, rational
choice theory, which emphasizes bargaining, pays relatively less attention to the causal
forces of anarchy or domestic culture, which lie outside the bargaining context, and more
attention to the causal forces of signaling, information, and other factors that lie inside the
bargaining context.

Institutions facilitate cooperation and bargaining. International regimes, such as the Group
of Twenty (G20), which deals with global economic issues, coordinate the expectations and
behavior of countries without necessarily incorporating them into a single institution, while
international institutions, such as the United Nations, formalize interdependence, promote
specialization by enabling certain groups or countries to carry out specified roles (e.g., the
veto rights of great powers in the UN Security Council), and implement common rules and
regulations (such as those spelled out in the UN Charter). Regimes and institutions
enhance efficiency by increasing economies of scale and lowering transaction costs, and by
increasing information, which reduces uncertainty and bargaining asymmetries in
diplomacy.
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Once created, institutions tend to evolve through feedback and reinforcement, a process
called path dependence, whereby actions taken initially for intended reasons lead down a
path of subsequent interactions to unintended consequences and new challenges that were
not predicted or foreseen at the outset. One of the best examples of path dependence, as we
will see, is the spillover process in the European Union.

Finally, the liberal perspective expects that, over a long enough time, diplomacy among
multiple powers and multilateralism among multiple ideologies will foster a habit of
compromise and pluralism that will eventually consolidate the legitimacy or right to use
force at the international rather than the state level. The liberal perspective, as deployed in
the Western tradition, envisions that such global legitimacy will ultimately reflect liberal
values, a world of the so-called democratic peace. But other perspectives that also emphasize
interactions over power and ideas envision nondemocratic outcomes. Marxism, for
example, emphasizes the dialectical interactions between capitalist and proletariat classes
and sees these interactions ending not in democracy, as liberal perspectives expect, or in
equilibrium, as realist perspectives expect, but in the eventual triumph of the proletariat
over the capitalist classes and, thus, of communism over democracy. (Marxism also sees
these interactions as coming from deep-seated historical circumstances that cannot be
changed. For this reason, we treat Marxism later in this chapter as a critical theory
perspective.)

What distinguishes the liberal perspective from other perspectives, therefore, is not the end
state of democracy but how one arrives at that end state. Process, not power or ideology,
determines outcomes. Some liberal versions, such as classical liberalism, start with a
domestic commitment to democracy but then at the international level emphasize
economic, social, and institutional interactions, not the spread of democracy.22 Other
versions, such as neoliberalism, focus more exclusively on international interactions. In all
liberal perspectives, the causal arrows run from interactions to outcomes, not from ideology
or relative power to outcomes. Identity perspectives reverse these causal arrows. They see
prior ideological commitments to democracy creating better relations at the international
level, which in turn facilitates cooperation in international institutions and the reduction of
military and economic competition, the so-called democratic peace. Some realist
perspectives too, such as classical realism, emphasize democracy at the domestic level but
then rely primarily on balancing power at the international level to produce stability and
peace.

Thus, all mainstream perspectives support democracy. We should not bias our choice of
perspectives by identifying democracy with only one of them, namely the liberal
perspective. As Robert Keohane, a liberal scholar, suggests, we should separate our
preference for democracy from our analytical perspective:
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Liberalism associates itself with a belief in the value of individual freedom.
Although I subscribe to such a belief, this commitment of mine is not
particularly relevant to my analysis of international relations. One could believe
in the value of individual liberty and remain either a realist or neorealist in one’s
analysis of world politics.23

Let’s look more closely at the key (italicized) concepts that provide the logic of the liberal
perspective. (Again, the concepts appear in boldface below where they are most succinctly
defined.)
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Reciprocity and Interdependence

From the liberal perspective, reciprocity and interdependence among states matter more
than self-help (independence) and anarchy. Reciprocity means that states behave toward
one another largely on the basis of mutual rather than individual calculations of costs and
benefits. Outcomes depend not only on the choices of one state but on how those choices
interact with the choices of other states. The focus on reciprocal behavior places greater
emphasis on how countries communicate, negotiate, trade, and do business with one
another than on how much power they have or what they believe. It also places great
emphasis on compromise—swapping or logrolling objectives (e.g., trading territory for
peace in the Arab–Israeli dispute) or splitting the difference between objectives (drawing
territorial borders halfway between what disputants claim).

Interdependence refers to the frequency and intensity with which states interact. How
often states interact with and interdepend (i.e., mutually depend) on one another increases
the opportunities for reciprocity and, hence, cooperation. Cooperation is not automatic. It
requires repetition and time to emerge. But, in the end, it is not a product of relative power
or shared ideas; it is a product of the cumulative practice through which power and ideas
are reshaped. How countries relate to one another changes the ways they perceive one
another and use their relative power toward one another. Interactions are doing the heavy
lifting, acting as primary causes changing ideas and power relationships.

reciprocity: the behavior of states toward one another based largely on mutual exchanges that entail
interdependent benefits or disadvantages.

interdependence: the mutual dependence of states and nonstate actors in the international system
through conferences, trade, tourism, and the like.

From a liberal perspective, therefore, international relations is more about relational
(interactive) power than it is about positional (relative) power. Hierarchy becomes more
important than anarchy. Professor David Lake makes the case for relational authority:

Because [in realism] there is no law superior to that of states themselves, there
can be no authority over states in general or by one state over others. Through
the lens of relational authority, however, we see that relations between states are
not purely anarchic but better described as a rich variety of hierarchies in which
dominant states legitimately rule over greater or lesser domains of policy in
subordinate states. The assumption of international anarchy is not only ill suited
to describing and explaining international politics but also can be positively
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misleading.24
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Technological Change and Modernization: Nongovernmental
Organizations

The imperative from the liberal perspective, then, is not to balance power but to increase
interdependence. Two forces, in particular, accelerate interdependence. The first is
technological change, the application of science and engineering to increase the scope and
capacity for interaction; think of the consequences of the automobile and internet
revolutions alone. The second force is modernization, the transformation of human society
from self-contained autarchic centers of agrarian society to highly specialized and
interdependent units of modern society that cannot survive without coordinated exchanges
at the national and now international levels.

As the liberal perspective sees it, technological change and modernization bring more and
more actors into the arena of international affairs. This pluralization of global politics
broadens and deepens the context of international relations. Nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) are nonstate actors such as student, tourist, and professional
associations that are not subject to direct government control. They include economic
actors such as MNCs, international labor unions, private regulatory bodies, and global
financial markets. They also involve international humanitarian, foreign assistance, and
environmental organizations. In all these areas, nonstate actors expand the
nongovernmental sector or civil society of international relations and engage in what are
called transnational relations—that is, relations outside the direct influence of national
governments and international institutions set up by governments.

The liberal perspective emphasizes nonstate actors. Through the broadening and deepening
of international relations, nonstate actors change the nature of security. International
relations are no longer just about the security of states; they are also about the security of
people within states. Human security takes precedence over national security and focuses
on weak actors, not just the strongest or most capable ones emphasized by the realist
perspective. Human security is concerned with violence within states as well as among
them. Such intrastate violence includes family violence, especially against women and
children; genocide; diseases; pollution; natural disasters; and large displacements of
populations. Since the end of the Cold War, liberal perspectives point out, human security
issues have become more prevalent than great power or traditional national security issues.

technological change: the application of science and engineering to increase wealth and alter human
society.

modernization: the transformation of human society from self-contained autarchic centers of
agrarian society to highly specialized and interdependent units of modern society.

nongovernmental organizations (NGOs): nonstate actors such as student, tourist, and professional
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associations that are not subject to direct government control.

civil society: the nongovernmental sector.

transnational relations: relations among nongovernmental, as opposed to governmental,
authorities.

human security: security concern that focuses on violence within states and at the village and local
levels, particularly violence against women and minorities.

Figure 1-5 The Liberal Worldview
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Diplomacy

Diplomacy is the business of communications, negotiations, and compromise and thus
weighs big in the liberal perspective. From this perspective, talking is always better than not
talking, especially with adversaries. Whatever the differences among countries, whatever
their relative power or beliefs, they can profit from discussions. Discussions encourage
cooperation and bargaining, which produce trade-offs and compromises. Compromise
consists of splitting the difference between interests in an issue area, while trade-offs involve
the swapping of interests in one issue area for interests in a second. To reach arms control
agreement with the Soviet Union, for example, the United States backed off its interest in
promoting human rights in the Soviet Union. An identity perspective, which emphasizes
values over institutions and power, might oppose this type of compromise, whereas a liberal
perspective, which emphasizes cooperation over power and ideas, might approve it.

diplomacy: discussions and negotiations among states as emphasized by the liberal perspective.
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Cooperation and Bargaining

Cooperation facilitates the provision of better outcomes for some while not harming
others. The idea is to focus on absolute gains, not relative gains. As in the prisoner’s
dilemma story, if countries focus on common rather than conflicting goals (the prisoners
frustrating the warden rather than going free), they can achieve non-zero-sum outcomes in
which all gain. One country does not have to win and the other lose. The overall pie grows,
and everyone’s slice grows in absolute terms.

cooperation: working to achieve a better outcome for some that does not hurt others.

Of course, one country may gain more than another. Bargaining is necessary to sort out
issues of relative gains. Liberal perspectives generally assume that such bargaining can be
done peacefully. From a liberal perspective, war is always the most costly option.25 Hence,
given the chance, countries will look for lower-cost ways to resolve their differences. If they
fail, the primary causes are to be found in the bargaining process (liberal), not in the
inevitable constraints of power balances (realist) or types of regimes (identity). For example,
countries fail to make credible commitments to signal their interests and intentions, they
misread the shifting balance of power, they bluff, or they have inadequate information
about the other country’s intentions. They are not compelled (caused) to do these things by
factors outside the bargaining context; rather, they make less-than-optimal choices within
the bargaining context. Bargaining approaches raise questions of cognitive bias as well as
miscalculation. Leaders may make less-than-optimal choices because they harbor prior
beliefs that distort information or because they are paranoid and psychologically unstable.
Saddam Hussein, for example, failed to signal credibly that he had no WMDs either
because he worried about exposing his weakness to Iran as well as to domestic opponents or
because he thought the United States was a paper tiger and would not intervene.26 Such
impediments to rational bargaining may be handled best by psychological theories (see the
later discussion).

bargaining: negotiating to distribute gains that are zero-sum (that is, what one side gains, the other
loses).
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Collective Goods

Cooperation also facilitates the provision of collective goods. Collective goods have two
properties: they are indivisible (they exist for everyone or for no one), and they cannot be
appropriated (they do not diminish as one party consumes them). The classic example of a
collective good is clean air. It exists either for everyone or for no one. And breathing by one
person does not diminish the air available for another person. The prevention of global
warming is another example. It will be accomplished for all countries or for none. And if
the benefits of preventing global warming are enjoyed by one country, that does not
subtract from the benefits available to other countries.

collective goods: benefits, such as clean air, that are indivisible (they exist for all or for none) and
cannot be appropriated (their consumption by one party does not diminish their consumption by
another).

The liberal perspective sees peace and security in large part as collective goods, especially in
today’s nuclear and globalized world. If peace and security exist for one member of a
society, they exist for all members, because the use of nuclear weapons would destroy peace
for everyone; and the benefits to one member do not diminish the amount of peace and
security available to other members. Collective security does just what it says—it collects
military power together in a single global institution, such as the United Nations, that
provides peace and security for all countries at the international level, just as national
governments do for all citizens at the domestic level. This global institution sets up rules
that states must follow to resolve disagreements and then creates a preponderance of power,
a pooling of the military power of all nations, not a balance of power among separate
nations, to punish aggressors who violate the rules. Because the global institution
monopolizes military power, it can reduce military weaponry to a minimum. Arms control
and disarmament play a big role in the liberal perspective, just as the opposite dynamics of
mutual armament and competitive arms races play a key role in the realist perspective.
Collective security becomes an alternative way to the balance of power for organizing
military relations.

collective security: the establishment of common institutions and rules among states to settle
disputes peacefully and to enforce agreements by a preponderance, not a balance, of power.

Wealth is another collective good. It is not quite as pure a collective good as clean air
because it may be appropriated and consumed unequally by one party compared to another
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and, unlike air, it does not exist in infinite supply. But the liberal concept of comparative
advantage and trade, which we examine in detail in Chapter 8, makes it possible to increase
wealth overall and therefore, at least theoretically, increase it for each individual or country,
although some individuals and countries may gain more than others. Trade is a classic non-
zero-sum relationship in which two parties can produce more goods from the same
resources if they specialize and exchange products than if they produce all goods separately.
The liberal perspective emphasizes such absolute rather than relative gains because these
relationships shift the focus away from conflicting goals and demonstrate that, even under
conditions of anarchy, cooperation is not only possible but profitable.
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International Institutions

The liberal perspective sees the pursuit of diplomacy, cooperation, bargaining, and
collective goods as culminating in international institutions. International institutions
include intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) as well as NGOs. IGOs are set up by
national governments (hence the label intergovernmental) to increase efficiency and control.
Unlike contacts among village neighbors, international contacts take place between
strangers separated by wide distances. IGOs develop and spread information to reduce the
costs of such contacts. Greater information reduces asymmetries in the bargaining process
generated by secrecy, uncertainty, and miscommunications and misperceptions.

international institutions: formal international organizations and informal regimes that establish
common rules to regularize international contacts and communications.

intergovernmental organizations (IGOs): formal international organizations established by
governments.

Governments create international institutions to serve their common interests, defined as
areas where their national interests overlap. But once these institutions exist, they take on a
life of their own and constitute a system of global governance, or networks of IGOs, that
may override national interests and make up a kind of nascent world government. They
constitute the hierarchies or authority relations that Professor Lake speaks about. In some
cases, these institutions make decisions and undertake activities that compromise national
interests or supersede them by defining and implementing broader supranational interests,
as in the European Union. To the extent that such institutions are not completely under
the control of national governments, they become quasi-independent actors in the
international system.

global governance: the system of various international institutions and great powers, groups that in
a loose sense govern the global system.

A network of institutions may come together to form an international regime. An
international regime creates a set of rules, norms, and procedures around which the
expectations of actors converge in a particular issue area, such as finance or trade policy.27

It provides a mechanism of coordination without constituting a single overarching
institution. For example, the annual economic summits held by the major industrialized
countries (Group of Seven, or G8 when it includes Russia) and now also by industrialized
and emerging market countries (G20) coordinate global economic expectations but do not
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represent a specific centralized institution like the International Monetary Fund (IMF) or
World Trade Organization (WTO).

international regime: a network of international institutions or groups not under the authority of a
single organization.

International institutions evolve through feedback and path dependence, a process in
which later outcomes are shaped by previous outcomes, unintended consequences, and
learning.28 A prominent example of path dependence, institutional learning, and growth is
provided by the European Union. When European integration was launched, the founders
insisted on creating one organization that would focus not on national but on community-
wide interests; that was the European Commission. As we learn in Chapter 6, it is the only
institution in the EU that has the right to initiate legislation independently. The idea was
that individual states would be forced to react to community needs and, in this reciprocal
process, would get used to taking into account community as well as national needs. In
time, they might begin to think differently about their own needs and identify more with
the European Union.

path dependence: a process emphasized by liberal perspectives in which decisions in a particular
direction affect later decisions, accumulating advantages or disadvantages along a certain path.

Thus, like the European Union, international institutions alter the relationships through
which people interact and pursue common interests. Through repeated interactions,
participants acquire different habits and change their perceptions as they exchange better
information and gain trust in one another. They get caught in the labyrinth of cooperation
and can’t get out or remember the original purposes (entrance) for which they started the
process. As Professor John Ikenberry writes, “Conflicts would be captured and
domesticated in an iron cage of multilateral rules, standards, safeguards, and dispute
resolution procedures.”29 Over the longer run, countries may even change their material
interests and identities.

Notice how, in this case, process influences thinking and eventually loyalty. States identify
with supranational rather than national goals. Eventually they identify more with Europe
than with France or Germany. But identities are not the cause of this development; they are
the result. Habitual and routine contacts do the heavy lifting and cause material power and
self-images to adapt. The liberal perspective does not ignore power or identity; it just
concludes that these variables are shaped more by institutions than institutions are shaped
by them.
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The liberal perspective generally expects that repetitive interactions and compromise mostly
benefit pluralist or democratic values. But compromising with nondemocratic countries
may also produce less efficient and nondemocratic outcomes. International institutions can
be just as corrupt and oppressive as domestic ones.30 After all, they are directly accountable
only to governments, and many of these governments are not accountable to their own
people. Moreover, as realist perspectives might emphasize, interactions may lead not only to
peace but also to the last move or defection, when countries fear that the game is over and
they face a last move to go to war or lose their sovereignty or freedom. As we discuss in
Chapter 2, World War I is thought by some scholars to have resulted from the deleterious,
not beneficial, effects of reciprocal interactions.
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International Law

International regimes and institutions create international law, the customary rules and
codified treaties under which international organizations operate. International law covers
political, economic, and social rights. Historically it developed to protect the interests of
states and their rights of sovereignty and self-defense. Today, however, it also addresses the
rights of citizens and individual human beings to protection from mistreatment by states
and the responsibility of international institutions to intervene in sovereign affairs to
prevent genocide, starvation, and the like. Human rights involve the most basic protections
against physical abuse and suffering.

international law: the customary rules and codified treaties under which international organizations
operate; covers political, economic, and social rights.

human rights: rights concerning the most basic protections against human physical abuse and
suffering.

The hope is that someday international law will become as legitimate and enforceable as
domestic laws, enabling disputes to be resolved by peaceful means, as they are in most
national systems. But international law and human rights are more controversial than
national law. Nations disagree about the sources, making, and enforcement of laws.
Democratic countries, for example, believe that certain basic rights such as life, liberty, and
the pursuit of happiness derive from nature, not government; that laws are made by
legislatures through democratic procedures, not by government fiat; and that laws are
enforced with protections for citizens’ rights to access impartial courts and receive fair trials.
Nondemocratic countries see government as the source and administrator of laws and place
the rights of society, such as political order and social solidarity, above the rights of any
individual citizen. The liberal perspective does not ignore these differences but argues that
the more nations resolve their differences by treaties and international law, the more they
acquire the habit of obeying central norms and guidelines and move eventually toward
greater consensus at the international level similar to that which characterizes domestic
politics.

From the liberal perspective, the essence of international law is multilateralism, to include
all actors, often nonstate participants as well, and to encourage compromise regardless of
the ideologies or beliefs participants hold. All countries and points of view are respected.
Tolerance and coexistence are the most important virtues. As Michael Steiner, a UN
representative in Kosovo, has argued, “The United Nations wields unique moral authority
because its members represent a wide spectrum of values and political systems. Most of the
world trusts the United Nations more than it trusts any single member or alliance, . . . not

125



because of the inherent virtue of any individual member but because the United Nations’
temporizing influence imposes a healthy discipline on its members.”31 Notice how
legitimacy, or the right to use power in international affairs, derives from participation by
actors of widely differing values in a common universal system, not from any specific
actor’s values, such as democracy. There is an implicit faith that participants will learn from
one another and that, whatever results emerge, all participants will be better off. Diplomacy
ultimately produces the same outcome as trade: everyone gains.

multilateralism: the inclusion of all states in international diplomacy.

legitimacy: the right to use power in international affairs.

In many situations, according to the liberal perspective, international institutions, regimes,
law, and diplomacy become the most important facts determining outcomes. They are the
independent variables that cause other events (the dependent variables) to occur. Over
time, international actors may gradually become more important than states.
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The Identity Perspective

Refer back to Figure 1-3. It depicts the directions of the causal arrows in the identity
perspective. They run from the construction of identities among participants (identity), to
the tendency to cooperate or conflict (liberal), to the need to use less or more military force
to be safe (realist). In this section, we break down the causal chain of this identity logic.

The identity perspective is more interested in the ideas that guide institutions and the use
of power than it is in the influence of institutions and power on ideas. Ideas define the
values, norms, and beliefs that governments and international institutions hold and for
which they pursue and apply power. Taken together, these ideas define or construct the
identities of actors, and these identities in turn interpret or give meaning to the material
capabilities (realist) and institutional interactions (liberal) of actors. For example, nuclear
weapons in the possession of France does not mean the same as nuclear weapons in the
possession of North Korea. Is that because France is an ally and North Korea is not, a
liberal or institutional interpretation? Or is it because France is a democracy and North
Korea totalitarian, an identity interpretation? Interests are not defined just by anarchy or
geopolitical circumstances, as the realist perspective highlights, or by institutional
relationships and rules, as the liberal perspective argues. They are also defined by
independent and collective identities.

How are identities constructed? Just as anarchy is a key concept in the realist perspective
and reciprocity is a key concept in the liberal perspective, construction of identities is a key
concept in the identity perspective. Identities are not given or exogenous—that is, taken for
granted—as in realist or liberal perspectives, but are themselves aspects of reality that have
to be accounted for. Realist perspectives assume that states are self-interested and
potentially antagonistic; liberal perspectives that they are other-directed and potentially
cooperative. Identity perspectives, by contrast, focus on how actors acquire these identities
and how the identities in turn shape interests, interactions, and institutions and change
material circumstances. Interests are defined by beliefs, not by relative power or reciprocal
bargaining. Power and institutions are not objective but subjective or intersubjective
realities. They have no meaning on their own; their meaning depends on the
interpretations that actors (subjects) confer on them.

For some identity perspectives, identities are collective or shared, not autonomous and
individual, and can be constructed only through repetitive social interactions. Known as
social constructivism, this constructivist theory sees identities emerging from the shared
knowledge that participants develop through communications and dialogue. They engage
one another honestly to influence, persuade, and learn from one another.32 In this process,
they develop shared identities that define them and their counterparts.
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Thus, social constructivists argue that anarchy in international affairs is not a fixed material
condition. Rather, anarchy is what states make of it, meaning states’ behavior is not defined
by the position states hold in the relative distribution of power or by reciprocal interactions
in international institutions but, instead, by the shared or external identities they construct.
These identities may be adversarial and distrustful, or they may be friendly and cooperative.
And they shape different outcomes. For example, democracies construct a more peaceful
anarchy than realist perspectives predict. They do not go to war with one another (see later
discussion on democratic peace). And institutions that share a common identity, like the
European Union, move further ahead in applying international law than more diverse
universal institutions such as the United Nations. The content of anarchy and institutions
matters as much as the structure and interactions. Words, language, and dialogue shape
identities that cause different kinds of anarchy and reciprocity.

Other constructivist theories emphasize autonomous as well as social identities. Identities
are not only shared but also separate, associated with specific agents. Individuals and states
have independent or internal identities that allow them to think creatively and shape or
change the social discourse in which they are involved. The English philosopher John
Locke introduced the idea of individual rights in the monarchic discourse of seventeenth-
century England. Liberal constitutional states, such as the United States, emerged in the
nineteenth century to influence the dialogue among monarchies. In the case of countries,
autonomous identities involve the internal ideas, such as democracy or Muslim law (sharia),
that organize and differentiate these countries from one another. These internal identities
interact with but are distinct from the shared or external identities emphasized by social
constructivists.

Figure 1-6 The Identity Worldview
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Theories that emphasize the identity of specific actors or agents, sometimes called agent-
oriented constructivism, are concerned with the comparative or relative identities of actors as
well as their shared or collectivist identities. They are interested in the different types of
groups and states, how they compare culturally and politically. Some countries may be
democratic; others nondemocratic. Others may be secular or religious. Within countries
some groups may identify with liberal or conservative ideologies. Focusing on different as
well as shared identities gives rise to the concept of “ideological distance.”33 Ideological
distance measures “the similarities and differences of . . . ideological beliefs” among leaders,
groups or nations. How far apart are countries in terms of identity as well as power? Before
World War II, for example, communist parties in France preferred to cooperate with the
Soviet Union, because the Soviet Union was also communist, while conservative parties in
France preferred to cooperate with Italy, because Italy was also conservative. The split made
it difficult for France to cooperate with either the Soviet Union or Italy (see Chapter 3). At
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the systemic level of analysis, similarities and differences of identity aggregate to form a
distribution of relative identities. Relative identities, not relative power or institutional roles,
determine whether countries behave as friends, rivals, or enemies toward one another.
Converging relative identities create a common international culture that moderates
behavior.34 The Christian monarchs of eighteenth-century Europe shared both religious
and political similarities that moderated the balance of power. Diverging relative identities
create more competitive balances of power. The dissimilar fascist, communist, and liberal
governments of Europe in the 1930s pursued a more virulent balance of power.

The identity perspective emphasizes shared ideas and truthful opinions, such as those,
according to some analysts, exchanged between Ronald Reagan and Mikhail
Gorbachev while they were in office in the 1980s. They are shown here later, in
1992, on the arrival of Gorbachev and his wife, Raisa, for a two-week tour of the
United States.

AP Photo/Bob Galbraith
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Identity perspectives include other approaches that emphasize ideas but are less concerned
with the construction of identities. Briefly, we consider studies that focus on soft power,
belief systems, psychology, and gender (feminism). Thus, identity perspectives come in
multiple variations, just like realist and liberal perspectives.

Once again, we explore the concepts italicized above in the subsections that follow. (The
terms are in boldface where they are most clearly defined.)
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Ideas and the Construction of Identities

Ideas come in many forms. Values reflect deep moral convictions, such as individual
freedom and equality. Norms guide how groups and states interact and what they jointly
prefer; there are procedural or regulatory norms, such as sovereignty, and substantive
norms, such as human rights. Beliefs constitute comprehensive views about how the world
works, such as communist or capitalist ideologies. Ideas, norms, values, and beliefs are not
physical entities, as capabilities and some institutions are. We cannot touch sovereignty the
way we can a tank or a building. But it is still real. Sovereignty exerts a powerful influence
on international behavior and outcomes. Other ideas do so as well. Democracy, capitalism,
fascism, religion, and human rights all play powerful roles in shaping history and
international affairs.

values: ideas that express deep moral convictions.

norms: ideas that govern the procedural or substantive terms of state behavior, such as reciprocity
and human rights.

beliefs: ideas about how the world works as emphasized by identity perspectives.

Idealists—those who emphasize ideas over material realities—have always argued that ideas
matter. Fifty years ago, idealism and realism were the two main schools of thought in
international studies. Idealism argued that ideas preceded and shaped specific realities. After
the horrendous destruction of World War I, the idea or “passionate desire to prevent war”
contributed to the establishment of the institution of a League of Nations. This idea,
President Woodrow Wilson said, “must be made to work.”35 The idea, of course, did not
work—or, some would say, was never implemented—because the United States never
joined the League. The failure of the League and the disastrous results of World War II
discredited idealism. Realism became the preeminent theory of international relations. By
the early 1970s, however, some scholars “became increasingly concerned that the postwar
aversion to idealism . . . had gone too far [and] . . . was responsible for the discipline’s poor
grasp of the role of ideational factors of all kinds in international life—be they collective
identities, norms, aspirations, ideologies, or ideas about cause-effect relations.”36

Two decades later, constructivism emerged as an approach to international relations that
revived the primary causal or constitutive role of ideas. It argues that actors behave on the
basis of how they identify themselves and others. The construction of identities involves a
process of discourse by which actors define who they are and therefore how they behave
toward one another. This approach follows in the idealist tradition because it is ideational,
seeing ideas as more influential causes than institutions or power. But it also emphasizes
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cumulative practices such as repetitive communications. These practices are not primarily
procedural, however, as the liberal perspective emphasizes. Rather, they are verbal practices
or substantive narratives to substantiate and construct identities. For example, discourses
involving class, modernity, nation, and the new Soviet man defined the identity of the
Russian people in the early stages of the Cold War.37 Such verbal practices constitute who
the actors actually are, which in turn defines how they express their interests, whether
emphasizing power or reciprocity, and how those interests play out through alliance or
institutional processes.

constructivism: a perspective that emphasizes ideas, such as the content of language and social
discourse, over institutions or power.

construction of identities: a process of discourse by which actors define who they are and how they
behave toward one another.

Some political scientists do not consider constructivism to be a perspective on the same
level as the realist or liberal perspectives.38 They see it as a method, not as a perspective. As
discussed in the introduction to this volume, the realist and liberal perspectives rely
primarily on causal reasoning: X causes Y. Many constructivist approaches rely on
constitutive reasoning: X and Y constitute or mutually cause one another rather than one
factor causing the other sequentially. In constitutive reasoning, causes emerge from
cumulative practices and narratives, not from independent and sequential events.

But other constructivists consider their approach to be a theory. They seek to explain and
interpret events. They don’t try to predict specific outcomes by a logic of consequences: Y is
a consequence of X. They seek, instead, to elucidate structures of discourse that make
certain events possible by a logic of appropriateness. An event occurs because it fits a
particular narrative, not because it is caused by a specific preceding event. Today, for
example, it is considered increasingly appropriate that when countries intervene to protect
human rights, they do so multilaterally.39 No specific event caused this fact, but one
hundred years ago unilateral intervention was much more common. Similarly,
constructivists do not try to predict the future by saying one event causes another. Instead,
they project future scenarios that make certain outcomes possible and plausible.

In this book, we treat constructivism as a perspective equivalent to the realist and liberal
perspectives. But we recognize that constructivism comes in different varieties, including
constructivism as a method. In the following sections we explore social constructivism and
a more individualistic or agent-oriented constructivism. And we include constructivism
under the still broader identity perspective because it is only one of several approaches,
along with studies of philosophy and psychology, that give priority to what people and
countries say and believe and, hence, to the ideas by which they define themselves and act.
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Constructivism

Ideas play the dominant role in constructivism, but they operate at different levels of
analysis in the two types of constructivism. Social constructivism operates at the systemic
structural level, what Professor Alexander Wendt, one of the fathers of social constructivism
in international affairs, calls “structural idealism.” The joint dialogue, not individual
participants, shapes and changes identities. Agent-oriented constructivism operates more at
the domestic and individual levels of analysis, where an individual or group can come up
with ideas based on internal reflection and imagination and change the external social
discourse.

Social constructivism stresses social or collective identity formation. According to Wendt,
“Structures of human association are determined primarily by shared ideas rather than
material forces,” and these ideas are social—that is, not reducible to individuals.40 Thus, as
noted in the introduction, the master and the slave are defined by their relationship; one
cannot be recognized without the other. Similarly, states recognize one another only by
association. A state does not exist separately in an objective condition of anarchy, as realist
perspectives argue, but defines the condition of anarchy by subjective or intersubjective
dialogue with other states. This dialogue between states creates structural social categories,
such as friends or enemies, that cannot be reduced to the existence of two or more separate
states. States, in short, construct anarchy; anarchy is not a situation outside the control of
states.

social constructivism: an identity perspective in which states and other actors acquire their
identities from intersubjective discourses in which they know who they are only by reference to
others.

Agent-oriented constructivism allows for greater influence on the part of independent
actors. As Professor Thomas Risse tells us, actors “are not simply puppets of social
structure” but “can actively challenge the validity claims inherent in any communicative
action.”41 Through “pure speech acts,” meaning a discourse free of material power or
institutional constraints, actors persuade one another that their ideas are valid. They change
their interpretations of reality by a logic of argumentation, not a logic of appropriateness, as
social constructivists contend, or a logic of consequences, as realist and liberal perspectives
propose.

agent-oriented constructivism: an identity perspective that attributes greater influence to
independent rather than collective actors.
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Some constructivist accounts see this happening at the end of the Cold War, when Mikhail
Gorbachev changed his mind in the middle of a meeting about German membership in the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). He was persuaded by the arguments of other
participants. In this case, negotiations between the Soviet Union and Western countries
were not just instrumental to achieve a compromise of interests. Compromise would have
probably meant reunifying Germany, the Western preference, but keeping it neutral, the
Soviet preference. Instead, Germany was reunited and stayed in NATO. Gorbachev
changed his mind on the spot and accepted a united Germany in NATO because he no
longer saw NATO as an enemy and believed that Germany had the right to make alliance
decisions for itself.42 An ideational logic of argumentation and persuasion prevailed over a
negotiating logic of bargaining and compromise emphasized by liberal perspectives.
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Anarchy Is What States Make of It

Thus ideational structures and agents interact continuously to shape international realities.
Anarchy, or the decentralized distribution of power, is not a given or fixed situation. States
define it depending on how they think about and engage rhetorically with other states. If
we learn to see one another as friends, we act one way; if we see one another as enemies, we
act another way. Hence, in challenging the realist and liberal perspectives, social
constructivists argue that “anarchy is what states make of it.”43 International relations can
be either competitive and full of conflict, as the realist perspective contends, or cooperative
and institutionalized, as the liberal perspective argues. It depends, says the social
constructivist, on how the actors imagine or construct these relations socially. In short, it
depends on shared and collective identities.

Social constructivists emphasize the shared or social elements of communications and
identity. For some, such as Professor Wendt, almost all identity is collective or shared, not
autonomous or sovereign. These constructivists speak of “ideas all the way down,” meaning
that identity is mostly ideational, not material or geopolitical. Notice here how the causal
arrows run between levels of analysis as well as between perspectives. In social
constructivism, ideas dominate material power, and the structural level dominates over the
domestic and individual levels. States and all actors constitute their identities socially, not
individually. A state’s external identity is primary. This external identity is a function of
historical dialogue and interaction with other countries, shaping images through trade,
alliances, and other international associations. For many years, France and Germany shared
a social history of enmity and war. Over the past sixty years, however, they developed
another history of friendship and peaceful integration. Crucial to this convergence was the
evolution of common democratic self-images and of external associations with one another
and other democracies, such as the United States, as they aligned to confront the
totalitarian Soviet Union.

external identity: the identity of a country that is determined by its historical and external dialogue
with other states.
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Relative Identities

More agent-oriented constructivists emphasize the separate or individualistic, not just
social, aspects of identity. They insist that “actors’ domestic identities are crucial for their
perceptions of one another in the international arena.”44 After World War II, for example,
the Soviet Union insisted that eastern European countries be communist internally, not
just allies externally. The Soviet Union did not see these countries as friends unless they had
domestic identities similar to its own. As Michael Barnett observes, “States apparently
attempt to predict a state’s external behavior based on its internal arrangements.”45 In other
words, independent domestic identities influence the way states perceive one another and
socially construct their external identities. This independent or internal identity of states
creates different types of regimes, which converge or diverge in terms of their domestic
experience and national memory.

internal identity: the identity of a country that derives from its unique national self-reflection and
memory.

Professor John Owen shows, for example, how domestic identities influence the historical
behavior of states as much as power balances and institutional evolution. States intervene to
change the domestic regimes in other states, not just to balance power or expand trade with
them. Historically, there have been four waves of forcible regime intervention reflecting
ideological polarization and conflict in the system: the conflict between Catholicism and
Protestantism set off by the Reformation; the conflict among republicanism, constitutional
monarchy, and absolute monarchy set off by the French Revolution; the conflict among
communism, fascism, and liberalism set off by World Wars I and II and the Cold War; and
today, according to some analysts, the conflict among Christian, Muslim, Confucian, and
other civilizations and between secular and religious worldviews.46 These internal ideas or
identities of states differ, and the “ideological distance” between identities may create a
threat, either because one state fears that the other’s ideology may spread or because the
ideologies of the states impose impediments to their communicating with one another.47

Thus, after World War II, France and Britain did not see the United States as threatening
because they shared a democratic ideology with it, even though the United States was very
powerful and American troops were stationed on their soil. On the other hand, they did see
the Soviet Union as threatening because its domestic identity was different, even though
Soviet forces were not physically located on their territory.

Actors therefore have both internal and external identities, one shaped by discourses at
home and the other by discourses in the international arena. As Professor Peter Katzenstein
concludes, “The identities of states emerge from their interactions with different social
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environments, both domestic and international.”48 Individuals and nations reflect critically
on their experiences and come up with new ideas that society has never known before.
That’s how the slave stops being a slave or the master a master. Someone in society comes
up with an alternative idea about the relationship. Even if the alternative ideas are
ultimately also social, they have to originate somewhere. For example, Gorbachev allegedly
got his idea that NATO was no longer an enemy from peace research institutes in western
Europe.49 Social constructivists would say such ideas originate in repetitive social practices;
more individualistic constructivists insist on tracing them back to agents, norm
entrepreneurs or self-reflective individuals, and their capacity for critical thinking and
independence.50

138



Distribution of Identities

Just as the realist perspective focuses on the distribution of power and the liberal perspective
highlights the division of organizational roles and specialties, the identity perspective
emphasizes the distribution of identities. This distribution of identities includes both
internal and external identities.

These identities distribute themselves across the international system to establish relative
and shared identities among actors. They define the “ideological polarity” of the system, the
number of separate ideological poles in the system (analogous to poles of power in the
realist perspective). At one level, relative identities position the self-images of actors with
respect to one another as similar or dissimilar, just as relative power positions the
capabilities of actors with respect to one another as bigger or smaller. But at a higher level,
identities overlap and fuse to constitute shared identities, or norms and images that cannot
be traced back to specific identities or their interrelationships. The degree of convergence or
divergence of identities defines the prospects of cooperation and conflict. Professor Alastair
Iain Johnston explains:

The greater the perceived identity difference, the more the environment is
viewed as conflictual, the more the out-group is viewed as threatening, and the
more that realpolitik strategies are considered effective. Conversely, the smaller
the perceived identity difference, the more the external environment is seen as
cooperative, the less the out-group is perceived as fundamentally threatening, and
the more efficacious are cooperative strategies. Most critically, variation in
identity difference should be independent of anarchy.51

Some constructivist theories speak about epistemic communities among individuals or
countries that share a broad base of common knowledge and exhibit a great deal of
common trust and purpose. One such community among states may be the security
community that prevails among democratic states known as the democratic peace
(discussed later in this chapter).52 Another may be the community of scientific experts that
cuts across national bureaucracies and defines a secular worldview for solving the world’s
problems.53

distribution of identities: the relative relationship of identities among actors in the international
system in terms of their similarities and differences.

relative identities: identities that position actors’ self-images with respect to one another as similar
or dissimilar.
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shared identities: identities that overlap and fuse based on norms and images that cannot be traced
back to specific identities or their interrelationships.

epistemic communities: communities of individuals or countries that share a broad base of
common knowledge and trust.
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Mapping Identities

Table 1-7 offers one example of how we might map the convergence or divergence of
relative and shared national identities. In this example, the internal dimension of identity is
measured in terms of domestic political ideologies, whether countries are democratic or
not. In other examples, this internal dimension might be measured in terms of cultural or
religious similarities and differences. The external dimension of identity is measured in
terms of how cooperative or conflictual historical relations have been among the countries.
Again, in other cases, this external dimension might be measured in terms of trade or
common membership in international organizations. Identity is multifaceted, so measuring
it, at least in rationalist studies, requires choice and presents difficulties.

Based on Table 1-7, countries that have strong similar democracies and historically close
relations, such as the United States, France, the United Kingdom, and Canada, cluster in
the upper left-hand box. In this box, identities converge so strongly they take on a collective
character and common culture that we call the democratic peace. As discussed in the next
section, strong democracies, even though they remain separate, seem to escape anarchy
altogether and do not go to war with one another. In the lower left-hand and upper right-
hand boxes, countries converge on one dimension of identity but diverge on the other. For
example, in the lower left-hand box, France and Germany, and the United States and
Japan, are all strong democracies today, but they have been enemies of one another more
recently than have the United States, the United Kingdom, France, and Canada. Given
that history, their relationships with one another may not be as close or as intimate as those
of countries in the upper left-hand box. Similarly, in the upper right-hand box, China
during the Cold War was not a democracy like the United States, but China did have
friendly historical ties with the United States before it became communist, and after it
became communist it worked closely with the United States to balance the Soviet Union in
the later stages of the Cold War. In the lower right-hand box, countries diverge on both
dimensions of identity, and the common culture is weakest. This box constitutes the
situation of anarchy, such as that characterizing U.S.–Soviet relations during the Cold War
and, as some might argue, U.S.–Chinese relations today.

Table 1-7 Relative and Shared National
Identities

Internal dimension of identity (measured in

terms of political ideologies)

Democracy Nondemocracy
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Democratic Peace

A powerful example of how identities influence international relations is provided by the
phenomenon of the democratic peace. Studies show that as countries become stronger and
stronger democracies, they appear to escape the security dilemma. They do not go to war
with one another or engage in military threats. If this behavior is a result of converging or
shared democratic identities, it suggests the importance of looking at identities as well as at
power and institutions. It may be that other shared identities—for example, between
Muslim states or between fascist states—also produce behavior different from what would
be predicted by liberal or realist perspectives. As Professor Michael Barnett observes, “A
community of Saddam Husseins is unlikely to father a secure environment, while a
community of Mahatma Gandhis will encourage all to leave their homes unlocked.”54 We
refer to the democratic peace several times in the following chapters. It was a key factor that
played into the “end of history” debate and President Bill Clinton’s policies of democratic
enlargement as the Cold War ended, and it showed up again in President George W.
Bush’s thinking about his Greater Middle East Initiative. Studies of the democratic peace
are complex and ongoing, but they offer us a great way to see how different perspectives
and levels of analysis influence our thinking about international relations. So, in the
conclusion to this text, we use the democratic peace as a format to summarize and pull
together the various concepts developed throughout this book. We’ll see that it’s not
completely clear that democracy or ideas cause the phenomenon of peace. The cause could
be economic relationships, contract or bargaining factors, or alliance legacies. And if it is
democracy, it’s not clear exactly what it is about democracy that is most important:
institutions, civil liberties, elections, or something else. Social science research is always
burdened by questions of how the causal arrows run between perspectives and levels of
analysis and whether we can even establish causality at all or have to settle for constitutive
narratives or critical theories that consider all understanding as historically bound.
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Other Identity Approaches

Other identity approaches emphasize the causal role of ideas but are less concerned with
how ideas construct identities. Some scholars might not include these approaches under
identity perspectives. But remember that identity perspectives share one big thing in
common—they focus on the causal or constitutive role of ideas more than the causal role of
institutions or power. In this sense, the approaches described below are identity
perspectives.

Professor Joseph Nye has popularized the concept of soft power, by which he means the
attractiveness of the values or ideas of a country as distinct from its military and economic
power or its negotiating behavior.55 Countries influence one another not so much by force
(the realist perspective) or compromise (the liberal perspective) but, often, by just being
who they are and attracting other countries to accept their policies through the magnetism
of their values and moral standards. A good example may be the way the prospect of
membership in the democratic communities of the European Union and NATO
encouraged the countries of eastern Europe and the former Soviet bloc to reform their
domestic systems—military, economic, and political institutions—to meet the democratic
requirements of joining the EU and NATO (such as civilian control of the military). While
this process involved lots of negotiations to modify regulations and institutions, it may have
been motivated in the first instance by the attractiveness of the values and institutions of
the Western democratic countries. The negotiations did not split the difference between
eastern European and Western regulations; rather, they moved the former communist
countries decisively toward the standards of the Western democracies. All the prospective
members, for example, had to privatize industries and create mixed markets where
previously state firms dominated. Relative identities converged, and shared identities
deepened, all toward democratic ideals, not communist or socialist ones.

soft power: the attractiveness of the values or ideas of a country as distinct from its military and
economic power or its negotiating behavior.

Still other identity studies focus on countries’ belief systems and worldviews as ideas that
influence their behavior as much as do power and institutions.56 In this case, ideas do not
cause or constitute identities, which then cause behavior, but, instead, suggest to leaders
how the world works and point them in particular policy directions. Leaders embrace
certain ideas as “road maps” telling them, for example, what causes prosperity, such as free-
market economic policies. Or they conclude agreements that elevate certain ideas as focal
points to help interpret issues when multiple outcomes are possible, such as the principle of
mutual recognition that facilitated the creation of a single European market under the then
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European Community (more in Chapter 6). Or institutions themselves embody ideas that
regulate state behavior, such as the laws of the European Union, which any state seeking
EU membership must adopt. Ideas, in short, are pervasive throughout the international
system, and they are not just reflections of material and institutional power. Rather, they
guide or, in some cases, alter the use of power and institutions.

belief systems: ideas about how the world works that influence the behavior of policy makers.

Finally, psychological studies of international affairs emphasize ideas that define actor
personalities. In this case the ideas may be not conscious but subconscious and not rational
but irrational. Psychological studies emphasize the many ways in which our perceptions
may mislead us.57 Two leaders in the same situation may act differently not because they
have different information but because they process the same information differently. One
may associate a piece of information about the behavior of another state with a generally
favorable view of that state and discount any possibility that the behavior indicates hostile
intent. The second leader, with a different view of the other state, may be inclined to view
the behavior as hostile. Psychologically, we like our views of others to be consistent, and we
tend to avoid what psychologists call cognitive dissonance. Thus, in 1941, Stalin refused to
believe British warnings that Hitler was preparing to attack Russia because Russia had just
signed a nonaggression pact with Germany and the idea that Germany would attack Russia
was inconsistent with Stalin’s broader view of Germany.

psychological studies: studies that emphasize ideas that define actor personalities, although the ideas
may be not conscious but subconscious and sometimes irrational.

Psychological factors may also explain why some actors behave like defensive realists while
others behave like offensive realists. Defensive realists, for psychological reasons, fear losses
more than they value gains; hence, they settle for security rather than conquest. Offensive
realists do the reverse.58 Other psychological studies focus on personality development and
subconscious factors. Leaders had different formative experiences as children or young
adults. Hitler and Stalin had abusive parents, and even Woodrow Wilson, some argue, was
constantly trying to counter feelings of inadequacy branded into him as a child. There is
also the psychological phenomenon known as groupthink, in which a group of decision
makers reinforce a single way of thinking about a problem and rule out alternatives because
they want to remain part of the group. Groupthink may play an increasingly important role
in modern life when people watch only cable shows that agree with their point of view or
scientists discredit other scientists because they do not agree with the prevailing point of
view.
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Feminism

Feminism is another important identity-based perspective on international relations. It
focuses on gender as the primary determinant of an actor’s identity. It argues that the field
of international relations has been dominated by men and therefore has a masculine
content and form. As Professor J. Ann Tickner writes, “The discipline of international
relations, as it is presently constructed, is defined in terms of everything that is not
female.”59 By that she means that all mainstream perspectives, but the realist perspective in
particular, place too much emphasis on military struggle and war, on sovereignty and self-
help, and on environmental exploitation. Relatively, they neglect the feminine virtues of
peace, community, and environmental preservation. Mainstream studies celebrate
differences and disaggregation. They emphasize individualism and competition. They
underplay the exploitation and abuse of natural resources. And they privilege system and
statist solutions while downplaying the local and private spheres of activity, especially those
where more women than men are involved, such as homemaking, child rearing, caregiving,
and community service.

feminism: a theory that critiques international relations as a male-centered and -dominated
discipline.

Feminist perspectives, and there are many, call for more attention to comprehensive rather
than national security, to protecting women and children in homes where they are often
exposed to domestic violence rather than just safeguarding states. They emphasize the
practices of mediation and reconciliation, peacemaking, and community building, as well
as the nurturing of trust and goodwill in the private as well as the public sector. Instead of
large-scale corporate and state-run institutions, some feminists prefer small-scale and often
self-reliant and self-sufficient economic solutions that demonstrate as much concern for
reproduction and preservation as they do for growth and disruptive change. They assert
that states may overcome past tragedies of war and violence by recognizing that they took
place in a particular time and place when women did not enjoy full equality and social
justice.

Some feminist outlooks see male domination as deeply rooted in the language and culture
of international affairs and may be classified as critical theory. They note how diplomacy
exalts masculine and denigrates feminine attributes. Alexander Hamilton accused Thomas
Jefferson of a “womanish attachment to France and a womanish sentiment against Great
Britain”; Walt Whitman talked about the “manly heart” of democracy; atomic bombs were
given male names, such as Little Boy and Fat Man; and success in testing the first hydrogen
bomb was reported as “It’s a boy” rather than “It’s a girl,” as if the birth of a girl implied
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failure. These feminist accounts see men and women as fundamentally different, in some
sense biologically hardwired, and they seek a qualitative, not just quantitative, change in
international life. It’s not just a matter of adding a few more women to the military or
diplomatic establishments; it’s a matter of revolutionary change that converts a male-
centered world of international affairs to the virtues of female culture.

Other feminist theories are rationalist. They seek simply equal rights and participation for
women across the broad spectrum of domestic and international life. They note that
women have played key roles in history since the beginning of time, and prominent women
such as Cleopatra, Joan of Arc, Elizabeth I, and Catherine the Great have not so much
changed the fundamental character of international relations as added to its diversity and
richness. They acknowledge that men may act the way they do because of circumstances,
not gender, and that once females are allowed to act in similar circumstances, they may act
the same way. If women had been the hunters and men the homemakers, would there have
been no conflicts over scarce food and territory? Women add talent, not magic, to human
affairs. A world that subjects half its population to inferior status is a world that moves at
half speed or achieves only half a loaf. Women need to be given a fair chance, and then the
world will see not that women are inherently more virtuous or peace loving but that they
are different and add immeasurably to the talents and treasure of the world community.
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Critical Theory Perspectives

Critical theory perspectives offer broad critiques of international relations and generally
advocate radical solutions such as revolution. They deny that we can study international
relations by abstracting from historical circumstances and separating the observer from the
particular time and period of which the observer is part. To critical theorists, all ideas,
institutions, and power are historically bound and contingent. The individual, including
the observer or social scientist, is never truly free, and thought as well as behavior are
consequences of specific historical structures. Notice how critical theories refuse to separate
ideas, power, and institutions; for them reality is a seamless web. This is also true for many
constructivists who capture reality as narratives rather than as causal sequences. But critical
theories do more than reconstruct the past; they also focus on the future. They look for the
forces of change and evolution in history that define a future, usually more desirable,
outcome. As Robert Cox, a well-known critical theorist, tells us, “Critical theory . . .
contains an element of utopianism,” but “its utopianism is constrained by its
comprehension of historical processes.”60 Critical theory often has a teleological aspect to it;
it tells us the direction in which history is moving and therefore what likely, although not
certain, futures we may contemplate.

Let’s look briefly at two critical theories: Marxism and postmodernism. We’ll consider these
theories from time to time throughout the rest of this book, especially in Chapter 10 when
we examine deep material and social divisions in the contemporary international system.
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Marxism

Karl Marx was a refugee from revolution in Germany when he met and collaborated in
London with Friedrich Engels, another radical son of a German merchant. In 1845, Engels
published a scathing critique of British industrial society, The Condition of the Working
Class in England. In 1848, Marx and Engels together wrote The Communist Manifesto, and
in 1867, Marx produced the first volume of his monumental work, Das Kapital.

Marx, whose work became known as Marxism, foresaw permanent revolution on behalf of
the oppressed working class until the last remnants of bourgeois industrial society were
destroyed and bourgeois politics and its political superstructure, the state, faded away. He
based his understanding of this historical outcome on three factors: the underlying material
forces shaping industrialization; the dialectic that these forces ignited between social classes,
specifically between the working classes, or proletariat, manning the factories of
industrialization and the managerial classes, or bourgeoisie, directing and financing
industrialization; and the superstructure of states and interstate imperialism that the
struggle between social classes generated. The forces of production ensured that capitalism
would expand. Industrialization exploited workers by limiting their wages, in the process
ensuring that new markets would have to be found because workers could not consume all
the products produced. Capitalism thus built up pressures to export surplus products and
colonize other parts of the world. Here the superstructure of states and interstate
competition played a role, inviting aggression and wars of imperial expansion. Wherever
capitalism expanded, however, it built up its antithesis of working classes that resisted and
rebelled against exploitation. Through this dialectic, the workers of the world would unite
and eventually break the chains of capitalism. Capitalism would gradually give way to
communism, a future state of relations in which workers would control their own lives and
destinies, and the state and traditional interstate relations would wither away.

Marxism: a theory that emphasizes the dialectical or conflictual relationship between capitalist and
communist states in the international system, leading to the triumph of communism, not
democracy.

Marxism evolved subsequently under Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov Lenin in Russia and Mao
Zedong in China. Lenin saw workers or the proletariat as the vanguard in the struggle
against capitalism. Mao saw peasants, not workers, in this role. Today, after the collapse of
the Soviet Union and the embrace of capitalism by China, the future envisioned by Marx
and his followers seems unlikely. Still, Marx’s diagnosis of global economic divisions retains
its relevance for many analysts, even if his solutions have been overtaken by events.
Globalization, while it has created an ever-larger middle class and spread economic gains to
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millions over the past century, has also carved deep divisions in the world between the
upper and middle classes and the poorest classes, even in developing countries such as
China and India. The new information era exacerbates these inequalities through the effects
of the so-called digital divide.

In Chapter 10, we examine the critical theory perspective on globalization. How does one
explain such persisting injustice? World systems approaches that borrow heavily from
Marxism explain it in terms of country categories—core countries, such as those in the
advanced world, that exploit semiperipheral (for example, the Middle East) and peripheral
(for example, Africa) parts of the world. Other Marxist-related accounts, such as one
developed by Antonio Gramsci, an Italian Marxist, explain it in terms of hidden social
purposes that exercise a hegemonic grip on social consciousness and perpetuate material
divisions.61 Capitalism dominates not only production but also education and conscious
thinking, precluding the possibility of liberating ideas. Critical theorists argue that the
historical dialectic that Marx discovered is still at work, spawning inequalities and tensions
that increase the need for a radical restructuring of the future global system.
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Postmodernism

Some critical theories argue that all attempts at knowledge involve the exercise of power,
particularly of words, language, texts, and discourses. They assert that commonplace
dichotomies in the study of international relations—sovereignty and anarchy, war and
peace, citizen and human—mask a power structure that marginalizes many peoples.
Sovereignty, for example, legitimates state power and serves the agenda of state elites while
delegitimizing domestic opposition by minorities, the poor, and indigenous peoples.
Anarchy justifies war and imperialism, marginalizing the weak and non-Western cultures,
all in the name of establishing world order and civilizing the “backward.” The citizen or
state is privileged over the human being or society, and citizens gain authority to murder
human beings, or go to war, in the name of the state. Economic modernity is portrayed as
politically neutral when, in fact, it legitimates Western economic oppression.

Much of this discriminatory language originates with modernization and the ascendance of
Western elites to the apex of global power. Hence, critical theories that seek to unmask the
rhetorical dominance of Western thought are often called postmodern. Postmodernists are
associated with French theorists such as Jacques Derrida and Michel Foucault, who seek to
expose the underlying meanings and hierarchies of power imposed by Enlightenment
language and concepts.62 They hope to find a more socially just form of discourse, and
many of them hold a belief in causality, albeit a causality that is constructed rather than
objective. However, other postmodernists want to go no further than to demonstrate that
all social reality disguises power. They seek to deconstruct that power wherever they find it
and show that all politics conceals oppression.

postmodernists: theorists who seek to expose the hidden or masked meanings of language and
discourse in international relations in order to gain space to imagine alternatives.
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Levels of Analysis

Mainstream perspectives deal with the substantive content of the cause that makes
something happen in international relations: power, institutions, or ideas. Levels of analysis
deal with the origin of that cause: an individual, a country, or the international system as a
whole. And just as we cannot describe everything of substance in the world, we also cannot
describe everything from all levels of analysis. And even if we might, we would still have to
decide which level to emphasize, or we would not know where to act to change the
outcome. Levels of analysis interact, just as perspectives do. But the decisive question is
which way the causal arrows run. Are domestic-level forces driving systemic-level forces, or
the reverse? In Iraq, for example, are domestic divisions between tribes and religious sects
causing war, or are western colonialization and most recently U.S. intervention the primary
cause? And if both are equally important, we may have an overdetermined outcome and,
given limited resources, not know where to intervene to change it in the future.

The struggle for power may be the cause of war (a realist perspective). But the struggle for
power may originate in the individual human being’s lust for power (think of Adolf Hitler),
the aggressive characteristics of a particular state (think of interwar Japan), or the
uncertainties of a decentralized system of power (think of Germany’s rise in relative power
before World War I).63 The individual’s lust for power represents an individual level of
analysis, an aggressive or warlike state represents a domestic level of analysis, and the
uncertainties of the balance of power represent a systemic level of analysis. The systemic level
of analysis is often broken down further into a process level, involving interactions among
states, and a structural level, involving the relative positions of states before or independent
of interactions. So, for example, war may originate from the failure of alliances (a process
level) or the relative rise of a new power (a structural level).

There are, of course, unlimited numbers of levels between these three primary ones. A
regional level falls between the systemic and domestic levels. For example, a cause may
originate in the way power is exercised within the European Union rather than within a
single state or the global system as a whole. Dissatisfaction with European Union policies,
particularly on immigration, prompted “Brexit,” the decision by Great Britain to leave the
European Union. Another intermediate level, as we see below, is the foreign policy level of
analysis. A leader tries to maneuver between the struggle for power among partisan groups
domestically and the struggle among powerful countries internationally. The leader takes
the country to war to avoid being thrown out of power at home. In all these examples, the
substance of the cause is the same—namely, power—but in each case the cause comes from
a different level of analysis. Can we conclude that causes from all these levels matter? Sure,
but which level matters most? If the individual level is more important than the domestic
level, we might change the leader; but if the domestic or systemic level is more important,
changing the leader won’t have much effect.
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Systemic Level of Analysis

The systemic level of analysis explains outcomes from a systemwide level that includes all
states. It takes into account both the position of states (structure) in the international
system and their interactions (process). The position of states constitutes the systemic
structural level of analysis. This involves the relative distribution of power, such as which
states are great, middle, or small powers, and geopolitics, such as which states are sea or
land powers. The interaction of states constitutes the systemic process level of analysis. At
this level, we are concerned with the way states negotiate and align with one another, more
so than with their relative positions of power. From the systemic process level, for example,
we might explain World War I in terms of Britain’s failure to align credibly against
Germany. Germany’s relative rise, a structural reality, was not the primary cause; Britain’s
failure to counterbalance that rise, a process failure, was. Still another explanation might be
that security broke down because of the absence of systemwide institutions, such as the
League of Nations. Now the absence of a systemwide institution may be the primary cause.
This conclusion would be a liberal explanation from a systemic structural level of analysis.

Another way to think about the difference between the structural and process levels of
analysis is the analogy of a card game. The cards you hold constitute the structural level of
the game; you can’t win the game without a decent hand. This level is equivalent to the
relative power states hold or the existence or nonexistence of a League of Nations. Playing
the cards constitutes the process level. You can blow a good hand if you don’t play your
cards right. This level equates to whether a state forms an alliance with another state in a
timely fashion or not.

The systemic level of analysis is the most comprehensive. If we emphasize this level of
analysis, we are unlikely to leave out a significant part of the international situation we are
looking at and therefore omit a particular cause. On the other hand, this level is also the
most general; we will come up with explanations that lack specificity. For example, we may
conclude that the relative rise of German power caused World War I, and it may well have.
But now we wonder, why did the relative rise of American power not cause World War I?
The United States had surpassed Britain at the end of the nineteenth century and was more
powerful than Germany. Maybe we have to look just at Europe, the regional level of
analysis, because the United States did not see itself as part of Europe. But why, then, did it
not feel part of Europe? Perhaps because the United States had fewer interactions with
Europe than Britain did—less trade and tourism. Now we have a liberal explanation at the
systemic process level of analysis. But it might have also been America’s ideology of
isolationism. Now we are dealing with an identity cause at the domestic level of analysis.
And so on. It is hard to be very specific at the systemic level.

Just because causes are remote, that does not mean they do not affect outcomes. More
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generally, structural-level studies predict outcomes, not behaviors. Neorealists, for example,
say that bipolarity decreases the likelihood of war, but they cannot say that bipolarity causes
a specific country not to go to war. On the other hand, a structural distribution of power
can widen or narrow the options a country faces. In a bipolar world, for instance, neither
major actor can find additional allies that will be of much help. Hence, in a bipolar world,
states compete through internal competition, not external balancing. In a unipolar world,
the hegemonic country may not be able to withdraw, regardless of its domestic preferences.
Is that the situation the United States faced after the demise of the Soviet Union? Structural
studies help us see the things we take for granted. That’s why, as we have already discussed,
critical theories are often deeply structural—they are trying to show us alternatives that no
one has considered because the hegemonic structure dominating discourse hides them from
our view.

This pro-Germany political cartoon from 1914 captures a view of the balance of
power in Europe at the outset of World War I from the systemic level of analysis. It
shows German military might tipping the scales in Germany’s favor, outweighing
other European states. The caption reads, “Germany in the ‘European balance.’”

Popperfoto/Getty Images

Certain perspectives emphasize the systemic level of analysis. Social constructivism, for
example, sees identity shaped more by international relationships (systemic process level)
and shared knowledge or culture (systemic structure level) than by separate country
histories (domestic level) or specific leaders (individual level). Neorealism emphasizes the
systemic level of relative power almost to the exclusion of domestic and individual factors.
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Domestic Level of Analysis

The domestic level of analysis locates causes in the character of the domestic systems of
specific states. Thus, war is caused by aggressive or warlike states (domestic level), not by
evil, inept, or misguided people (individual level) or the structure of power in the
international system (systemic level). War may also be caused by the failure of domestic
institutions. In the case of World War I, the internal collapse of the Austro-Hungarian
Empire and the brittle coalition inside Germany of agricultural (rye) and industrial (iron)
interests are often cited as important causes. These are also explanations from a domestic
level of analysis but now from a liberal perspective: the breakdown of institutional
relationships at the domestic level led to war.

Domestic-level causes are more specific than systemic-level causes but not as specific as
individual-level factors. We can point to a specific domestic political coalition, such as the
iron and rye coalition in Germany, which led to the expansion of German power and
caused World War I, rather than the relative rise of German power, which occurred over a
longer time and does not tell us exactly when that power became sufficient to precipitate
war. On the other hand, at the domestic level we now downplay causes that might come
from other countries or the structure of international power. What if the buildup of
military power in another country, such as Russia, was the principal cause of German
armament, and the need to arm Germany brought together the iron and rye coalition?
Now the iron and rye coalition is not a cause of World War I but a consequence of
systemic factors and an intervening, not independent, variable causing war. Similarly, the
iron and rye coalition had existed for some time, and war did not occur. Was there an even
more specific cause that came from the individual level of analysis, such as the
brinksmanship of German chancellor Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg during the critical
month of July 1914?

Domestic-level causes may come from various characteristics of the domestic system.
Capitalist and socialist economies generate different attitudes and behaviors. The Muslim
and Christian religions or democratic and nondemocratic political ideologies do as well.
Stable and failed institutions are domestic-level factors affecting state behavior. A great
worry today is the existence of failed states, meaning states whose domestic institutions have
broken down, such as Libya, Syria, Yemen, and Somalia. Another worry is the existence of
rogue states, such as North Korea, that may pass nuclear weapons on to other states or
terrorists. Both failed and rogue states operate from the domestic level of analysis, but a
failed state usually means an institutional breakdown, a liberal cause, whereas a rogue state
often implies aggressive or ideological intentions, a realist or identity cause.
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Individual Level of Analysis

The individual level of analysis locates the causes of events in individual leaders or the
immediate circles of decision makers within particular countries. Now the cause of World
War I comes not from some general characteristic of the German domestic system as a
whole—the iron and rye coalition—but from the particular leaders in power at the time.
Kaiser Wilhelm II is considered to be the level from which the cause originated. It may
have been his need for power to hide a sense of inferiority; this is a realist or maybe
psychological explanation. Or it may have been his inability to understand the intricacies of
statecraft as did Otto von Bismarck, the German chancellor until 1890; this is a liberal
explanation. Or it may have been his ideas about the monarchy and German destiny; this is
an identity explanation. But all three of these explanations are drawn from an individual
level of analysis.

The individual level of analysis is the most specific level. Now we can see the proximate or
most immediate cause of some action coming from a particular person or group. According
to some analysts, President George W. Bush and a small group of neoconservative advisers
made the decision to invade Iraq and cause war in 2003. This level of analysis has great
appeal, especially among historians and the media. Much of history is written as the work
of great men (and a few great women). The stories of Napoleon, Frederick the Great,
Catherine the Great, Samurai families in Japan, and the strongmen of Africa who led their
countries to independence after World War II resonate with human interest and human
tragedy. Newspapers sell better when they report personal peccadilloes or more serious evils
that leaders are alleged to have caused. And the individual level of analysis is important,
especially in democratic countries, where leaders are held accountable for their actions.

Nevertheless, this level of analysis is the least general level of analysis. It soft-pedals all the
domestic- and international-level factors that may have set up the situation in which the
American president or other leaders acted. For example, George W. Bush was not in office
when Iraq invaded Kuwait in 1991 or throughout the 1990s when Saddam Hussein
terrorized his own people and defied international sanctions. Maybe larger forces were at
work that would eventually produce war. Working at the individual level of analysis is akin
to concluding, after watching an entire baseball game, that a home run in the bottom of the
ninth inning caused the final outcome without considering how the rest of the game set up
the situation in the bottom of the ninth that made the home run decisive. Would World
War II have occurred if Hitler had not been in power? Or would domestic and
international circumstances have produced another leader similar to Hitler? It may stir our
human imagination to exaggerate the role of an individual or small group, but that’s not
the same as proving it is so.
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Foreign Policy Level of Analysis

Another important level of analysis, as we have noted, is the foreign policy level of analysis.
This level captures the interplay between domestic politics and international politics. As
Peter Trubowitz explains, it focuses on “how political leaders manage conflicting
geopolitical [systemic] and partisan [domestic] pressures in making grand strategy . . .
geopolitics and domestic politics [are] two faces of the same coin: the president could not
respond to one threat without weighing the impact on the other.”64 The foreign policy
level of analysis involves a “two-level game.”65 Sandwiched between the systemic process
and domestic levels, foreign policy officials mediate between the two, as when a leader goes
to war abroad to preserve or increase his or her power at home (Hitler?) or when a leader
sacrifices domestic power rather than lead the country to war (Gorbachev?). At the foreign
policy level of analysis, the primary causes come from the intersection of domestic and
systemic factors, not from the individual leaders themselves. Individuals are intervening,
not causal, variables. If the primary causes come from the individual leader, let’s say the
leader’s personality, the level of analysis is individual.

A well-known foreign policy–level perspective in international relations is the rational
choice approach. From this approach, as Professor Bruce Bueno de Mesquita tells us,
“international relations is the process by which foreign policy leaders balance their ambition
to pursue particular policy objectives [security, economic prosperity, and so on] against
their need to avoid internal and external threats to their political survival.”66 In short,
foreign policy leaders seek to survive in office; they implement this preference through the
pursuit of power, they calculate the costs and benefits of various policy options based on
their perceptions of relative capabilities abroad and political risk at home, and they decide
which option maximizes their chance of political survival. Notice how leaders operating at
the foreign policy level make connections between the domestic and international levels
and act on the basis of rational assessments of these connections, not on the basis of factors
that are purely internal to them, such as their like or dislike of a particular country.
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Causal Arrows

Perspectives and levels of analysis lay out the various facts of an international event, but
they don’t explain it. To explain something we need to know which facts, namely which
perspectives and levels of analysis, are more important than others. They are all important,
to be sure, but not equally so. If that were the case, the explanation would be so “thick,”
that is, it would depend on so many facts, that we would not know which facts to change if
we desired a different outcome. Critical theory perspectives and some constructivist
perspectives accept such “thick” explanations. They see causes as interrelated or mutually
constituted. They explain events in terms of narratives, not specific causes. They seek
understanding and “appropriate” responses to that understanding. But mainstream (or
rationalist) perspectives seek “thin” explanations that identify specific causes of different
outcomes. They seek to change certain facts to avoid undesirable outcomes. They hope to
improve, not just understand, the situation.

Causal arrows help us to determine which perspective and level of analysis are the most
important causes of the outcome. Think of causal arrows as hypotheses. We hypothesize,
for example, that World War I was caused by a shift of relative power at the systemic
structural level of analysis. In other words, the realist perspective and structural level of
analysis dominate. Now we examine the evidence that power shifted at the systemic level.
But that is only the beginning. We also need to examine the evidence that power shifted at
the systemic process (failure of alliances), domestic (new governing coalitions), and
individual levels of analysis (new leader). We have to look further at other substantive
causes besides power shifts such as errors in diplomacy (liberal perspective) and the rise of
militant nationalism (identity perspective). And we need to investigate those causes at
different levels of analysis. Now, we have to decide which explanation is most persuasive
based on the evidence.

Here is where we draw the causal arrows. We decide that power shifts are indeed the
primary cause and that mistakes in diplomacy and differences of ideology are mostly a
consequence of power shifts, not the reverse. The causal arrows run from power (realist) to
diplomatic (liberal) to ideational (identity) causes. Further, we decide that the power shifts
are more important among countries (systemic) than within countries (domestic) or
between leaders (individual). The causal arrows run from systemic structural to domestic to
individual levels of analysis. Now we have a conclusion, but it is by no means definitive.
There are always more facts to consider, and the evidence may shift. So we pay particular
attention to those studies that draw the causal arrows differently and disagree with our
conclusions. In this way we learn what we may have overlooked or underestimated.

Notice that all explanations are based on empirical evidence. We are not just making up
arguments that suit our political purposes. But we do not start with a blank sheet. We start
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with a perspective and level of analysis that points us toward certain facts and hypotheses.
We then test our hypothesis against other possibilities and draw conclusions with an open
mind to learn from different conclusions that others might draw.

Imagine if we took this kind of approach to our debate about contemporary political affairs.
We would understand that we differ not because one side has the facts and the other side
does not, but because we emphasize and interpret facts differently based on different
perspectives and levels of analysis. We would develop opinions based on evidence but
remember that facts alone are never definitive. We would remain open to other facts and
especially to the perspectives of those classmates and colleagues who draw different
conclusions than we do. We would constantly test our understanding against others and
express our opinions confidently but modestly knowing that the real world is endlessly
complex and we are touching only one part of the very big elephant we call international
affairs.

The causal arrow feature permeates the rest of this textbook. As we identify different
arguments (perspectives and levels of analysis) in the text, we illustrate the argument by a
causal arrow in the margins. The causal arrow shows the perspective or level of analysis
being emphasized and by implication the other perspectives and levels of analysis that are
not being emphasized or even mentioned. Don’t skip over these illustrations. They alert
you to the hidden meaning of what’s being said. It may take some time to understand the
causal arrow feature, but think of it as the secret code that unlocks the hieroglyphics of
international affairs. If you master it, you will think systematically and critically about the
world and be in a much better position to fulfill your responsibilities as a citizen. You will
also be more courteous and considerate toward your fellow citizens, especially those who
disagree with you.
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Revisiting Explanations of World War I

Now, by way of summarizing this chapter and anticipating the next one, let’s use the causal
arrow feature to revisit the four statements made at the beginning of this chapter about the
causes of World War I and show how they reflect the different perspectives, levels of
analysis, and causal arrows embedded in an understanding of this event.

Statement 1: The rise of German power caused World War I.

This is a realist explanation from a systemic level of analysis. It attributes the cause of war
to a shift in the relative distribution of power within the system as a whole away from
equilibrium and stability. The shift toward Germany is disruptive and dictates a more
ambitious foreign policy by the kaiser, which in turn stirs up and mobilizes the country to
adopt a more militant ideology. Figure 1-7 shows the causal arrows in this explanation.

Figure 1-7 Causal Arrows: Realist Explanations for World War I

Statement 2: Kaiser Wilhelm II’s clumsy diplomacy caused World War I.

This is a liberal explanation from an individual level of analysis. The cause now comes from
the kaiser himself, from his mishandling of German diplomacy and power. If someone else
had been in power, that person might have acted differently and avoided war. The systemic
shift in the balance of power was not a cause but a consequence of the kaiser’s disruptive
behavior. Figure 1-8 shows the causal arrows for this liberal explanation.

Statement 3: Germany’s militarist ideology, which glorified aggressive war,
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caused World War I.

This is an identity-based account from a domestic level of analysis. It is identity based
because it sees the cause of the war in the German militarist ideology or self-image, how the
German people thought about themselves, particularly in relation to the aggressive use of
force and heroism of war. The explanation comes from the domestic level of analysis
because the cause derives from a characteristic of the domestic political system as a whole,
not the foibles of a particular leader or unbalanced relationships with external powers.
Figure 1-9 shows the causal arrows for this identity explanation.

Figure 1-8 Causal Arrows: Liberal Explanations for World War I

Statement 4: Capitalist class conflicts caused World War I.

This statement explains World War I from a critical theory perspective that emphasizes the
inseparable and deep-seated forces combining all perspectives and levels of analysis, in this
case identifying those forces with capitalism.

* * *

This chapter has introduced a lot of concepts. The rest of the book illustrates how these
concepts work in the real world, and we remind you of them as we see them at work in
explaining historical and contemporary events.

Figure 1-9 Causal Arrows: Identity Explanations for World War I
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Study Questions
1. In what way does the prisoner’s dilemma situation reflect the security dilemma of realism? If prisoners

can communicate and become friendly or adopt common goals, how does that situation reflect the liberal
perspective? And if prisoners are brothers or members of a common community, how does that situation
illustrate the identity perspective?

2. What concepts does the realist perspective relatively emphasize? The liberal perspective? The identity
perspective?

3. Can any perspective apply at any level of analysis?
4. Is constructivism both a theory and a method?
5. Do perspectives exclude each other or simply draw the causal arrows between power, institutions, and

ideas differently?
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PART I Historical Patterns

We are interested in history because it provides a baseline for understanding what is the
same and what is different in today’s world. History reveals three broad patterns of
historical behavior. The first, reflecting the realist perspective on international relations,
spotlights repeated cycles between empires and equilibrium, between a distribution of
power that features dominant powers and one that features multiple and roughly equal
powers. Recorded history begins about five thousand years ago in Mesopotamia. The
Akkadian Empire linked Babylonian cities located near modern-day Baghdad and in
southern Iraq with Assyrian cities located in northern Iraq and parts of what are now
Turkey and Syria. Babylonian, Egyptian, Assyrian, Greek, and Persian Empires followed,
eventually superseded by the Roman Empire, which stretched across the entire
Mediterranean region. But the Roman Empire too gave way to decline, and the Islamic
Empire ushered in the Golden Age of Islam, covering an area roughly equal to Rome but
centered in the Middle East. The same patterns of empire and equilibrium prevailed in
other regions. In India, Aryans, an Indo-European people, settled and brought the Hindu
religion but eventually succumbed to the followers of Siddhartha Gautama, known as the
Buddha, who established an empire under the Mauryan king Asoka. In China, dynasties
succeeded one another interrupted by periods of warring states and equilibrium. The Ch’in
dynasty united the country around the time of the Roman Empire and built the Great Wall
to protect it. But it too succumbed and was followed by other dynasties—Sui, T’ang, Sung,
Yuan (Genghis Khan), Ming, and Qing. Africa too saw empires rise and fall, in Ghana,
Mali, Congo, Ethiopia, and Swahili-speaking regions of the southeastern part of the
continent. In Latin America, the Mayan Empire in southern Mexico, Guatemala, and
northern Honduras; the Aztec Empire in central Mexico; and the Andean Empire from
Ecuador to central Chile displayed similar patterns. Fueled by the scientific and industrial
revolution, European states, and especially Britain, skyrocketed onto the global scene in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, establishing colonial empires throughout much of the
world that in many cases lasted into the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. In Chapters 2,
3, and 4, we follow this historical thread into the twentieth century, looking at the origins
and ends of World Wars I and II and the Cold War and paying close attention throughout
to the balance of power between world states—the primary locus of analysis for realists.

The second pattern of historical behavior, reflecting a more liberal interpretation of history,
highlights the gradual but inexorable expansion of international interdependence and
society among the peoples of the world. From the isolated villages of ancient agrarian
societies to the coastal towns of the Mediterranean, the city-states of Greece, and the
provinces of Rome and Islam, social units expanded and fostered a division of labor among
societies. Trade provided benefits for all parties and eventually forged the “Silk Road”
between Europe and China. River commerce helped consolidate feudal estates in Europe to

165



form modern, contiguous territorial states, and the Old World discovered the New World
and colonized the whole world, installing an economy based on global trade. Chapters in
this part pay especially close attention to the role that interdependence and institutions
(both state based and nonstate) played in shaping the world of the twentieth century.

The third pattern, featuring identity aspects of history, traces the primacy of ideas through
history. Mythology and religion shaped identities in early societies. Greek philosophy
brought rationalist thought to the West, while Confucianism cultivated hierarchical
traditions in the East. The great religions—Buddhism, Judaism, Christianity, and Islam—
forged distinctive civilizations that persist to the present day. Roman and Orthodox
Christianity dominated the late Roman Empire as well as medieval life throughout Europe.
Christianity and Islam squared off in the Crusades, and the Reformation divided Europe
bitterly between Catholics and Protestants. Culture reinforced linguistic and ethnic
differences and eventually forged secular nation-states in Europe and, through Western
imperialism, in the rest of the world as well. We explore how identity perspectives explain
major events of the twentieth century, focusing especially closely on the role of nationalism.

History, of course, consists of all these patterns, but scholars and statespersons cannot
emphasize them all. Listen to historian Paul Kennedy, who admits in his discussion of the
rise and fall of great powers that he ignores “a complex mixture of motives—personal gain,
national glory, religious zeal, perhaps a sense of adventure— . . . because many societies in
their time have thrown up individuals and groups willing to dare all and do anything to
make the world their oyster. . . . What distinguished the captains, crews, and explorers of
Europe,” he concludes, “was that they possessed the ships and the firepower with which to
achieve their ambitions and . . . came from a political environment in which competition,
risk, and entrepreneurship were prevalent.”1 Can you see in Kennedy’s account the realist
emphasis on the causal role of power (ships and firepower) and anarchy (competition) as
opposed to the identity perspective’s emphasis on ideas (motives)?

Or listen to Paul Schroeder, another historian, who writes that “the history of international
politics is not one of an essentially unchanging, cyclical struggle for power or one of the
shifting play of the balance of power, but a history of systematic institutional change—
change essentially linear, moving overall in the direction of complexity, subtlety, and
capacity for order and problem-solving.”2 Can you see the liberal perspective’s emphasis on
institutional changes having a greater causal influence on outcomes than the realist focus on
shifting balances of power?

Finally, consider the conclusions of political scientist John M. Owen IV: “I certainly agree
that rulers seek to gain, hold, and extend their states’ power; but I maintain that the ways
they pursue power are constrained by ideas and the transnational networks that carry
them.”3 Now, ideas influence power and interactions more than power and interactions
influence ideas. Here is the identity perspective front and center.

166



These disagreements pervade history and remind us that history should not be presented
before an introduction to perspectives (theories) as if history exists independent of
perspectives. For that reason the following accounts in Chapters 2 through 4 of World War
I, World War II, and the Cold War consider all the main theoretical perspectives and show
how they disagree regarding the judgments they make about whether power, institutions,
or ideas are most important. History presented in this way warms us up for understanding
why scholars, statespersons, and citizens disagree today about the major issues in
international affairs (covered later, in Part II).

There are always parallels between the past and the present. History never repeats itself
exactly, but it often rhymes. For example, the rise of Germany in the late nineteenth
century unified central Europe and helped ignite World War I. Realists who emphasize
such shifts in the distribution of power worry that the rise of China today may ignite
similar instabilities. The failure of the League of Nations contributed to World War II.
Liberal perspectives worry that the United Nations may suffer a similar fate today and
deplore the dangerous drift toward unilateralism and nationalism. The clash of communist
and capitalist ideologies dominated the Cold War between the United States and the Soviet
Union, and identity perspectives worry that the clash of civilizations between the West and
Islam may be equally serious today or, alternatively, blown way out of proportion.
Remember, as we examine the great wars of the twentieth century, our goal is not to learn
the history for its own sake—that you will get in your history courses—but to understand
the differing perspectives on that history and what each perspective takes away from that
history to make sense of modern-day events.
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2 World War I World on Fire

Kaiser Wilhelm II (left) is accompanied by Winston Churchill on a review of German
troops in this photograph from 1909. Why did Great Britain and Germany fail to align
and perhaps avoid World War I—because of naval and colonial competition (the realist
perspective), inept diplomacy (the liberal perspective), or diverging liberal and autocratic
political systems (the identity perspective)?
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World War I was a catastrophe. More than fifteen million people died. The world had not experienced
such a level of butchery at least since the Thirty Years’ War, which ravaged Europe in the seventeenth
century. How did this disaster occur? We still do not know; historians and scholars disagree.
Undoubtedly there were many causes. Perhaps it was a “perfect storm,” with multiple causes coming
together at the same time. But which causes were more important than others? That, we will see, is a
matter of perspective and level of analysis.
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Europe in 1914

On June 28, 1914, the heir to the Austrian throne, Archduke Franz Ferdinand, was
assassinated while on a visit to Sarajevo in Bosnia-Herzegovina, then provinces of Austria.
This incident touched off World War I. But if you think history has only one outcome,
consider the tragic comedy of the assassination itself. A bomb-wielding Serbian nationalist
agent had attempted earlier that morning to kill the archduke. The attempt failed, but
several people were wounded, including an army officer in the car trailing the archduke.
The archduke went on to City Hall, where he was welcomed, and then later he set out to
visit the wounded officer in the hospital. His driver made a wrong turn and stopped the
vehicle in front of a shopping area. There, by coincidence, another one of the seven agents
involved in the earlier plot was standing. Given an unexpected second chance, this agent
stepped forward and succeeded in killing the archduke. So a good counterfactual question
is: What if the assassination had never occurred?

Austria considered Serbia responsible for the attack and had to retaliate. The next month
brought the world, step by step, closer to war. Now another scene emerges. On the
morning of July 28, 1914, Austria-Hungary declared war on Serbia. But before war actually
began and before Russia, Germany, Britain, and France joined the hostilities, the monarchs
of Germany and Russia exchanged frantic telegrams. The two monarchs were cousins.
Kaiser Wilhelm II of Germany was the son of Victoria Adelaide Mary Louise, the first child
and daughter of Queen Victoria of Great Britain. Victoria Adelaide had married Prince
Frederick, the son of Kaiser Wilhelm I. The second daughter of Queen Victoria, Alice, had
married the German duke of Hesse-Darmstadt. Their daughter, Alix, went on to marry
Nicholas II, the czar of Russia, in 1914. (She became the famous czarina who had a
hemophiliac son, befriended the mad monk Rasputin, and was subsequently killed with
Nicholas and her five children by Bolshevik executioners in 1918.) So, by marriage, Czar
Nicholas and Kaiser Wilhelm, known to each other as Nicky and Willy, were cousins.
Their frantic exchanges became known as the “Willy-Nicky telegrams.” George V, the king
of England in 1914 and another grandson of Queen Victoria, was also a cousin. These
family members were about to declare war on one another. (And you thought your family
had problems?)

Russia had vital interests at stake in Serbia and had pledged to come to its aid in the event
of war, so Nicholas II was under great pressure to mobilize Russian forces to support
Serbia. His last chance was to get Germany, an ally of Austria, to pull Austria back from its
declaration of war against Serbia. On July 29, he telegraphed Willy, “An ignoble war has
been declared on a weak country. . . . I beg you in the name of our old friendship to do
what you can to stop your allies from going too far.” In reply, Willy warned his cousin that
“military measures on the part of Russia, which would be looked upon by Austria as
threatening, would precipitate a calamity.” For three days, Willy and Nicky talked past one
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another—in English, which was their common language—and on August 1 the world
plunged into the abyss of total war.4

Could the cousins have changed the course of history even if they had wanted to? Many
students of history would say no. Applying levels of analysis tools, they would argue, as the
causal arrow shows, that systemic and domestic forces overrode individual influences.
Germany felt encircled and devised a war strategy in 1913 to break out before Russia
became too powerful. In addition, monarchs no longer had the absolutist power of Louis
XIV or Frederick the Great. Kaiser Wilhelm was not really in full control of his military.
But when, then, did events veer out of control? Here the three principal perspectives on
international affairs offer different answers. Let’s summarize the answers and then explore
them in more detail.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Realist perspectives argue that the crucial event was the unification of Germany in 1871. As
the causal arrow suggests, German unification created a new power in the heart of Europe
that had a larger population and, in short order, a more powerful economy than any other
European power. Such a central power inevitably threatened its neighbors, so these
neighbors, in response, allied against Germany. Now surrounded by enemies, Germany felt
even more threatened.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Notice here the security dilemma at work. How could Germany be sure that its neighbors
intended only to defend themselves, and how could its neighbors be sure that Germany
would not use its dominance to attack them? No country was being particularly aggressive.
The problem, as realist perspectives see it, “was Germany’s growing economic and military
power, not its aggressive behavior.”5 Ultimately, the problem could be resolved only
through the reduction of German power, which the victors attempted to accomplish after
World War I, or the integration of German power into western Europe and then into the
whole of Europe, which was done after World War II and the Cold War. History, realist
perspectives argue, bears out the fact that a freestanding Germany in the center of the
European balance of power is destabilizing. Europe is stable today only because a united
and once again powerful Germany is part of a new supranational actor known as the
European Union.

171



Liberal perspectives see it differently. It was not a shift of power due to German unification
that made countries insecure; rather, it was the lack of adequate institutions and diplomacy
to make commitments openly and to develop information about who was complying with
those commitments and who was not. As the causal arrow suggests, it was the secrecy and
manipulation of European diplomacy that caused uncertainty about the balance of power
and created the distrust of adversaries. Notice here the problems of inadequate information,
miscommunication, and lack of institutions to enforce compliance that liberal perspectives
emphasize. Interestingly, European diplomacy and institutions failed just as powerful new
forces of economic and political interdependence emerged that might have overcome
distrust. Industrialization was creating new linkages among banks and corporations that
opposed war. International institutions, such as the Hague Conferences started in 1899,
were being set up to reduce arms and regulate other relationships. When the war ended,
liberal perspectives proposed an entirely new system of collective security to manage
international military relations. The League of Nations was their hope to replace the
balance of power.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Identity perspectives focus on yet another primary force leading to World War I—that of
shared and competitive identities. Nationalism, ignited by the French Revolution, grew out
of different cultures and, in its most virulent form, was associated with different races.
Different cultures and races struggled to survive in world politics, much as different species
struggled to survive in the natural world. Social Darwinism, drawn from Charles Darwin’s
new theory of natural evolution, became the shared mind-set among European nations and
drove them to conflict and war. As the causal arrow illustrates, it constructed a particularly
virulent military form of anarchy, which drove nations apart and eventually proved a
stronger force than peace movements, the Hague Conferences, and international trade and
investment, which drove nations together. European countries raced off into the inferno of
World War I eager to prove that their culture was the superior one. Notice here how ideas,
which identity perspectives emphasize, shaped conflicting identities that, in turn, generated
military competition and overrode the cooperative opportunities offered by common
institutions and trade.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Let’s take a deeper look at these three explanations of World War I and then assess their
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relative validity. As we go along, we take special note in the text’s margins of the way the
causal arrows work from the different perspectives or levels of analysis, pointing out
explicitly in which direction causality runs. We also then summarize in matrix tables the
explanations from each perspective at the different levels of analysis. Finally, Parallel
Timeline 2-1 will help you remember key historical events and sort them out regarding
which perspective might emphasize them. Remember, historical events always involve all
three principal causes of international behavior—ideas, institutions, and power. But realist
perspectives highlight the power struggles underlying events, liberal perspectives the
interdependence factors, and identity perspectives the ideas.

If you still doubt that this history has much relevance today, consider the many similarities
between the world before 1914 and the world today. A dominant power existed (Great
Britain then, the United States today), a rising power threatened the status quo (Germany
then, China today), failed states proliferated (Balkan states and Turkey then, Somalia,
Yemen, Mali, Syria, and Afghanistan today), competition over trade and resources
intensified (colonial territories then, commodities and high-tech trade today), and anti-
Western doctrines inspired militants (Marxism and anarchists then, jihadism and terrorists
today). There are, of course, also many differences; the existence of nuclear weapons is but
one of them. But we cannot know what is the same or what is different about today unless
we know about the past.

Parallel Timeline 2-1 Events Leading to World War I from Different Perspectives
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Realist Explanations

From a systemic structural level of analysis, Germany’s unification in 1871 significantly
altered the balance of power in Europe. Germany, as well as Italy, had been divided for
more than a thousand years. The central part of Europe, known as the Holy Roman
Empire (the weak successor to the Roman Empire, nominally under the auspices of the
Roman Catholic Church), contained more than three thousand separate units at the time
of Charlemagne in 800 C.E., three hundred or so at the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, and
still more than thirty at the Congress of Vienna in 1815. As Map 2-1 shows, this
fragmentation provided a kind of buffer as other great powers emerged and contended for
power in Europe. At times, the European balance of power functioned in two parts, a
major rivalry between France and Great Britain in the west and another among Prussia,
Austria, and Russia in the east. And even though western and eastern powers participated in
wars across the continent—for example, Russia’s role in the Napoleonic Wars in the early
1800s or Britain’s role in the Crimean War in the 1850s—their priority interests remained
somewhat separate. Britain was concerned primarily with the Low Countries of Belgium
and the Netherlands, Russia with the countries of Prussia and Austria-Hungary. Once
Germany was united, the European balance of power became a single whole, and it was
more likely now that a disruption in one part would trigger a wider war among all great
powers. This was especially true because Germany occupied the northern plains of Europe,
which offered few geographic obstacles to invasion. (See the map on the inside front cover
of this book, which shows the topography of the area.) A united country in this part of
Europe would feel vulnerable, just as Poland, which also occupies the northern plains, was
historically vulnerable and indeed subject to repeated partition. Geography matters, a realist
perspective would point out; a united Germany would have to be either very strong and
threaten its neighbors or very weak and become the potential prey of its neighbors.

Map 2-1 Europe prior to German Unification in 1871
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The Rise of German Power

As it turned out, a united Germany was going to be very strong. Already in the 1830s,
Prussia had created the Zollverein, a customs union with other German states that lowered
barriers to trade and ignited rapid industrial development. Through this trade community,
which a liberal perspective might emphasize, Prussia between 1850 and 1870 increased
sixfold the number of steam engines driving its industry and tripled its railway capacity.
Germany was changing so fast that Karl Marx, visiting Berlin in 1859, said, “Whoever last
saw Berlin ten years ago would not recognize it again.”6 (Many visitors see the same rapid
change today in the cities of China.) By 1870, Prussia/Germany had pulled ahead of France
in both population and gross national product (GNP, the total income of the residents of a
country) and had eight times the relative wealth of Russia. And by 1900, Germany had
pulled even with Great Britain, the preeminent power in Europe, and was three times
wealthier than France or Russia. In 1913, one year before the war broke out, German
wealth exceeded that of Great Britain by 40 percent.7

Zollverein: a customs union created by Prussia involving other German states that lowered barriers
to trade and ignited rapid industrial development beginning in the 1830s.

Germany was also able to convert its wealth into military power. Countries do this with
differing degrees of efficiency, and power conversion becomes one of the factors
complicating the assessment of power in balance-of-power politics. Remember from
Chapter 1 how realist perspectives include political competence and stability as measures of
power capabilities—not something we can touch but clearly something vital for mobilizing
and converting resources into military arms. Russia, for example, had substantial wealth,
particularly natural resources. But it did not have an efficient bureaucracy and could not
support its military the way Germany did. By 1900, Germany, with less than half the
population of Russia, had an army (including reserves) bigger than Russia’s and was
building a navy to challenge British dominance on the high seas.8 During World War I
itself, Germany massively outproduced Russia across the whole range of military
equipment: airplanes, machine guns, artillery pieces, and rifles.9 This administrative
capacity to convert wealth into military power was also one of the strengths displayed by
the United States as it rose to the status of a great power around the time of World War
I.10

Power conversion reflects one of the ways in which the levels of analysis interact in the
realist perspective and in international affairs more generally. As the causal arrow shows,
different domestic capacities to convert resources into power affect the relative systemic
structural balance of power which in turn influences decision making by government elites.
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Germany and earlier Poland were both affected by vulnerable strategic positions. The one
survived while the other succumbed, in part because of different domestic capacities to
generate power to defend their security. Germany went on to threaten the whole of Europe,
while Poland was partitioned by Prussia, Austria, and Russia in the late eighteenth century
and not reconstituted until after World War I.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis
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Power Balancing: Triple Entente and Triple Alliance

What was Europe going to do with this efficient colossus sitting across the strategic
northern plains? Balance it, the realist perspective says. And that’s exactly what Germany’s
neighbors proceeded to do. For a while, through the masterful but secretive diplomacy of
Otto von Bismarck, Germany was able to reassure its weaker neighbors and keep them
from aligning against Germany’s greater power. But in 1894, four years after Bismarck left
the scene, the two countries most directly affected by Germany’s power, France and Russia,
formed an alliance. Now, with the Franco-Russian Alliance, Germany had potential
adversaries on both borders. As Map 2-2 shows, Poland did not exist at the time, so
Germany and Russia shared a border. A lot now depended on what Great Britain did.

For two decades prior to World War I, Britain and Germany had flirted with the idea of
alliance. Remember that Kaiser Wilhelm’s uncle, Edward VII, and cousin, George V, were
the English monarchs during this period. In the 1890s, Willy spent his summer vacations
in England participating in yacht races with his relatives and admiring the British naval
fleet. A British–German alliance might have avoided the encirclement that Germany feared
from France and Russia. From a realist perspective and systemic level of analysis, alliances
tend to develop in a checkerboard rather than a domino pattern. Threatened countries
leapfrog their neighbors to counterbalance bordering rivals. An alliance with Great Britain
might have offset the threat from France and made sense for Britain as well. By 1900, the
United States had surpassed Great Britain in total wealth and power. Britain and the
United States did not share a border, but they competed increasingly on the high seas. The
American navy was expanding rapidly under the influence of Admiral Alfred Mahan and
the leadership of President Theodore Roosevelt. Thus, Germany and Britain might have
acted to check the growing specter of American power. But geography matters as well as
total power, realist perspectives argue, and Germany was closer to Great Britain and hence a
more proximate threat than the United States. Great Britain had long defended the
neutrality of the Low Countries of Belgium and the Netherlands, and Germany’s new
power potentially threatened these countries, just as French power had in the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. As the causal arrow shows, proximate threats shaped alliance
relations that created distrust and adversarial identities.

Map 2-2 Europe and Germany in 1914
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Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Observe that, from the realist perspective, it does not matter that the United States and
Britain shared similar cultural and political systems. This factor is important from an
identity perspective and a domestic level of analysis. Some identity-oriented analysts
attribute the eventual alliance that the United States and Great Britain formed in World
War I primarily to the shared Anglo-Saxon culture of the two countries.11 In contrast to
realist analysts, they conclude that domestic and dyadic-level (systemic process between two
countries) forces of culture and democracy ultimately override the systemic structural-level
forces of power competition.

Thus, in 1904, Britain turned to counterbalance Germany, not align with it against the
United States. Britain and France signed the Entente Cordiale, an agreement that settled
colonial disputes between them (they had almost come to blows at Fashoda in the Egyptian
Sudan in 1898) and, although not explicitly directed against Germany, ended a century of
“splendid isolation” for British policy, during which it had avoided specific commitments
on the continent. That the Entente Cordiale had broader purposes became evident within a
year. In 1905, Russia suffered a major naval defeat in the Russo-Japanese War. Japan was
another rising power in Russia’s neighborhood, in this case in Asia. Worried that Russia
was now seriously weakened vis-à-vis Germany, Great Britain and France expanded their
alliance in 1907 to include Russia. The Entente Cordiale became the Triple Entente.

Entente Cordiale: an agreement signed in 1904 between Great Britain and France that settled
colonial disputes between them and ended a century of British isolation from conflicts on the
continent.
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Triple Entente: an agreement signed in 1907 in which Great Britain and France expanded the
Entente Cordiale to include Russia.

Sir Eyre Crowe, permanent secretary of the British foreign office, wrote a famous
memorandum in 1907 that summed up the realist logic driving British policy. He noted
that Germany might have two intentions, “aiming at a general political hegemony and
maritime ascendance” or “thinking for the present merely of using her legitimate position
and influence as one of the leading Powers in the council of nations.” However, as he
noted, “there is no actual necessity for a British government to determine definitely which
of the two theories of German policy it will accept.” Either way, “the position thereby
accruing to Germany would obviously constitute . . . a menace to the rest of the world.”12

Regardless of German intentions, the Crowe memorandum argued, German power had to
be balanced.

And the balance of power seemed to be working. Many scholars estimate that German
power reached its peak around 1905. Just as it did so, Germany’s major neighbors came
together in the Entente Cordiale and Triple Entente to check that power. In 1913, the
Triple Entente had about 50 percent of European wealth. The other 50 percent was
accounted for by the Triple Alliance, an alliance first formed between Germany and
Austria-Hungary in 1879, then joined by Italy in 1882. In 1914, the two alliances offered a
near-perfect offset.13 According to the power balancing school of realism, equilibrium
existed and should have prevented war. What went wrong?

Triple Alliance: an alliance first formed between Germany and Austria-Hungary in 1879, then
joined by Italy in 1882, that accounted for 50 percent of all European wealth in the early twentieth
century.

Here realist perspectives split in explaining the breakdown of the balance of power. Some
argue that the offsetting alliances became too rigid and converted a flexible multipolar
balance of power into a rigid bipolar balance. This tense standoff eventually precipitated a
preemptive war, an attack by one country on another because the second country is getting
ready to attack the first. Others argue, as observed in Chapter 1, that a bipolar distribution
is the most stable but that the problem was not the current balance of power but the
potential future balance of power. By this account, Germany saw Russia as a rising power
in the future and therefore launched a preventive war to avoid Germany’s decline at a later
date. Still others argue that hegemony or unipolarity is the most stable configuration of
power and that Britain, whose hegemony ensured the long peace of nineteenth-century
Europe, was now a declining power, leading to a multipolar scramble to decide which
country would be the next hegemon. Let’s look further at each of these realist arguments.
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Rigid Alliances and Preemptive War

How could countries balance against German power and still preserve flexibility? As we
have noted, if Germany had aligned with Britain to avoid encirclement, it would have
created an even more powerful grouping, accounting for about two-thirds of Europe’s
wealth in 1913. And France and Russia would have felt even more threatened. So the
balance of power required Britain to align against Germany. In that sense, encirclement and
confrontation of the two alliance arrangements may have been unavoidable. It was a
consequence of Germany’s superior power and its position at the center of the European
continent. It was, in short, an outgrowth of the security dilemma. Any effort to
counterbalance Germany within Europe necessarily created a threat of encirclement, and
encirclement meant that Germany would have to plan to fight a war on two fronts.

This logic led Germany as early as the 1890s to consider a preemptive war, a lightning
strike or Blitzkrieg, against one neighbor so that German forces could then turn and
concentrate against the other neighbor. The Schlieffen Plan named for General Alfred von
Schlieffen, who first developed it, called for an attack on France first by way of Belgium,
undoubtedly bringing Britain into the war, followed next by an attack on Russia. It became
official policy in 1913.

preemptive war: an attack by one country against another because the second country is preparing
to attack the first.

Notice that in the realist argument, as the causal arrow suggests, the strategic situation
dictated the military strategy and was the primary cause of war. Some scholars say that
geopolitics is a necessary but not sufficient explanation for war. They want to emphasize
more specific factors at the foreign policy, domestic, and individual levels of analysis. They
advance liberal arguments, examined later in this chapter, that bureaucratic factors, such as
military and mobilization plans, not strategic imperatives, such as geopolitics, were the
primary cause of war.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Schlieffen Plan: Germany’s mobilization plan that called for an attack on France first, by way of
Belgium, followed by an attack on Russia.
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But why must bipolarity of alliances be unstable? The common argument is that each side
is supersensitive to any gains by the other side because there are no other allies to turn to
for balancing. But a counterargument is that the two powers have only one another to
consider and therefore should be able to focus “like a laser beam” on each other so that
neither side can gain advantage. Perhaps the bipolar balance in 1914 was unstable because
both sides believed that military technology favored offensive strategies—machine guns,
motorized vehicles, and other attack weapons. In a balanced bipolar situation, offensive
technology would give the advantage to the attacker and therefore place a premium on
preemption. As it turned out, however, technology actually favored defensive strategies;
World War I was a stalemate for most of its duration, involving stagnant trench warfare.

However, explanations that hinge on whether weapons are offensive or defensive slide into
liberal and identity explanations of the outbreak of World War I (see the subsequent
discussion). Such explanations depend on bureaucratic and cognitive factors that influence
perceptions and cause misperceptions. Military leaders had incorrect information about the
offensive and defensive nature of weapons (an argument from the liberal perspective and
individual level of analysis) or saw only the facts they wanted to see based on their beliefs in
Darwinist competition (an argument from the identity perspective and domestic level of
analysis). From a strictly realist perspective, however, bureaucratic and cognitive factors are
not primary variables. Power realities speak for themselves regardless of perceptions.
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Future Balances and Preventive War

A more consistent realist argument is that the balance ultimately broke down not because
of current imbalances but because of fears of future imbalances. This argument hinges on
Germany’s fear of Russian power and whether that fear was reasonable. The fear was
reasonable if it was consistent with balance-of-power realities; it was not reasonable if liberal
or identity factors distorted the perception of material balances. According to this
argument, Germany feared that Russia would surpass Germany in military and industrial
power by 1916–1917. Theobald von Bethmann-Hollweg, the German chancellor, visited
Russia in 1912 and observed “Russia’s rising industrial power, which will grow to
overwhelming proportions.”14 Russia was rapidly developing a railroad network that would
permit it to move forces more quickly to the front. This would give Germany less time to
deal with France before it would have to turn and confront Russian forces.

But why then didn’t Germany attack before 1914? Its power peaked in 1905, when Russia
was weak after the disastrous naval defeat by Japan and when Britain and France had just
concluded the Entente Cordiale, which was not yet a rigid alliance against Germany. From
1905 on, there were plenty of occasions for war. Germany and other European powers were
involved in a series of diplomatic crises in Morocco (1905 and 1911) and the Balkans
(1908–1909 and 1912–1913) that were at least as serious as the assassination of the
Austrian archduke in June 1914.15 One answer to why Germany waited is that its naval
program was not completed until July 1914, and Germany relied on this program to either
deter Great Britain from entering the war or hold it at bay while Germany attacked France.
Thus, all the pieces for a preventive war were in place by the July crisis. Germany knew
that Russia was not getting ready to attack it. Hence, the war was not preemptive—that is,
it was not initiated in anticipation of an imminent Russian attack. In fact, Germany had to
goad Russia into war. Now foreign policy–level factors came into play. According to this
interpretation, Bethmann-Hollweg and military leaders such as Helmuth von Moltke, the
German army chief of staff, used diplomacy “with Machiavellian dexterity” to provoke
Russian mobilization and bring about a war to unite domestic groups, even delaying for
twelve hours the transmission of the kaiser’s instructions to settle the dispute peacefully so
that Austria had more time to declare war (see more discussion later).16 Notice how at the
foreign policy level of analysis individuals become the nexus where systemic (preventive
war) and domestic (social unity) factors meet to cause outcomes. The individuals
themselves are not the cause; they are responding to larger forces both beneath and above
them.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

183



preventive war: a war by one country against another that is not preparing to attack the first
country but is growing in power and may attack in the future.

In this realist account notice, as the causal arrow shows, that diplomacy plays a role, but as
a dependent, not independent, variable. The projection of future relative Russian
predominance drives the diplomacy, not the other way around. And this projection of
future balances is systemic as long as it is reasonable. If it is unreasonable, then other factors
at the diplomatic, domestic, and individual levels of analysis must be at work distorting
leaders’ perceptions. At the time, some believed this fear of Russian power was reasonable.17

But in retrospect, Russia was not much of a match for German military forces. Russia
eventually capitulated in 1917 to a German force that represented only half of Germany’s
capabilities (the other half of the German force was fighting against France). And Russia
disintegrated into civil war in 1917 and did not emerge to play a role in European politics
for the next fifteen years. So, perhaps, identity factors distorted perceptions.
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Power Transition and Hegemonic Decline

A final realist perspective is that World War I was caused not by the rising power of
Germany or the projected future dominance of Russia but by the declining hegemony of
Great Britain. According to this version, it is not present or future balances that produce
stability but hegemony. The dominant power has interests that span the system as a whole
and, therefore, more than any other country, looks to maintain the balance of power.
Britain played this role during the Pax Britannica, the long century of peace in the
nineteenth century. It exercised naval superiority around the globe and kept watch on the
European continent so that no power gained ascendance. By the end of the nineteenth
century, however, Britain no longer had that kind of power. The United States had
surpassed Britain, but the United States was not yet powerful enough to play a global role.
It was only beginning to assert its foreign policy presence and did not see its interests
affected yet by the larger system or balance of power in Europe.

In this 1916 photograph from the Battle of the Somme in northern France, British
troops ascend from trenches to no man’s land, the devastated landscape between
battle lines that changed little during World War I.

Paul Popper/Popperfoto/Getty Images

Thus, in the early twentieth century, the world experienced a dangerous interregnum in
which Germany faced no leading power to temper rivalries. British diplomacy was not
specifically at fault because it was a product of British power, and British power was simply
declining. The same was true for the United States, but for the opposite reason: its
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diplomacy was not at fault because the United States was not yet powerful enough to direct
events in Europe. Notice that, in this explanation from the systemic structural level of
analysis, diplomacy again is an intervening, not independent, variable. As the causal arrow
shows, structural power shifts away from hegemony precluded the kind of diplomacy that
might have avoided war.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The absence of a hegemonic power to stabilize the situation draws from the power
transition school of realism, which alerts us to dangerous periods of transition when a
declining power falls and a challenging power closes in. Moving toward balance from this
school’s perspective is viewed as destabilizing, whereas moving toward balance from the
power balancing perspective is viewed as stabilizing. This difference stems in part from a
focus on different actors and different assumptions about goals. Power transition
perspectives focus on the declining power and assume that it seeks to preserve the status
quo. Thus, the loss of hegemony threatens stability. Power balancing perspectives focus on
the rising power and assume that it would like to change the status quo. Hence, the
emergence of hegemony threatens stability.
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Cartelized Domestic Politics and German Aggression

Realist explanations of World War I also operate at the domestic level of analysis. One
domestic-level explanation argues that World War I was caused by German aggression and
that German aggression, in turn, was caused by German domestic politics. According to
this explanation, Germany’s domestic politics was cartelized or united among various elite
groups, all of which had independent interests in one or another aspect of German
belligerence and expansion. The agricultural landowners of large estates in East Prussia, or
Junkers, were interested in high tariffs to protect grain prices; military elites were interested
in offensive war plans and military weaponry; and industrial leaders advocated high tariffs
to develop industry and military arms, including a naval fleet. As political scientist Jack
Snyder explains, “These groups logrolled their interests, producing a policy outcome that
was more expansionist and overcommitted than any group desired individually.”18 Thus,
grain tariffs antagonized Russia, a large grain exporter; heavy industry and naval plans
antagonized Great Britain; and military leaders and their offensive war plans alienated
France and Russia. These cartelized domestic interests “embroiled Germany simultaneously
with all of Europe’s major powers.”19 Snyder does not ignore international factors:
“International circumstances did affect German expansionist policy, but only by
influencing the domestic political strength of imperialist groups.”20 As the causal arrow
suggests, he simply judges that domestic logrolling factors had a greater influence in
generating an expansionist foreign policy than systemic factors. (See Figure 2-1 for a
summary of realist explanations.)

causal arrow: Levels of analysis
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Liberal Explanations

Liberal accounts of World War I focus on diplomatic miscalculations and institutional
deficiencies, both in the international system and in the domestic politics of key players
such as Germany, Austria-Hungary, Russia, and the Ottoman Empire.

International diplomacy had been developing since the Congress of Vienna, which ended
the Napoleonic Wars in 1815, toward a more multilateral and open system for settling
disputes. The Concert of Europe, created at Vienna, convened numerous international
conferences during the nineteenth century and for the most part preserved peace among the
great powers. But Bismarck’s diplomacy to unite Germany dealt this emerging liberal
systemic structure a damaging blow. Although Bismarck tried to replace the Concert of
Europe with an intricate series of offsetting alliances, his secretive style of diplomacy bred
suspicion. Once Bismarck was gone, Kaiser Wilhelm II proved less capable at navigating
the system. Notice here, as the causal arrow shows, the primacy of the individual level of
analysis—Bismarck was able to offset domestic and systemic factors to make diplomacy
work to preserve peace; the kaiser was not.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Figure 2-1 The Causes of World War I: The Realist Perspective and Levels of
Analysis
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As the liberal perspective sees it, the kaiser blundered his way into a naval competition with
Great Britain and military strategies toward France and Russia that ultimately produced
rigid alliances and self-initiating mobilization plans. The explanation thus far emphasizes
diplomatic mistakes at the individual level of analysis. Wilhelm was not being pressured to
do what he did by domestic or systemic forces. But then, in the crisis of July 1914, German
and European diplomacy got caught up in a spiral of action and reaction, compounding the
march to war. Each decision narrowed the options of the next decision in what liberal
perspectives call path dependence. Eventually, the process led to the last move of the
prisoner’s dilemma, in which war seemed to be inevitable. Now, as the causal arrow
suggests, the explanation draws on the interactive or systemic process level of analysis which
narrows options at the systemic level and drives domestic and decision-making behavior
toward the last move and war. Meanwhile, other liberal causes at the systemic structural
level, such as expanding trade and the Hague Conferences called in 1899 and 1907 to
resolve disputes peacefully through multilateral consensus, proved too weak to head off war.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Diplomatic miscalculations were abetted by domestic institutional weaknesses in most of
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the major continental powers. At the domestic level of analysis, Germany’s political system
was sharply divided between royalist and socialist factions, and its parliament, the
Reichstag, had only weak controls over military plans and spending. The czar in Russia was
a weak leader with a crumbling imperial administration, and nationalism was eating away
at the vital organs of the once mighty Austrian (after 1867, Austro-Hungarian) and
Ottoman (remnant of the Golden Age of Islam) Empires. A closer look at these diplomatic
and institutional developments illustrates how liberal perspectives emphasize interactions
and institutions, rather than power balancing or ideologies, as the primary causes of war
and peace.
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Secret Diplomacy: Bismarck

After weakening, if not effectively destroying, the Concert of Europe system through wars
with Austria and France, Bismarck in 1873 reconstituted the Three Emperors’ League, a
faint reproduction of the old Holy Alliance. (Identity-based explanations might give more
weight to the “Holy” or religious aspect, whereas Bismarck was more interested in the
realist “Alliance” aspect.) Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Russia were still led by
traditional monarchs. Unlike the emerging constitutional monarchs in Britain and France,
they resisted liberal politics and pledged to oppose rebellion in other countries. The Three
Emperors’ League was immediately tested in the Balkans, a region that produced most of
the crises after 1870 and eventually war in 1914. In 1876, Bulgaria, which for centuries had
been under Turkish rule, revolted. Russia proclaimed support for its Orthodox religious
brethren in Bulgaria. The czar was either genuinely motivated to protect Christians in the
Balkans or used this identity factor for realist expansionist aims. Austria-Hungary and
Great Britain suspected the latter—suspicions that had led them earlier to block Russia’s
advance toward the Balkans in the Crimean War in the 1850s. Britain feared Russia’s
dominance of the Dardanelles, as well as its relentless push through central Asia toward
India, then Britain’s prize colonial territory. Thus, when Russian and Bulgarian forces
reached the gates of Constantinople in 1878 and announced the Treaty of San Stefano,
creating a Bulgarian state and drastically weakening Turkey, Bismarck with British support
called a conference, the last major conference of the Concert of Europe era. Britain and
Russia solved the most contentious issues before the conference, leading to significant
Russian concessions. Hence, the Berlin Conference in 1878 left a bad taste in the mouth of
the Russians, and Russia thereafter blamed Germany.

Over the next fifteen years, Germany and Russia grew apart, creating one of the fault lines
that contributed to World War I. In 1879, Bismarck concluded a secret alliance with
Austria-Hungary against Russia. Austria, in turn, gave Germany veto power over its policies
in the Balkans. This was the basis for the crucial role that Germany played in Austrian
diplomacy in 1914 (see the following discussion). Bismarck renewed the Three Emperors’
League in 1881, but its purpose was now purely defensive. Each country pledged to remain
neutral if one of them went to war against a fourth country. Russia would stay out of a war
between Germany and France, and Austria-Hungary would stay out of a war between
Russia and Great Britain. In 1882, Bismarck concluded still another alliance with Italy.
This one pledged Italian assistance to Germany against a French attack and to Austria-
Hungary against a Russian attack. One of the rigid alliances, the Triple Alliance—
Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy—was now in place. Another Bulgarian crisis in 1885
shattered the Three Emperors’ League for good. Bismarck made one final effort to maintain
ties with Russia, the Reinsurance Treaty of 1887. But when Bismarck left office—
essentially fired—in 1890, Kaiser Wilhelm II did not renew the treaty.
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Although Germany rose rapidly in power from 1870 to 1890, Bismarck’s diplomacy
preserved the peace. Could his successors have replicated that virtuoso performance? Some
prominent realists think so.21 They judge that systemic factors were driving Bismarck’s
policy, not domestic or individual-level factors. Hence, someone else as adept as Bismarck
might have been able to continue his success. But other analysts might argue that that is
expecting too much from any individual. Indeed, even by realist logic, Bismarck’s
performance was lacking. For example, he did relatively little to reassure France except to
avoid rivalry in colonial disputes. Instead, he was the principal architect of annexing Alsace-
Lorraine after the Franco-Prussian War of 1871 (the last of three wars leading to the
unification of Germany), even though he knew this policy would poison French–German
relations thereafter. He did it to weaken France, expecting France to be an enemy for good:
“An enemy, whose honest friendship can never be won, must at least be rendered somewhat
less harmful.”22 Bismarck apparently considered France a permanent enemy and
contaminated the realist logic of a flexible balance of power with identity factors. Realism
says to never regard a country as either a permanent enemy or a permanent friend and to be
ready to align with any country, regardless of friendship or animosity, to counter greater
power. Even if Bismarck had followed that rule, could he have reassured France any more
than he was able to reassure Russia? After all, Russia made the first alliance with France
relatively soon (four years) after Bismarck left office. Would that not have happened
eventually, whoever succeeded Bismarck? From realist perspectives, diplomacy can do only
what the balance of power allows. And from the liberal and identity perspectives, the
balance of power in Europe before World War I was flawed either because it relied too
much on secrecy and manipulation or because it demanded perfect—we might say angelic
—statesmanship, which even Bismarck was unable to deliver. Thus, realist perspectives
enthrone Bismarck as the master statesman, while liberal and identity perspectives counter
that only a godlike statesman could have pulled it off.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Kaiser Wilhelm II signed this mobilization order, which amounted to a German
declaration of war against Russia, in August 1914. Chancellor Theobald von
Bethmann-Hollweg countersigned the document. Liberal views fault Wilhelm II’s
diplomatic failures for the onset of war.
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Clumsy Diplomacy: Wilhelm II

From a liberal perspective, Kaiser Wilhelm II was clearly a less capable diplomat than
Bismarck and quickly stoked further antagonism between Germany and Russia,
contributing to the Franco-Russian Alliance of 1894. He also initiated a colonial and naval
rivalry with Great Britain, something that Bismarck had astutely avoided. In 1895, the
kaiser sent a famous telegram to President Paul Krüger of the independent Boer states,
settled by Germans in the South African Transvaal. Krüger’s army had just defeated a raid
into the Transvaal by forces from neighboring British colonies. The so-called Krüger
telegram congratulated the Boer leader for the victory. It was a gratuitous slap at the
British. The kaiser carried the insult further and launched a major shipbuilding program to
challenge British naval supremacy. Envious of the British ships he saw on his summer
vacations in England, he launched an arms race that witnessed the production of more and
bigger battleships, culminating in the famous Dreadnought competition.23 The secret and
rapid buildup of the German navy under the determined leadership of Admiral Alfred von
Tirpitz was a key factor contributing to growing rivalries before World War I.

Other colonial conflicts followed. German and French interests clashed in the Moroccan
crises in 1905 and 1911. Russia and Austria-Hungary almost went to war in a Balkan crisis
in 1908–1909 after Austria-Hungary annexed Bosnia-Herzegovina (where Sarajevo is
located, the site of the assassination of Archduke Ferdinand, which triggered World War I,
and, by the way, the central city in the Bosnian crisis of 1992–1995). Balkan wars broke
out again in 1912–1913. In October 1912, Montenegro, another small Balkan state,
declared war on Turkey and was quickly supported by Bulgaria, Serbia, and Greece. After
this crisis was settled, Bulgaria attacked Serbia and Greece in June 1913. In both crises,
Austria and Russia stood eyeball to eyeball, fearing that the other might gain an advantage.
Germany supported Austria and had significant influence over Austrian policy, as called for
by the German-Austro-Hungarian alliance of 1879. Great Britain, which sent its war
minister, Richard Haldane, to Berlin in 1912, sought to ensure that Germany would not
threaten Belgium. Suspicions were mounting for the final drama of war.
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Misperceptions and Mobilization Plans

Why did war break out in 1914 and not in 1912 or 1913? From a liberal perspective,
diplomacy had prevented war in earlier crises. Why didn’t diplomacy do so again in 1914?
For three reasons, liberal accounts suggest. First, Germany expected Britain to remain
neutral in 1914 as it had in previous crises, thus permitting a local settlement. Second,
mobilization plans—such as the Schlieffen Plan—were finalized in 1913 that called for an
automatic escalation to war. Now the slightest spark could ignite a firestorm. And third,
civilian institutions in various countries broke down, contributing to a last-move situation
familiar in game theory, when the only choice remaining is to go to war. Notice that all
these factors are contingent on interactive factors (misperceptions, bureaucratic plans, and
policy failures); they are not consequences of unbalanced alliances (power) or conflicting
identities (ideas). A primary focus on interrelationships is typical of liberal explanations of
international events.

On July 5, a week after the assassination of the archduke, the kaiser met the Austrian
ambassador in Germany and told him that Germany would back Austria against Serbia
“whatever Austria’s decision.” The German chancellor, Bethmann-Hollweg, confirmed this
commitment the next day in what became known as a “blank check,” giving Austria a free
hand to start a war.24 The kaiser did not expect Russia, Serbia’s ally, to go to war and did
not even discuss the possibility that Britain might intervene. Kaiser Wilhelm left town for
his regular summer North Sea cruise. Austria sent an ultimatum to Serbia on July 23. The
Serbs replied on July 27 and appeared to concede to Austria’s demands. The kaiser, who
had just returned from his cruise, ordered negotiations, proposing that Austria “halt in
Belgrade”—meaning occupy Belgrade temporarily—until Serbia met other demands. But
the kaiser’s instructions did not arrive in Vienna until July 28, after Austria had declared
war against Serbia—perhaps deliberately delayed, according to some realist accounts that
we have discussed, to start a preventive war.

Now the issue hinged on whether the war could be localized between Austria and Serbia
without involving their allies, Germany and Russia. British neutrality was key. If Britain
did not support Russia, an ally under the Triple Entente, a wider war might be avoided. As
already noted, some German officials did not expect Britain to intervene. But on the
evening of July 29, a telegram from London warned firmly that Britain would support
Russia if war occurred. Germany now tried to rein in its Austrian ally. Early in the morning
of July 30, Bethmann-Hollweg fired off his famous “world on fire” telegrams urging
Vienna to implement the kaiser’s instructions to negotiate—just a smoke screen, as some
realist accounts see it, to shift blame for war onto Russia.

Military plans and mobilization, however, now made diplomacy difficult. War plans were
based on quick strikes, and Germany’s Schlieffen Plan, as we have noted, called for an
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attack first on France and then on Russia. Military plans relied on precise timetables and
the complex movements of troops. In response to Austria’s declaration of war against
Serbia, Russia had already partially mobilized on July 29, and the czar actually ordered full
mobilization that same evening but canceled the order two hours later when he received
another telegram from his cousin Willy. Under intense pressure from his generals, however,
Nicholas went ahead the next day with full mobilization. In response, Germany sent an
ultimatum to Russia on July 31 and declared war on August 1. When the kaiser met with
his generals to order them to limit the war to Russia and not attack France, von Moltke, the
German army chief of staff, protested:

Your Majesty, it cannot be done. The deployment of millions cannot be
improvised. If Your Majesty insists on leading the whole army to the East, it will
not be an army ready for battle but a disorganized mob. . . . These arrangements
took a whole year of intricate labor to complete and once settled they cannot be
altered.25
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The Last Move

Interestingly, the kaiser won the argument, and German troops in the west set to invade
France were pulled back. Although a German infantry unit had already crossed into
Luxembourg, another unit went in and, following the kaiser’s instruction, ordered the first
unit out.26 France mobilized the same day, even though it positioned its troops ten
kilometers from the border to avoid accidents. Nevertheless, German military and political
leaders doubted that France would stay out of the war, and on August 3, Germany declared
war on France. The next day, German troops invaded Belgium, and Britain entered the
war. A general European war was now under way.27

From the liberal perspective, no one sought a general war, but rational behavior ultimately
led to it. Why? The process of interaction broke down. In iterative game theory—which is
the liberal perspective, illustrated by the example of the prisoners interacting regularly in
the prison yard in Chapter 1—actors count on being able to play the game again
tomorrow. This expectation, or shadow of the future, encourages cooperation. But if they
come to believe that they are playing the game for the last time, the so-called last move,
they face the static prisoner’s dilemma or realist situation and defect. In a sense, liberal
accounts argue, this is what happened to ignite World War I. Listen to the conclusions of
political scientist Marc Trachtenberg: “[Bethmann-Hollweg] had not set out to provoke a
great war. . . . He had made a certain effort to get the Austrians to pull back. But war was
almost bound to come eventually, so he would just stand aside and let it come now.”28 No
one wanted war, but as the causal arrow suggests, a process of action-reaction set in motion
a spiral of suspicion and distrust that eventually resulted in war.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Notice the language of the impending last move (“almost bound to come eventually”).
Under these circumstances, it was rational for Bethmann-Hollweg to behave the way he
did. Now compare this argument to the previous, realist one that Germany sought a
general war to avoid the future dominance of Russia. In the realist argument, Germany
always intended war because it was necessary to head off Russian dominance. In the liberal
argument, Germany did not reach that conclusion until late in the process of diplomatic
action and reaction. In the realist case, relative power projections at the systemic structural
level caused the war; in the liberal case, negotiating dynamics at the systemic process level
brought it about. Observe that in neither argument are Germany’s intentions the primary
cause of the war. Germany’s intentions are the result of either power requirements (realist)
or interactive factors (liberal).
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Causal Arrow: Perspectives

But the debate goes on because, as Professor Kier Lieber notes, World War I “appears to
offer at least some empirical support for practically any theory or explanation.”29 Lieber
sees a larger role for intentions and identity factors. On the basis of new materials obtained
from former East German archives after the Cold War, he concludes that the war was
neither unintended, as power balancing (defensive) realists might argue, nor a consequence
of diplomatic blunders, as liberal accounts might suggest, but “that German leaders went to
war in 1914 with their eyes wide open.”30 The war, in short, was intended. For Lieber, as
the causal arrow suggests, the intention to go to war in order to increase hegemonic power
led to a diplomatic crisis and war. He is a proponent of the offensive realist school, which
assumes that countries always seek more power to dominate, not just enough power to
balance. For other analysts, the intention to go to war may derive from domestic ideational
or identity factors such as Germany’s heroic self-image or militant ideology, as we examine
below in the section on identity perspectives.

198



Weak Domestic Institutions

The last-move argument assumes that diplomats are in control of institutions, especially the
military, and act rationally. But other liberal explanations suggest that diplomats may not
be in control and that institutions malfunction. In the case of World War I, as the causal
arrow shows, institutional weaknesses contributed to fragmentation and faulty diplomacy,
which made war more likely. German diplomacy, for example, was weakened by “an
astonishing lack of coordination between the political and the military authorities.”31

Political interests that sought to avoid war, or at least to shift the blame for war, worked at
cross-purposes with military strategies that counted on precise timetables and a two-front
war to achieve victory.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

German domestic institutions were also divided. The conservative coalition that ran the
German government consisted of landed agricultural interests (rye) and industrial leaders
(iron). Known as the iron and rye coalition, it excluded for the most part the growing
working class and its socialist leaders who held the majority in the Reichstag. The only way
this growing division could be overcome was by war. A policy of war diverted resources to
the military, which the Reichstag did not fully control, and co-opted socialist opponents
through appeals to patriotism and nationalism. As one historian concludes, reflecting a
foreign policy level of analysis, Germany “sought to consolidate the position of the ruling
classes with a successful imperialist foreign policy.”32

iron and rye coalition: a domestic coalition of military and agricultural interests that dominated
German politics before World War I.

Domestic cleavages were even stronger in the other monarchies. Austria-Hungary was
disintegrating from within, the Russian czar was in a precarious position, and the Ottoman
Empire was barely surviving. Within four years of the outbreak of war, all three of these
institutions would cease to exist.

Elsewhere domestic institutions were becoming more popularly based and representative.
Democratic government made it more difficult to conduct foreign policy in a timely and
coherent way. In the United States, President Woodrow Wilson campaigned for reelection
in 1916 on a promise to keep the United States out of war; nevertheless, by April 1917,
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Germany’s policy of unlimited submarine warfare, which earlier in 1915 sank the American
ship Lusitania, led the United States to enter the war. American involvement may have
been decisive, and German diplomacy blundered by alienating the United States. Germany
defeated Russia in early 1918 just as American doughboys arrived to counter the additional
German forces moved from the Russian to the western front. Germany may well have worn
down the western allies if fresh American troops had not entered the battle.
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Insufficient Interdependence: Trade and the Hague
Conferences

International commerce and banking had expanded dramatically in the last quarter of the
nineteenth century. Not only colonial trade but also trade among the industrial powers
reached levels before World War I that would not be reached again until the 1970s. Britain
had led an effort to liberalize trade unilaterally, and some countries followed, such as
France. But there were no effective multilateral institutions to coordinate and expand this
effort, and other countries, such as Germany and the United States, did not liberalize their
trade policies. Still, the growing numbers of bankers and merchants opposed war and called
for the peaceful resolution of political disputes. A best-selling book published just two years
before the outbreak of World War I proclaimed that war was a “great illusion” because the
costs of war from the breakup of lucrative trade and investment now far exceeded its
benefits. War had become obsolete, its author, Norman Angell, declared.33 As the causal
arrow suggests, multilateral diplomacy and trade offered better ways to reduce the distrust
between adversaries and replace alliances with peaceful settlement of disputes. The Hague
Conferences, convened in 1899 and 1907 by initiative of the Russian czar, brought small as
well as large states into the diplomatic process (twenty-six states in 1899, forty-four in
1907). Although these conferences solved no major issues, they reformed the rules and
methods of diplomacy and started discussions to reduce secrecy and control arms races.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

From the liberal perspective, trade and law were becoming more important aspects of
international affairs than power and secret diplomacy. William Gladstone, who became
British prime minister in 1880, foresaw this development and observed that

a new law of nations is gradually taking hold of the mind, and coming to sway
the practice, of the world; a law which recognizes independence, which frowns
upon aggression, which favours the pacific, not the bloody settlement of disputes,
which aims at permanent not temporary adjustments: above all, which
recognizes, as a tribunal of paramount authority, the general judgement of
civilized mankind.34

Notice Gladstone’s emphasis on classic liberal themes—law, practice, pacific settlement of
disputes, permanent solutions, and universal participation—which he terms the “general
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judgement of civilized mankind.” Gladstone’s insights became the banner of another great
statesman in the next century. The American president Woodrow Wilson championed
worldviews that emphasized open markets, the rule of law, and collective rather than
national security. From the liberal point of view, these factors were too weak to head off
World War I. But after the war, they formed the edifice of a whole new approach to
managing military relations in international politics, which we discuss more fully in the
next chapter. (See Figure 2-2 for a summary of the liberal explanations of the causes of
World War I.)

Figure 2-2 The Causes of World War I: The Liberal Perspective and Levels of
Analysis
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Identity Explanations

Identity perspectives on World War I emphasize the ideas and norms that motivate prewar
diplomacy and military rivalries. These ideas are both shared and autonomous, rational and
psychological. The dominant ideology in prewar Europe was nationalism. Three broad
varieties emerged in the nineteenth century. Militant nationalism focused on cultural and
ultimately racial differences and advocated a kind of aggressive, heroic approach to
international relations. Liberal nationalism focused on political ideologies and called for
wider participation and the rule of law in both domestic and international politics. Socialist
nationalism sought greater economic equality and social justice, especially among social
classes and with colonial territories. Each variety of nationalism also had an international or
collectivist dimension. Militant nationalism, for example, embraced Social Darwinism, a
collectivist norm of political and military struggle to preserve and promote cultural
superiority. Liberal nationalism supported the Hague legal process and later collective
security arrangements under the League of Nations, while socialist nationalism embraced a
series of international meetings known as the Second International, which advocated the
solidarity of the working classes across nations. Let’s look more closely at these different
types of nationalism.

militant nationalism: a form of nineteenth-century nationalism that focused on cultural and racial
differences and advocated an aggressive, heroic approach to international relations.

liberal nationalism: a form of nineteenth-century nationalism that focused on political ideologies
and called for wider participation and the rule of law in both domestic and international politics.

socialist nationalism: a form of nineteenth-century nationalism that sought greater economic
equality and social justice, especially in class and colonial relationships.
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Militant and Racist Nationalism

Rising nationalism in the nineteenth century weakened the solidarity or collective identity
of the European conference system, the Concert of Europe. Bismarck contended that there
was no higher principle or purpose than service to one’s country. This kind of nationalism
exalted the culture and language of each nation, which did not change much and could not
be shared easily with other nations.

It was a short step from this type of cultural nationalism to the virulent militarist and racist
doctrines that spread in Europe in the late nineteenth century. Militarism reflected the
imperative to organize and train a citizen army, often including extensive reserves. Prior to
the eighteenth century, armies consisted mostly of nobles, peasants recruited for each
campaign, and mercenaries. Wars were fought among tens of thousands, not millions, and
direct casualties were relatively low (most soldiers died of diseases). In the eighteenth
century, Prussia began to change this model for armies by introducing “limited military
conscription, intensive tactical training, efficient artillery barrages, and skillful generalship.”
Napoleon accelerated these developments. As Robert Osgood and Robert Tucker write, he
“created a ‘nation in arms’ . . . [and] transformed warfare into a national crusade, involving
not just tactical maneuver and attrition of the enemy’s supply lines but annihilation of the
enemy’s forces, occupation of his territory, and even political conversion of his people.”35

War now had the objective of regime change. The industrial revolution completed this
transformation. It created not only new technologies of military power but also a whole
new arms industry that promoted and thrived on accelerating arms races, such as the
Dreadnought battleship competition mentioned earlier.

Military technological changes contributed to a widespread belief among European military
establishments that offensive strategies would hold the advantage in the next war. This
belief led to the need for rapid mobilization plans and secret military planning. In this way,
ideas created the mobilization spiral that caused World War I, not the mobilization process
itself, which liberal perspectives emphasize. A militarist mentality created the cult of the
offensive.36 This belief in the advantage of using military power offensively was the reason
rapid mobilization plans were developed in the first place; the mobilization plans and their
interaction at the end of July 1914 were simply a consequence. Notice again how
arguments are differentiated depending on the way the causal arrow runs, in this case from
ideas of the cult of the offensive to mobilization plans to relative shifts in power, rather
than the reverse.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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cult of the offensive: a belief in the advantage of using military power offensively.
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Liberal Nationalism

The second type of nationalism that emerged in the nineteenth century was more
ideological and political than racial. It too emphasized culture and military struggle. But it
offered political rather than racial visions of the way the world was unfolding. Liberal
nationalism saw a trend toward increased individual freedom, fundamental human rights,
and the rule of law. It emphasized equality of opportunity, especially the possibility of
education and participation of all members of society in the political life and institutions of
the country.

Across Europe, World War I was greeted with nationalistic enthusiasm. Here
German citizens rally in late July 1914 in front of the kaiser’s palace (right) in Berlin.

Ullstein Bild/The Granger Collection, New York

The United States and Great Britain led the development of liberal nationalism. By 1830,
the United States had enfranchised all white male citizens. Through two major reform laws
in 1832 and 1867, Great Britain also extended the franchise. Britain first and then the
United States, after a bloody civil war, eliminated slavery, although political and economic,
as opposed to legal, emancipation of black citizens took another century or more to achieve.
Women too waited another century. Still, these countries planted the seed of expanding
individual freedom and developed some of the early international movements for human
rights and international law—for example, the British campaign against the international
slave trade in the early nineteenth century.

More utopian versions of liberal ideology proclaimed universal peace. Immanuel Kant, the
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eighteenth-century German philosopher, wrote Idea for a Universal History and Perpetual
Peace, in which he predicted that democracy would spread and lead to a federation of
peaceful states.37 This type of thinking may have contributed to a complacency before
World War I that war was increasingly obsolete and that international organizations, law,
and trade could resolve disputes, as Gladstone and Angell had envisioned. As the causal
arrow suggests, it also laid out for the first time the logic of the democratic peace whereby
liberal nationalism leads to peaceful settlement of disputes that overcomes anarchy.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

207



Socialist Nationalism

Socialist nationalism focused more on the social and economic equality of individuals and
advocated that state institutions restrict economic freedoms and redistribute economic
wealth from the capitalist to the working classes. While communism, a more radical version
of socialism, did not yield political fruit until 1917, when Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov (who
went by the alias Lenin) installed it in Russia, many European and other societies—for
example, India—adopted socialist programs well before World War I.

Socialist parties emerged and sharpened conflicts with liberal and conservative parties.
Socialist parties met in international conferences in 1907, 1910, and 1912, known as the
Second International, and denounced militarism and war. They too, as the causal arrow
suggests, sought internationalist solutions, but in this case based on the solidarity of the
working classes to end capitalism and war. Ultimately, however, nationalism proved
stronger than internationalism. Although Social Democrats, representing the interests of
the working class, held the majority in the German parliament in 1914, they voted on
August 4, 1914, unanimously for war. In the 1860s, Bismarck had used war to co-opt the
liberal nationalists and unify Germany. Now in 1914, conservatives in Germany, Russia,
and other countries used war to co-opt the social nationalists and forge ideological unity
through conservative and militant nationalism.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Social Darwinism

Militant, liberal, and socialist spirits came together at the end of the nineteenth century in
the worldview of Social Darwinism. Charles Darwin, an English scientist, published in
1859 his theory of evolution titled On the Origin of Species. Darwin identified a process of
competition and natural selection that accounted for the evolution and survival of
biological species. In The Descent of Man, published in 1871, Darwin applied his theory to
the origins of human beings. Many nineteenth-century political leaders concluded that it
must also apply to the survival and evolution of human societies and, indeed, nation-states.
Bismarck, for example, said that “without struggle there can be no life and, if we wish to
continue living, we must also be reconciled to further struggle.”38 President Teddy
Roosevelt once famously mused, “Unless we keep the barbarian virtues, the civilized ones
will be of little avail.”39 Thus was born the idea of a struggle among nations for the survival
of the fittest. Only strong nations survived, and the strength of a nation involved its
military power and its cultural cohesion.

Social Darwinism: a nineteenth-century worldview that saw a struggle among nations for survival of
the fittest.

Race inevitably became a measure of cultural cohesion for Social Darwinists. It linked
culture to biology and seemed to follow from Darwinist logic. It affected all countries
during this period. The United States openly discriminated against Chinese immigrants
and continued to disenfranchise black Americans. But German leaders were particularly
blunt about race. Kaiser Wilhelm II suggested on more than one occasion that the issue for
him was race: “Now comes . . . the Germanic peoples’ fight for their existence against
Russo-Gallia [Russia and France]. No further conference can smooth this over, for it is not
a question of high politics but of race . . . for what is at stake is whether the Germanic race
is to be or not to be in Europe.”40 His army chief of staff, von Moltke, agreed: “A
European war is bound to come sooner or later, and then it will be, in the last resort, a
struggle between Teuton and Slav.” And so did his foreign minister, Gottlieb von Jagow:
“The struggle between Teuton and Slav was bound to come.”41

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

As the causal arrow illustrates, racial competition made conferences ineffective and politics
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among great powers unlikely. The kaiser explicitly states that “no further conference can
smooth this over” and that “it is not a question of high politics” that can be resolved by
great powers, “but [a question] of race.” Moltke and Jagow likewise suggest that the conflict
is about identity and, in the language of the last move, “war is bound to come sooner or
later.” In each case, ideas are driving diplomacy and conflict, not the other way around.

Here was a witch’s brew of culture and race stirred together in a kind of hypernationalism
that would afflict world politics for the next century. Some historians see German war aims
as the direct cause of World War I. Others agree that hypernationalism was present but
came to the fore much more virulently in World War II. (See Figure 2-3 for a summary of
identity explanations of the causes of World War I.)
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Critical Theory Explanations

Lenin saw World War I as a product of capitalist dynamics. The capitalist countries would
fight one another for markets, and communist countries would be left to pick up the pieces.
As soon as Lenin seized control in Russia in 1917, he pulled Russian forces out of the
capitalist war between Germany and the west. He concentrated on building communism in
a single country, believing that the historical dialectic of class conflict was on his side.
Critical theories, such as Marxism, emphasize the deeper material forces propelling history
toward its predetermined end. In the case of Marxism, the predetermined end is
communism; in other cases of critical theory, it might be emancipation of marginalized
voices or simply deconstruction of all power relationships. Critical theories remind us that
attempts to understand history through perspectives are always selective and therefore
biased. Social forces are holistic. Social science researchers reflect these social forces even as
they try to study them.

Figure 2-3 The Causes of World War I: The Identity Perspective and Levels of
Analysis

Critical theories are skeptical of rationalist explanations. Realism, for example, points to a
famous statement by Lord Palmerston, a British prime minister in the nineteenth century.
Speaking for Britain, Palmerston said, “We have no eternal allies and no permanent
enemies.” This statement became realism’s mantra—countries should align with one
another not based on domestic ideological sentiments but, instead, solely on the basis of
relative power considerations to confront the greater power. Yet Lord Palmerston also said
that “the independence of constitutional states . . . never can be a matter of indifference to
the British parliament, or, I should hope, to the British public. Constitutional states I
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would consider to be the natural allies of this country.”42 Now, Palmerston is saying that in
making foreign policy, the domestic political identities of countries matter more than the
countries’ relative power. He is hinting at the tendency of democracies (he calls them
constitutional states) to align and not go to war with one another, thereby creating the
“democratic peace.” Which statement is correct?

Critical theories make us skeptical of all these efforts to select and emphasize specific factors
to understand international relations, whether power or identity factors. Realist scholars
writing about the past do not tell the whole story, not because they are devious but because
they can’t. Neither, of course, can scholars writing from liberal or identity perspectives. No
single perspective or level of analysis suffices. Reality is holistic, not fragmented or capable
of being decomposed piece by piece.

Critical theories, on the other hand, face a comparable limitation. Even though they insist
on studying history as a whole, not by selecting and focusing on specific hypotheses, they
have to concede that they can never tell us the whole story of history. History is too
gargantuan, which is why mainstream scholars turn to selective perspectives in the first
place. Critical theory can tell us the story of history only from the social vantage point of a
particular critical theory scholar. As we see in this book, the social vantage point that
critical theorists often select is that of the poor, oppressed, and disenfranchised peoples of
the world, whose interests, in these theorists’ view, are systematically de-emphasized in
mainstream perspectives. (See Figure 2-4 for a summary of critical theory explanations of
the causes of World War I. Bear in mind, however, that critical theories do not actually
distinguish among the various levels of analysis for causal purposes.)

Figure 2-4 The Causes of World War I: The Critical Theory Perspective and Levels
of Analysis
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Note: Remember that factors identified at the various levels of analysis are not distinct
causes but parts of a holistic explanation.

Summary

Our discussion of World War I shows how the concepts emphasized by each perspective play out in the
actual course of historical events. Realist perspectives emphasize material factors such as anarchy and the
security dilemma (self-help), rising (Germany) and declining (Great Britain) states, power conversion
through more and less efficient bureaucracies, imperialistic domestic interest groups (cartelized politics in
Germany), and weak leaders (Czar Nicholas II and Kaiser Wilhelm II). Liberal perspectives emphasize the
absence or demise of common international institutions (Concert of Europe), the depth or shallowness of
interdependence (the Hague Conferences), the misperceptions and accidents of diplomacy (secret
diplomacy and path dependence, leading to the last move), and the breakdown of domestic policy
coordination and institutions. Identity perspectives emphasize the variety of nationalist ideologies and their
accompanying international discourses. Social Darwinism and the spread of hypernationalist ideologies
glorifying the cult of the offensive won out over Kantian liberal and Marxist socialist discourses. Evil or
emotionally unstable leaders may have also contributed.

The principal perspectives emphasize these concepts from different levels of analysis. The kaiser may have
been a uniquely weak leader (individual level), Germany an aggressive militarist state (domestic level), the
leadership manipulative in using war to overcome domestic fissures (foreign policy level), or Germany just
too powerful to contain (systemic level).

Critical theories weave all these causal factors from different perspectives and levels of analysis into a single
historical drama, such as dialectical materialism in the case of Marxist theories. This drama is driven by
factors beyond the control of theorists and thus not subject to rational manipulation. We cannot
understand or make the future by testing propositions from the past because the past is sodden with
Western imperialism.

The variety of explanations is bewildering. But our analytical tools help us distinguish and organize them.
Then, as scholars and students, we have an obligation to keep testing and evaluating the explanations. We
may never obtain definitive answers, but we can know more, especially about how and why we disagree.

Want a better grade?

Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Study Questions
1. Do you believe that the two cousins, Willy and Nicky, could have prevented World War I? What level of

analysis does your answer reflect?
2. Why is Bismarck’s diplomacy, which included the Berlin Conference in 1878, considered to be realist

rather than liberal?
3. What are the differences among the following domestic-level explanations of World War I: imperialistic

cartels, poorly coordinated military and political institutions, and nationalist political ideologies?
4. Can you give three explanations, one from each perspective, of why World War I started in 1914 and not

earlier?
5. Which perspective is reflected and which rejected in the following argument about World War I from

John Mearsheimer’s The Tragedy of Great Power Politics? Explain your conclusion. “Even if Bismarck had
remained in power past 1890, it is unlikely that he could have forestalled the Franco-Russian alliance
with clever diplomacy. . . . France and Russia came together because they were scared of Germany’s

growing power, not because Germany behaved aggressively or foolishly.”43

6. What level of analysis is Professor Jack Levy emphasizing when he writes, “It is certainly plausible that the
July crisis might have ended differently if other individuals had been in positions of power at the

beginning of July 1914”?44

7. What level of analysis is Professor Jack Snyder using when he concludes that the argument that
“Germany’s expansionism was compelled by its position in the international system . . . is fundamentally
unconvincing [because] [e]ven a cursory look at Germany’s international position will show that the

nation’s vulnerability and insecurity were caused by its own aggressive policies”?45
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3 World War II Why Did War Happen Again?

Führer Adolf Hitler salutes his troops at a Nazi rally. Was Hitler trying to establish a master
race (the identity perspective), negotiate a better peace than Versailles (the liberal
perspective), or prepare for a war to exploit the balance of power (the realist perspective)?

Universal History Archive/Getty Images

On November 5, 1937, Adolf Hitler summoned his generals to a meeting in Berlin. The meeting was
expected to be routine, but once it began Hitler swore the participants to secrecy and proceeded to
outline his plans for war. According to minutes drafted from memory a few days later by an army
adjutant, Colonel Friedrich Hossbach, Hitler said that the aim of German policy was to secure a larger
living space—Lebensraum—for the German racial community. This expansion could be accomplished
only through war, which had to occur before 1943–1945, when German power would peak. The first
steps would be to seize Czechoslovakia and Austria. Hitler believed that France, England, and Poland
had already written off the Czechs and had too many problems of their own to offer any resistance. But
if they did, Germany must counter with lightning strikes. The deck would then be cleared for the final

strike against the primary enemy, Russia.1

Is this the explanation for World War II? Did the war result from a premeditated plan by a
single racist man (notice the identity perspective and individual level of analysis) who had
written two books ten years earlier—the two-volume Mein Kampf in 1925–1926 and a
secret, unpublished book in 1928—that not only laid out a strategy for conquering
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territory in the east but also hatched his horrific plans for the extermination of the Jews?
The war followed this plan pretty closely. As Professor John Mueller concludes, “The
Second World War . . . was almost single-handedly created by one man, Adolf Hitler.”2

The explanation seems convincing, right? Case closed. We can go straight to the next
chapter.

Lebensraum: Hitler’s expansionist ideology that proposed a larger living space for the German racial
community.
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Causes of Madness

Not so fast. How did a man like Hitler ever come to power in the first place? What
domestic-level factors facilitated his rise, and what systemic factors permitted another
colossal catastrophe so soon after the death trenches of World War I? What about causal
forces from the liberal perspective? Hadn’t European diplomats abandoned the balance of
power and built a bold new international institution called the League of Nations to settle
disputes peacefully? Massive mistakes that set the conditions for war must have been made
long before Hitler came to power in January 1933. Did Hitler just exploit these mistakes?
Could someone else have started World War II even if he had not? Or would Germany
have gone to war eventually because realist factors, such as Germany’s unity and exposed
central location, continued to fuel the security dilemma, even if Germany and other
countries had done almost everything right? We have to try to answer these questions,
because World War II killed three times as many people, approximately thirty-five to fifty
million, as World War I, six million of them Jews in the Holocaust. What could have
caused such madness?

League of Nations: a universal institution, founded after the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, that
embodied the collective security approach to the management of military power.

Once again, there is disagreement. Realists ask if World War II wasn’t really just a
continuation of World War I. The basic problem was the same: anarchy, the security
dilemma, and an unstable balance of power. After World War I, Germany was not
occupied or destroyed. It remained intact and potentially a looming menace again in the
exposed center of the European system (remember the open plains). True, Germany was
much weaker. It had lost about 13 percent of its prewar territory, the monarchy had ended,
and runaway inflation and economic depression had followed. The Versailles Treaty
limited Germany’s arms and stripped it of its colonies, but it continued to have the largest
population in Europe and one of the most resilient, talented, and efficient societies in the
world. The major powers in Europe did not see this problem in the 1920s, distracted, as
realists see it, by utopian liberal schemes of collective security centered on the League of
Nations. When they did see it in the late 1930s, it was too late. Germany had gathered
momentum, as it had before World War I, and the security dilemma intensified with
renewed force. Germany was too big to contain without encirclement and too little to feel
safe with encirclement.

From the liberal perspective, the balance of power itself was the problem. As the dilemmas
with German encirclement suggested, such a balance could never be stable. It had to be
replaced by new institutional arrangements. Liberal advocates led by the U.S. president,
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Woodrow Wilson, proposed a whole new scheme for managing military relations in
international politics. The concept of collective security organized force on a different
principle, one based on common institutions and the preponderance of power rather than
on separate national interests and the balance of power. The League of Nations embodied
this imaginative new approach, but it didn’t work at the time. Why? Liberal accounts lay
the blame largely at the door of the United States. It refused to play its role as a new,
leading great power. After helping win World War I, the United States did an about-face,
left Europe, refused to join the League, and retreated into isolationism during the 1920s
and 1930s. Without the leading power, the League could not muster a preponderance of
power, and the world marched off into another nationalist struggle for power.

But why does nationalism have to lead to war? How do nationalities or identities get
constructed so as to lead to war? If all nations were satisfied with the status quo, no state
would seek to upset it. What kind of nationalism leads to aggression? Identity perspectives
have an answer—the kind that derives from revanchism (the desire for revenge),
irredentism (the desire to regain territories), racism, and xenophobia. German nationalism
after World War I had all these characteristics. Many Germans felt that they had been
unjustly blamed for World War I and humiliated by the Versailles Treaty that ended the
war.3 They considered it only reasonable that Germany should regain territories where
Germans lived, such as Alsace-Lorraine, which France had seized in World War I (and
which, of course, Germany had seized in 1871). Many Germans also indulged in a racism
of Aryan superiority and murderous anti-Semitism, and they dehumanized foreigners not
of their superior race. This was the extreme nihilistic nationalism that German nationalism
unleashed in the 1860s. Otto von Bismarck, the German statesman who unified Germany
through war, predicted it in conversations with his conservative mentor, Leopold von
Gerlach: “I can even think out the idea that some day ‘unbelieving Jesuits’ will rule over the
Mark Brandenburg [core of Prussia] together with a Bonaparte absolutism.”4 Aggressive
missionaries (Jesuits) without any beliefs (unbelieving) ruling over Berlin with a Napoleon-
like absolutism—not a bad description of the Nazis who controlled Germany from 1933 to
1945.

This time let’s start with liberal explanations of the war. President Wilson and the League
of Nations may have failed to prevent a second world war, but they left a powerful example
of collective security through universal international institutions that was later realized in
the UN intervention in 1990–1991 in the first Persian Gulf War (see Chapter 5). Liberal
perspectives argue that if there is hope that the world community might someday go
beyond the balance of power and domesticate military force—that is, convert it to police
power, as in domestic society—this hope will have to grow out of the seed of institutional
arrangements in which all nations and people participate. As we will see, other perspectives
disagree. Realist perspectives say it still matters more who holds power within those
institutions, while identity perspectives argue that the values these institutions promote
matter more than the rules or power they employ. Parallel Timeline 3-1 helps organize
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events leading to World War II by perspectives.

Parallel Timeline 3-1 Events Leading to World War II from Different Perspectives
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Liberal Accounts

In asking Congress to declare war on Germany, Woodrow Wilson emphasized that “the
world must be made safe for democracy.”5 Subsequently, in January 1918, he laid out for
Congress his famous Fourteen Points, a plan to restructure the world order after the war.
Consider the emphasis in this plan on liberal themes of relationships, negotiations,
interdependence, and peaceful pursuits (non-zero-sum goals). Wilson advocated open
diplomacy, freedom of the seas, general disarmament, removal of trade barriers, impartial
settlement of colonial claims, internationalization of the Dardanelles, and establishment of
the League of Nations. The program also contained realist elements. It called for territorial
and military adjustments: restoration of Belgium, return of Alsace-Lorraine to France,
evacuation of Russian territory, readjustment of Italy’s frontiers, evacuation of the Balkans,
and creation of Poland (actually re-creation—it had been partitioned among Prussia,
Russia, and Austria at the end of the eighteenth century) with access to the sea. And there
was an important identity element as well, the granting of autonomy or self-determination
to the national minorities of the Austro-Hungarian and Ottoman Empires. Wilson
expected that self-determination would lead to democracy, hence his theme of “making the
world safe for democracy.” But the plan relied overwhelmingly on the expectation that
repetitive practices of trade and diplomacy would condition state behavior to preserve the
peace and prepare the way for democracy to spread and the balance of power to recede.
Liberal procedures would steadily trump identity and power disparities.

self-determination: nations’ right to autonomy in deciding their own domestic identities.
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Collective Security, Not Balance of Power

What was this new approach? Collective security started with a fundamentally different
configuration of power. From the liberal perspective, the decentralization or balance of
power had failed disastrously. Wilson was an unrelenting critic of the secret treaties, arms
races, colonial rivalries, and great power maneuvering that he believed drove the balance of
power toward war before 1914. Restoring that system after World War I, as the Congress
of Vienna did after the Napoleonic Wars, was out of the question. Wilson wanted “no odor
of the Vienna settlement” at Versailles.6 The new approach of collective security would
centralize, not decentralize, military power. It would require all nations to join together in a
single universal institution and pool their military power to create an overwhelming central
military force. This central force would be so powerful it could reduce the overall level of
force through disarmament and operate largely on the basis of economic, not military,
sanctions. Now if a particular country threatened another country, the common institution
would order the offending power to desist and, if necessary, threaten it with economic
sanctions. Overpowered, the offending country would be deterred or, if it persisted,
defeated. No country could withstand the centralized power of the entire global
community. Protection for all countries would be achieved not through the balance of
power but through the preponderance of power.

How would the central institution decide which country was threatening the system? In the
balance-of-power system, countries aligned against the country with the greatest power,
because relative power determined threat. But in the collective security system, all countries
belonged to the same common institution (one great big alliance). How would this
institution define and measure threat? It would do so by creating a set of common
institutional procedures that states would have to follow in resolving international disputes
peacefully. If a state violated these rules, it became the threat. From the liberal perspective,
common institutions and rules defined threat, not relative power. Intentions were more
important than capabilities.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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The League of Nations

The League of Nations was the first international institution to embody the collective
security approach to the use of military power. The Covenant of the League spelled out the
various provisions of collective security.

Article 5 of the Covenant established the principle of unanimity. All nations, great and
small, participated in the League and decided collectively what constituted a threat to
international peace and security. Remember from Chapter 2 Gladstone’s appeal in the
nineteenth century to the “general judgement of civilized mankind”? The League was, as
Woodrow Wilson said, the “general judgment of the world as to what is right.”7

Consequently, all countries, regardless of relative power or domestic ideologies, made
decisions on an equal basis. The League of Nations buried the old Congress of Vienna
system, in which great powers had special responsibilities.

unanimity: a principle in international affairs that all nations, regardless of size or identity,
participate in global institutions and decision making.

Article 2 created the two main institutions of the League: the Council, composed initially
of nine members, and the Assembly, composed of all members. Article 4 made the five
great powers that had just won the war (the United States, which of course never joined;
Great Britain; France; Italy; and Japan) permanent members of the Council. But these
members did not have any special privileges. Each Council member, great or small, had a
veto. Unanimity was required to act. Moreover, the Council had no special responsibilities.
The Assembly, on which all members sat and also made decisions by unanimity, had
exactly the same responsibilities. Indeed, Articles 3 and 4, establishing the responsibilities of
the Assembly and Council, respectively, used the same language: either body “may deal at
its meetings with any matter within the sphere of action of the League or affecting the
peace of the world.” There was no hierarchy between the Council and the Assembly.

The League of Nations meets in Geneva, Switzerland, in 1921 to resolve disputes
peacefully under the auspices of collective security.
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Articles 10 and 11 of the League Covenant established the collective commitment to deter
or defeat aggression. Article 10 committed members to “respect and preserve as against
external aggression the territorial integrity and political independence of all Members of the
League.” Article 11 committed members to consider “any war or threat of war, whether
immediately affecting any of the Members of the League or not, . . . a matter of concern to
the whole League.” Now a threat to any member was a threat to all members, regardless of
whether that threat immediately affected a particular country. Conflict anywhere was a
threat everywhere. Peace was indivisible; it was a collective good, hence, collective security.
It existed for all or none, and its enjoyment by one did not diminish its enjoyment by
others.

How was this possible? As realists argue, don’t countries have separate geopolitical interests
and see threats differently? Think of the differences between the United States and some of
its allies in the 2003 war in Iraq. True, but the hope in the League was to channel these
differences through a process, a discussion of disputes, a set of rules and procedures that
would lead to compromise and define the aggressor as any country that stood in the way of
compromise.

Articles 12 through 15 set out the League’s rules that countries had to follow to resolve
disputes peacefully. They created a path of procedures that would identify the aggressor.
Notice how this liberal approach defines threat by iterative interactions, reciprocity, and
path dependence, not by power disparities or ideological differences. Article 12 said
members must submit disputes to peaceful arbitration, judicial settlement, or the Council
—which in turn could submit disputes to the Assembly. Countries must then refrain from
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war until after the League made a decision. If the issue was suitable for arbitration or
judicial settlement, Articles 13 and 14 set up the Permanent Court of International Justice
to render judicial decisions. If the dispute went to the Council, Article 15 required the
Council to settle the dispute or issue a report with its recommendations. If the Council
issued a unanimous report except for the parties to the dispute, the members agreed that
they would not go to war with any party to the dispute that abided by the Council’s
recommendations. This provision was intended to isolate the aggressor party and make it
feel the full condemnation and power of the common community of nations.

Article 16 then said that if any member went to war in disregard of Council or judicial
recommendations as prescribed in Articles 12 through 15,

it shall, ipso facto, be deemed to have committed an act of war against all other
Members of the League, which hereby undertake immediately to subject it to the
severance of all trade or financial relations, the prohibition of all intercourse
between their nationals and the nationals of the Covenant-breaking state, and the
prevention of all financial, commercial or personal intercourse between the
nationals of the Covenant-breaking state and the nationals of any other State,
whether a member of the League or not.

The word immediately implied that these sanctions would be automatic.

Presto, the world had a new system to define threat and deal with it. But didn’t such a
system risk turning every dispute, however minor, into a global war? After all, everyone had
to confront the aggressor. That made a local dispute a global one, just the way the balance
of power turned a local clash between Austria and Serbia into World War I. The League
had an answer. As Article 16 said, League members would use economic sanctions, not
military force. Because everyone would be participating, economic sanctions would suffice
to deter the aggressor. The aggressor would be isolated and would relent or starve to death
if it did not. Military force would not be necessary, except as a backup or last resort should
sanctions fail—for example, if the aggressor attacked out of desperation. Military power, in
fact, could be reduced. Article 8 called for “the reduction of national armaments to the
lowest point consistent with national safety and the enforcement by common action of
international obligations.”

Here is the classic liberal solution to conflicts (at any level of analysis, but in this case at the
systemic structural level). Get everyone to participate, negotiate peacefully, use economic
sanctions if necessary, and maintain military power only to the extent necessary to
implement economic sanctions and serve as a last resort should sanctions fail. Do you think
this approach is utopian or irrelevant today? Think again—it worked like a textbook case in
the first Persian Gulf War in 1990–1991. And it inspired critics of U.S. policy in the
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second Persian Gulf War in 2003 who argued straight from the collective security rule
book: the United Nations was the only legitimate institution to make the decision to go to
war because it included everyone (the general judgment of the world), negotiations were the
only way to facilitate inspections and resolve the issue of weapons of mass destruction,
economic sanctions were sufficient to convince Iraq to come clean, and military force was
necessary only to support economic sanctions—that is, to get the UN weapons inspectors
back into Iraq by positioning an invasion force in the Persian Gulf, but not by invading the
country. Under both Presidents George W. Bush and Barack Obama, the United States
pursued exactly the same collective security strategy to stop the acquisition of nuclear
weapons by Iran. The idea of collective security is alive and well today, even if it failed
under the League of Nations.
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Why the League of Nations Failed

What went wrong with the liberal solution of the League of Nations? Several things. First,
the United States, the leading world power, did not join. Nor did the Soviet Union until
1933, by which time two other major powers, Germany and Japan, had withdrawn. The
League of Nations never achieved the preponderance of power it required to work
effectively. Second, the League never organized effective security guarantees. It failed to
provide credible military commitments to defend all countries and establish the
indivisibility of peace as a collective good. Eventually countries scrambled to protect their
security outside the League through alliances. Third, although it made some progress in
reducing arms, disarmament without credible security commitments led to more, not
fewer, security fears. Fourth, unanimity proved to be the League’s Achilles’ heel. The
aggressor country also had a veto. The League could issue a report without concurrence of
the parties to the dispute, but the report was toothless unless the League either followed it
up with specific actions, which the aggressor could veto, or implemented Article 16
sanctions automatically, which might mean war. When the League condemned Japan’s
invasion of Manchuria, Japan vetoed the report and withdrew from the League. When the
League imposed economic sanctions on Italy, it eventually backed off because France and
Britain feared this action might mean war with Italy, and they were more concerned at the
time with the threat from Germany. Peace in this case proved not to be indivisible. One
threat (Germany) was not considered to be the same as another threat (Italy). And given
different perceptions of threat, the veto for everyone became a loophole that meant action
from no one.

Let’s see how American isolationism, utopian disarmament agreements, unanimity, and
Japanese and Italian aggression undermined the League.

American Isolationism.

Woodrow Wilson literally died trying to persuade the U.S. Congress and American people
to join the League. In July 1919, he returned from the peace negotiations in Paris to
campaign nonstop across the country to gain support for congressional approval of the
Treaty of Versailles and the League of Nations. But in early October he collapsed and
suffered a massive paralytic stroke. When the treaty came up for votes in Congress in
November and again in March 1920, the League’s greatest champion was still seriously ill.

A favorite counterfactual question from the liberal perspective is whether different
leadership (for example, someone like Franklin Roosevelt, who deftly guided an isolationist
country into World War II) or a healthier President Wilson might have persuaded
Congress to approve the League. The country was not of one mind on the League issue.
One group opposed the League and any American military entanglement abroad. It was led
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by William Jennings Bryan, a frequent Democratic presidential candidate and Wilson’s first
secretary of state, and by Senator William E. Borah of Idaho. This group harked back to
George Washington’s warning in his farewell address to stay out of foreign alliances. A
second group, led by former president Teddy Roosevelt and Senator Henry Cabot Lodge,
did not oppose military commitments per se, but preferred specific ones and recoiled at the
automatic provisions under Article 16 to act without congressional deliberations. Finally, a
third group led by former president William Howard Taft supported the League.

To win the confirmation battle in the Senate, Wilson had to win over the second group,
the one that demanded reservations on Article 16 preserving the constitutional power of
Congress to declare war. He failed, and analysts still argue about the causes. Was it, as the
causal arrow illustrates, because the constitutional structure of the American government
prevented Congress from giving up its power to declare war—a liberal argument from the
domestic level of analysis? Or was it Wilson’s high-mindedness and ideological inflexibility?
Now identity factors at the individual level of analysis dominate institutional ones at the
domestic level. Or maybe it was simply a political struggle for domestic power between
Wilson and his foes—a realist explanation from the domestic level of analysis. Notice again
how our analytical tools of perspectives and levels of analysis help sort out a sometimes
bewildering array of conflicting arguments explaining a historical event. (See if you can
draw the causal arrows showing how the levels of analysis interact in the identity and realist
explanations of Wilson’s failure.)

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

The result, in any case, was a League of Nations that was supposed to mobilize
preponderant power but lacked from the outset the world’s then most important power,
the United States. Another soon-to-be-great power, the Soviet Union, also went into
isolationism. The October 1917 Russian Revolution toppled the czar, and Vladimir Ilyich
Ulyanov Lenin, whom the Germans had transported into Russia in 1916 in a secret
railroad car, seized power with his Bolshevik faction and pulled Russia out of the war—
which is why the Germans helped him in the first place. Russia slipped into civil war and
then, under Stalin after 1925, out of world diplomacy as Russia concentrated on building
socialism in one country. Marxist-Leninist ideology—an identity factor—convinced some
communist leaders that the state would wither away and that diplomacy, at least as
conventionally understood, would not require much of their time.

Disarmament Agreements: The Washington Naval Conference and Kellogg-
Briand Pact.
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Compared with realist perspectives, liberal perspectives tend to downplay military power.
As we have noted, Article 8 of the League Covenant called for disarmament. Other
international agreements at the time similarly restricted military capacity. The Treaty of
Versailles imposed stringent arms control measures on Germany. The Washington Naval
Conference of 1921–1922 set ceilings on sea power, placing the United States on a par
with Great Britain and holding Japan to three-fifths of the U.S. level. Disarmament talks
continued episodically throughout the 1920s and 1930s. Even after Germany left the
League in 1933, Hitler concluded a naval pact with Great Britain in 1935 that limited the
German surface fleet to 35 percent of Britain’s. From the liberal perspective, as the causal
arrow shows, disarmament treaties reduce the role of military power and thereby increase
trust among nations.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The idea of getting rid of arms and war itself was behind the Kellogg-Briand Pact, signed in
1928. Originally proposed as a U.S.-French agreement, the pact called on all signatories “to
condemn recourse to war for the solution of international controversies, and renounce it as
an instrument of national policy.”8 Practically all the nations of the world signed it,
including Germany, Japan, and Italy. As a statement of moral and legal sentiment, the
Kellogg-Briand Pact was unsurpassed. But as a practical matter, it barely survived its
signing. Immediately, countries, especially the United States, entered reservations based on
self-defense, regional security, and sovereignty that gutted the commitment. The pact
became meaningless. When asked why the United States should be interested if another
nation broke the treaty, U.S. secretary of state Frank Kellogg replied, “There is not a bit of
reason.”9

Japanese Aggression in Manchuria.

The first real test for the League came in 1931. Japan invaded Manchuria, a northern
province of China. China appealed to the League, and the League called on Japan to
withdraw its troops. But Japan voted against the resolution. Here was the core problem of
collective security, as seen from a realist or an identity perspective. Unanimity, and the
veto, let the big and the bad guys hold the rest of the world community at bay.

When the Qing dynasty fell in 1911, China lapsed into civil war, and Japan exploited this
situation to increase its military position along the Manchurian railroad, where it had
already stationed troops under agreements stemming from the Russo-Japanese War in 1905
(brokered by U.S. president Theodore Roosevelt, one of America’s first forays onto the
stage of world diplomacy). In September 1931, the Japanese military, with or without
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orders from Tokyo (this is still disputed), staged an incident and invaded the rest of
Manchuria, creating the puppet state of Manchukuo.

After Japan blocked League action, the League established a commission to investigate the
incident. The Lytton Commission (named for its chairman, Lord Lytton of Great Britain)
issued a report in September 1932 that asked League members not to recognize
Manchukuo. But the report did not invoke Article 16. When the League voted in February
1933 to accept the Lytton report, Japan cast the lone dissenting vote and then abruptly
withdrew from the League. The League was exposed as a paper tiger. It was not long before
European powers, Italy and Germany, dealt the finishing blow to the League.

Italian Aggression in Ethiopia.

In the nineteenth century, Italy acquired colonies in Eritrea, an African territory at the
mouth of the Red Sea. It tried at the time to colonize neighboring Ethiopia as well but
failed. In October 1935, the Italian government, under fascist dictator Benito Mussolini,
invaded Ethiopia again. This time, the League got around the unanimity requirement. It
convened a special conference. Fifty members attended and defined Italy as the aggressor.
They invoked specific but not complete sanctions—an arms embargo, the cutoff of loans to
Italy and imports from Italy, and an embargo on certain exports to Italy, such as rubber
and tin. But they did not embargo steel, coal, and oil exports to Italy, break off diplomatic
relations, or close the Suez Canal, through which Italy supplied its forces in Eritrea. The
League seemed to be working, at least partially and certainly better than in the case of Japan
and Manchuria.

By December 1935, however, Britain and France were having second thoughts because
they needed Italy to balance power against an increasingly resurgent Germany. Here was
the problem with collective security arrangements. These arrangements considered every
threat to be of equal concern to all League members, regardless of where the conflict
occurred or which countries it involved. Peace was assumed to be indivisible, or a collective
good. But in this case, Britain and France did not consider the threat from Italy to be as
great as that from Germany. Thus, the British and French foreign ministers met and came
up with the Hoare-Laval plan, which divided Ethiopia into two parts, awarding one part to
Italy and the other to the League. When word of the plan leaked, the British minister,
Samuel Hoare, had to resign. Public opinion was outraged, as were the representatives of
small nations, one of whom warned, “Great or small, strong or weak, near or far, white or
colored, let us never forget that one day we may be somebody’s Ethiopia.”10 The fate of the
weak in this case was nevertheless sealed. When Hitler marched into the Rhineland in
March 1936, Britain and France met with Italy in Stresa and gave the green light to Italy’s
conquest of Ethiopia. The balance of power prevailed over collective security. Would the
balance of power now work better than it had in 1914? Don’t hold your breath. (See Figure
3-1 for a summary of liberal explanations of the causes of World War II.)
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Realist Accounts

From the realist perspective, the problem was always Germany. As Map 3-1 shows, its unity
and location in the center of Europe upset the balance of power. Germany was either too
small, and thus vulnerable to neighbors on both sides, or too big, and thus threatening to
neighbors on either side. As Henry Kissinger writes, “Germany for much of history has
been either too weak or too strong for the peace of Europe.”11 This reality triggered a
virulent security dilemma of encirclement and fear. So Germany had to be either weakened
or divided again, as it was before 1871. The Versailles Treaty tried the first solution. It
weakened Germany. But then Germany scratched its way back. It aligned with Russia,
joined the League, and accepted border guarantees with France and Belgium in the west
but not with Poland and Czechoslovakia in the east. Hitler systematically reclaimed
territories and German populations in the east that Germany had lost in World War I. By
1939, Germany faced the prospect of another two-front war. This time it defeated France
outright and occupied Russia all the way to the outskirts of Moscow. Germany now
dominated a weakened Soviet Union on one side (Map 3-2), and Japan threatened the
Soviet Union on the other side (Map 3-3). The United States became concerned. It
tightened the noose on Japan, and Japan attacked Pearl Harbor. The United States joined
Great Britain and the Soviet Union and eventually destroyed German and Japanese power.
After World War II, the allies tried the second solution—they divided Germany again. But
we save that story for the next chapter; here we take up the tragedy of Versailles and the
interwar period.

Figure 3-1 The Causes of World War II: The Liberal Perspective and Levels of
Analysis
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Map 3-1 Germany before World War II, 1938
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Versailles Treaty

After World War I, the victorious allies met in the Versailles Palace outside Paris to
conclude the peace treaty. The Versailles Treaty gutted the former German empire.
Germany lost territory and its colonies. Alsace-Lorraine went back to the French. The
Rhineland was permanently demilitarized and administered for fifteen years by an
international authority. Poland was restored with a corridor to the sea and the port of
Danzig, which became a “free city” under League supervision (see Map 3-1). The Polish
corridor split East Prussia from the rest of Germany, in the same way that Kaliningrad, a
Russian province in former East Prussia, is separated today from Russia. Versailles cut
Germany’s army to one hundred thousand volunteers and its navy to six cruisers and a few
smaller vessels. The German navy was interned by the British and then scuttled by its own
officers pending the outcome of the Versailles negotiations. Germany was forbidden to
have a general staff and any offensive weapons such as submarines, aircraft, tanks, or heavy
artillery. Most punitively, Versailles pronounced in Article 231, the famous “war guilt”
clause, that Germany was solely responsible for the outbreak of World War I and was
required to pay massive reparations (then about $33 billion; in today’s dollars, some $300–
$400 billion) that subsequently burdened the German economy and international trade.
Notice how this decision implies a judgment about the relative weight of the different levels
of analysis. It elevates domestic-level causes of German behavior above the responsibility of
other countries or systemic causes and above the role of individual elites or decision makers.

Map 3-2 Germany and Occupied Territories, 1942
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causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Peace restored, right? Not quite. France knew that Germany would not remain weak
permanently. Like the victorious powers at Vienna in 1815, France wanted a military
alliance to subdue the defeated power should it rise again. Britain, however, saw France as
the more powerful country. In the 1920s, France had a smaller share of European wealth
than Britain, but it had an army of around six hundred thousand men, double or triple the
size of Britain’s and six times Germany’s allotted number.12 Neither Wilson and the U.S.
Congress nor a Bolshevik and isolated Russia was ready to make a military commitment to
defend France. So France turned to keeping Germany weak as long as possible and finding
smaller allies. It occupied the Ruhr Valley—the heart of Germany’s industrial
establishment next to the Rhineland—in January 1923 to extract reparations. And it
concluded alliances with the small states of eastern Europe—Poland and the “Little
Entente” of Czechoslovakia, Romania, and Yugoslavia—to serve as a substitute, it hoped,
for the Franco-Russian Alliance before World War I.

Map 3-3 Japan and Japanese-Controlled Territories, 1942
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Rapallo and Locarno

Excluded and humiliated by the Versailles Treaty, Germany responded to encirclement by
meeting in April 1922 with the Russians at Rapallo, a seaside resort in Italy. Both countries
nurtured grievances against the West (Russia because of Western involvement in its civil
war from 1918 to 1920) and agreed to establish full diplomatic relations. Over the next
fifteen years, Russia helped Germany evade some of the Versailles restrictions on its military
forces and training. Think of it. Here was a classic realist alignment. Even then ideological
foes, the two countries (one recently monarchist going fascist—Hitler’s barroom putsch
failed in 1923—the other already communist) shared a common interest in radically
revising the established order coming out of World War I. As the causal arrow depicts,
relative geopolitical weakness dictated an alliance to promote security despite radically
different ideologies.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Seeing the dangers of alienating Germany, the Western powers rushed to reassure Berlin.
France ended the Ruhr occupation in fall 1923, and Great Britain proposed the alliance
that France had always wanted. But Britain did not want to isolate Germany further, so it
proposed an alliance to guarantee French and Belgian borders as part of a broader
agreement under the League, which would also admit Germany as a new member. The
Locarno Pact, signed in 1925 (and for which the French, British, and German foreign
ministers won the Nobel Peace Prize), guaranteed Germany’s western borders with France
and Belgium. As a member of the League, Germany now also undertook general
obligations to settle disputes peacefully with its eastern neighbors—Poland, Czechoslovakia,
and Romania. Significantly, however, arbitration agreements with these countries did not
guarantee borders in the east as the Locarno Pact did in the west. Nor did other League
members guarantee the eastern borders.

So here was a huge hole in the commitment to collective security. In the west, where
France and Great Britain were relatively strong, the League guaranteed borders. In the east,
where small states had replaced Russia and Austria-Hungary and the balance of power was
relatively weak, the League did not guarantee borders. All that existed in the east were a few
frail alliances that France had set up with Poland, Romania, Yugoslavia, and
Czechoslovakia. This vulnerability only got worse with the Kellogg-Briand Pact, which
promised peace without any alliances or use of power whatsoever. Absent firm security
commitments, countries were nevertheless encouraged to disarm. From the realist
perspective, the stage was set for German aggression well before Hitler showed up,
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especially in the east, where World War II started.

239



Germany Expands

If Germany had ever intended to accept a weakened role in the postwar Versailles order,
Hitler emphatically rejected that option. But he disguised his plans masterfully for several
years. In October 1933, nine months after coming to power, Hitler pulled Germany out of
the League and immediately broke the restrictions on German rearmament. At the same
time, however, he concluded a nonaggression pact with Poland that weakened Poland’s
commitment to France if Germany attacked France and signed a naval treaty with Great
Britain that avoided the kaiser’s mistake of competing with Britain on the high seas. He
also started a major propaganda campaign to promote the notion that Germany sought
only to reclaim what an unjust Versailles Treaty had taken away—once Germany had
united all Germans again, it would have no further designs on its neighbors.

Thus, when German troops marched into the “permanently demilitarized” Rhineland in
March 1936 to liberate German residents, no Western power resisted, even though this
step violated German as well as League guarantees. The next target was the German people
in Austria. Germany signed an alliance with Italy in 1936 to create the Axis powers and
wean one of Germany’s perennial rivals for control of Austria away from the West
(remember how France and Britain had backed off on sanctions in the Ethiopian affair to
court an alliance with Italy?). With Italy on board, Hitler then annexed Austria in March
1938. His last target, presumably, was the German population in the Sudetenland—
Germans, living on the Czechoslovakian side of the border, who had been separated from
Germany by Versailles. Hitler demanded the annexation of the Sudetenland. In late
September 1938, Neville Chamberlain, the British prime minister, met Hitler in Munich,
together with the French and Italian heads of government. The Western allies agreed to
return the Sudetenland to Germany, and the Munich Conference went down in history as
the classic symbol of appeasement, a policy of making concessions to a stronger foe because
one is unwilling to consider the use of force. Now that Germany was whole, the allies
hoped, Hitler would surely cease to upset the status quo.

appeasement: a policy of making concessions to a stronger foe because one is unwilling to consider
the use of force.
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Another Two-Front War

Unfortunately, not so! From a realist perspective, whatever Hitler’s intentions, Germany
still faced a security dilemma. Was that why Hitler did not stop after Munich? By 1939–
1940, Germany was again superior. It controlled 36 percent of Europe’s wealth, compared
to 9 percent for France, 24 percent for Great Britain, and 28 percent for the Soviet
Union.13 It was too big for its neighbors to deal with individually, but if those neighbors
got together, Germany was too small to deal with them collectively.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Germany faced the same situation of superiority and encirclement that it had before World
War I. As the causal arrow suggests, the security dilemma still dictated a two-front military
strategy that had Germany prepare for a quick strike against France in the west to eliminate
one adversary, and then wheel around for the final stroke against Russia in the east. Some
realists find it uncanny that this strategy repeated itself. It’s too easy, they argue, to attribute
the war simply to Hitler’s megalomania. Larger structural forces had to be at work.14

Germany invaded the rest of Czechoslovakia in March 1939. Now Germany’s neighbors
knew it was not just trying to unite Germans, and Britain immediately signed defense
guarantees with Poland and Romania. Counterbalancing was happening, but it was
happening late. Why? Some realists argue that it was because Germany’s power, especially
military power, did not peak until 1939–1940, unlike before World War I, when it peaked
already in 1905.15 In addition, this time Germany had disguised its military buildup as well
as its intentions. But the chess pieces were now moving into place. Both Britain and France
had defense commitments with Poland and Romania. The Triple Entente (remember,
Britain, France, and Russia before World War I) was struggling to reemerge. The missing
piece was the Soviet Union.

Joseph Stalin succeeded Lenin in 1925 and brutally yanked his country into the twentieth
century. Massive state-driven industrialization raised the Soviet Union to the great power
ranks. But Stalin imprisoned and murdered millions of farmers and opponents in the
process.16 The Soviet Union joined the League in 1933 and played a cat-and-mouse game
—realists call it buckpassing—with France and Britain; each was trying to get the others to
stop Hitler. By summer 1939, however, the cat-and-mouse game was over, and the cat was
about to jump into the fire.

Stalin had to decide whether to work with France and Great Britain or to throw in his lot
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with a fellow dictator. He negotiated with both sides and, to the surprise of the world,
announced in August 1939 a nonaggression pact with Hitler, the famous Molotov-
Ribbentrop agreement, named for the two countries’ foreign ministers. Stalin gambled on
bandwagoning and joined the stronger rather than the weaker side in the hope that the
Soviet Union might benefit from the spoils of war between Germany and the west. German
and Russian leaders agreed once again to partition eastern Europe, including the Baltic
states of Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia. In September 1939, Germany invaded Poland, the
Soviet Union occupied the other half of eastern Europe, and World War II was under way.

buckpassing: a free-riding strategy wherein a country allows other countries to fight conflicts while
it stays on the sidelines.

bandwagoning: the aligning of states with a greater power to share the spoils of dominance.

Finishing off Poland, Germany turned west. It took Norway in the winter of 1939–1940
and invaded the Low Countries and France in spring 1940. An all-out air war against Great
Britain followed, and Britain came perilously close to defeat. But the British air force bested
the German Luftwaffe, and Hitler, frustrated, wheeled east in June 1941 and attacked the
Soviet Union. Now, as the realist school warns, the dangers of bandwagoning came home
to roost. Stalin reportedly couldn’t believe the perfidy of his Nazi ally—who was only
following, of course, the realist proscription against permanent alliances—and went into a
depression for several weeks.17
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Japan and the Pacific War

All the while, America slept. The United States had long since become the wealthiest
country in the world. By 1941, its wealth constituted 54 percent of the combined wealth of
the United States plus Germany, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, and Italy.18 But it was
not using this wealth to exert a great power military role. Why? Some realist perspectives
explain America’s isolationism in geopolitical terms. America enjoys “strategic
immunity.”19 As long as it stays out of foreign military commitments, it is relatively
invulnerable to attack. Two oceans thwart successful invasion, and the country’s vast size
enables greater economic independence. Thus, as the causal arrow suggests, it was rational
for the United States to stand aside from Europe’s wars. Britain eventually repulsed
German air power, and the Soviet Union ultimately emasculated German land power. All
the United States had to do was buckpass and wait for other countries to do the balancing.
Notice that this version of realism expects balancing to take place automatically, like the
classic balance-of-power system in eighteenth-century Europe. No one power has to seek
overall balance; rather, overall balance results from the work of an invisible hand.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Other realist perspectives aren’t so sure. For them, Hitler’s success in Russia would have
been intolerable for Americans because German and Japanese power would have then
dominated the Eurasian landmass. The United States would have faced a fascist juggernaut
alone. If the European war was not enough to draw America in, certainly a global war
including Asia was. Russia’s fate linked the European and Asian balance of power. Someone
had to take charge of balancing the overall system, and America was the only remaining
great power to step in.

In 1936, Japan signed the Anti-Comintern Pact with Germany. This was a declaration of
opposition to communism and Soviet sale of arms to China. From its base in Manchukuo,
Japan then invaded China in 1937. It declared its intent to create a Greater East Asia Co-
Prosperity Sphere. In 1940, after Hitler attacked France, Japan seized French colonies in
Southeast Asia, Vietnam, and Cambodia. (See Map 3-4.) And in September 1940, Japan,
Germany, and Italy signed the Tripartite Pact, which committed each country to go to war
if any other country came to the defense of England. The pact was aimed primarily at the
United States, but Stalin had reason to worry about an alliance between Germany and
Japan on either side of the Soviet Union. In April 1941, he countered and signed a
neutrality pact with Japan. Fortunately for Stalin, Japan was preparing to attack the United
States, not the Soviet Union. When Germany finally attacked the Soviet Union in June
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1941, Stalin was able to concentrate all his forces against the Nazi onslaught. Even then, he
just barely survived.

Map 3-4 Japanese and Other Territorial Holdings in the Pacific, 1939

So the fact that Japan struck against the United States rather than the Soviet Union may
have saved the Soviet Union. Did the United States play a role in this outcome? President
Franklin Roosevelt tightened oil deliveries to Japan in 1939, either to deter Japan from
striking the Soviet Union or perhaps to prod it to strike south toward the oil fields of
Southeast Asia. As Roosevelt put it, “The United States would slip a noose around Japan’s
neck and give it a jerk now and then.”20 While Roosevelt did not expect an oil embargo to
lead to war, Japan began to see the situation it faced as the last move in a prisoner’s
dilemma game. If war was coming, Japan had better make a preemptive strike first.

And it did. Japan bombed the American fleet at Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, and
the United States declared war. Four days later, Germany, drawing on the Tripartite Pact,
declared war on the United States. The world was off for its second encounter with
Armageddon, this one three times more deadly than the first.
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Why Don’t Hegemons Stop?

Realist perspectives do not predict that balancing will always prevent war. The power
transition school, in fact, predicts that balancing causes war when the challenger creeps up
on the declining power. Nor do realist perspectives predict that states will always balance.
States, like the Soviet Union in 1939, often buckpass or try to get others to balance for
them. Realist perspectives predict only that balances will result. By war or other means,
hegemons do not endure. That prediction seems solid enough. Hitler, like Louis XIV (who
waged a hegemonic war against other European powers in the late 1600s and early 1700s)
and Napoleon before him, ultimately went too far, and other states counterbalanced and
beat him back.

An interesting question is, why don’t hegemons stop when they are ahead? Hitler did not
have to attack the Soviet Union, and he certainly held a commanding position in 1942
after driving the Soviet Union back to the outskirts of Moscow. Look again at Map 3-2. He
dominated the entire continent, in effect ending Germany’s encirclement and security
dilemma. Britain, even if it could not be beaten, posed no threat of invasion, and Russia
might have been encouraged to sue for peace. But Hitler, like others before him, could not
resist the temptation to keep going.

Realists give multiple explanations for this behavior: offensive imperatives, domestic cartels,
polarity, and preventive war. Let’s look briefly at each.

Offensive Imperatives.

Offensive realists, such as John Mearsheimer, argue that states always seek more power
because more power brings more security.21 In Germany’s case, Russia was still a looming
menace on its border, and Germany was more secure if it controlled Russia than if it didn’t.
But was it more secure? Liberal perspectives might respond that conquering and holding
territory costs more than it returns. No, the offensive realism school counters, conquest
actually pays.22 If that’s right, Hitler was rational to attack Russia. So far, the argument is
pure realist.

Soldiers at Ford Island Naval Air Station watch in horror—as did all Americans—on
December 7, 1941, as Japan bombs Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, drawing America into
World War II.
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offensive realism: a school of realism that says states seek dominant power.

But Mearsheimer goes on to argue that states that achieve conquest and hegemony on land
cannot achieve hegemony across large bodies of water. The reason is the “stopping power of
water,” by which Mearsheimer means that geography does not permit the projection of
land power across large bodies of water. And hegemons cannot conquer and hold territory
with naval and sea power alone. Thus, Hitler, like Napoleon, did not succeed in
conquering Great Britain. And if Hitler could not subdue Great Britain across the English
Channel, he certainly could not invade North America across the Atlantic Ocean. The
United States was dominant in its region and relatively safe behind two large oceans. True,
Japan did attack a territory of the United States, but it did not attack the mainland, and it
did so by air, not by land. And although Japan did invade China across a body of water, it
had already established a foothold in China in 1905 on the basis of the treaty ending the
Russo-Japanese War. In the 1930s, it expanded that position while possessing complete air
and sea superiority, something Hitler never achieved against England.

The United States used a similar foothold in England to stage the successful D-Day
invasion of Europe in 1944. With such a foothold, a land invasion across a smaller body of
water may be possible, especially if the invader enjoys air and naval superiority, as the
United States and Japan did in their respective assaults. Thus, technological constraints, not

246



geography, may explain the stopping power of water. And technology can always change.
The realist perspective tends to give the nod to geography (stopping power of water) over
technology.

Domestic Cartels.

Defensive-oriented realists consider expansion beyond what is needed for security
unnecessary from a systemic structural point of view. More power is not always better than
less, and balancing suffices to achieve stability. Thus, when states cannot stop expanding,
defensive realism looks for explanations at other levels of analysis. Some attribute the
inability of hegemons to stop their expansion to domestic political factors. As noted in
Chapter 2, Professor Jack Snyder argues that because of its late industrialization Germany
had many diverse social groups with narrowly defined interests; remember the iron
(industry) and rye (agriculture) coalition before World War I. These groups could not
achieve their objectives independently, but they could logroll, or combine, to implement
them through coalitions. In the process, their cumulative goals committed the state to
overexpansion.

defensive realism: a school of realism that says states seek enough power to be secure.

Hitler faced similar domestic cartels prior to World War II. He did not stop because he was
backed by a wide domestic coalition that supported the need for Lebensraum. According to
Snyder, “The Nazis won power . . . by promising incompatible payoffs to every group in
Weimar society: labor, industry, farmers, clerks, artisans. . . . Hitler saw conquest as the
only alternative to a politically unacceptable decision to cut consumption.”23 But this
explanation, Snyder concludes, is not enough, because Hitler eventually did cut
consumption to finance the war effort. Now Snyder appeals to pure ideology. Hitler held
the country together with strategic myths such as Lebensraum.

Notice how this explanation, while remaining realist at its foundation (domestic interests
compete for power), takes on some liberal (an emphasis on political logrolling and
coalitions) and identity (myths) aspects. The explanation also drops to the domestic level of
analysis. The competition for power as well as the logrolling and strategic myths all come
from the country’s political system at home rather than from systemic factors such as the
relative distribution of power abroad.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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It is worth quoting Snyder’s conclusions in full to show how a sophisticated analyst
considers all perspectives but ultimately weighs them differently. When you read books or
articles, these are the kinds of passages you cannot afford to miss and, hopefully, with the
help of this text, will detect:

Domestic explanations for German overexpansion must look not only at the
interests of groups, but also at the process by which those interests were
reconciled [logrolling] and at the unintended ideological consequences [path
dependence] of the strategic myths used to promote those interests.24

Interests (power) and hence realist factors are still the primary causal variables. Logrolling is
now the “process by which those interests were reconciled,” and “strategic myths” are
“unintended ideological consequences . . . used to promote those interests.” Logrolling and
myths are instruments or consequences of interests, not causes of them. If they become
independent variables and dominate interests (become primary), the argument is no longer
a realist one.

Polarity.

Still another realist perspective, neorealism, explains Hitler’s attack on Russia in purely
systemic terms. For political scientist Randall Schweller, the explanation lies in the peculiar
distribution of power that preceded World War II.25 This distribution was tripolar: the
United States, Germany, and the Soviet Union. In a tripolar world, no pole can allow the
other two to come together, because that would constitute a dominating coalition. Hence,
the tripolar distribution of power is uniquely unstable. Either Germany and its allies would
dominate Russia or the United States and its allies would. Roosevelt understood that
fundamental fact, and this knowledge prompted his intervention to weaken Japan, a
German ally. The causal arrow ran from a tripolar structure of power to diplomatic efforts
to deny a coalition of two against one to the decision to go to war.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Preventive War.

For Dale Copeland, the factor that drove German policy in World War II was the same as
that in World War I—not the present power balances but Germany’s fear of Russian
superiority in the future. At the meeting that Hossbach recorded, Hitler said that Russia
was the ultimate target and that it had to be attacked before 1943–1945, when Germany’s
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power relative to Russia’s would peak. After that, Russia would have the advantage. So
Germany undertook a preventive war to keep Russia from becoming more powerful as
Germany became less powerful. As long as this assessment of power shifts was reasonable,
and Copeland thinks it was, the realist perspective explains Germany’s behavior from a
systemic structural level of analysis.26 Copeland, unlike Snyder (and Mark Haas; see the
“Identity Matters” section later in this chapter), minimizes the role of race and ideology in
Nazi decision making. He sees systemic power factors dominating and allows a role for
identity only in the possibility that a country’s leadership might change in the future and
become more belligerent. The causal arrow runs from future systemic power shifts to
diplomatic efforts to cope with these shifts to a de-emphasis on racial and ideological fears.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

If the assessment of power shifts is not reasonable—meaning not warranted by the systemic
evidence available to the observer—then the assessment is being influenced by other factors,
namely, institutional (lack of information) and identity (misperception) factors. For
example, German leaders may not have had enough information to make an accurate
assessment of Russia’s future power. Or, contrary to Copeland, they may have been affected
by their racist or ideological (for example, anticommunist) prejudices toward Russia. When
the perceptions of decision makers matter, the level of analysis often drops from the
systemic structural level to the foreign policy level. The foreign policy level, as noted in
Chapter 1, links systemic process factors such as German perceptions of Russia’s rise in
power with domestic-level factors such as insufficient or inaccurate information in the
German bureaucracy and intentional variables such as German leaders seeking to stay in
power. An example, discussed next, is when decision makers misperceive the power realities
because they lack information or indulge their biases.
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Role of Misperceptions in Realist Accounts

Realist perspectives expect assessments of power to be accurate because material forces
dominate. When such assessments are inaccurate, as Professor Snyder’s analysis shows,
realist explanations appeal to liberal and identity factors that apparently distort material
forces. Professor Stephen Walt developed a realist line of reasoning that includes judgments
about institutional factors such as whether offensive or defensive weapons dominate in a
particular historical period and ideological factors such as whether leaders’ intentions are
aggressive or not.27 Threat is a function no longer just of capabilities, as in neorealist
analysis, but also of military strategies and ideological intentions. As Walt’s critics point
out, however, the analysis remains realist only if material factors still account for more of
the explanation than does strategy or ideology.28 One liberal factor distorting realist
behavior is misperception. Stalin, for example, judged French and British power to be
much greater in 1939 than it actually was. He thought those two countries would hold out
against Germany and drain its resources, allowing Russia to enter the conflict later as the
decisive power. Thus, he buckpassed, but in this case he misperceived the realities. He
lacked accurate information.

Another realist, the historian A. J. P. Taylor, concludes that the war was the consequence of
a long series of such misperceptions and mistakes. Rejecting identity arguments that the
war was intentional, he writes, “The war of 1939, far from being premeditated, was a
mistake, the result on both sides of diplomatic blunders.”29 Hitler, he argues, bears unique
responsibility for domestic horrors such as the Holocaust, but he does not bear any more
responsibility than other powers for foreign policy mistakes. He sought to restore German
power and exploited other countries’ mistakes to do so, especially Britain’s failure to
negotiate an alliance with Stalin in 1939. “Human blunders,” Taylor concludes, “usually
do more to shape history than human wickedness.”30 Notice, as the causal arrow illustrates,
how Taylor discounts motives or identity factors (wickedness) and emphasizes liberal
factors (negotiations and blunders). Taylor believes the balance of power should work, and
when it doesn’t, he blames inept diplomacy, which overrides balancing imperatives.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

States also misperceive the advantage of offensive versus defensive military power. France
thought a defensive strategy dominated and buckpassed in 1938, when it still had an
advantage over Germany. It waited for Britain to commit. When Britain finally did commit
in 1939, France expected the defense to dominate and chain-ganged with Britain and

250



Poland. This chain-ganging, or creation of a rigid defensive alliance (the opposite of
buckpassing), left the initiative to Hitler. Hitler seized it and neutralized Russia while
attacking Poland and France. Offensive power proved dominant. France had misperceived
the offensive-defensive balance.31

chain-ganging: the creation of a rigid defensive alliance.

Identity factors may influence perceptions when realists assess risks. Copeland
acknowledges, for example, that even if Russia became more powerful than Germany in the
future, Germany would still have to assess whether Russia was more or less likely to attack
in the future compared to the present. That assessment might depend to some extent on
the identity or nature of the political regime in Russia. A declining authoritarian regime,
such as Germany, might remain suspicious of a rising authoritarian power such as Russia.
This might have been the case in the 1930s when Germany feared rising Russian power in
the future. But a declining democratic state, say Great Britain, might not worry too much
about a rising state that was also democratic, say the United States.32 As noted in Chapter
2, this was the case before World War I when Britain worried more about Germany’s rise
than about America’s.

In all these cases, realists draw on other factors to supplement relative power explanations.
Liberal factors, such as domestic processes and institutions, distort perceptions. And
identity factors, such as the ideology of Lebensraum and the nature of domestic political
regimes, affect risk taking. When information is missing or misleading, institutions and
ideologies fill in the gaps. (See Figure 3-2 for a summary of realist explanations of the
causes of World War II.)
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Identity Matters

World War I decisively ended the common Christian and monarchic community that had
provided a shared identity for Europe since the time of Charlemagne. The old Europe
functioned on the basis of substantive religious beliefs (Holy Roman Empire) and the equal
rights of sovereign monarchs (the Treaty of Westphalia, which ended the religious wars in
1648). The new Europe functioned more on the basis of secular norms (nationalism and
self-determination) and international institutions (League of Nations). Self-determination
encouraged the proliferation of new nations from the remnants of old empires—Poland,
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Yugoslavia, Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia, among others—and
nationalism pushed nations further and further apart, making institutional agreement based
on unanimity more and more difficult.

British nationalism and French nationalism were vindicated by World War I, but German
nationalism was humiliated and Russian nationalism was reinvented under communism.
Many of the new nations in eastern Europe became irredentist. Irredentism, a virulent form
of nationalism exploited also by Hitler in Germany, demanded changes in national
boundaries to bring together peoples sharing historical memories and speaking the same
languages. Liberal nationalism in Britain and France encouraged public pacifism and
indifference and in the United States isolationism. Fascist nationalism engulfed Italy and,
after a brief democratic interlude, Germany and Japan as well. The Spanish Civil War in
the 1930s showcased the fierce battle going on between fascism and communism. And anti-
Semitism, which had erupted periodically in Europe since the time of Christ, reached its
zenith with Nazi racism. Jews became the scapegoats for practically every grievance, from
World War I to the Great Depression.

Figure 3-2 The Causes of World War II: The Realist Perspective and Levels of
Analysis
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Outside Europe, national self-determination did not apply. Colonialism persisted and
suppressed nationalist sentiment. The League of Nations created mandates to legitimate
colonial rule and carved up Africa, the Middle East, and other parts of the developing
world to satisfy colonial rivalries with little regard for the ethnic or national identities of
local populations. Resentment and simmering revolutions built up in many mandated
territories. The League was trying to hold countries together using rules that liberated
nationalities inside Europe but stifled them outside Europe. From an identity perspective, it
might be argued that the League sought to hold together too many substantive differences
with too little procedural glue.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis
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How much did these ideological differences matter? Identity perspectives say they mattered
a lot. As the causal arrow shows, they drove the competition for power, which realist
perspectives emphasize, and weakened institutions, such as the League of Nations, which
liberal solutions depend on. Consciously or subconsciously, competitive or diverging
identities propelled nations toward the abyss. As before World War I, nations constructed
identities that exacerbated differences and conflicts, creating an atmosphere of xenophobia
and racism. Because realist alliances continued to form among ideological adversaries—the
Soviet Union and Germany in 1939 and then the Soviet Union and the western powers
after 1941—most historians hesitate to attribute the primary causes of World War II to
ideological factors. Identity factors become more prominent in the Cold War, after World
War II. Nonetheless, capitalism, fascism, and communism were powerful identity factors
driving events before World War II.
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Cultural Nationalism

Cultural nationalism, the glorification of one national culture over others, hit its high-water
mark in the period right after World War I. Romania and Bulgaria had become
independent already in 1861 and 1908, respectively. Now Versailles created further new
nations out of the collapse of the German, Ottoman, and Austro-Hungarian Empires. Self-
determination both justified and contradicted this process. The new countries comprised
peoples who shared common languages and cultures, but they also included minorities who
did not. And the presence of these minorities triggered resentment, irredentism, and
perpetual grievances throughout the interwar period.

The new democracy of Czechoslovakia had a population of fifteen million, which included
three million Germans, one million Hungarians, and one-half million Poles. We saw how
that mix played into the irredentist demands of Hitler when he claimed that he wanted
only to reunite Germans in the new Third Reich. Romania became home to millions of
Hungarians, and Poland included millions of Germans. Hungary, created in 1918, was
embittered two years later by the Treaty of Trianon, which left five million Hungarians, or
one-third of the Hungarian population, outside its national borders. The Baltic states of
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia gained nationhood but contained significant Russian
minorities. Yugoslavia brought together at least six national groups: Serbs, Croats, Slovenes,
Macedonians, Montenegrins, and Bosnians. In the process, Yugoslavia became the
epicenter of cultural fault lines between Catholic Croatia and Orthodox Serbia on one hand
and these Christian groups and Bosnian Muslims on the other. Turkey emerged as the
rump or residual Ottoman state and immediately fought terrible wars of ethnic and
nationalist fury with Greece and Armenia, resonating to the present day with animosities
and charges of genocide. Not only did new nations contain minorities that felt betrayed by
the process of self-determination, but other nations also effectively disappeared as the Soviet
Union put together its empire and subdued the Caucasus countries of Armenia, Azerbaijan,
and Georgia.

What did all this mean? Which peoples should have a nation, when should they have one,
and how should they govern it? In particular, how should a nation treat minorities?
Nationalism based on language and culture inherently discriminates against other cultures.
So, by this standard, minorities either acquired autonomy, which threatened national unity,
or were oppressed, which negated their right of self-determination. President Wilson hoped
that democratic political ideas would temper and eventually integrate diverse ethnic and
national differences. Democracy protects minorities and celebrates cultural diversity.
Unfortunately, Wilson was fifty or more years ahead of his time.
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Liberal and Social Democracy

Liberal democracy emerged most prominently in the United States. It built a community
ethos around the constitutional rights of individuals instead of around the homogeneous
culture of the nation (although American folk culture and the English language remained
powerful pressures to assimilate) and promoted a free-market economic system based on
private property and competition. Social democracy was more prominent in Europe. It put
more emphasis on community than on individual rights and favored state regulation and
ownership of key sectors of the economy to manage the class struggle between management
and labor. Socialist parties were already strong in Europe before World War I, controlling,
as previously noted, the German parliament in 1914.

Britain and France became exemplars of social democracy. Both suffered traumas in World
War I and in the interwar period confronted virulent enemies of freedom from domestic
fascist and communist movements. Liberal forces in the middle were weakened, and
inflation and later economic depression undermined enthusiasm for free markets. By the
mid-1930s, France was so divided that conservatives seemed more fascist than nationalist.
“Better Hitler than Blum” was the conservative slogan, referring to the French socialist
leader Léon Blum, who came to power in 1936. Ideologies were beginning to transcend
national feelings, and this affected foreign policy. As Professor Mark Haas notes,
conservative groups in Britain and France preferred to align with fascist countries, such as
Italy, to counterbalance Germany, while socialist groups preferred to align with communist
countries, such as the Soviet Union, to counterbalance Germany. The unintended
consequences of these ideological divisions were indecision and the failure to
counterbalance Germany at all.33 The causal arrow ran from ideological differences among
political parties within states to conflicting preferences for alignment with other countries
to inaction to counterbalance threats.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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American Exceptionalism

The United States suffered economic crisis but, because of leadership and national
experience, avoided the violent class and cultural cleavages of Europe. The United States
began as a conventional nation with a homogeneous culture. Its population was mostly
Anglo-Saxon, except for the enslaved black minority. Despite slavery, it was one of the
leading democracies of its day, at least regarding the number of white male citizens who
could vote and the rights of that group to ownership and protection of property.34 Other
countries, such as Britain, had smaller white male franchises during the nineteenth century
but abolished slavery before the United States.

Subsequent waves of immigrants slowly transformed America into a multicultural country.
The country was tied together less and less by a common culture—although a single
language prevailed—and more and more by a common ideological creed of political and
economic freedom. Slaves gained legal freedom in the Civil War, a private enterprise system
took hold in the late nineteenth century (compared to the state-run industries of fascist and
socialist systems in Europe), the Progressive Era (1900–1930) broadened suffrage and
regulatory reform, and Franklin Roosevelt introduced a national social security system and
broader concern for economic equality.

No fascist or socialist party of any consequence ever developed in the United States. While
Europe armed, America’s military establishment remained minuscule. In June 1940,
America had only 267,767 men under arms. Britain had 402,000, and France and
Germany more than 2.2 and 2.7 million, respectively.35 And Roosevelt’s deft leadership
during the economic crisis of the Depression preempted more radical socialist and
communist economic alternatives that might have nationalized industries or eroded
economic freedoms.

Altogether, the United States, even with its continuing faults, such as political and
economic constraints on the freedom of blacks and the poor, was the leading example of
liberal democracy in the interwar world. In this sense, it acquired an identity of
exceptionalism, a country set apart from the rest of the world by its progressive, freedom-
loving, and pacifist nature.

exceptionalism: the view that a particular state, and especially the United States, is distinct from
others because of its specific history and unique institutions.

But the United States indulged this sense of exceptionalism too much and shunned Europe,
and while it remained uninvolved, the lights of liberal democracy went out in Europe as
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well as across the rest of the world. After 1922, as Samuel Huntington observes, liberal
democracy disappeared from one country after another:

In a little over a decade fledgling democratic institutions in Lithuania, Poland,
Latvia, and Estonia were overthrown by military coups. Countries such as
Yugoslavia and Bulgaria that had never known real democracy were subjected to
new forms of harsher dictatorship. The conquest of power by Hitler in 1933
ended German democracy, ensured the end of Austrian democracy the following
year, and eventually of course produced the end of Czech democracy in 1938.
Greek democracy . . . was finally buried in 1936. Portugal succumbed to a
military coup in 1926. . . . Military takeovers occurred in Brazil and Argentina in
1930. Uruguay reverted to authoritarianism in 1933. A military coup in 1936
led to civil war and the death of the Spanish republic in 1939. The new and
limited democracy introduced in Japan . . . was supplanted by military rule in
the early 1930s.36

Why did the United States not care? Some identity perspectives might argue that it was the
country’s self-image, not its institutions or geography, that kept it out of the League of
Nations. As the causal arrow shows, American ideals created a sense of exceptionalism that
spurned the League of Nations and created a reluctance to use force even if the United
States had joined the League. The United States needed more than institutions or alliances
to motivate its participation in world affairs. As we see in the next chapter, when it finally
entered World War II, it came up with another set of universal ideas to run the world. The
United Nations was somewhat more realistic than the League, but it was still pretty high-
minded in the tradition of American exceptionalism.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Communist Nationalism

The communist movement brought a radical edge to socialism. In Germany right after the
war, communists battled conservatives in Berlin.37 Whites (conservatives) fought Reds
(Bolsheviks) in Russia. Eventually, Lenin and then Stalin consolidated communism in
Russia. Whereas socialist parties struggled for the rights of workers through the
parliamentary system, communism eradicated the party system. It designated the
Communist Party as the sole vanguard of the proletariat or workers’ movement and used
state institutions to uproot reactionary forces—conservative nobility and peasants—and
commandeer the nation’s property and industry. Stalin forced Russian industrialization
through state ministries and planning and displaced and starved millions of peasants to
create collectivized farms. He also purged the military officer corps, a last bastion, as he saw
it, of aristocratic nobility and fascist predilections.38 As the causal arrow suggests, Stalin’s
decimation of the officer corps suggests that his decisions were driven more by
psychological or identity factors than by national security concerns.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Fascist and Racist Nationalism

Radicalization on the left was matched by radicalization on the right. Fascist parties rallied
conservative forces to recall old glories of national triumph and merge militaristic virtues
with heroic symbols borrowed from ancient Greece and Rome. Benito Mussolini’s fascist
party seized power in Italy in 1922. Fascist and military groups subsequently dominated in
Germany and Japan. Both countries had had parliamentary systems in the 1920s. Germany
created the Weimar Republic and had, some believe, a moderate foreign policy leadership
under Gustav Stresemann that might have brought Germany back peacefully into the
European fold.39 Japan had political parties that struggled to control the military from the
late nineteenth century on. By the early 1930s, however, both countries had chosen fascist
futures.

Racism became a big part of nationalism in Germany and Japan. While prejudice is hardly
unique to these two countries, the maniacal extremes it reached there remain the ultimate
examples of human brutality and depravity. The Holocaust, of course, stands out by any
standard, with more than six million Jews, plus other minorities such as Roma (often called
Gypsies), systematically exterminated. It epitomizes genocide, the extermination of an
entire people based on their race or ethnicity. Is there any way to explain it? Probably not to
everyone’s satisfaction. How much blame do the masses of people share? How much do the
leaders deserve? Could it have happened elsewhere? Is this a darkness that lurks in every
society? The United States is not blameless. It has its own legacy of slavery and then race-
based vigilantism. And the United States did not help the international cause of equal
rights when it rejected a Japanese appeal at Versailles for a declaration of racial equality.
Japan, of course, indulged in its own racism, alienating many of its Chinese and South
Korean neighbors and raising issues, such as its use of “comfort women” or sex slaves, that
fester to the present day. Suffice it to note that atrocities happened. They cannot be denied,
as a few still do in Germany and perhaps more in Japan. And the explanation may not be as
important as the process of forever searching for an explanation. Otherwise, such atrocities
may happen again.

genocide: the systematic persecution and extermination of a group of people on the basis of their
national, ethnic, racial, or religious identity.
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Ideological Constructions and Chasms

Social constructivists emphasize the collective identities constructed in the interwar period
that glorified nationalist traits and military exploits. More agency-oriented constructivists
emphasize the relative identities or chasms that erupted among the self-images of different
societies.

The ideological struggles going on in Europe came to the fore vividly during the Spanish
Civil War. In 1936, the Spanish people elected a radical socialist government similar to the
one in France under Blum. The rightist groups—monarchists, militarists, and fascists—
rebelled and started a civil war. Fascism and communism went head-to-head. The battle
fascinated the world, including Ernest Hemingway, who covered the war and wrote his
classic novel For Whom the Bell Tolls to describe it. Italy and Germany aided the fascist
rebels. Russia aided the republican government. For reasons of weakness and ideological
divisions of their own (as we have noted), France and Great Britain stayed out of the
conflict. After two years, the republican government lost the battle it probably would have
won with modest help from the democracies. General Francisco Franco seized power but
then did not join the fascist alignment during World War II.

So how relevant were ideological struggles to the outbreak of World War II? Did identities
really have an effect on behavior, or were states responding largely to material and
institutional forces? Clearly the Axis powers shared an ideological affinity. Germany, Italy,
and Japan were tied together by similar militarist and fascist politics rather than by the
monarchist systems that had united Germany, Austria, and Italy before World War I. On
the other hand, Spain, another fascist system, did not join their cause, and for two years
Germany allied with its ideological archenemy, the Soviet Union. That alliance did not last,
to be sure, but then the Soviet Union joined up with other ideological archenemies, the
liberal democracies of Britain, France, and the United States, to defeat the Germans.
Hence, it cannot be said very easily that the war was about conflicting identities and
ideologies.

Did Germany’s Nazi identity cause World War II, or did Germany’s geopolitical
circumstances cause the war? Was identity or power more important overall? As we learned
in the introduction to this volume, scholars ask counterfactual questions to tease out the
answers to such questions.

Professor Copeland writes, “If one imagines a Germany in 1939 with superior but
declining military power, but led by military leaders lacking the racist ideology of Nazism,
would these leaders have gone to war?” He answers no, they would not:

Given that to a man senior [German] generals were holdovers from the First
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World War, and given that the military pushed for war in 1914 because of a
rising Russia, . . . racism appears to be neither a sufficient nor even a necessary
condition . . . to explain why Germany initiated world war for a second time in a
generation. . . . German geopolitical vulnerability and the desire to eliminate the
Russian threat would have existed with or without Nazi ideology.40

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

As the causal arrow suggests, Copeland argues that Germany’s geopolitical vulnerability led
to hostile relations with Russia whether Nazi racism existed or not.

Professor Haas asks the same question and concludes the opposite, “that Germany’s
international decisions in the 1930s would have been very different if the Nazis had not
been in power.” He emphasizes the fact that a group of German generals led by Ludwig
Beck, the army chief of staff, “viewed Britain and France as Germany’s ideological allies
against the greatest ideological threat in the system: the Soviet Union.”41 Before the
German attack on France, this group risked treason by communicating Hitler’s battle plans
to Britain and France. The dissident generals, Haas contends, would not have put their
lives on the line merely to disagree with Hitler about the tactics or timing of Germany’s
attack, which is Copeland’s conclusion. Hitler subsequently purged the Beck group, but
Haas concludes that it was not geopolitical factors that predetermined Hitler’s policies but
an ideological struggle within the German leadership that the Nazis won. Thus, for Haas,
as the causal arrow illustrates, Nazi ideology played a more important role than existing or
future power balances in explaining the outcome of war. (See Figure 3-3 for a summary of
identity explanations of the causes of World War II.)

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

When do identity differences matter and when do power differences matter? Careful
analysts consider all factors and try to determine the circumstances under which one
variable matters more than another. Professor Haas concludes, for example, that power
matters more when identity differences among the major powers are roughly equidistant
from one another—that is, when the major powers are equally alienated from one another
or have no ideological affinities toward one another. That was the case, some might argue,
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before World War II. Liberal, fascist, and communist nationalism were equally distant
from one another ideologically. Thus, power factors dominated alignments. Fascist
Germany allied with communist Russia in 1939 to concentrate power against liberal France
and Britain, and democratic Britain, France, and the United States allied with communist
Russia in 1941 to concentrate power against fascist Germany. Notice that identities still
matter, but power influences identities more than identities influence power. Indeed, that is
what realists mean when they tell us that nations pursue different values, but they all pursue
power to defend those values. On the other hand, when those values converge (ideologies
become less equidistant from one another), power and anarchy may matter less. That is
what happens in the case of the democratic peace (see Chapter 7).

Hitler Youth parades, such as this one taking place in 1936 in Germany, stoked
hypernationalism in Germany.

Universal History Archive/Getty Images

Figure 3-3 The Causes of World War II: The Identity Perspective and Levels of
Analysis
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Critical Theory Perspective

We can’t do justice in this small space to the rich literature that offers critical perspectives
on the origins of World War II. Marxism, as amended by Lenin and Stalin, foresaw, as
noted in previous chapters, the advance of capitalism, which in turn created its antithesis—
communism. Lenin introduced the idea that in the last stages of capitalism, capitalist states
pursued colonialism or imperialism as a means to get rid of surplus production and wage
war against one another for world markets. The Great Depression of the 1930s seemed to
confirm this diagnosis. The capitalist powers suffered economic collapse at home and in
turn accelerated the scramble for export markets abroad. Both fascist and liberal states were
capitalist and hence in need of foreign markets. They would clash and ultimately hasten the
rise of communism. Undoubtedly this expectation influenced Stalin and contributed to his
decision to buckpass and ally with Hitler in the hope that Hitler and the other capitalist
countries would fight each other to the death and hasten the demise of capitalism
altogether. Moscow created the Communist International, or Comintern, to work with
communist parties in other countries and foment the revolutionary cause.

The revisionist school of American history known as the Wisconsin School (because some
of its leading adherents were located at the University of Wisconsin) applied the Leninist
thesis to the United States, the leading capitalist country of the twentieth century. Charles
A. Beard attributed America’s rising power and influence in the world to the country’s
quest for markets on behalf of the capitalist class. In a book published in 1930, Beard and
his wife, Mary, argued that the Civil War was not an ideological war about human rights
but an economic class war between capitalist and agrarian economic systems. The capitalist
system won, and American foreign policy after that was one of steady expansion. “As the
domestic market was saturated and capital heaped up for investment,” the Beards wrote,
“the pressure for expansion of the American commercial empire rose with corresponding
speed.”42 The “open door policy” followed, in which the United States pressed for
economic access to one part of the world after another: China, Europe, and the colonial
territories. In a later book, Charles Beard placed the blame for World War II squarely on
the policies of the United States. These policies were not only imperialist but deceptive and
degenerate, a blatant attempt to saddle the American people with the profit plunder of the
arms industry.43 In The Tragedy of American Diplomacy, William Appleman Williams
picked up on this theme about the dark side of U.S. foreign policy. He identified America’s
expansion not with liberty but with repression and the conquest of native Indian and
Mexican lands. He blamed the United States and the Soviet Union equally for the onset of
the Cold War and drew a moral equivalence between the oppression of capitalist societies
and the dictatorship of communist ones.44 (See Figure 3-4 for a summary of critical theory
explanations of the causes of World War II.)
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In this Russian poster from 1920, Vladimir Lenin is depicted wielding the broom of
history to sweep the world clean of aristocrats and bourgeoisie. The text reads,
“Comrade Lenin cleans the world of filth.”

Granger, NYC — All rights reserved.

Figure 3-4 The Causes of World War II: The Critical Theory Perspective and Levels
of Analysisa
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a. Remember that critical theories consider levels of analysis to be inseparable. Factors
identified at the various levels of analysis are not distinct causes but parts of a holistic
explanation.

Summary

In this chapter, we have revisited numerous concepts laid out initially in Chapter 1 and examined how these
concepts work in regard to the history of World War II. The security dilemma figures prominently in realist
accounts; collective goods, especially collective security and multilateral institutions, in liberal accounts; and
identity construction and differences in identity perspectives.

Realist arguments often dominate the historical record. Was World War II, then, mostly a struggle for
power? Perhaps, but liberal and identity factors were also at work. Ironically, one communist power, the
Soviet Union, joined the League of Nations just as the two fascist powers, Germany and Japan, withdrew.
The United States never joined. In that sense, the League never got a fair test, perhaps because of ideology.
By the mid-1930s domestic political systems had diverged to such a large extent that trust was increasingly
in short supply. When Britain negotiated with the Soviet Union in summer 1939 to form an alliance
against Hitler (an exercise that ultimately failed when the Soviet Union aligned with Hitler), here is what
Neville Chamberlain, the British prime minister, wrote:

I must confess to the very most profound distrust of Russia. I have no belief whatsoever in her
ability to maintain an effective offensive, even if she wanted to. And I distrust her motives, which
seem to me to have little connection with our ideas of liberty, and to be concerned only with

getting everyone else by the ears.45

Diplomacy—the liberal perspective—cannot bridge unlimited ideological chasms. Nor can alliances—the
realist perspective. The United States and the Soviet Union allied in extremis to defeat Nazi Germany, but
once that menace was vanquished the wartime allies had a severe falling out that became known as the Cold
War. Ideology ultimately severed the alliance and undermined the United Nations, a body that the allies
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had intended to lead the world. That’s at least an identity perspective on the topic we take up in the next
chapter.

Want a better grade?

Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Study Questions
1. If Hitler planned and predicted war at the meeting with his generals in 1937 recorded by Hossbach, how

can anyone argue that this was not a premeditated war reflecting the identity perspective from the
individual level of analysis?

2. Contrast the way balance-of-power and collective security systems work.
3. Explain why the League of Nations failed from the three different perspectives.
4. What are three realist arguments why hegemons, such as Nazi Germany, France under Louis XIV, and

France under Napoleon, cannot stop once they have achieved superiority?
5. Distinguish the following questions according to the perspectives they reflect. Did the norm of self-

determination create weak states in eastern Europe, did weak states emerge from a vacuum of power, or
did the Locarno Pact concluded by the League of Nations fail to protect weak states?
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4 The Origins and End of the Cold War

President John F. Kennedy and Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko meet in the
middle of the Cuban Missile Crisis as the world watches intently. Also shown in this
photograph, taken at the White House on October 18, 1962, are Secretary of State Dean
Rusk (seated on the couch, left) and Llewellyn Thompson (seated on the couch, right),
special adviser on Soviet affairs.

Bettmann/Corbis

In mid-February 1946, a young, relatively obscure U.S. Foreign Service officer lay feverish and ill in
bed in Moscow. An aide brought him a cable from the State Department in Washington asking why
the Soviets seemed unwilling to support the World Bank and International Monetary Fund, two
institutions the United States sought to create to manage postwar international economic relations.
The query was routine and even trivial. But the sick diplomat, George Kennan, used the occasion to
compose his famous long telegram outlining the nature of the conflict the United States faced with the

Soviet Union and the diplomatic solution to it (see Figure 4-1).1
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The Long Telegram

Kennan’s telegram hit Washington like a thunderbolt and made Kennan an instant
diplomatic rock star. In typical telegram shorthand, it made the following six points.

long telegram: George Kennan’s diplomatic telegram of 1946 outlining the U.S.–Soviet conflict
and arguing for the policy of containment.

First, the Soviet Union is confrontational. Kennan warned that the leadership of the Soviet
Union had adopted an outlook of “antagonistic ‘capitalist encirclement,’” expecting a
global confrontation between capitalism and socialism. Joseph Stalin, Kennan quoted, had
stated as early as 1927 that “there will emerge two centers of world significance: a socialist
center, drawing to itself the countries which tend toward socialism, and a capitalist center,
drawing to itself the countries that incline toward capitalism. Battle between these two
centers . . . will decide fate of capitalism and of communism in entire world.”

Second, Marxism expresses Russian insecurity. This confrontational

Soviet party line is not based on any objective analysis of the situation beyond
Russia’s borders. . . . At the bottom of the Kremlin’s neurotic view of world
affairs is traditional and instinctive Russian sense of insecurity . . . insecurity of a
peaceful agricultural people trying to live on vast exposed plain in neighborhood
of fierce nomadic peoples. To this was added, as Russia came into contact with
economically advanced West, fear of more competent, more powerful, more
highly organized societies in that area. . . . Marxist dogma . . . became a perfect
vehicle for [this] sense of insecurity.

Third, the Soviet Union will expand its power. Russia will increase

in every way strength and prestige of Soviet state; intensive military-
industrialization, maximum development of armed forces, great displays to
impress outsiders, continued secretiveness. . . . [And] whenever it is considered
timely and promising, efforts will be made to advance official limits of Soviet
power . . . for the moment . . . restricted to certain neighboring points . . . such
as Iran, Turkey, possibly Bornholm [an island in the Baltic Sea south of
Sweden]. However, other points may at times come into question . . . a port on
Persian Gulf . . . Soviet base at Gilbraltar [sic] Strait.
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Fourth, the Soviet Union leads a worldwide communist effort. Kennan foresaw that the
Soviet Union would work “closely together” with leaders of communist parties in other
countries “as an underground operating directorate of world communism, a concealed
Comintern [Communist International] tightly coordinated and dominated by Moscow.” It
would also steer the rank and file of communist parties “through front organizations” and
use national associations such as labor unions, youth leagues, and women’s organizations, as
well as international organizations, the Russian Orthodox Church, pan-Slav and other
movements, and willing foreign governments “to undermine general political and strategic
potential of major Western powers . . . to disrupt national self-confidence, to hamstring
measures of national defense, to increase social and industrial unrest, to stimulate all forms
of disunity.”

Fifth, the United States must contain the Soviet Union and let communism fail. Perhaps
most famously, Kennan argued for resistance to Soviet power but not overreaction to Soviet
ideology:

How to cope with this force is undoubtedly greatest task [U.S.] diplomacy has
ever faced. . . . Soviet power does not work by fixed plans. . . . Impervious to the
logic of reason, it is highly sensitive to the logic of force. For this reason it can
easily withdraw—and usually does—when strong resistance is encountered at any
point. . . . [I]f situations are properly handled there need be no prestige-engaging
showdowns. . . . Soviet system, as form of internal power, is not yet finally
proven . . . never since the termination of the civil war [1921] have the mass of
Russian people been emotionally farther removed from doctrines of the
Communist Party than they are today. . . . Thus, internal soundness and
permanence of movement need not yet be regarded as assured.

Sixth, the United States will win by improving its own society, not by spreading freedom.
Kennan warned that the United States must not

be emotionally provoked or unseated by [the communist movement]. . . . Much
depends on health and vigor of our own society. . . . Every courageous and
incisive measure to solve internal problems of our own society, to improve self-
confidence, discipline, morale, and community spirit of our own people is a
diplomatic victory over Moscow worth a thousand diplomatic notes and joint
communiqués. . . . We must . . . put forward for all nations a much more
positive and constructive picture of the sort of world we would like to see. . . . It
is not enough to urge the people to develop political processes similar to our
own. Many foreign peoples . . . are less interested in abstract freedom than in
security. . . . Finally, we must . . . cling to our own . . . conceptions of human
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society. . . . [T]he greatest danger that can befall us . . . is that we shall allow
ourselves to become like those with whom we are coping.

Long by the standards of a telegram, Kennan’s analysis was succinct by the logic of
diplomacy. It was also eerily prescient.
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Snapshot of the Cold War

Within two years of the end of World War II, the two wartime allies faced off against one
another, just as Kennan had highlighted. They used “the logic of force” to checkmate and
contain one another. From 1949 to 1955, two massive military alliances, the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in the west and the Warsaw Pact in the east,
emerged to divide Berlin, Germany, and the rest of Europe not just politically but
physically. By 1961, an ugly wall ran down the center of Berlin, and barbed wire, guard
towers, and a barren no man’s land cut a gash across the landscape of Europe, turning
eastern Europe effectively into a concentration camp.

The two superpowers engaged one another with considerably more ideological fervor and
saber rattling than Kennan had advised, and which he later sharply criticized. An intense
series of worldwide crises followed. Berlin, Korea, and Cuba brought the superpowers to
the brink of war. Nevertheless, in the end the superpowers ended the confrontation without
firing a shot directly at one another. They engaged in a Cold War of deterrence and
diplomatic crises that, although it included plenty of “hot” wars waged through proxy
governments as in Vietnam, did not involve the use of force in direct battles between the
superpowers. Deterrence sublimated the use of force to a psychological rather than physical
level. The superpowers played out the scenarios of war in their imaginations, testing the
credibility of threats against capabilities and resolve and ultimately pulling back from the
brink and easing disputes before war began. And all the while, as Kennan anticipated, the
United States and the Soviet Union fought the real battle at home through domestic
competition. Forty-five years later, the United States and its allies won that competition
decisively. In November 1989, the Berlin Wall came down, and in December 1991, the
Soviet Union ceased to exist.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO): western alliance in the Cold War.

Warsaw Pact: communist alliance in the Cold War.

Cold War: the global, putatively bloodless (hence cold, not hot) conflict between the United States
and the Soviet Union that resulted in massive arms buildups, international conflicts, and proxy wars.

Figure 4-1 First Page of George Kennan’s Long Telegram
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Source: National Archives.

Does Kennan’s picture offer the best explanation of the start of the Cold War? Possibly, but
first, what kind of explanation is it—realist, liberal, or identity? What is driving Soviet
behavior in Kennan’s analysis? At first glance, it might seem to be Marxist ideology
(identity). After all, as he points out, the Soviet party line of “capitalist encirclement” was
“not based on any objective analysis” but was, instead, a “neurotic view of world affairs.”
Moreover, in contact with the advanced west, Russia felt less competent, less powerful,
making “Marxist dogma” a “perfect vehicle” to express its inferiority. But now geopolitics
slips into the picture. This neurotic view was not itself the cause of Soviet behavior but a
result of a “traditional and instinctive Russian sense of insecurity.” Russia lived on a “vast
exposed plain” in a “neighborhood of fierce nomadic peoples” and had suffered three
bloody invasions—by Napoleon, Kaiser Wilhelm II, and Hitler—in just over a hundred
years. It was geopolitics and security (realist), not ideology, that explained Russia’s
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paranoia.

The real tip-off comes when Kennan suggests that “Soviet power does not work by fixed
plans.” Moscow might have an ideology, but in the end that ideology bends to “the logic of
force.” The Soviet Union can “easily withdraw—and usually does—when strong resistance
is encountered at any point.” The balance of power works. How so, if the Soviet Union’s
ideology calls for “drawing to itself the countries which tend toward socialism”? Because in
determining Soviet behavior, Kennan judges, strategic and geopolitical realities ultimately
trump liberal and ideological factors. Notice that the Soviet Union uses liberal realities such
as international organizations and transnational actors—for example, the Russian Orthodox
Church—to advance the purposes of Soviet ideology. But these institutions are
instruments, not determinants, of Soviet behavior. They bend to the demands of national
security. So does ideology. The Soviet people do not really believe it: “never since the
termination of the civil war [1921] have the mass of Russian people been emotionally
farther removed from doctrines of the Communist Party than they are today.” This is why
Kennan later criticized other analysts who made too much of ideological or identity
factors.2 Thus, when all is said and done, as the causal arrow suggests, the logic of
geopolitical power drives ideology and institutions. Kennan’s analysis is realist, and that’s
why he can be relatively complacent about the ideological component of Soviet policy.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

This chapter addresses arguments about what caused the Cold War to begin and what
caused it to end. As before, there are realist, identity, and liberal explanations of these
historical events from different levels of analysis. And along the way critical theories offer
their insights as well. The parallel timeline on page 165 assembles the events of the Cold
War period chronologically.
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Realist Explanations

Three main realist arguments explain the origins of the Cold War. They all trace events
back to power factors, but they come from different levels of analysis. One domestic-level
explanation suggests that the Soviet Union caused the Cold War because its society was
aggressive. A second domestic-level argument says the United States caused the Cold War
because its capitalist economic system was expansionist. A third explanation, perhaps the
most influential, comes from the systemic level. It argues that neither the United States nor
the Soviet Union was responsible for the Cold War; rather, the Cold War was a
consequence of the security dilemma. The two countries faced one another across a power
vacuum in central Europe and had to compete to fill that vacuum whether they were
aggressive or not.

Parallel Timeline 4-1 Events Leading to the Origins and End of the Cold War
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The principal realist explanation for the end of the Cold War also comes from the systemic
level. It holds that the United States eventually won the competition by successfully
containing the Soviet Union, while domestic developments outside the influence of
diplomacy led the Soviet Union to discard its communist ideology. Kennan predicted this
outcome in a famous article published a year and a half after the long telegram. By
confronting “the Russians with unalterable counterforce at every point where they show
signs of encroaching upon the interest of a peaceful and stable world,” he wrote, the United
States would “promote tendencies which must eventually find their outlet in either the
break-up or the gradual mellowing of Soviet power.”3
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How the Cold War Started

In the sections that follow, we examine the three realist explanations about how the Cold
War started; then how realist mechanisms such as atomic weapons and nuclear deterrence,
crises such as the Cuban Missile Crisis, and alliances/proxy wars expanded the Cold War;
and finally the realist explanation of how the Cold War ended.

Soviet Aggression—Historical Expansionism.

“Russia on the march,” Henry Kissinger writes, “rarely exhibited a sense of limits.” It
“seemed impelled to expand by a rhythm all its own, containable only by the deployment
of superior force, and usually by war.”4 This had been the case since the time of Peter the
Great, long before the arrival of communism. So, according to this explanation of the Cold
War, Soviet aggression was not a consequence of communist ideology or the sense of
historical insecurity that Kennan stressed. It was an outgrowth of the aggressive nature of
the domestic society that demanded aggrandizement and empire. As Stalin saw it,
“Everyone imposes his own system as far as his army can reach.”5 He was, according to this
explanation, an offensive realist, seeking to maximize power rather than just provide
security. And the cause of aggression came not from Stalin himself or the individual level of
analysis, because every Russian leader since Peter the Great had been aggressive. Nor did it
come from the systemic structural level of analysis or the sense of historical insecurity bred
by the security dilemma. Rather, it came from the domestic society as a whole, and it was
not the communist ideology or institutions but the aggressive nature of that society that
caused the expansionism.

Stalin’s army had reached quite far when World War II ended. Soviet divisions occupied
Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia; all of eastern Europe; half of Germany; and northern Iran.
Meanwhile, U.S. troops withdrew from Europe, reduced from 12 million down to 1.5
million by mid-1947. Stalin also pressed for a naval advantage, looking for warm-water
ports in the Mediterranean and modes of access to the Atlantic Ocean, perhaps as a way to
challenge, if not encircle, Britain and the United States on the high seas. Finally, when a
million Soviet troops maneuvered in Romania and stayed in Iran beyond the end of 1945,
Harry S. Truman saw a threat of aggression and became alarmed: “There isn’t a doubt in
my mind that Russia intends an invasion of Turkey and the seizure of the Black Sea Straits
to the Mediterranean. Unless Russia is faced with an iron fist and strong language another
war is in the making.”6 Although these crises passed, the impression of Soviet aggression
lasted, and, by some accounts, the “policy of containment, as it came to be called, was
adopted at the beginning of 1946.”7 Aggressive Soviet actions convinced Washington
policy officials that they had to draw a line of containment around the periphery of the
territories Soviet armies occupied and defend that line, if necessary, by military force. No
wonder Kennan’s telegram, which arrived about this time, set off such a furor. Policy
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makers had decided “the Soviet Union was an expansionist power, and . . . only
countervailing power could keep her in line.”8 In the same month, British prime minister
Winston Churchill declared in Fulton, Missouri, that an iron curtain had descended on
Europe, “from Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the Adriatic.”9 Churchill characterized the
impending division of Europe in a political sense. But two years later, in 1948, the iron
curtain became a physical barrier when the Soviet Union cut off access routes to the
western occupied parts of Berlin located inside the Soviet-occupied zone (see Map 4-1).
And two years after that, in 1950, it became a military division when North Korea, a client
state of the Soviet Union, invaded South Korea and sparked a buildup of alliances in
Europe and Asia.

This propaganda poster features one of Stalin’s five-year plans (1946–1950). Soviet
aggression, realists think, prompted Washington to react with containment policies
designed to keep Russia at bay.
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As was assumed then and known for sure now, the Soviet Union approved the North
Korean invasion beforehand.10 The attack set off alarm bells in Europe and sparked an
arms race to prevent a Soviet-sponsored invasion from happening in Europe as well. From
this realist argument, Soviet aggression was clearly the culprit. And now Moscow had allies
in Asia as well. In 1949, the communists under Mao Zedong won the civil war in China.
The Cold War was in full swing.

containment: the policy of the United States during the Cold War that checked aggressive Soviet
actions through military alliances.

iron curtain: a metaphor for the political, ideological, and physical (no man’s land) separation of the
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Soviet Union and Western countries during the Cold War.

arms race: the competitive buildup of weapons systems.

U.S. Aggression—Capitalist Expansionism.

But wait a minute, you say. What about American or Western aggression? Weren’t Western
armies also ensconced in Europe, even if they were being reduced? Didn’t American and
British fleets dominate the Mediterranean and Baltic Seas, in effect “encircling” the Soviet
Union? Hadn’t the Soviet Union, not the United States, recently been invaded by Nazi
hordes, and didn’t the United States and Great Britain delay for almost three years before
establishing a second front to help Russia fight off the Nazi invaders? For every one
American who died in World War II, fifty-three Russians died.11 Might Stalin have had
reasons to wonder whether the United States and Great Britain were happy for three years
watching Germany and the Soviet Union eliminate or at least drastically weaken one
another?

Map 4-1 The Division of Berlin

When the war ended, Russia was powerful militarily, but the United States possessed the
atom bomb. And, with the Soviet economy in ruins, the United States was by far the most
powerful country economically. It was the only major combatant in World War II to
escape entirely any damage to its homeland industrial base. So the Soviet Union had good
reason to feel that it was the weaker power and to expect and probably deserve substantial
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economic help from its Western allies, as well as reparations from Germany and conquered
eastern European countries.

What did it get? Not much. First, as soon as the war was over in both Europe and Asia, the
United States cut off Lend-Lease assistance to the Soviet Union, the supply of all kinds of
military and economic assistance during the war to countries fighting Germany and its
allies. Then, at the Potsdam Conference in July 1945, the allies concocted a reparation
plan that assumed Germany would remain unified. But the Soviet Union preferred a
division of Germany and rejected the plan.12 When the Western powers decided in the
spring of 1946 to go ahead and rebuild their own zones, the Soviet Union saw the Western
powers reconstructing Germany not only without it but against it. The battle for Germany
was joined.

Potsdam Conference: the meeting among wartime allies in July 1945 that produced no agreement
on the unification of Germany and other issues.

One year later, in the spring of 1947, the United States announced the Marshall Plan. This
plan proposed to integrate the western zones of Germany into a larger program of
European economic cooperation. The Soviet zone and other eastern European states were
invited to join. But let’s think about this proposal now from the point of view of the Soviet
Union. Economically ravaged and weak, its satellites were being asked to join a Western
market system that not only was more powerful, given the backing of the United States,
but also operated on the basis of free trade. Quite understandably, Moscow saw this move
as Western aggression, a plan to penetrate economically, and eventually take over
politically, the protective band of countries in eastern Europe that the Soviet Union needed
as a security buffer and had just sacrificed so many lives to establish. The U.S. action wasn’t
military aggression as such, but it could be seen as capitalist imperial aggression. And it
threatened the heart of Soviet interests in Europe, whereas alleged Soviet aggression
challenged only peripheral Western interests in places such as Greece and Turkey.

Marshall Plan: the Western plan to rebuild Germany and the rest of Europe after World War II.

When the Western powers announced in spring 1948 that they would unify the currency
of the Western zones of Germany, Moscow reacted by shutting down the land routes to
Berlin. As Map 4-1 shows, the city of Berlin was located inside the Soviet-occupied part of
Germany (East Germany) and was itself divided into Western (U.S., British, and French)
and Soviet zones. Thus, the Soviet Union controlled land access to Berlin. When Stalin
blockaded the road and railway routes, the Western powers responded with the massive
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Berlin airlift. Over fourteen months, the allies made 277,804 flights to Berlin, delivering
2.326 million tons of supplies. The Berlin Blockade of 1948–1949 was the first physical
confrontation of the Cold War. According to the United States–is-the-aggressor argument,
however, Russia was not responsible. It was provoked. Moscow could not permit Western
economic forces to expand and weaken its control of the Soviet zone.

The argument that the United States caused the Cold War is called a revisionist
interpretation because it revises the traditional argument that the Soviet Union was the
aggressor. To the extent that it emphasizes military causes of U.S. aggressive policy, it is
clearly a realist argument. But to the extent that it draws on deeper historical forces of
capitalist expansion, it slides into a critical theory perspective, which we address later in this
chapter.

Berlin Blockade: the first physical confrontation of the Cold War, taking place in 1948–1949, in
which Stalin blocked the land routes into Berlin.

revisionist interpretation: an interpretation of the origins of the Cold War that emphasizes
American ideological or economic aggression against the Soviet Union and its allies.

Power Vacuum and Spheres of Influence.

A third influential realist argument holds that the Cold War was nobody’s fault but was a
consequence of the anarchic situation that the United States and the Soviet Union faced
after World War II. In April 1945, the two massive allied armies met in the middle of
Germany, at Torgau on the Elbe River.13 Because the allies had agreed in 1943 to pursue
the war until the unconditional surrender of the enemy, there was nothing left of Germany
when they finished. The entire country lay in ruins.

How was Germany going to be rebuilt? Would it be rebuilt as a Western ally, a Soviet ally,
or a neutral country? One thing was sure. As we know, Germany was the centerpiece of the
old European state system. It had been divided for centuries, then it was united for nearly
seventy-five years. Now it was destroyed. If it were united or divided again, it would matter
greatly whether Germany added to Western power or Soviet power. The distribution of
power at the time, some realists argue, was tripolar.14 And, as discussed in Chapter 1, a
tripolar balance may be uniquely unstable. The third country, in this case a reconstructed
Germany (or Japan in the case of Asia), could tip the balance. Whoever won this prize
would control the center of Europe (or Asia, in the case of Japan). Thus, the stakes were
very high. No one had to be an aggressor in this situation. It was a matter of security, not
aggression, for each side to seek the best outcome.

So systemic structural forces were driving events. Essentially two great powers (and their
smaller allies) sat astride a strategic piece of territory and faced the security dilemma of
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whether and how much to trust one another. The classic balance-of-power solution was to
“split the difference”: divide the territory and power evenly and create two spheres of
influence, one in which the Soviet Union dominated and the other in which the United
States dominated. As the causal arrow suggests, spheres of influence would keep the
ideological adversaries apart and prevent them from escalating their ideological differences
into major war. That way, the relative balance of power would be stabilized. Roughly, that
is what happened. By 1950, two German governments existed, and two alliances divided
up the rest of Europe.

spheres of influence: areas of contested territory divided up and dominated by great powers, which
agree not to interfere in one another’s areas.

The balance of power worked better than it had before World Wars I and II. There was no
hot war in Europe for the next forty years. But there was a cold war. Why did it occur?
Realist perspectives expected a spheres-of-influence solution, not a cold war. Each
superpower would exert dominance in its half of Europe and respect the other’s dominance
in the other half. That was the solution George Kennan favored. At best, realists might say
that spheres of influence made the balance of power rigid once again, as before World War
I. The bipolar confrontation left little room for error and thus provoked a deep security
dilemma that made the two superpowers enemies instead of rivals. But identity perspectives
(examined later in the chapter) might say that it was the ideological divide that prevented
an accommodation, not rigid bipolarity and the security dilemma.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Churchill was an avid proponent of the spheres-of-influence solution. In October 1944, he
met with Stalin in Moscow and, on a famous half sheet of paper, proposed a breakdown of
relative influence in the Balkans.15 The Soviet Union would have predominant influence in
Romania and Bulgaria; Great Britain and the United States would have predominant
influence in Greece. Both sides would split influence in Yugoslavia and Hungary. Deal
done, right? Why not do the same for Germany and eastern Europe? Well, now think how
you would administer such a spheres-of-influence arrangement, especially when the two
partners already suspect one another. After the war, Soviet troops occupied Poland,
Romania, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Czechoslovakia. How could Britain and the United
States know, let alone defend against, what might go on in those countries? At the Yalta
Conference (held at a Russian resort of that name on the Black Sea) in February 1945,
Roosevelt tried to reach an agreement with Stalin about what would happen in Poland. The
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United States would concede Soviet influence, since Soviet armies already occupied the
country, if the Soviet Union would hold free and fair elections and create more
transparency. But who then would ensure that the elections were free and fair? Yalta
specified few details. In the end, no such elections were held. The Soviet Union installed a
puppet government in Warsaw that Moscow manipulated. Later, in 1948, the Soviet
Union staged another coup in Czechoslovakia. To this day, the conference at Yalta stands
in the minds of eastern Europeans as a callous sellout of small powers by the great powers.

Yalta Conference: a wartime conference held in February 1945 where the United States, the Soviet
Union, and Great Britain agreed on the unconditional surrender of Nazi Germany and postwar
occupation of Europe, including a Soviet sphere of influence in eastern Europe.
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How the Cold War Expanded

So the Cold War divided Europe. But why did it divide the globe? The answer, according
to realist perspectives, is that a balance of terror replaced the balance of power and made the
segregation of regional conflicts more difficult. Nuclear weapons introduced such a high
level of terror that the mere threat to use them would deter all wars, both conventional and
nuclear. But to be effective that threat would have to be credible, and superpowers would
have to make clear commitments to defend their interests both outside and inside Europe.
Alliances sprang up, and crises spread. The superpowers dueled through proxy wars in
Korea and later Vietnam and Afghanistan and came close to a direct nuclear war in the
Cuban Missile Crisis. The costs of deterrence were high, but eventually the Soviet Union
went bankrupt, and the United States prevailed. From a realist perspective, competition
and relative material capabilities decided the outcome. There was no direct war, but the
persistent terrifying threat of nuclear war produced an equivalent psychological result.

The Atomic Bomb and the Balance of Terror.

On July 16, 1945, the first nuclear bomb (called Little Boy) was tested in the deserts of
New Mexico, an event Truman reported to Stalin at Potsdam. Stalin was not surprised.
Klaus Fuchs, a Soviet spy at Los Alamos, the center of U.S. weapons research in New
Mexico, had been supplying Russia with atomic secrets for years. After his conversation
with Truman, Stalin instructed V. M. Molotov, his foreign minister, and Lavrentiy Beria,
the head of the Soviet atomic program, “to hurry up the work” on the Soviet bomb.16 In
1949, the Soviet Union exploded its own nuclear weapon. According to realist logic, the
Soviet Union could not depend on the United States or anyone else for security against this
type of weapon.

Now a kind of balance of terror superseded the balance of power. If either side attacked,
the other side might use nuclear weapons. As these weapons became more powerful—by
1951, hydrogen bombs were developed that were many times more powerful than atomic
weapons—no country could risk nuclear war and survive. Yet conventional war might still
be possible. If no one could risk nuclear escalation, then the struggle for power might be
decided by regular armies with tanks, artillery, and aircraft or even by guerrilla forces
engaged in wars of liberation. Each country had to worry about its capabilities to fight wars
at all levels of potential conflict—guerrilla, conventional, and nuclear—and its resolve to
escalate the use of force to higher levels to contain conflicts. Each country formed alliances
to demonstrate such resolve, and proxy wars, in which superpowers tested each other’s
capabilities and resolve in peripheral areas, became more likely. For this reason, according
to the realist perspective, the Cold War spread both horizontally to the rest of the globe and
vertically to include all levels of military arms.
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balance of terror: a situation in which two or more countries use the threat of nuclear weapons to
deter conflicts.

proxy wars: conflicts in peripheral areas in which nuclear powers tested each other’s military
capabilities and resolve.

An arms race began even before the Korean War started in June 1950. In early 1950, the
White House drafted the famous National Security Council document NSC-68. Under
this document, the United States boosted its defense budget in one year from $13.5 billion
to $48.2 billion. The number of U.S. troops in Europe ballooned from 80,000 in 1950 to
427,000 in 1953. NATO, created in 1949 to reinforce political ties among the Western
allies, now developed into an integrated military force under a U.S. supreme commander.
The military occupation of Germany by the Western allies ended, a West German
government was established, and West Germany eventually rearmed and joined NATO.
Meanwhile, the Soviet Union established a separate government in East Germany and
created the Warsaw Pact alliance to counterbalance NATO. In 1955, NATO included, in
addition to the United States and West Germany, the United Kingdom, France, Belgium,
the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Portugal, Italy, Norway, Denmark, Iceland, Greece,
Turkey, and Canada. The Warsaw Pact included, in addition to the Soviet Union and East
Germany, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Romania, Bulgaria, and Albania.

The Korean War globalized the Cold War alliances. Korea had been divided at the end of
World War II between a Soviet-dependent government in the north and a U.S.-dependent
government in the south. In June 1950, North Korea, with permission from Moscow,
invaded South Korea. The United States led a United Nations force to drive the North
Koreans back. When UN forces threatened to cross the Yalu, a river dividing China and
North Korea, China entered the war, and the fighting seesawed back and forth across the
peninsula until an armistice was signed in 1953 along the original dividing line, the 38th
parallel. (See Map 4-2.) A peace treaty was never signed, and U.S. forces remain to the
present day in South Korea. In the course of the 1950s, the United States signed a security
treaty with Japan and created the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) with Great
Britain, France, Australia, New Zealand, Pakistan, the Philippines, and Thailand to defend
allies in the rest of Asia. The United States also concluded bilateral alliances with Australia,
New Zealand, South Korea, the Philippines, Thailand, and Taiwan. In the Middle East,
the United States established the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO), which included
Iraq, Iran, Pakistan, Turkey, and the United Kingdom. And in Latin America it signed the
Rio Treaty with twenty other nations.

Korean War: a proxy war on the Korean Peninsula in the early 1950s between Soviet-backed North
Korean and Chinese forces and a United Nations force led by the United States.
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Map 4-2 The Korean War, 1950–1953

Nuclear Deterrence and Escalation.

How does nuclear deterrence work? Deterrence is the use of the threat of force to stop an
attack before it occurs, in contrast to defense, which is designed to counter an attack after it
occurs. If it works, deterrence substitutes the threat of the use of force for the actual use of
force. One state prepares to attack a second state. The second state threatens to retaliate
with enough force that the first state will lose more than it might gain if it attacks. The first
state therefore decides not to attack.

How much and what kind of capabilities are needed to provide effective deterrence? The
debate has produced no conclusive answers. Some analysts argue that all a state needs to
deter an attack are a few nuclear weapons that can survive the initial attack by the other side
and be launched against the attacker’s civilian population and industry. Given the
destructive power of nuclear weapons, this strategy of minimum deterrence makes any war
too costly, and states will be very reluctant to build up and use arms at any level of violence.
Other analysts argue that minimum deterrence is not enough. One state may acquire a
conventional capability that another state cannot stop without threatening to use nuclear
weapons first. Now the state threatened by overwhelming conventional forces has to “think
the unthinkable” and develop a variety of nuclear responses, or maximum deterrence, not
only to forestall a conventional attack but also to deter limited nuclear engagements
without immediately igniting an all-out nuclear war.

minimum deterrence: a strategy of deterrence that relies on a few nuclear weapons to retaliate and
inflict unacceptable damage on the adversary.

The debate is illustrated by the strategy of extended deterrence, in which a country extends
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the threat of retaliation to defend other countries, not just itself. The United States
employed this strategy to defend the territories of its allies in Europe during the Cold War.
The scenarios went something like the following.

maximum deterrence: a strategy that relies on many nuclear weapons to deter both conventional
and limited nuclear attacks.

extended deterrence: a strategy of deterrence in which one country uses nuclear weapons to deter an
attack on the territory of an allied country.

If Moscow threatened to use its larger conventional armies to invade western Europe, the
United States and its allies would threaten to use nuclear weapons to deter the invasion.
The threat to use nuclear weapons would deter the Soviet Union from using conventional
forces first. But the threat to use nuclear weapons might not be credible because it would
mean an immediate all-out nuclear war. So, initially, the allies might threaten to use only
tactical nuclear weapons to stop a conventional attack. In the 1950s, NATO deployed
nuclear land mines as well as artillery shells in central Europe. But what if the Soviet Union
then said it would retaliate against tactical weapons by using short- or intermediate-range
nuclear missiles that could hit cities in western Europe but not the United States? Would
the United States, even though its cities had not been attacked, still retaliate by launching
intercontinental missiles from the United States on the Soviet Union? That would
automatically involve the United States in a global war with the Soviet Union, so the threat
might not be considered credible. The Soviet Union and even America’s European allies
might wonder if the United States would really risk the destruction of New York to
retaliate for an attack on Paris. Thus, when the Soviet Union deployed SS-20 intermediate-
range ballistic missiles in eastern Europe in the 1970s, western European leaders and then
NATO as a whole called on Western nations to station their own intermediate-range
nuclear forces (INFs)—Pershing and cruise missiles—on western European territory. Now
a threat from Soviet intermediate-range missiles could be counterbalanced by a threat from
NATO intermediate-range missiles located in western Europe. An attack from the Soviet
Union on Paris would be met by an attack from France on the Soviet Union. The conflict
would not immediately escalate to the global level, and the threat from Europe would be
considered more credible.

But now wouldn’t western Europe be concerned that the United States might be more
willing to start a nuclear war if it did not immediately involve the United States? Yes, but
that was one of the reasons the United States placed some American forces in western
Europe from the outset. Now, if the Soviet Union attacked western Europe, using
conventional or nuclear arms, U.S. troops would be killed and America would be involved
in the war. What if the Soviet Union was still not deterred by intermediate-range missiles
in Europe and the United States had to launch missiles from the United States? Wouldn’t
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it be better if these missiles were aimed at Soviet missiles, not Soviet cities, to minimize
collateral damage and avoid a wider nuclear holocaust? Such missiles, called counterforce
weapons, were designed to destroy specific military targets, as opposed to countervalue
weapons, which were designed to destroy Soviet industries and cities. The threat of
counterforce weapons led to the hardening of missile sites to ensure that some of these
missiles would survive a first strike by the other side and thus be available to retaliate in a
second strike at the next level of escalation.

First-strike capability is the capacity to use nuclear missiles preemptively to destroy most of
or all the missiles of the other side. Second-strike capability involves protecting nuclear
missiles so that enough survive a first-strike attack to be available to retaliate and ensure a
level of unacceptable damage in a second strike, thereby deterring the first strike to begin
with. Missiles were hardened in underground silos and dispersed on submarines, where
they were virtually invulnerable and could be launched from unknown locations. In
addition, a strategic bomber force armed with nuclear weapons was kept in the air around
the clock to ensure that these weapons would not be destroyed on the ground in a
preemptive first strike. The combination of land-, sea-, and air-based retaliatory weapons
became known as the nuclear triad.

nuclear triad: the combination of nuclear land-, sea-, and air-based retaliatory weapons.

The strategy of nuclear deterrence thus sought to slice the stages of escalation finer and
finer so as to avoid the last move to all-out nuclear war. The superpowers would move up
the various stages, or rungs of the ladder, of escalation in an incremental and controlled
fashion until one eventually achieved what was called escalation dominance—that is, the
point at which the adversary was convinced not to go any farther up the ladder and was
forced to choose between unacceptable escalation and compromise. Nuclear strategies
might also be deployed offensively. In a compellence strategy, one state uses the escalation
of threat to compel another state to do something the first state wants, whereas in a strategy
of deterrence, one state seeks to dissuade the other state from doing something the first
state does not want. From the Soviet point of view, was the placement of Soviet missiles in
Cuba a strategy of compellence to extract U.S. concessions in Berlin or a strategy of
deterrence to discourage a U.S. attack on Cuba? We see the different points of view when
we take up that crisis later.

Deterrence strategies evolved during the Cold War. For the first decade, the United States
had the capacity to strike the Soviet Union, but the Soviet Union could not strike the
United States. The United States relied on a strategy of massive retaliation, or the threat of
unleashing a general nuclear war if the Soviet Union attacked western Europe. After the
Soviet Union launched the first space satellite, Sputnik, in 1957, thus demonstrating that it
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could strike the United States, the United States adopted a deterrence strategy of flexible
response, or retaliating selectively to fight wars at conventional levels without immediately
risking nuclear war or, if the nuclear threshold was crossed, engaging in limited nuclear war
first.

Eventually, as both sides acquired increasingly equivalent capabilities, the deterrence
strategy settled on what became known as mutual assured destruction, or MAD (as critics
thought it was). If each side could retaliate and assure an unacceptable amount of
destruction to the other side, neither side would risk escalation. The strategy involved an
emphasis on offensive weapons and a de-emphasis on defensive weapons. The Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) agreements signed in 1972 and 1979 (the latter never
ratified by the U.S. Congress) set ceilings on (but no actual reductions of) offensive
weapons, while the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, signed by the United States and
the Soviet Union in 1972, prevented the development of antiballistic missile defenses
except for two installations on each side (later reduced to one). The idea was to preserve the
vulnerability of populated centers to offensive missile strikes and thus maintain the fear of
massive civilian casualties that nuclear deterrence depended on.

massive retaliation: the strategy of threatening to unleash a general nuclear war.

mutual assured destruction (MAD): the nuclear deterrence strategy that called for the dominance
of offensive over defensive weapons.

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT): U.S.–Soviet talks held in the 1970s to limit offensive
weapons systems.

Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty: a 1972 treaty between the United States and Soviet Union
limiting antiballistic missiles.

As you can imagine, all this nuclear war gaming and buildup provoked massive
disagreements. Realist perspectives felt it was imperative to have capabilities at every level of
potential escalation and that it was possible to use diplomacy to manage nuclear threats
even in heated crises. Liberal perspectives felt that only a few second-strike nuclear weapons
were necessary and that diplomacy could not control nuclear crises and should aim to
reduce nuclear weapons to this minimum level.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Causal Arrow: Perspectives

In this debate, as the causal arrows show, realist perspectives see diplomacy as an
instrument for projecting credible force; liberal perspectives see it as a means for reducing
the role of force. The difference between realist and liberal perspectives on deterrence is
again a matter of how the causal arrows run between force and diplomacy, not the
exclusion of one or the other. Realist perspectives worry that if only one country in the
world decides that something is worth the risk of nuclear war, other countries had better be
prepared to retaliate and deter that country. Liberal perspectives worry that deterrence itself
increases the risk of nuclear war.

Cuban Missile Crisis.

No crisis illustrates the dynamics of deterrence between the superpowers better than the
Cuban Missile Crisis. Soviet leaders risked nuclear war, but in the end superpower
diplomacy avoided it. Here we consider realist perspectives, but compare this account
carefully with the liberal perspectives presented later in this chapter.

In the summer and fall of 1962, the Soviets moved medium- and intermediate-range
nuclear-armed ballistic missiles into Cuba. What induced them to do that? And why did
the United States risk nuclear war to get the missiles removed? Here’s the calculus
according to realist perspectives.

In the 1960s, the United States had a substantial superiority of nuclear weapons and
missiles over the Soviet Union. The United States had roughly 3,000 nuclear warheads,
180 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) with a range of 5,000 miles, 630 long-range
bombers, and 12 nuclear submarines. The Soviet Union, by contrast, had only 300
warheads, 20 ICBMs, 200 long-range bombers, and 6 nuclear submarines. U.S. bombers
were deployed at forward bases in Europe and Asia, and American submarines could patrol
waters around the Soviet Union within range of Soviet cities and military bases. In
addition, the United States had placed intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) with a
range of 2,200 miles in Britain and medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs) with a range
of 1,100 miles in Italy and Turkey. All these missiles could reach the Soviet Union. Soviet
bombers had no forward bases or refueling capacity, and Soviet IRBMs and MRBMs could
hit Europe but not the United States. Soviet submarines operated from bases 7,000 miles
from the U.S. mainland and could not patrol waters around the United States within range
of U.S. targets, because their submarine missiles could travel only 600 miles.17
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Why did the United States have such an advantage? As we have noted, the realist argument
is that it needed this advantage to provide extended deterrence to its allies in western
Europe. If the Soviet Union launched missiles at Europe, Britain and later France might
have had a few missiles to retaliate. But the United States would also have to respond;
otherwise, a Soviet attack might not entail sufficient risk of retaliatory damage to deter the
Soviet Union in the first place, and the Soviet Union might try to divide Europe from the
United States. Of course, it made little difference to the Soviet Union why the United
States had more missiles. The Soviet Union saw them as an offensive threat, a first-strike
capability that could destroy Soviet missiles on the ground before they were launched, thus
leaving the Soviet Union defenseless. Might that be why Nikita Khrushchev, the Soviet
premier, put missiles in Cuba, to give the Soviet Union an offsetting capability to destroy
U.S. missiles before they left the ground?

Perhaps. Missile accuracies were not yet that precise. But once the communist
revolutionary Fidel Castro overthrew the U.S.-backed dictatorship in Cuba in 1959,
Khrushchev had his own distant ally to defend by extended deterrence. Castro turned to
Moscow for help, and the Soviet Union started selling arms to Cuba in the fall of 1959. In
April 1961, the United States backed an invasion of Cuba by anti-Castro exiles. Known as
the Bay of Pigs invasion, the attack failed, in part because the United States dropped crucial
air support at the last minute. But the United States continued covert activities to support
an invasion of Cuba and tried several times to assassinate Castro.18 Now Khrushchev
wondered, as he later wrote in his memoirs, “What will happen if we lose Cuba?”19 If the
United States could defend Turkey by installing missiles, why couldn’t the Soviet Union
install missiles to defend Cuba?

The credibility of both the Soviet Union and the United States was at stake. This
credibility had just been tested in Berlin. From 1958 to 1961, the Soviet Union tried again
to deny Western access to West Berlin by threatening to turn over controls to the East
German government. East German citizens were fleeing in increasing numbers to the West.
Khrushchev felt he had to do something to solve the Berlin problem. After renewing his
threat to President John F. Kennedy at Vienna in June 1961, Khrushchev built the Berlin
Wall in August. Now he saw another opportunity to get the Western allies out of Berlin
altogether—trade a Soviet departure from Cuba for a Western departure from Berlin.

Berlin was the epicenter of the superpower conflict. If either superpower backed down on
this issue, it would undermine its European alliances as well as its own security. That might
explain the superpowers’ willingness to march to the brink of nuclear disaster over the
Cuban missiles.20 In May 1962, the Soviet Union made the decision to deploy to Cuba
forty-eight MRBMs capable of striking Dallas, St. Louis, Cincinnati, and Washington;
thirty-two IRBMs capable of striking all U.S. cities except Seattle; nuclear weapons for
coastal defense; cruise missiles; surface-to-air missiles (SAMs); forty-two light Ilyushin Il-28
bombers; MiG fighter aircraft; and bases for seven nuclear submarines. It then proceeded to

295



lie to the United States and other nations as the deployment took place. Moscow, of course,
believed the United States was doing the same thing as part of plans to invade Cuba.
Notice here the realist problem of not being able to trust the other party—for good reason,
realists point out, because the other party lies. Nevertheless, Khrushchev’s decision to
deploy nuclear missiles in Cuba was bold and breathtaking, not to mention deadly. The
Soviet premier had either lost his mind or believed he had taken the measure of Kennedy
and could get away with it. Here is a case, realist perspectives remind us, when someone
was willing to risk nuclear war. Khrushchev expected to complete the installation by early
fall and, as Kennedy himself later noted, “face us [that is, the United States] with a bad
situation in November at the time he was going to squeeze us on Berlin.”21 With the
missiles installed in Cuba by November, Khrushchev would be in a much stronger position
to demand a Berlin withdrawal for a Cuban one.

In October 1962, Kennedy reacted. He ordered a naval quarantine, not a blockade, of
Soviet ships going to Cuba. A quarantine was a less belligerent act under international law
and, in accordance with deterrence logic, initiated the crisis at a lower rung on the
escalation ladder. Kennedy then demanded the removal of the missiles already there. He
also prepared to escalate the use of force by mobilizing a major invasion force to storm
Cuba if the Soviet Union refused. The superpowers were eyeball to eyeball. On Saturday,
October 27, Kennedy, according to his own account, decided to schedule air strikes for the
following Tuesday, October 30.22 We now know that nine MRBMs had already been
assembled in Cuba, and thirty-six nuclear warheads were also on the island. More
important, and unknown to American officials during the crisis, Soviet combat troops in
Cuba, altogether some forty-two thousand (many more than U.S. policy makers thought),
were equipped with tactical nuclear missiles (some ninety-eight such weapons) with a range
of sixty kilometers to resist the invasion. Soviet generals later said they were prepared to use
the missiles to hit American ships ten to twelve miles offshore when they were grouped
together for landing and, hence, most vulnerable to attack. The generals had advance
authorization to use the missiles if for some reason they could not reach Moscow for
instructions, although some accounts suggest that that authorization was rescinded once the
crisis began.23 Nevertheless, earlier on October 27, Soviet generals in Cuba had acted on
their own authority, after failing to reach Moscow, to shoot down a U.S. reconnaissance
plane over Cuba. Thus, on that Saturday night, the world was very possibly only a couple
of days away from Armageddon.

On Sunday, October 28, however, the Soviet Union blinked and the crisis ended.
Khrushchev agreed to stop deployments and take out the weapons already there. On the
surface, it looked like a complete U.S. victory. But in fact Kennedy had secretly traded in
return two substantial concessions: a pledge not to invade Cuba and another to withdraw
the Jupiter missiles in Turkey. The decision to keep these concessions secret protected
alliance relations as well as President Kennedy’s own legacy.24 Moreover, Soviet forces and
tactical nuclear weapons stayed in Cuba for several years. Some of the delivery systems,
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although not the warheads, were never withdrawn.25

Why did the Soviet Union back down in the Cuban Missile Crisis? According to realist
perspectives, it did so because the American threat to escalate and use force was credible. As
Graham Allison and Philip Zelikow conclude, “Khrushchev withdrew the Soviet missiles,
not because of the blockade, but because of the threat of further action.” Khrushchev
believed “he faced a clear, urgent threat that America was about to move up the ladder of
escalation.”26 The threat of escalation was decisive, at least according to this account.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Alliances and Proxy Wars.

As realist perspectives see it, alliances and proxy wars were central to the operation of
deterrence and the eventual outcome of the Cold War. Deterrence worked in the Cuban
Missile Crisis because alliances stood firm, but in other crises deterrence placed enormous
stress on alliances. To work, alliances had to be tight to preserve credibility. But no country
could feel completely comfortable relying on another country to defend it with nuclear
weapons. America’s European allies, for example, feared the alliance might not be tight
enough and that they would be abandoned, a fear in the numerous Berlin crises. Or they
worried that the alliance might be too tight and they would be entrapped or drawn into
wars that they did not want, as the Vietnam crisis suggested. Partly because of these
concerns, France withdrew from the NATO military command in 1966 and initiated a
policy of détente with the Soviet Union before the United States did. The United States
had concerns as well. In Suez, the United States stopped Britain and France from
supporting an Israeli invasion of the Suez Canal because it feared being drawn by its allies
into a Middle East war with the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union had even bigger troubles with its allies. It used force in 1956 to crush a
revolution and possible “abandonment” of the Warsaw Pact by Hungary and again in 1968
to terminate the anticommunist revolt, called the Prague Spring, in Czechoslovakia. In
1968–1969, it also fought a border war with China, terminating that alliance and
providing the opening that President Richard Nixon exploited in 1972 when he visited
China and forged a common alignment against the Soviet Union.

Proxy wars highlighted the tendency of deterrence to push disputes into peripheral areas.
The Soviet Union supported national wars of liberation against Western colonialism,
while the United States backed freedom fighters against communist revolutions. The
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superpowers probed one another’s intentions in the Middle East, Central America, Africa,
Vietnam, and Afghanistan. Some realists such as George Kennan never accepted the
necessity of extending U.S. commitments to peripheral areas in the third world and
advocated containment only in strongpoint or central areas such as Europe.

After World War II, decolonization under the United Nations created more than fifty new
nations in the Middle East, Africa, and Asia. As colonial powers retreated from these areas,
the competing superpowers moved in to fill the vacuum. When Britain left Greece and
Turkey in 1947, the United States stepped in to provide the two countries with economic
and technical assistance. In the Middle East, the United States helped create the state of
Israel and overthrew a communist government in Iran (1953). In Asia, it fought wars in
Korea (1950) and Vietnam (1961). And in Latin America, it intervened in Guatemala
(1954), Cuba (1961), the Dominican Republic (1965), Chile (1973), and other places.27

The Soviet Union intervened in Cuba (1962), Egypt (1973), Angola (1975), Mozambique
(1976), Afghanistan (1979), and other places.

national wars of liberation: Soviet term for proxy wars against Western colonialism in developing
countries.

freedom fighters: U.S. term for local forces resisting communist revolution in developing countries.

decolonization: the UN-led process by which former colonies in the third world gained their
independence.

The superpowers exacerbated but also contained many of these conflicts. They competed to
establish friendly governments but cooperated to control the spread of nuclear weapons.
From a realist perspective, the problem was less one of spreading democracy or communism
than one of losing bases or allies to the other side. To use a metaphor common at the time,
the domino theory haunted the superpowers. Leaders feared that if a key country in a
particular region went over to the other side, their side would lose momentum and
credibility in the larger global struggle. Other countries in that region would fall to the
other side like dominoes. This fear, justified from some realist perspectives (not Kennan’s)
but heavily criticized from other perspectives, led to numerous interventions by both
superpowers in third-world conflicts. As realists see it, the issue often came down to a
choice between a communist and an authoritarian regime. An authoritarian regime was to
be preferred, particularly if it bolstered U.S. and Western credibility to maintain deterrence
and protect freedom in western Europe and Japan. President Kennedy captured the
dilemma in his comments about possible U.S. intervention in the Dominican Republic in
1963:

There are three possibilities in descending order of preference: a decent
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democratic regime, a continuation of the Trujillo [then the dictator in the
Dominican Republic] regime, or a Castro regime. We ought to aim at the first,
but we can’t really renounce the second until we are sure we can avoid the
third.28

domino theory: a theory held by the superpowers that if one country in a developing region went
over to the other side, other countries in the region would follow, falling like dominoes.

Many third-world countries sought refuge from the superpower competition by forming a
nonaligned movement. Led by India, Yugoslavia, and Egypt, the nonaligned movement
stressed nonintervention in the domestic affairs of newly independent nations and
international aid for third-world development. The movement tempered somewhat the
political impact of the Cold War on developing countries and focused attention on
economic development.

Wars in Vietnam and Afghanistan marked the apogee of Cold War rivalry in the third
world. Both wars ended in defeat for the superpowers. The Vietnam War was a traumatic
experience for the United States. It cost fifty-eight thousand American lives and some three
million Vietnamese lives. When France abandoned Indochina in 1954 (see Map 4-3), Laos
and Cambodia became independent, but Vietnam, like Korea, was provisionally divided
between a communist north and an authoritarian south. Elections to unite the country
were contemplated but never held. The United States backed a fragile military government
in the south, while the Soviet Union supported the Viet Cong revolutionaries in the north.
After fifteen years of fighting with no significant gains to show for it, the United States
packed up and left Vietnam in 1973. Two years later the South Vietnamese government
collapsed, and the communists in North Vietnam reunited the country. Then in 1979, the
Soviet Union established a naval base in Vietnam and invaded Afghanistan.

nonaligned movement: a coalition led by India, Yugoslavia, and Egypt that stressed neutrality in
the Cold War.

Vietnam War: costly war fought by the United States in Southeast Asia to contain communism.

Map 4-3 Laos, Cambodia, North and South Vietnam
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The Afghan War had even more fateful consequences for the Soviet Union and the United
States. Fundamentalist Muslims called mujahideen battled Soviet forces in a long war of
attrition. The United States armed and supported the mujahideen as freedom fighters.
Eventually, the Soviet Union withdrew and shortly thereafter collapsed. In the process,
however, the United States helped radicalize Muslim zealots who later formed the Taliban
government in Afghanistan and who today threaten stability in both Afghanistan and
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Pakistan.

Afghan War: costly war fought by both the Soviet Union in the 1980s and the United States in the
2000s.

As realist perspectives see it, such wars were necessary at the time. When the United States
entered Vietnam, the Cold War rivalry in Europe and Asia was intense. The Soviet Union
had just put missiles in Cuba, and the eventual collapse of the alliance between the Soviet
Union and China was unforeseen. Similarly, Soviet interventions in Africa and Afghanistan
signaled Moscow’s recovery from the humiliation of the Cuban Missile Crisis and its ability
now to compete with Washington in the projection of power worldwide. Constant
vigilance in peripheral areas maintained deterrence in central areas where war may have
caused a nuclear holocaust. Other perspectives, of course, disagree. They see the wars in
Vietnam and Afghanistan as symbols of the folly of the domino theory and deterrence
outside Europe and a dark legacy for both superpowers. Defensive realists such as Paul
Kennedy predicted the decline of the United States due to imperial overstretch, the
squandering of resources in conflicts such as Vietnam.29 In the end, the Soviet Union
declined, not the United States, but both superpowers suffered from imperial overstretch in
Vietnam and Afghanistan. (See Figure 4-2 for a summary of realist explanations for the
start and expansion of the Cold War.)
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How the Cold War Ended

As some realists like Kennan see it, the Cold War ended because the United States
contained Soviet power until the Soviet Union mellowed. Realists did not predict, however,
that the Soviet Union would disappear. They expected the two superpowers to remain
rivals and to compete over spheres of influence, as Churchill had advocated right after
World War II. Other realist causes from the domestic level of analysis may have been at
work. A vigorous U.S. rebound and a precipitous Soviet collapse in the 1980s decisively
shifted the balance of power and ended the Cold War, with the United States remaining as
the only military and economic superpower.

Under siege, the United States leaves Vietnam. Here, a U.S. Marine Corps helicopter
lifts off the rooftop of the U.S. embassy during the evacuation of Saigon on April 30,
1975.

AP Photo/phu

U.S. Rebound.

The 1970s was not a good decade for the United States. Its economy fell on hard times,
racial tensions and the Watergate scandal rocked its political system, it exited Vietnam with
a significant loss of face and self-confidence, and it faced a Soviet Union that for the first
time projected its military forces into areas beyond the European landmass, such as Angola
and Mozambique. By 1979, when the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan and a
revolutionary government in Iran seized American hostages, the United States hit bottom.

Then in 1980, Ronald Reagan defeated incumbent president Jimmy Carter and launched a
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massive military and economic buildup. Defense expenditures rose precipitously.
Washington galvanized the NATO alliance to deploy INF weapons in Europe. And Reagan
announced major new programs to eliminate offensive nuclear weapons and build up
space-based defensive missile systems, known as the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) and
dubbed Star Wars by its critics. Under Reagan’s policies of deregulating and supply-side tax
cuts, the American economy roared back and grew steadily from 1980 to 2007 at
unprecedented rates above 3 percent per year.30 SDI was more than satellites, rockets, and
lasers in space to knock down ballistic missiles. It changed the calculus of deterrence. As
already noted, deterrence under MAD depended on offensive missiles threatening mutual
assured destruction with no effective ABM defenses permitted to protect civilian
populations. Now Reagan’s plans suggested that defensive systems might be built up and
offensive weapons built down. The Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) agreements
shifted the focus to reducing, not just limiting, offensive weapons, while SDI and Soviet
ABM programs invested greater resources in defensive systems. In the short run, this
change might increase instability, because whoever got effective defensive systems first
might, in a crisis, launch a first strike against the other side, confident that its defensive
systems would defeat whatever offensive missiles survived on the other side. For this reason,
Reagan offered to share SDI technology with the Soviet Union. His idea was to shift
deterrence from MAD to mutual assured protection (MAP). Each side would deter the
other by being able to protect itself against low numbers of offensive missiles.31 It was
certainly more humane than the specter of MAD killing millions of innocent civilians, but
at the time it scared a lot of people, including Soviet leaders, and almost thirty years later
missile defense has still to be realized operationally.

Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI): the space-based antimissile systems that formed the core of
Reagan’s program to enhance U.S. missile defenses.

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START): U.S.-Soviet talks held in the 1990s to reduce offensive
weapons systems.

mutual assured protection (MAP): the nuclear strategy, proposed by Reagan, to build up defensive
systems and reduce offensive weapons.

Figure 4-2 The Causes of the Origins and Expansion of the Cold War: The Realist
Perspective and Levels of Analysis
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Soviet Collapse.

While the United States was rebounding under Reagan, the Soviet Union fell on hard
times. A series of aging Soviet leaders died in rapid succession: Leonid Brezhnev in 1982,
Yuri Andropov in 1984, and Konstantin Chernenko in 1985. Soviet forces bogged down in
Afghanistan, and the Soviet economy plummeted. The Soviet economy had never been as
strong as U.S. officials thought. It peaked in 1970 at only 57 percent of the U.S. gross
national product (GNP). Reagan’s buildup and the advent of the information age hit the
Soviet Union at precisely the wrong time. When the younger, more technically
sophisticated Mikhail Gorbachev succeeded Chernenko in 1985, his primary goal was to
revitalize the Soviet economy and avoid another arms race with the United States, which
SDI threatened. In a Politburo meeting in October 1986, he told his colleagues:

Our goal is to prevent the next round of the arms race. If we do not accomplish
it, the threat to us will only grow. We will be pulled into another round of the
arms race that is beyond our capabilities, and we will lose, because we are already
at the limits of our capabilities. Moreover, we can expect that Japan and the FRG
[West Germany] could very soon join the American potential. . . . If the new
round begins, the pressure on our economy will be unbelievable.32

Here, from a realist perspective, were the material forces driving the Soviet Union to defeat
in the Cold War. Figure 4-3 shows the buildup of nuclear weapons in the Soviet Union
from the early 1970s through the 1980s. During this time, the number of Soviet warheads
quadrupled, and Soviet defense expenditures climbed as a percentage of GNP from 13.5
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percent in 1976 to almost 18 percent in 1988 (before dropping for the first time in
1989).33 Under the pressure of these expenditures, as we now know, the Soviet economy
stagnated from 1971 on. From this realist perspective, the cause of change in the Soviet
Union, therefore, was not any new ideas that Gorbachev brought to the table, the New
Thinking that identity accounts emphasize (see discussion later in the chapter). Nor was it
U.S.–Soviet negotiations, which had been in the deep freeze since Reagan took office. It
was, pure and simple, an arms race coupled with the information revolution (notice how
technology serves zero-sum, not common, goals in a realist perspective) and the coherence
of Western alliances (notice Gorbachev’s reference to America’s two principal allies, Japan
and West Germany). These material pressures affected old thinkers as well as new thinkers
in the Soviet Union, showing that it was a debate won not by new thinkers that decided
Soviet policy but by material circumstances that neither old nor new thinkers could
ignore.34 A hard-liner and critic of Gorbachev’s New Thinking, Soviet chief of the general
staff Sergei Akhromeyev, made this point emphatically: “The Soviet Union could no longer
continue a policy of military confrontation with the U.S. and NATO after 1985.”35

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

So, from the realist perspective, the Cold War ended without a shot being fired but not
without a psychological and material struggle, which the United States ultimately won.
Because of nuclear weapons, crises such as those in Berlin and Cuba substituted for war,
and conflicts were fought and won virtually through arms races and economic competition
rather than violently through battlefield deaths and destruction. The historian John Lewis
Gaddis sorts out these realist causes from an individual level of analysis crediting Reagan
with significant impact:

Reagan saw Soviet weaknesses sooner than most of his contemporaries did; . . .
he understood the extent to which détente was perpetuating the Cold War rather
than hastening its end; . . . his hard line strained the Soviet system at the
moment of its maximum weakness; . . . his shift toward conciliation preceded
Gorbachev; . . . he combined reassurance, persuasion, and pressure in dealing
with the new Soviet leader; and . . . he maintained the support of the American
people and American allies.36

Notice how the causal arrows run: material pressures (realist), not détente (liberal), strained
the Soviet system, and Reagan’s actions (individual level of analysis), not responses to
Gorbachev (systemic process level of analysis), initiated reconciliation. (See Figure 4-4 for a
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summary of realist explanations for the end of the Cold War.)

Causal Arrow: Levels of Analysis

Figure 4-3 The Buildup of Nuclear Warheads, United States and Russia, 1945–1990

Source: Data are from Robert S. Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “World
Deployments of Nuclear Weapons, 2014,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists 70, no. 5
(2014): 96–108. http://bos.sagepub.com/content/70/5/96.full.pdf+html.

Figure 4-4 The Causes of the End of the Cold War: The Realist Perspective and
Levels of Analysis
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Identity Explanations

Identity perspectives take a very different cut at nuclear deterrence and the Cold War. They
doubt that anyone would risk nuclear war over a cynical struggle for power for which no
one can be held responsible. They see the Cold War as shaped by values and common
humanity. For some identity perspectives, it was a struggle between good and evil, the free
world versus totalitarian societies, democracy versus communism. For others, it was a
struggle for common human survival, regardless of political philosophy, a quest to save the
Earth and human civilization from nuclear winter, the long dark devastation that would
follow a general nuclear war.
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How Ideas Started the Cold War

Three arguments explain the origins of the Cold War from an identity perspective. As the
causal arrow shows, these arguments stress the impact of ideas on interactive behavior and
resulting material outcomes. Two come from the domestic level of analysis and focus on
internal ideological factors: Marxism-Leninism (not Russia’s historical insecurity) caused
the Cold War, or, conversely, American democracy (not military or economic
expansionism) caused the Cold War. The third comes from the systemic level of analysis
and focuses on collective identity, on why the United States and the Soviet Union saw
themselves as ideological enemies rather than conventional geopolitical rivals.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Soviet Ideology.

The first domestic-level identity explanation for the causes of the Cold War is that the
Soviet Union genuinely believed its Marxist-Leninist ideology that communism was the
wave of the future and would eventually vanquish capitalism. In this case, Marxist-Leninist
ideas acted as a belief system that caused Soviet behavior. Now, contrary to Kennan’s view,
ideology trumps insecurity or geopolitics. From this point of view, the Soviet Union was
not likely to back down when confronted by superior force. It saw history as being on its
side and expected the correlation of forces (the Marxist-Leninist term for balance of power)
to move steadily in its direction. That’s why Moscow made aggressive moves in the 1970s
even though its economy was in decline.

A woman poses in 1951 with a box of chewing gum labeled “Red Menace,” a term
applied to the purported threat of communism in the United States during the
period known as McCarthyism, when Senator Joseph McCarthy instigated
anticommunist congressional hearings.
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The Soviet Union did support, as Kennan projected, a worldwide campaign to promote
communism. It established Cominform in 1947 (a replacement for the old Comintern,
which was disbanded in 1943) to assist communist parties in France, Italy, and elsewhere.
Communists led the resistance in France against the Nazi occupation and the Vichy regime
(the pro-Hitler puppet government in France that nominally controlled part of the country
during the war) and participated after the war in a coalition government. Communists also
formed coalition governments in Italy and competed for power in eastern Europe, Greece,
and Turkey.

When China fell (or, as it was said, “was lost”) to the communists in 1949, the event set off
a virulent fear of communist conspiracies, especially in the United States. Senator Joseph
McCarthy of Wisconsin held hearings and developed lists of communist spies and
sympathizers throughout the U.S. government who he said threatened American freedom.
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Richard Nixon, then a young member of Congress, gained notoriety when he accused
(correctly, as it turned out) Alger Hiss, a highly respected government official and president
of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, of lying about his earlier membership
in the Communist Party. Ronald Reagan, at that time a young actor and president of the
Hollywood Screen Actors Guild, testified before the House Un-American Activities
Committee that communists were infiltrating Hollywood, saying, “I abhor their
philosophy,” while adding that he believed they had the right to express that philosophy.37

American Ideology.

Looking at it from the Soviet direction, anticommunism or America’s ideology of
democracy caused the Cold War. The United States too made ideas or belief systems the
centerpiece of the struggle. Announcing the eponymous Truman Doctrine on March 12,
1947, the president had this to say:

At the present moment in world history nearly every nation must choose
between alternative ways of life. . . .

One way of life is based upon the will of the majority, and is distinguished by
free institutions, representative government, free elections, guarantees of
individual liberty, freedom of speech and religion, and freedom from political
oppression.

The second way of life is based upon the will of a minority forcibly imposed
upon the majority. It relies upon terror and oppression, a controlled press and
radio, fixed elections, and the suppression of human freedoms.38

Truman Doctrine: U.S. policy that defined the Cold War in ideological terms.

NSC-68, the document that in 1950 called for a big boost in defense expenditures, also laid
out the case for the spread of democracy. For realists like Henry Kissinger, it went too far.
It abandoned a policy based on material interests and “opted for the alternative vision of
America as a crusader.”39 In a speech in April 1950, Secretary of State Dean Acheson
echoed the Truman Doctrine: “We are the children of freedom. We cannot be safe except
in an environment of freedom. . . . We believe that all people in the world are entitled to as
much freedom, to develop in their own way, as we want ourselves.”40

John Foster Dulles, secretary of state under President Dwight D. Eisenhower, was perhaps
the most ardent advocate of spreading American freedom. He labeled the eastern European
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countries “captive nations” and called on the United States to go beyond the defensive
policy of containment and make “it publicly known that [the United States] wants and
expects liberation to occur.”41 Dulles favored a policy of rollback, or the recovery of the
eastern European countries from Moscow’s control.

rollback: John Foster Dulles’s policy in the 1950s of liberating the eastern European countries from
Moscow’s control.

Were Truman, Acheson, Dulles, and others just trying to scare the American public into
supporting a balance-of-power policy? Was Stalin also manipulating Soviet public opinion
for realist ends? Were public opinion and ideology merely instruments of realist aims, or
were they the driving forces of the Cold War?

Here is where judgment comes in. Take Kennan, for example. On one hand, he says the
contest is an international struggle for power and discounts Soviet ideology; yet, on the
other, he expects the contest to be determined mostly by a political struggle of ideas at the
domestic level. Kennan is a classical realist. He, like Hans Morgenthau, judges that values
matter more at the domestic level while power matters more at the international level.
Every country has values, but all countries need power to protect their values. Kennan
warned his superiors in Washington, D.C., that other countries worry less about abstract
freedom, at least as Americans understand it, than they do about security. Thus, even if
Soviet domestic politics mellowed, as he projected, the United States and the Soviet Union
would continue to compete for power (a security concern). But, because communism and
anticommunism would be less intense, they would compete more as conventional great
power rivals than as ideological enemies.

Constructing Cold War Identities.

The third identity explanation of the origins of the Cold War addresses more directly the
social construction of national identities and argues from the systemic level that the Cold
War superpowers saw one another as deadly enemies rather than as less dangerous rivals.

As we have noted, realism expected the great powers to compete across a political vacuum
but ultimately to be able to manage their competition through a spheres-of-influence
policy. They would become rivals but not all-out enemies. Unlike enemies, rivals compete
without trying to change or eliminate one another. They also cooperate. As Walter
Lippmann, a famous realist author and commentator of the period, said, “For a diplomat to
think that rival and unfriendly powers cannot be brought to a settlement is to forget what
diplomacy is all about.”42 Enemies, on the other hand, threaten one another because of
who they are, not just because they compete or cooperate with one another. Opposing
ideologies make them mutually unacceptable, and each seeks to convert or eliminate the
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other side. For constructivist scholars, these identity factors account for the alignments after
World War II better than do relative power factors. According to realist logic, Europe
should have aligned with the Soviet Union against the United States, since the United
States was supremely dominant over both Europe and the Soviet Union after the war.
Moreover, U.S. forces occupied western Europe, not Soviet forces. Yet western European
countries aligned with the United States because they feared the Russian army more than
they did the American one. Why? The answer, constructivists say, has to do with who the
armies were, not how big they were or where they were located. The ideology of the Russian
army led it to impose its will by force. The ideology of the American army called for free
elections. Both armies wanted to expand their ideologies, but for western Europeans the
content of the ideology based on consent was less frightening than the one based on
coercion.

How domestic identities related to one another was key. As Professor Thomas Risse argues,
“Had Stalin ‘Finlandized’ rather than ‘Sovietized’ Eastern Europe, the Cold War could
have been avoided.”43 Stalin let Finland keep its own domestic political system as long as it
cooperated with Moscow on foreign policy. In eastern Europe, however, Stalin “Sovietized”
domestic politics and imposed Moscow’s domestic system. And in western Europe,
communist parties tried to exploit domestic disorder to impose communist governments.
Thus, as Risse concludes, “Soviet power became threatening as a tool to expand the Soviet
domestic order.”44 Domestic identity made power a threat; identity was not simply a
rationalization of power (realist).

Some realists argue that Stalin behaved with restraint in eastern Europe. He did not
immediately impose communist governments, and he restrained communist parties in
western Europe.45 If the United States had been less ideological, a spheres-of-influence
solution may have been possible. The focus of the superpower relationship would have been
on external foreign policy behavior, not internal domestic identity. Others argue, however,
that domestic and foreign policy cannot be separated that neatly. Stalin could not tolerate
noncommunist governments throughout eastern Europe without their threatening the
communist order back home in the Soviet Union. Finland was an exception because it was
on the periphery of central Europe. But Poland and Czechoslovakia were located at the
center of Europe; the Soviet Union could not be indifferent about whether democracy or
communism prevailed in those countries.

Nor could the United States accept Finlandization in eastern Europe. As political scientist
Colin Dueck tells us, the liberal democratic culture in the United States was so strong that
practically all American policy makers rejected a spheres-of-influence policy that involved
closed, authoritarian domestic systems in eastern Europe.46 It was not because the United
States insisted that every country be democratic; it was because the United States could not
be comfortable in an international system that sanctioned strict controls and barriers
between countries. The international system had to be open, at least for trade and travel;
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otherwise, understanding and diplomacy would not be possible. The United States feared
secrecy and authoritarian power in eastern Europe because this type of system might
weaken commitments to freedom and markets in western Europe or even weaken
democracy back in the United States. Thus, as the causal arrow shows, conflicting
ideological views prevented normal spheres of influence relations and undermined
cooperation that might have resolved issues without a Cold War.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The United States and the Soviet Union came into conflict because of who they were
(identity), not because they armed (realist) or failed to cooperate (liberal). As Secretary of
State James F. Byrnes said in 1945, “There is too much difference in the ideologies of the
U.S. and Russia to work out a long term program of cooperation.”47 Even before the
Cuban Missile Crisis, President Kennedy acknowledged the same philosophical division. In
a letter to Premier Nikita Khrushchev in August 1961, Kennedy observed how differences
in philosophies and language (identities) severely complicate efforts to communicate.
Notice in his comment how ideas drive communications or interactions, not the reverse as
liberal perspectives might expect:

You and I have already recognized that neither of us will convince the other
about our respective social systems and general philosophies of life. These
differences create a great gulf in communications because language cannot mean
the same thing on both sides unless it is related to some underlying purpose.48

(See Figure 4-5 for a summary of identity explanations for the origins of the Cold War.)

Figure 4-5 The Causes of the Origins of the Cold War: The Identity Perspective and
Levels of Analysis
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How Ideas Ended the Cold War

How can a Cold War end peacefully? If ideas can “construct”—cause or constitute—
events, how do they change to end certain events? Three possibilities illustrate the identity
perspective on the end of the Cold War: ideas converge, new ideas emerge, and one set of
ideas triumphs.

Convergence.

The first possibility is that opposing systems of ideas eventually converge at the systemic
process level of analysis. The United States becomes more postmodern (community
oriented), while the Soviet Union becomes more modern (individual oriented). Writing in
the late 1960s, Zbigniew Brzezinski, later President Carter’s national security adviser,
anticipated such a convergence:

The 1950s were the era of certainty. The two sides—Communist and Western—
faced each other in a setting that pitted conviction against conviction. Stalinist
Manicheans [who see the world in terms of good and evil] confronted Dulles’s
missionaries. That mood quickly gave way to another, with Khrushchev and
Kennedy serving as transitions to an era of confusion. Dissension in the
communist world prompted an ideological crisis, while the West increasingly
began to question its own values and righteousness. Communist cynics
confronted liberal skeptics.

There are indications that the 1970s will be dominated by growing awareness
that the time has come for a common effort to shape a new framework for
international politics. . . . [A]n emerging global consciousness is forcing the
abandonment of preoccupations with national supremacy and accentuating
global interdependence.49

Notice that in Brzezinski’s prediction ideas (“an emerging global consciousness”) are
driving out realist factors (“abandonment of preoccupations with national supremacy”) and
emphasizing liberal ones (“accentuating global interdependence”). Brzezinski does not fail
to take realist and liberal factors into account; he simply sees identity factors as driving or
dominating them. The causal arrows run, as illustrated, from ideas to power to
interdependence.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Brzezinski’s prediction rested on the expectation that ideas in the East and West would
converge. He expected them to converge equally toward the center, but two other identity
explanations of the end of the Cold War suggest that Soviet ideas moved more than
Western ideas, first by embracing New Thinking and then by rationalizing the breakup of
the Soviet Union itself.

Soviet Ideas Change.

The second way the Cold War ends through ideas is that one side changes and persuades
the other side to follow suit. Many constructivist accounts attribute the end of the Cold
War to New Thinking in the Soviet Union, especially by Mikhail Gorbachev. Influencing
outcomes from an individual level of analysis, Gorbachev and his advisers introduced
domestic reforms: glasnost to open up political debate and perestroika to modernize the
Soviet bureaucracy and economy. But, equally important, they formulated new ideas about
foreign policy. Soviet officials and western European experts used peace research studies
and other transnational and intergovernmental contacts initiated with the West under the
Helsinki Accords (a secondary emphasis from the systemic process level of analysis) to
develop new ideas about security structures in Europe. Gorbachev talked about “a common
European home” involving shared identities and less threat or confrontation. He loosened
Soviet controls in eastern European countries, and refugees flooded into the West from
behind the iron curtain. The Berlin Wall was breached on November 11, 1989, and the
Cold War seemed to be on its way to an end.

New Thinking: Gorbachev’s ideas of domestic reform known as glasnost and perestroika.

peace research studies: scholarly inquiry dedicated to the study of the potential for international
peace, emphasizing collective and common-humanity approaches rather than balance of power.

Now the question became, again, what to do about Germany. Not only the Soviet Union
but also France and Britain harbored doubts about German reunification. West Germany,
however, under Chancellor Helmut Kohl, acted swiftly to implement reunification. To
keep events from spinning out of control, the allies set up the “two plus four” talks, the
four World War II allies (United States, Soviet Union, Britain, and France) plus the two
German governments. In these talks, according to more agency-oriented constructivist
perspectives, the end of the Cold War was decided more by argumentation than by power
(as realist perspectives stress) or bargaining (as liberal perspectives stress).50 Through an
authentic and serious conversation, U.S. officials persuaded the Soviet Union to accept a
reunited Germany and permit it to stay in NATO. The key arguments were that Moscow
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would be better off with a reunited Germany inside NATO than an independent one
outside NATO and that Germany, once united, should have the right of self-
determination, including the right to decide whether it wanted to join NATO or not.
According to one account, Gorbachev accepted the last of these arguments on the spot,
stunning members of his own delegation.51 As identity perspectives see it, “this incident
probably constituted one of the most extraordinary cases of arguing in international affairs”
and, as social constructivist perspectives see it, vindicated the focus on discourse and
dialogue as the most important influences on state behavior.52 As the causal arrow shows, a
debate between ideas persuaded Soviet officials to accept the reunification of Germany and
German membership in NATO.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

U.S. Ideas Win.

A third explanation from an identity perspective is that the United States and its Western
allies won the Cold War through a systemic structural competition of ideas. The Soviet
Union changed, to be sure, but it changed more radically than even Gorbachev expected. It
ceased to exist altogether and disbanded in December 1991 into fifteen separate republics.
Moreover, Gorbachev’s New Thinking was not really new but rather a face-saving
rationalization to accept superior Western ideas of freedom and self-determination. The
new European home under the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe
(OSCE) that Gorbachev envisioned never came about. Instead, NATO expanded to
include all of eastern Europe. In 2004, it admitted the Baltic states, three of the former
republics of the Soviet Union, even though some Western officials had promised in the
negotiations not to extend NATO jurisdiction to the east.53 Events were being pushed by
something more powerful than Soviet New Thinking or promises made in negotiations
over German reunification.

And that something, according to this identity account of the end of the Cold War, was the
power of ideas—or New Thinking—coming from Washington, not from Moscow. When
Ronald Reagan took office in January 1981, he rejected containment, which had
dominated U.S. thinking since Truman, and called instead for “a crusade for freedom that
will engage the faith and fortitude of the next generation.” He harked back to the more
aggressive American ideological approach at the beginning of the Cold War and predicted
prophetically in 1982 that “the march of freedom and democracy . . . will leave Marxism-
Leninism on the ash-heap of history as it has left other tyrannies which stifle the freedom
and muzzle the self-expression of the people.”54 His first comprehensive statement on U.S.
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policy toward the Soviet Union, NSDD-75, issued on January 17, 1983, “went beyond
what any previous administration had established as the aims of its Cold War approach”
and stated explicitly that U.S. policies toward the Soviet Union were “to contain and over
time reverse Soviet expansionism . . . [and] to promote, within the narrow limits available
to us, the process of change in the Soviet Union toward a more pluralistic political and
economic system.”55 Reagan’s policy targeted regime change (identity), not stability
(realist) or détente (liberal). On the fortieth anniversary of the Yalta Conference in 1985,
Reagan stated clearly that his objective was not containment but rollback: “There is one
boundary that can never be made legitimate, and that is the dividing line between freedom
and repression. I do not hesitate to say we wish to undo this boundary. . . . Our forty-year
pledge is to the goal of a restored community of free European nations.”56

Speaking to an audience in front of the Brandenburg Gate in West Berlin on June
12, 1987, with the Berlin Wall visible in the background, President Ronald Reagan
contrasts freedom and communism and calls on Mikhail Gorbachev to “tear down
this wall.”

AP Photo/Roberto Pfeil

Reagan’s vision included a buildup of American and free-world defense and economic
capabilities, support for freedom fighters in Central America and elsewhere, negotiations
with the Soviet Union to eliminate nuclear weapons, and the rending of the iron curtain. In
a now-famous speech in Berlin in the summer of 1987, Reagan stood before the Berlin
Wall at the Brandenburg Gate and said,

There is one sign the Soviets can make that would be unmistakable, that would
advance dramatically the cause of freedom and peace.
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General Secretary Gorbachev, if you seek peace, if you seek prosperity for the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe, if you seek liberalization: Come here to this
gate! Mr. Gorbachev, open this gate! Mr. Gorbachev, tear down this wall.57

If ideas have power, Reagan’s ideas in hindsight proved to be very powerful indeed. The
Cold War ended in the unprecedented spread of democracy, not a spheres-of-influence
arrangement as realists might have expected or a sustained revival of the United Nations as
liberal perspectives might have expected. As the causal arrow suggests, a policy calling for
regime change built up military and economic capabilities that empowered diplomatic
agreements resolving the divisions of Europe. The challenge of freedom was too much.
Both the military division of Europe, symbolized by the Berlin Wall and the iron curtain,
and the political division, represented by the totalitarian institutions of the Soviet Union
and its allies, crumpled. When the world was finally able to look behind the iron curtain in
1991, it saw the devastation caused by the defeated set of ideas. Communist ideas had
bankrupted and demoralized Eastern institutions and societies.58 No one could question
anymore that ideas shaped institutions and power. Or so it is argued from this particular
identity perspective. (See Figure 4-6 for a summary of identity explanations for the end of
the Cold War.)

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Figure 4-6 The Causes of the End of the Cold War: The Identity Perspective and
Levels of Analysis
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Liberal Explanations

Liberal interpretations of the Cold War emphasize the role of institutions, interdependence,
and diplomatic negotiations. From the systemic level of analysis, the United Nations
constituted a second attempt—after the League of Nations—to establish collective security
institutions. When the United Nations failed, regional NATO and European institutions
cultivated security and economic interdependence and, in the case of European integration,
transformed political interests and identities. The information revolution further deepened
economic ties. Finally, from the systemic process level of analysis, détente and the Helsinki
Accords created an alternative set of relations between the superpowers that gradually
supplanted deterrence and crisis escalation. As liberal perspectives see it, the superpowers
addressed disputes by communicating and learning from one another rather than by
threatening and manipulating the use of nuclear weapons.
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United Nations

The United Nations was established in April 1945 even before the official end of World
War II. President Franklin Roosevelt was determined to avoid the failure of the League of
Nations. He sought, from a foreign policy level of analysis, to balance the external
requirements for collective security with the internal requirements of American
constitutionalism. He had already, in spring 1942, sketched out his idea of the “four
policemen,” the three main wartime allies—Britain, the United States, and the Soviet
Union—plus China, which would have a special role in monitoring and enforcing the
postwar peace. He succeeded where Woodrow Wilson failed.

The four policemen, plus France, eventually became the five permanent members of the
UN Security Council. To ensure their participation and avoid the League experience, the
UN Charter gave each permanent member of the Security Council a veto (Article 27). The
Council was also charged with “primary responsibility” (Article 24) for keeping the peace.
The General Assembly, in which all UN member nations participated, could not consider
an issue that was before the Security Council unless asked to do so by the Council (Article
12). In Chapter VI of the Charter (Articles 33–38), the Council had at its disposal all the
peaceful means of settling disputes that the League had. But, in addition and most
important, the Council had the military means to back up its decisions. Chapter VII
(Articles 39–51) called on all members to “make available to the Security Council . . .
armed forces, assistance, and facilities, including rights of passage, necessary for the purpose
of maintaining international peace and security” (Article 43) and to “take such action by
air, sea, or land forces as may be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and
security” (Article 42). The Military Staff Committee, made up of the chiefs of staff of the
veto powers, was to command the UN military forces.

At last, here was a collective security institution worth its salt. It combined liberal and
realist features for managing world affairs. The great powers had special privileges, a realist
feature. But they had to work together through international institutions (set of common
rules) to accomplish their tasks, a liberal feature. If the veto powers disagreed, members
retained “the inherent right of individual or collective self-defense” (Article 51). This
provision proved to be a big loophole. But if the great powers were not on board, the
institution would not be effective anyway. That was certainly one lesson drawn from the
League’s experience.

The whole scheme depended on great power cooperation. Clearly Roosevelt hoped to
continue the wartime cooperation with the Soviet Union. “The essential thing,” he
believed, “was to build a relationship of trust with Stalin.”59 He decided that Russia was
neither innately aggressive, as some realists believed, nor ideologically driven, as some
identity perspectives suggested. In discussions held by the allies at the Tehran Conference
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in Iran in late November 1943, Roosevelt called Stalin “Uncle Joe” and commented,
“From that time on our relations were personal. . . . The ice was broken and we talked like
men and brothers.”60 Later he told the American people, “I believe we are going to get
along very well [with Stalin] and the Russian people—very well indeed.”61 As the causal
arrow renders, Roosevelt’s design for the United Nations depended very much on the
relationships and interactions within institutions that would breed trust and cooperation
and temper military and ideological differences. Compared to containment (a realist
approach) and anticommunism (an identity approach), this approach was classically liberal.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Truman’s Blundering Diplomacy

What went wrong? One liberal explanation is that Roosevelt died and was replaced as U.S.
president by Harry Truman. Truman was a much less experienced and skilled negotiator
than Roosevelt. At his very first meeting with Soviet officials in April 1945, Truman
berated Foreign Minister V. M. Molotov over the Soviet failure to hold elections in Poland
as promised at Yalta. When Molotov left, he said to Truman, “I have never been talked to
like that in my life.” Truman replied, “Carry out your agreements and you won’t get talked
to like that.”62 Hardly a good start, right? Subsequently, at Potsdam in July 1945, Truman
used clumsy tactics to impress Stalin with American nuclear weapons. As Winston
Churchill noticed, Truman, who was brand new at his job, seemed more self-confident and
assertive in his discussions with Stalin once he had received word that Little Boy had been
successfully tested in New Mexico.63 For one week, Truman said nothing to Stalin about
the bomb but held intensive discussions with his generals and Churchill to decide whether
to use the bomb against Japan. After that decision was made, he “casually mentioned to
Stalin that we had a weapon of unusual destructive force.”64 Stalin, well informed by his
spy Klaus Fuchs, responded offhandedly that he was glad to hear it and hoped the allies
would make good use of it against the Japanese.

U.S. President Harry Truman (center, seated) sits beside Chairman Joseph Stalin of
the Soviet Union at the Potsdam Conference in Berlin; standing behind on the far
right is Russian Foreign Minister V. M. Molotov in August 1945. Liberal
interpretations see Truman’s poor handling of the discussions as leading to the Cold
War with Russia.

Capt. W T Lockeyear/ IWM via Getty Images
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Whether Truman sought to intimidate Stalin is disputed. But, as the causal arrow suggests,
Truman’s silence and then assertiveness at Potsdam might have easily seemed to Stalin like
American bluster and aggression. And even though the United States subsequently
proposed the Baruch Plan to manage nuclear weapons cooperatively within an
international agency under the United Nations, the Soviet Union had every reason to
wonder how fair this arrangement would be, given that America remained the only country
outside the agency with the know-how to develop atomic weapons on its own should it
choose to do so.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Baruch Plan: proposal by the United States in 1946 to create a United Nations agency to control
and manage nuclear weapons cooperatively.

At the UN foreign minister conferences held in the fall and winter of 1945, the United
States and Soviet Union could not agree on the postwar handling of Germany. The
misunderstandings concerned Soviet troops in Iran, reconstruction of Germany, access to
Berlin, Soviet policy in Poland, and other issues. Eventually, in 1947, contacts ended. The
superpowers discontinued foreign minister meetings, and serious negotiations went into a
deep freeze for much of the next two and a half decades.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Notice in this case, as the causal arrow denotes, the causes of the Cold War come mostly
from mistakes and problems of relationships and communications. The Cold War was not
preordained by international circumstances (a realist argument) or domestic ideology (an
identity argument). It resulted from a breakdown in negotiations. Opportunities to resolve
the Berlin and German problems were lost. Stalin proposed German unity and
neutralization in 1952, but the West ignored his proposal. By this time, the Western
countries had other priorities: supporting the new West German government and building
up NATO military forces. President Dwight Eisenhower and Premier Nikita Khrushchev
met at the Geneva Summit in July 1955, but the “spirit of Geneva” did not last very long.
Communications deteriorated once again, and the Hungarian, Berlin, and Cuban crises
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followed.
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NATO and the European Community

The failure of the United Nations leads liberal accounts to turn to regional institutions as
the causal source of international order after World War II.65 These institutions had their
origins in the Atlantic Charter, a document signed in August 1941 by Britain and the
United States before the United States entered the war. The Atlantic Charter downplayed
realist factors (the United States was not yet a belligerent) and played up liberal and
identity factors. Members would participate equally in Atlantic institutions without veto
powers (liberal factor), but they would share closer ideological ties than realist versions
assumed (identity factor). The common principles acknowledged, for example, pluralist
constitutional procedures based on majority rule and protection of minorities and called for
an open international political and economic system. After the war, NATO and the
institutions of the European Community embodied these principles.

Liberal accounts of the Cold War emphasize that NATO was proposed initially as a
political association, not a military alliance, and that the United States was drawn into a
military alliance only very reluctantly after the Korean War broke out.66 As they see it,
NATO was a collective security arrangement, because it was directed against threats in
general, not against specific threats from the Soviet Union as in the case of an alliance. In
testimony before Congress, Secretary of State Dean Acheson, a realist who may have been
simply acknowledging strong liberal sentiments in Congress, said in reference to the
NATO treaty, “It is not aimed at any country; it is aimed solely at armed aggression.”67

NATO strengthened political commitments to open governments and free markets in
western Europe, not military programs to arm the West against Soviet aggression from
eastern Europe.

From the liberal perspective, a primary purpose of NATO, therefore, was to back up
political and economic integration in western Europe. After a century of war, France and
Germany still distrusted one another. Realists had tried various alliance solutions. Now
technocrats charged with modernizing the French economy came up with a liberal solution.
Jean Monnet, head of the French Planning Ministry, convinced the French foreign
minister, Robert Schuman, to create the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC).
This novel economic institution integrated the coal and steel industries of France and
Germany, the two industrial sectors most important for war making, and gradually
reoriented these sectors and the two countries toward common non-zero-sum goals of
economic growth rather than zero-sum goals of national security. European economic
integration was born and became one of the most powerful institutional movements in
history.

Integration subsequently transformed the European state system and ended, for all practical
purposes, centuries of brutal warfare in Europe. Keep that in mind if you doubt that the

328



liberal perspective has much to offer to the understanding of international affairs. Of
course, realists will point out that European unification happened only because, after the
Korean War, NATO became a conventional military alliance and protected Europe from
the scourge of Soviet power that ravaged eastern Europe after World War II. Even if
NATO was the catalyst, however, integration still happened, and realists have no
explanation for why it happened. Nor do they have a good explanation for why these
institutions survive and flourish today even after the Soviet Union disappeared and a realist
alliance was no longer necessary.

The ECSC was established in 1951 among France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, the
Netherlands, and Luxembourg. It was followed by a failed and premature attempt to
integrate the full defense sectors of France and Germany. The European Defense
Community (EDC) was designed to accommodate German rearmament and create a
European alliance under the protective wing of NATO. But France was not ready to rearm
its traditional enemy, and the National Assembly killed the idea in 1954. Germany was
rearmed directly under NATO. The United States retained paramount military
responsibilities.

In 1958, however, the European states took another big step toward economic integration.
The same six ECSC countries created the European Economic Community (EEC) and the
European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom). The EEC established a common market
in industry—no internal tariffs and common external tariffs—and a common policy in
agriculture, which managed prices above market levels. Euratom pooled research and
development activities to exploit peaceful uses of nuclear power.68 The Commission of the
EEC was a supranational body that had sole authority to initiate legislation. It became the
driving force behind European integration, and in 1968, the EEC absorbed the ECSC and
Euratom to become the European Communities (EC). Great Britain, Denmark, and
Ireland joined the EC in 1973, Greece in 1981, and Austria, Finland, and Sweden in 1986.
The EC became the European Union in 1993 and extended its economic activities beyond
the common market to include monetary and economic union. It also targeted a common
foreign and security policy and internal police, judicial, and immigration affairs.

The United States encouraged and supported European integration. The Marshall Plan
required European countries to cooperate to receive U.S. aid and led to the creation of the
Organisation for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC). The United States and
Canada joined the OEEC in 1961, when it became the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD). Although American leaders were always ambivalent
about Europe becoming another major power, President Eisenhower actually hoped to
make Europe into a “third force” that would relieve the United States of some of the
economic and military burdens of protecting Europe.69 He sought ways to transfer control
of nuclear weapons to a European defense force, but these efforts failed and became
moribund when France announced in 1966 that it was withdrawing from NATO’s military
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command structure. France and Europe as a whole chafed under American military
dominance but never unified to replace it.

Despite many crises, NATO and the EC flourished. They enlarged, and more members
became democratic. From the liberal perspective, these institutions illustrate vividly, as the
causal arrow depicts, how regularized patterns of interaction can discipline power (for
example, make U.S. power, which was dominant after the war, less threatening to the
allies), focus countries on non-zero-sum goals of free trade and currency union (create the
unprecedented prosperity of postwar Europe), and narrow different conceptions of national
interests such that political union eventually becomes a possibility (the prospect of the EU).

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Western institutions alone cannot account for the outcome of the Cold War because they
dealt only with Western countries. But when the Cold War ended, Western institutions
were ready to assume larger responsibilities. They were strong and, as liberal perspectives
see it, had become more than alliances. They existed as the foundations of a global
collective security community that the United Nations, and before it the League of
Nations, had never been able to provide.
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Cuban Missile Crisis from a Liberal Perspective

The breakdown of U.S.–Soviet negotiations after 1945 was the great failing of Western
diplomacy, as liberal perspectives see it. It took twenty years to revive that diplomacy in the
1970s and another twenty years for the diplomacy to bear fruit in the 1990s. Until the
Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, there were almost no systematic discussions between the
United States and the Soviet Union. After the Cuban crisis, President Kennedy regretted
this absence of regular communications and subsequently installed a hotline to Moscow in
the White House. In 1963, the United States and the Soviet Union concluded the first
arms control agreement, the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, which limited the size of nuclear
tests in the atmosphere.

Liberal perspectives see the causes and lessons of the Cuban Missile Crisis very differently
than realist perspectives. They question whether the U.S. threat of escalation from
quarantine to full-scale invasion caused the Soviet Union to back down. They argue that
beneath the drama of threat and escalation, Kennedy and Khrushchev, operating at the
foreign policy and systemic process levels of analysis, actually cooperated to help
circumvent domestic pressures from hard-liners. The two leaders engaged in an
interdependent process of reassurance and mutual learning that ended in significant
compromises on both sides. The United States agreed secretly to remove the Jupiter
missiles from Turkey, which the Soviet Union viewed as threatening, if Moscow removed
the missiles from Cuba, which the United States viewed as threatening. And if Moscow
rejected a secret agreement, the United States was ready to make this commitment public
under the United Nations, exploiting a liberal means to resolve a realist confrontation.70

On Saturday night, before he knew that the Soviet Union would accept the secret
arrangement the next day, Kennedy instructed his secretary of state, Dean Rusk, to contact
a professor at Columbia University, Andrew Cordier, and have him ready to ask the UN
secretary-general, U Thant, to propose the Jupiter missile exchange publicly. While
Kennedy could not accept such a demand directly from Khrushchev, he could accept it
from the UN, even though his acceptance would still seriously damage U.S. credibility with
its allies by making it look like the United States was abandoning Turkey’s defense to save
America’s skin. Far from being ready to invade Cuba, as realist accounts emphasize,
Kennedy was looking for every possible way to compromise, recognizing that he could not
control the process of escalation as realists believed.

Whether Kennedy was more serious about this so-called Cordier initiative or about an
invasion, which some advisers later denied he ordered, we will thankfully never know.71

The important point is that the liberal and realist perspectives look at the same facts and
make different judgments. Realists emphasize the threat of invasion; liberals emphasize the
mutual efforts of leaders to negotiate a compromise. The liberal perspective does not deny
the existence and impact of force and deterrence; it just judges that impact to be negative
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and unhelpful in situations of crisis management. As Richard Lebow and Janice Stein
argue, “Deterrence can impede early warning, lead to exaggerated threat assessments,
contribute to stress, increase the domestic and allied pressures on leaders to stand firm, and
exacerbate the problem of loss of control.”72 By contrast, as the causal arrow illustrates,
“crisis resolution is most effective when leaders ‘learn’ about others’ interests as well as their
own, when they reorder or modify their objectives in light of the risk of war, and then
engage in fundamental trade-offs.”73 (See Figure 4-7 for a summary of liberal explanations
for the causes of the origins of the Cold War.)

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Figure 4-7 The Causes of the Origins of the Cold War: The Liberal Perspective and
Levels of Analysis
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Détente and the Helsinki Accords

The liberal emphasis on diplomacy reached full flower during the détente phase of the
Cold War. Détente emerged first in Europe in the 1960s. General Charles de Gaulle
distanced France from NATO and began diplomatic overtures in Moscow to resolve the
lingering postwar issues of Berlin and the territorial borders of central Europe. West
Germany signed a much-heralded reconciliation treaty with France in 1963 and also moved
toward reconciliation with the East. The Christian Democrats, elected to power in 1948,
had put West Germany’s integration into NATO and the EEC ahead of negotiations with
East Germany and Moscow. In 1966, however, the Social Democrats joined the
government and in 1968 took power on their own. The Social Democrats had always
favored negotiations with the Soviets. Had they been in power in 1952, they may well have
accepted Stalin’s offer to unify Germany as a neutral country. Under Foreign Minister and
then Chancellor Willy Brandt, the Social Democrats now initiated a series of visits to
reconcile Germany with its neighbors in the East and to recognize the East German
government.

détente: a phase of the Cold War beginning in the 1960s when the West initiated diplomatic
overtures to Moscow.

The United States, alienated from Europe because of the Vietnam War, joined the
rapprochement process late. President Nixon and his national security adviser, Henry
Kissinger, concentrated on negotiating an end to the Vietnam War and opening up a new
alliance with China. Under pressure from European initiatives, however, the United States
and its three wartime allies (Britain, France, and the Soviet Union) signed in 1971 the
Berlin Accords, a set of agreements normalizing the situation in Berlin. Although the wall
remained in place, East and West Germany recognized one another, and Germany accepted
the postwar borders in eastern Europe.

Liberal perspectives applauded the SALT and ABM disarmament agreements signed in
1972 and 1979. They did not accept the realist version of escalation dominance, which
required capabilities at all rungs of the ladder of escalation, including limited nuclear
exchanges, to compel the adversary to back down in a crisis. They strongly supported the
ABM Treaty and advocated large further reductions of nuclear arms, including a
comprehensive test ban treaty to stop further detonations of nuclear warheads both above-
and belowground.

Détente peaked in 1975 with the Helsinki Accords. Thirty-five nations from East and
West met in Helsinki, Finland, under the auspices of the UN Conference on Security and
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Cooperation in Europe (CSCE, a regional UN organization that in 1991 became the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe) and concluded three baskets of
agreements to encourage diplomatic interactions and economic interdependence between
the two blocs: arms control, trade, and human rights. SALT II agreements were signed in
1979, although they were never ratified by the United States. Trade restrictions were
relaxed, although the Soviet Union never received most-favored-nation status (meaning
entry to markets at the lowest tariff rates accorded to the most-favored nations) because it
continued to restrict the emigration of Jewish dissidents. And monitoring of human rights
(an identity element), especially in eastern Europe, began to open up the closed communist
systems, although the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 generated new restrictions.

Helsinki Accords: a series of agreements between East and West in 1975 concerning arms control,
trade, and human rights.

As liberal accounts believe, détente in the 1970s let the genie of cooperation out of the
bottle; and despite the resurgence of the Cold War in the late 1970s and early 1980s, the
genie could not be put back in the bottle again. The Helsinki Accords proved especially
valuable. Even in the midst of renewed Cold War tensions, conferences followed at
Belgrade (1977–1978), Madrid (1980–1983), and Vienna (1986–1989). More important,
nongovernmental groups established regularized contacts. Arms control groups in the
United States (for example, the Union of Concerned Scientists), peace research institutes in
western Europe (for example, the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute), social
democratic and labor parties in Europe (for example, the Social Democratic Party in
Germany), and policy institutes in the Soviet Union (for example, the Institute of World
Economy and International Relations) intensified contacts and developed concepts of
common security, interdependence, and conventional arms reduction that reduced the fear
of unilateral offensive operations. As the causal arrow shows, Helsinki contacts furthered
interdependence and trade, which made countries less suspicious of one another and more
open to New Thinking. Some of these groups penetrated government circles, opening up
domestic institutions and creating transnational coalitions. They affected in particular
Gorbachev and other Soviet new thinkers.74 Notice how in the liberal perspective ideas
follow from rather than cause institutional interdependence. Without regularized
institutional processes at both the international and domestic levels, New Thinking might
not have emerged. In contrast to identity perspectives, liberal interpretations emphasize the
regularity of contacts more than the substance. They emphasize that “ideas do not float
freely.”75 They need institutional incubators to sprout and grow.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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The Information Revolution and the End of the Cold War

From the liberal perspective, another factor came into the picture about the same time as
détente and decisively contributed to the end of the Cold War. The information revolution
ushered in a whole new age of technological innovation comparable to the industrial
revolution. Information technologies tied the world together as never before. Computers
created the new global highway of the internet just as earlier steam engines opened up sea
travel, electricity powered telegraph and telephone lines, and combustion engines produced
the automobile. Countries that wanted to get on board had to participate in international
trade. This positive economic incentive, more than any other, liberal accounts suggest,
drove the Soviet Union to reconsider its economic and strategic policies. From a liberal
perspective, the information revolution emphasized the pursuit of non-zero-sum economic
goals more than the zero-sum military goals of SDI emphasized by realists and undermined
the last resistance to ending the Cold War ideological division within Europe and
throughout the world.

Gorbachev reacted to rather than caused these developments. His New Thinking helped
interpret events, but without the events themselves it would have had little effect. Nor, as
realist accounts suggest, was Gorbachev just reacting to military threats. He was casting
about for new opportunities to encourage economic change and growth. Firms were
beginning to operate all over the world, forming numerous and intricate alliances for the
development and production of information-age products, and outsourcing more and more
production to foreign shores. The most productive industries were global ones. No country
could cut itself off from these developments and keep up with the rest of the world.76 In
February 1986, Gorbachev noted the importance of these developments. “By the early
1980s,” he observed, “the transnational corporations accounted for more than one-third of
industrial production, more than one-half of foreign trade, and nearly 80 percent of the
patents for new machinery and technology in the capitalist world.”77 The Soviet Union had
to become part of this new corporate world, and to make that possible Gorbachev had to
reconsider his foreign policy and persuade Western countries to remove Cold War
containment restrictions on the export of high-technology goods and information to the
Soviet Union. Unlike China, which had no empire, the Soviet Union had to give up its
empire first to gain access to global trade and investment markets.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Notice again in the accompanying graphic how the causal arrows are drawn in these
conclusions. As liberal accounts see it, Soviet military developments during the 1970s and
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1980s were not the driving force of events. Nor was the U.S. military buildup in response
to Soviet challenges. Underneath all this misplaced military investment, increasing contacts
between East and West demonstrated to the Soviet Union that it was falling steadily behind
and would have to make major internal reforms to become a part of the new world
information economy. Ideology may have mattered in the sense that Gorbachev still hoped
he could reform and save the communist system. But the driving forces for change were not
new ideas but new technological forces propelling the world toward unforeseen levels of
interconnectedness in the twenty-first century. (See Figure 4-8 for a summary of liberal
explanations for the end of the Cold War.)
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Critical Theory Perspective

Mainstream explanations of the origins and the end of the Cold War emphasize the cause
and effect of individual variables such as communist belief systems, détente, and power
shifts. Critical theory perspectives shift the focus from individual causes acting sequentially
to deep-seated historical forces acting in an interconnected manner. Critical theory
highlights the dialectical process of social change, driven by a combination of material,
institutional, and social forces that lead to a more just and peaceful future.

Figure 4-8 The Causes of the End of the Cold War: The Liberal Perspective and
Levels of Analysis

According to Marxism-Leninism as a historical process (not just a specific belief system),
the United States was the leading representative of the capitalist forces, and the Soviet
Union was the leading representative or vanguard of the communist forces. The two
countries were not, primarily, pursuing their own ideologies or interests but were fulfilling
their roles in a predetermined historical script of social and political revolution. Individual
leaders and countries are secondary. Causality is cumulative and constitutive, involving a
historical consciousness that entraps the participants.

Thus, America’s propensity to expand markets, through the so-called open door policy in
Asia and the Marshall Plan policy in Europe, was not something it could control. It was a
consequence of monopoly capitalism. Listen to the first words of a telegram sent to
Moscow by the Soviet ambassador to the United States, Nikolai Novikov, in September
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1946: “Reflecting the imperialistic tendency of American monopoly capital, U.S. foreign
policy has been characterized in the postwar period by a desire for world domination.”78

Monopoly capital creates the desire for world domination, not specific factors such as the
pursuit of power or American ideology. And monopoly capitalism cannot be disaggregated
into separate causes or levels of analysis. It is deeply interwoven in the fabric of history and
provokes resistance from the disadvantaged or poorer states that the United States seeks to
dominate. Capitalist expansion empowers oppressed social classes, and class struggle
produces a more just and equitable distribution of wealth. Eventually, socialist institutions
based on state property replace liberal market institutions based on private property.
Gabriel and Joyce Kolko, among others, develop this type of revisionist or Wisconsin
School (see Chapter 3) interpretation of the origins of the Cold War.79

As the Cold War turned out, Marx’s critical theory perspective proved to be wrong. It was
capitalism, not communism, that moved history forward. Marx did not see things clearly,
perhaps because he, too, was entrapped in historical consciousness and could not separate
himself objectively from the forces that operated around him. But critical theory
perspectives would point out that the forces of economic injustice continue to operate
today even though communism has all but disappeared. Inequality persists, and underlying
tensions between social classes and the forces of production continue to drive history.80

(See Figure 4-9 for a summary of critical theory perspective explanations for the origins and
end of the Cold War.)

Figure 4-9 The Causes of the Origins and End of the Cold War: The Critical Theory
Perspective and Levels of Analysisa

a. Recall that, in critical perspectives, events at the different levels of analysis are not
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distinct causes but parts of a holistic narrative.

Summary

Realist perspectives emphasize the role of power in Cold War explanations. At the systemic structural level,
bipolarity and a power vacuum caused the Cold War, and the Cold War ended when power shifted
decisively in favor of the United States. At the systemic process level, Western alliances and trade
communities proved superior. And at the domestic level of analysis, the Soviet Union caused the Cold War
by its military aggressiveness, or alternatively the United States did so by its economic aggressiveness. The
Cold War ended either because the United States revived its military and economic power or because the
Soviet economy collapsed.

Liberal perspectives emphasize institutions, diplomacy, and interdependence. At the systemic structural level
of analysis, the Cold War started because the United Nations failed and collective security could be achieved
within the Western region only under NATO and the EU. At the systemic process level, it started because
the Marshall Plan threatened the Soviet Union, while the Soviet Union supported Marxist-Leninist parties
in western Europe which threatened the United States. And at the individual level, it started because
Truman threatened Stalin and Roosevelt misinterpreted Stalin. The Cold War ended, at the systemic
structural level, because the information revolution emphasized non-zero-sum goals; at the systemic process
level, because détente and Helsinki deepened East–West interdependence; at the foreign policy level,
because government bureaucrats formed transgovernmental coalitions; and at the domestic level, because
nongovernmental organizations emerged and opened up domestic institutions in European countries and
the Soviet Union.

Finally, identity perspectives emphasize the configuration and construction of ideologies. At the systemic
structural level, ideological divergence caused the Cold War. And at the domestic level, Soviet ideological
zealotry or American anticommunism—take your pick—caused the confrontation. From this perspective,
the Cold War ended at the systemic structural level because U.S. ideology proved superior, at the systemic
process level because Soviet and U.S. ideologies converged, at the domestic level because Soviet ideology
mellowed, and at the individual level because Gorbachev accepted New Thinking or Reagan revived
America’s classical liberal democratic identity—again, take your pick.

Critical theory perspectives see both the origins and the end of the Cold War as the unfolding of deeply
embedded historical processes that, although they do not end in the triumph of communism, nevertheless
continue to widen economic inequalities and injustices in the global system.

Want a better grade?

Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Study Questions
1. How would you line up the following causes of Soviet behavior in Kennan’s analysis in the long telegram:

security, ideology, and international institutions?
2. In what way do realist and liberal interpretations of deterrence differ, especially as they relate to the use of

force and diplomacy?
3. What led to a resolution of the Cuban Missile Crisis as seen from liberal and realist perspectives?
4. What does Finlandization mean, and how did different perspectives interpret it?
5. Do the following causes of the end of the Cold War reflect different perspectives or levels of analysis:

information revolution, emergence and outreach of peace research and other nongovernmental groups in
Germany and elsewhere, and détente?
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PART II The Contemporary International System

On November 9, 1989 (11/9), the Berlin Wall came down, and the Cold War effectively
ended. On September 11, 2001 (9/11), the twin World Trade Center towers in New York
City came down, and a new kind of global terrorist conflict started.

These two events marked the transition to the contemporary international system. How
much of today’s system is new, and how much is a continuation of the patterns of history?
Did the attacks of 9/11 change everything? Yes, they did, in the sense that a major conflict
loomed once again above the contours of the international system. Terrorism was a global
phenomenon, connecting violent cells across national borders and waging war between
distant nations. The Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) draws adherents from dozens of
countries including Western countries. Most ominously, terrorism was supported by rogue
nations bent on acquiring and in some cases transferring weapons of mass destruction,
including nuclear materials and weapons. At the same time, terrorism, especially in contrast
to World Wars I and II and the Cold War, was a local and less visible phenomenon. Its
roots lay deep in the ethnic, religious, economic, and border disputes of divided states, and
it struck unexpectedly, making it difficult for those targeted to deter or preempt terrorist
attacks because there was no warning and making it tempting for those who expected to be
targeted to prevent such attacks by striking before they could actually occur. So, yes, there
were some novel elements to the new threat.

But, no, on the other hand, 9/11 did not change everything. There was much familiar in
the drama that unfolded in the decades after the end of the Cold War. In the same year the
Cold War ended, an Egyptian jihadist, El-Sayyid Nosair, gunned down a right-wing Jewish
rabbi, Meir Kahane, in the Marriott East Side Hotel in New York. At the time, it was a
relatively minor event, but Nosair wrote something in his notebook that portended events
to come. Jihad, he explained, called for the

breaking and destruction of the enemies of Allah. And this is by means of
destroying, exploding, the structure of their civilized pillars such as the touristic
infrastructure which they are proud of and their high world buildings which they
are proud of and their statues which they endear and the buildings which gather
their head[s,] their leaders.1

Here was a vision of 9/11 already at the time of 11/9, the fall of the Berlin Wall and end of
the Cold War in Europe. And Nosair was not acting in isolation. He maintained regular
contact with Sheikh Omar Ahmad Abdel Rahman in Egypt. Known as the Blind Sheikh,
Rahman had authorized the assassination of Anwar Sadat, Egypt’s leader who made peace
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with Israel in 1979. With Nosair’s help, Rahman settled in the United States and then
planned the first assault on “their high world buildings”—the truck (actually, van)
bombing of the World Trade Center towers in New York City on February 26, 1993.

Most important, how we think about international relations did not change with 11/9 or
9/11. Perspectives and levels of analysis remain central to our understanding of events and
debates about the contemporary world. In Part II, we take a little different tack than in Part
I and examine the contemporary world by applying only a single perspective in each
chapter and emphasizing what that perspective sees from the different levels of analysis.
Thus, we look in Chapter 5 at realist perspectives on today’s world from different levels of
analysis, in Chapter 6 at liberal perspectives on today’s world from different levels of
analysis, and in Chapter 7 at identity perspectives on today’s world from different levels of
analysis. In each chapter, we concentrate on the important events and causal factors that the
perspective being examined emphasizes—for example, the balance of power in the case of
the realist perspective, international institutions in the case of the liberal perspective, and
ideas in the case of the identity perspective. And we look at these primary causal forces at all
levels of analysis. So in the case of Chapter 5 and realist perspectives, for example, we are
interested in systemic structural factors such as American dominance and counterbalancing
by rising powers, systemic process factors such as the use of force in diplomacy, foreign policy–
level decision making involving the interplay of foreign (systemic) and domestic causes,
domestic-level causes such as interest group power struggles, and individual-level causes
affecting leadership. In Chapters 6 and 7, we examine the principal liberal and identity
events and causes of the contemporary world from each of these levels of analysis. This
approach helps us concentrate on one perspective at a time, whereas in previous chapters we
considered all three (or four) perspectives at the same time when investigating World War
I, World War II, and the Cold War. We pay less attention in Part II to the critical theory
perspective, but we devote a whole chapter in Part III, Chapter 10, to that perspective as it
applies to globalization. So, by the time we finish the book, you will have delved deeply
into each of the four perspectives on contemporary international affairs.
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5 Realist Perspectives on Today’s World Unipolarity,
Balance of Power, and State Actors

President Donald Trump (left) and Defense Secretary Jim Mattis (right) talk before
boarding Air Force One at Andrews Air Force Base, Maryland, in March 2017. Trump’s
“America first” platform, which vigorously defends American independence, is a hallmark
of his minimalist realist orientation toward international relations.

AP Photo/Pablo Martinez Monsivais

As we have learned through our study of the landmark cases of World War I, World War II, and the
Cold War, world historical events can be analyzed from a range of different perspectives. In the next
three chapters, we turn to contemporary events; and, instead of covering all the perspectives in each
chapter, we adopt a single perspective in each chapter. We still cover all the levels of analysis within
that perspective. But this approach helps you, the student, deal with fewer variables in each chapter and
understand fully how the world looks from one perspective before moving on to the other perspectives.

Thus, in this chapter, we highlight the realist perspective on the issues and aspects of
contemporary international relations. In the next two chapters, we take a liberal and
identity perspective on contemporary events. Along the way, to keep all perspectives in
mind, we provide brief counterpoints from the other perspectives to sharpen our
comprehension of the highlighted perspective.
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Realist perspectives see the years since the end of the Cold War primarily in terms of the
distribution of power, not in terms of institutional or ideological factors. Shifts in relative
power dominate, indeed determine (cause), what happens in international institutions and
how countries identify themselves. These power shifts take place at all levels of analysis. At
the systemic structural level of analysis, realist perspectives see a world that is unipolar under
American hegemony yet increasingly subject to asymmetric threats from smaller powers that
use technology, such as cyber warfare, to challenge larger foes. The most serious threats are
not the occasional terrorist attacks by nonstate actors at the domestic level of analysis but,
instead, coordinated efforts by terrorist groups and their state sponsors at the systemic
process level to acquire nuclear weapons and undermine stability throughout the world.
Weaker but rising states, such as China and Russia, exploit this bewildering blizzard of
ethnic and interstate conflicts and use failed and radical states as bases from which to chip
away at Western dominance. At the domestic level of analysis, realist perspectives see events
less as the consequence of poverty and modernization (as liberal perspectives argue) or of
the construction and confrontation of group identities (as identity perspectives conclude)
than as the result of ageless struggles among ethnic and national groups to survive, control
territory, and redistribute power. They focus on state actors, not weaker and more divided
international institutions, and within the state they track the multiple ethnic groups,
bureaucracies, interest groups, and individuals that compete for power. In short, the power
struggle permeates all levels of analysis.

Realist perspectives anticipate the historical cycle of empires and equilibrium. But they
disagree on what configuration of power is best for stability and peace. Some, following the
power transition school, believe that the United States can preserve its predominance and
advocate preemptive measures to forestall challengers. Others, following the power
balancing school, anticipate decline and rely on deterrence and containment to contend
with rising powers such as China, resurgent powers such as Russia, and wealthy
counterweights such as the European Union and Japan. Offensive realists identify with
power transition theory; defensive realists identify with power balancing theory. But few
realists believe that (as liberal perspectives emphasize) international institutions, courts, and
economic development can replace the balance of power; the need remains for unilateral
action, flexible alliances including coalitions of the willing, and the use of military force to
stabilize world politics and underwrite economic interdependence.

The defining characteristic of the realist perspective from any level of analysis is the
direction of the causal arrows. As the diagram shows, causality runs from the distribution of
relative power to the diplomatic jockeying that takes place in international institutions to
the self-images that countries develop in competition with one another.

Here is how one prominent realist scholar makes these causal arrows explicit for us:

Of course, states sometimes operate through institutions and benefit from doing
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so. However, the most powerful states in the system create and shape institutions
so that they can maintain, if not increase, their own share of world power.
Institutions are essentially “arenas for acting out power relationships.” . . .

Nationalism is probably the most powerful political ideology in the world, and it
glorifies the state. . . . Although the members of the European Union have
certainly achieved substantial economic integration, . . . both nationalism and
the existing states in western Europe appear to be alive and well. . . . But even if .
. . western Europe becomes a superstate, it would still be a state, albeit a powerful
one, operating in a system of states.2

Notice in the first comment how relative power (realist) shapes institutions (liberal), not
the reverse. Institutions are “arenas” for power struggles; they do not restrain power
struggles, as liberal perspectives might contend. And in the second comment notice how
Europe even if it overcomes nationalism remains just another powerful state in a system of
states; identities may change, but that does not affect the struggle for power (realism trumps
identity).

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

In the sections that follow, we focus on the central realist concerns in today’s world of
polarity, balance of power, terrorism, alliances, rising powers, war, and state sovereignty.
We address these concerns at all levels of analysis. Systemic-level realists emphasize the
external determinants of foreign policy, domestic-level realists the national or domestic
determinants, and individual-level realists the decision-making aspects of foreign policy. It
is helpful, as you read this chapter, to review simultaneously the logic of the realist
perspective in Chapter 1.
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Unipolarity

Realist perspectives identified immediately the unique feature of the post–Cold War world.
It was not institutional unity (which liberal perspectives might emphasize) or democratic
expansion (which identity perspectives might highlight); it was American dominance or
unipolarity. For the first time in history, a war among great powers—namely, the Cold
War—had ended without a fight. And the country that came out on top not only
dominated the postwar landscape but also did so unscathed. The United States suffered no
significant losses in the Cold War, as a victorious England had in World War I or the
Soviet Union did in World War II. There was no central Europe to rebuild, although
eastern Germany and Europe would require substantial investments for decades to come.
And there were no big power threats to parry, as Russia had challenged British power after
1815 and the Soviet Union had challenged U.S. power after 1945. The United States stood
at the pinnacle of unchallenged power.

Realists were themselves divided in their views about the nature of American dominance, as
well as about the strategies the United States ought to pursue to preserve global order.
Three distinct views emerged: power transition realists who aimed to preserve unipolarity;
power balancing realists who anticipated a return to multipolarity and the need to manage
actively the chessboard of great power politics; and more recently nationalists or minimal
realists who put self-help and national interests first, anticipating that all countries will take
care of themselves individually and balancing will occur automatically.
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Power Transition Realists

In Chapter 1, we learned that realists differ on what distribution of power best ensures
stability. Power transition realists believe that American dominance is the safest structure
for American security and that dominance can be preserved. Hegemony stabilizes, not
destabilizes. They see wars arising from movement away from hegemony toward
equilibrium, either by the decline of dominant powers or by the rise of challenging powers.
They seek, therefore, to preserve hegemony and justify it morally because hegemony fosters
peace.

In 1992, in the last year of George H. W. Bush’s presidency, power transition realists in the
Pentagon, led by Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney, drafted a controversial strategy
document that called on the United States to forestall the emergence of any challenger to
American predominance.3 Although this document was not official policy, it later
resurfaced, following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, in a 2002 national
security strategy document under the George W. Bush administration. That document
influenced the U.S. decision to take preemptive action in Iraq, which was believed to be
manufacturing weapons of mass destruction (WMDs). The document laid out the strategic
doctrine of preemption, a policy to use force to head off potential challengers to American
hegemony rather than wait for other states to grow more powerful and be in a position to
threaten America. The document stated that “while the United States will constantly strive
to enlist the support of the international community, we will not hesitate to act alone, if
necessary, to exercise our right of self-defense by acting preemptively against . . . terrorists,
to prevent them from doing harm against our people and our country.”4 Preemption
implies that the enemy is about to attack. You can see its armies or missiles gathering to
strike. But the terrorist threat is less visible than traditional armies or missiles. Thus, it may
be necessary, power transition realists believe, to take action before the threat is visible. The
threat had to be prevented. The United States could not wait until it saw “armies gathering
at the border”; terrorist “armies” did not appear until after they had already struck. Against
terrorists and their supporters, the United States had to prevent, not just preempt, wars.

Thus, terrorism blurred the distinction between preemptive and preventive wars. The
United States might have to attack whether it saw the other side getting ready to attack
now (preemption) or just thought the other side might do so at some unspecified time in
the future (prevention). Understandably, other countries viewed this justification of
aggressive action with alarm, but power transition realists reasoned that the United States
could preempt with impunity since no other nation or even group of nations had the power
to oppose it. Compared to previous hegemons, the United States enjoyed an extraordinary
concentration of power in all categories of capability. As political scientist William
Wohlforth observed, “Never in modern international history has the leading state been so
dominant economically and militarily.”5
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For power transition realists, therefore, preventive war became more likely both because of
the nature of the threat, which was less visible, and because of unipolarity, which gave the
dominant power unprecedented flexibility. Notice, as the causal arrow in the margin
suggests, that, from this realist perspective, the policy of preventive war is driven by the
structure of power at the level of the international system, not by the domestic ideologies of
countries or the misguided strategies of their leaders. You could change the leaders or even
the identity of countries, which an individual or domestic level of analysis might
recommend, but the systemic structural pressures would remain and prevail in influencing
policy again in the future. Any unipolar power would have behaved the same way as the
United States.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis
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Power Balancing Realists

Power balancing realists predicted American dominance would not last. Historically, they
observed, empires (hegemonies) have always succumbed to equilibrium. Other countries
rise in power and restore balance. Therefore, Charles Krauthammer, a well-known realist
commentator, called the 1990s “the unipolar moment” or, alternatively, “a holiday from
history.” He meant that unipolarity was a brief interlude from conflict and the balance of
power. The system would cycle back from empire to equilibrium.6 But how long would
“the moment” or “holiday” last? As Krauthammer suggested, it might be decades. Other
realists thought it might be much shorter. For Henry Kissinger, the world of equilibrium or
multipolarity was already at hand: “Victory in the Cold War has propelled America into a
world which bears many similarities to the European state system of the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries.”7 He predicted the reemergence of a world of multiple great powers
like the one that existed prior to World War I.

Power balancing realists see wars arising from movements away from, not toward,
equilibrium. They seek, therefore, to reduce American hegemony by accommodating rising
powers; they advocate equilibrium and coexistence. Power balancing realists took great
comfort, for example, in the stability of the bipolar configuration during the Cold War
struggle. Bipolar equilibrium nurtured peace, and for all its problems, the bipolar world
produced a cold war, not a hot one. Many realist analysts assumed and perhaps even
preferred that the Cold War would go on indefinitely.8 And even after the Cold War
ended, they preferred a world of equal powers and called on the United States “to accept
the fact that Russia is a great power and treat it that way.”9
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Minimal or National Realists

For minimal realists (sometimes called nationalists), the overriding imperative of anarchy is
self-help. The nation comes first, as in “America First.” The United States must spare no
effort to defend its independence. Other countries will do the same. And because they
defend themselves no less vigorously than the United States defends itself, there is little
need for the United States to help them by entering into alliances or foreign adventures
with them.

Minimal realists, on the whole, are fiercely independent and favor unilateralism whenever
possible. Alliances are acceptable only when threat requires them and then only if they do
not infringe on the sovereignty of an independent nation. Once the Cold War ended,
America’s alliances became obsolete and did little more than encourage other countries to
remain free riders. President Donald Trump railed against the European allies to increase
their defense spending or the United States might not be there when the next crisis
occurred.

As minimal realists see it, the world is dangerous but self-balancing. Threats to the United
States are unlikely to emerge in other parts of the world because nations in those parts are
historically divided and will fight one another to defeat threats to independence long before
those threats reach America’s shores. Germany confronts Russia in Europe; China rivals
Japan in Asia; and England contends with Europe and Russia on the continent. America is
the exception. It has no rival in the Western Hemisphere. If it stays at home, the world will
take care of itself. Look at how the former Soviet Union almost singlehandedly defeated
Nazi Germany in World War II. As the nationalist strategist Pat Buchanan argues, the
United States benefited by delaying the establishment of a second front in World War II
and would have benefited even more if it had stayed out of the war altogether.10

Donald Trump speaks during the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
summit in Brussels, Belgium, in May, 2017. Trump called for NATO allies to
increase their defense spending, threatening that the United States might not be there
when the next crisis occurred.
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So, unlike power balancing realists, minimal realists see no need to balance power actively
around the world in order to defend the United States at home. Balancing occurs
automatically. At most, minimal realists advocate offshore balancing—that is, keeping U.S.
forces on the high seas “over the horizon” ready to intervene if America’s interests are at
stake (for example, oil supplies from the Middle East). There is no need to station forces
permanently in other nations. Nationalists in the United States have long argued that the
United States should withdraw Cold War–era U.S. forces from Europe, Asia, and other
parts of the world.

On the other hand, if America is attacked, minimal realists are fierce to strike back and
destroy the enemy. They carry the revolutionary banner “Don’t Tread on Me.” In war,
national honor, not just national interest, is at stake. And there is only one possible
outcome in foreign conflicts, victory. Once the enemy is defeated, however, nationalists are
eager to return home. There is nothing more to do. Nation building is not for Americans
or any nation, except at home. As George W. Bush told his advisers, “once the job is done .
. . we ought to put in place a UN protection force and leave” because “we don’t do police
work.”11 Bush lost his nationalist following quickly once he waded into the weeds of nation
building and democracy promotion in Iraq and the Middle East. President Trump vowed
on the campaign trail not to make that same mistake: “If I become president, the era of
nation-building will be brought to a very swift and decisive end.”12

355



Hegemony versus Equilibrium

When the Soviet empire and then the Soviet Union itself disintegrated, power balancing
realists advised caution. They worried that the loss of equilibrium between the superpowers
would spawn chaos. They preferred to negotiate with the Soviet Union, not to break it up.
They sought stability, not the spread of democracy or regime change. As the arrow shows,
causality runs from desire for equilibrium (realist) to negotiations (liberal) to downplaying
regime type (identity). They saw the same dilemma that President John F. Kennedy had
talked about during the Cold War—before you call for independence from one tyrant, be
sure you can avoid oppression by another tyrant that may be even worse. President George
H. W. Bush, backed by his national security adviser, Brent Scowcroft, and the chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Colin Powell, expressed the dilemma openly when he visited Kiev,
Ukraine, in August 1991: “Americans will not support those who seek independence in
order to replace a far-off tyranny [Moscow] with a local despotism.”13 Dubbed the
“Chicken Kiev” speech (unfairly perhaps, but what journalist can resist that juicy morsel?),
the elder Bush’s remarks demonstrated clearly that the power balancing realist prefers
equilibrium and stability over hegemony and regime change.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Bush’s defense secretary, Dick Cheney, disagreed. He opposed the Bush-Scowcroft line to
prioritize stability. Cheney argued for a more aggressive policy to break up the Soviet
Union, whatever the consequences for stability or the spread of democracy. He was
expressing the views of a power transition or offensive realist. Cheney saw an opportunity
to extend America’s hegemony or power advantage. Even “if democracy fails” in the fifteen
Soviet republics, Cheney argued, “we’re better off if they’re small.”14 What was most
important was their size and hence power, not their domestic ideology. Notice how the
causal arrows run in Cheney’s comment: the desire to increase America’s power (realist)
takes precedence over negotiations with the Soviet Union (liberal) and the desire to spread
democracy (identity). This subtle matter of the direction of causal arrows explains the
differences in policy choices and shows clearly how theory (perspective) interacts with
events (facts) in real-world policy making.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Vice President Cheney and Secretary of State Colin Powell squared off again twelve years
later over the Iraq War. President George W. Bush had invaded Afghanistan in the wake of
the 9/11 attacks and pondered wider attacks against Iraq. Cheney wanted to press
America’s dominance and decisively shift the balance of power in Iraq and the Middle East
toward America’s advantage; Powell worried about destabilizing the region and winding up
with even worse fundamentalist governments. He coined the “Pottery Barn” argument
(another catchy metaphor!), warning Bush, “If you break it [meaning Iraq], you own it [for
better or for worse].” Brent Scowcroft, who was now in civilian life, agreed with Powell and
opposed the American decision to invade Iraq. He warned, quite presciently, that “an
attack on Iraq at this time would seriously jeopardize, if not destroy, the global counter-
terrorist campaign we have undertaken.”15

The Iraq War intensified the debate among realists. Power transition realists called for a
new global war on terror and a strategy to preempt threats to American preeminence.
Power balancing realists, on the other hand, called for regional containment to deter Iraq
(and neighboring Iran, another state hostile to the United States) and for more attention to
stability rather than aggressive campaigns to force regime change. Minimal realists called for
defeat of terrorism but then speedy withdrawal of American forces from Afghanistan and
Iraq. Similar divisions afflicted the controversy over a nuclear agreement with Iran. If
economic sanctions against Iran failed, power transition or offensive realists called for
preemptive war to rid Iran of its nuclear weapons; power balancing or defensive realists
preferred to let Iran acquire nuclear weapons and then contain it afterward by deterrence.
Minimal realists argued that the United States should stay out and let the countries in the
region balance each other. Israel, already an undeclared nuclear power, would balance
against Iran. Unlike liberal perspectives, realists did not expect negotiations alone or
primarily to end the Iranian nuclear program, nor did they unlike identity perspectives
place much stock in nation building or the promotion of democracy (for more, see
Chapters 6 and 7).

global war on terror: a worldwide military campaign to defeat nonstate terrorist groups such as Al
Qaeda and the rogue states that support them.

In 1990, President George H. W. Bush is joined in the Oval Office by General Colin
Powell, Dick Cheney, John Sununu, and Brent Scowcroft.
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Figure 5-1 summarizes the realist perspective on unipolarity from the various levels of
analysis.

Figure 5-1 Polarity: The Realist Perspective from Different Levels of Analysis
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Balancing Power

How to balance power in the post–Cold War world raised a multitude of issues for realists.
What about the threat of terrorism? Was it new or different from traditional threats? What
about so-called rogue states seeking weapons of mass destruction? Could they be deterred?
What about the rise of traditional powers, such as China and Russia? Are alliances still
relevant in a world of terrorism and nonstate actors?
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Terrorism and Asymmetric Warfare

Terrorism is not an entirely new threat. Barbarians employed it to weaken the Roman
Empire, and revolutionaries and anarchists used it to sabotage monarchies in the nineteenth
century. But its significance has been amplified by the emergence of unipolarity. The
unprecedented asymmetry in the distribution of power puts a premium on the use of force
to disrupt and disconcert an adversary rather than to counterbalance or defeat it. There is
no chance to defeat a vastly superior unipolar power directly, but there is an opportunity to
create fear and spread uncertainty throughout that power’s extended realm.

asymmetric threat and warfare: the exploitation of technology and psychology to target the
peripheral vulnerabilities of a larger foe.

terrorism: the use of violence against innocent civilians to advance political aims.

The less powerful therefore have always thought in terms of asymmetric threat and
warfare, the exploitation of technology and psychology to target the peripheral
vulnerabilities of a larger foe and wrestle it to the ground. As Professor Richard Betts tells
us, “Terrorism is the premier form of ‘asymmetric warfare.’”16 Terrorism is the use of
violence against innocent civilians to advance political aims. It has been present for some
time in the Middle East and in other parts of the world, such as Northern Ireland and the
Basque region in Spain. Irgun, for example, was a Jewish terrorist organization that fought
the British to secure Israel’s statehood. Now Arab terrorist groups fight Israel to achieve
Palestinian statehood. The rise of terrorism, therefore, is no surprise from a realist
perspective.

Several factors, however, sharply escalated the threat of asymmetric warfare in the post–
Cold War era. First, new information technologies empowered individual terrorist groups
not only to communicate more effectively but also to develop strategies on a global scale.
After Muslim jihadists defeated the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, Osama bin Laden turned
his attention to the threat posed by the United States: the “collapse [of the Soviet Union]
made the U.S. more haughty and arrogant and it has started to look at itself as a Master of
this world and established what it calls the new world order.”17 He determined to set up a
global network to confront this new “Master of this world.” Al Qaeda emerged just as the
Cold War ended and became a full-fledged global nongovernmental organization (NGO)
with corporate and financial operations all over the world. It ran multinational businesses
in construction, manufacturing, banking, leasing, commodities, exporting, and importing.
And from its earliest days, its members have included Muslim followers from many nations
across the Islamic world—Libyans, Filipinos, Nigerians, Iraqis, Saudis, Yemenis,
Jordanians, and Algerians. Al Qaeda has affiliates in the Arabian Peninsula, Maghreb,

360



Pakistan, and numerous other places around the world. The Islamic State in Iraq and Syria
(ISIS) emerged in part as a rival to Al Qaeda, advocating attacks against apostate Muslim
countries in the Middle East such as Syria and Iraq—or what it calls the “near enemy”—as
opposed to Al Qaeda’s global focus on the “far enemy” such as the United States.

Terrorist groups also engage in piracy, the violent act of seizing people or property at sea to
exact ransom or policy changes. Piracy too has been around since the earliest days of
commerce. It was used in the eighteenth century by Muslim caliphs to raid European and
American merchant ships in the Mediterranean Sea and demand ransom for imprisoned
sailors. Today, piracy abounds in the Arabian Sea and the Gulf of Aden, an area known as
“Pirate’s Alley,” where extremists from Yemen, Somalia, and other littoral states operate.
The numbers of pirate attacks have grown in recent years, from 20 in 2006 to 245 in 2014,
and total extortion from piracy worldwide reached an estimated $2.3 billion in 2014.18

piracy: acts of violence at sea carried out to exact ransom or policy changes to support terrorism.

Second, modern technology made large powers increasingly vulnerable to the tactics of
terrorism. The United States, for example, has almost 600,000 bridges, 170,000 water-
treatment systems, more than 2,800 power plants (104 of them nuclear), 190,000 miles of
interstate pipelines for natural gas, almost 500 skyscrapers, and hundreds of airports,
harbors, sports arenas, and shopping centers, not to mention thousands of miles of open
borders—most easily accessible to attack by terrorists. It would be relatively easy for violent
groups to target strategic links in these systems and send out ripple effects of physical
disruption and fear that would magnify the impacts of relatively specific attacks.

Third, the threat of asymmetric warfare has grown because less powerful groups gained a
greater advantage in the element of surprise. Offense holds a huge advantage over defense.
In guerrilla wars, it has been estimated that defensive forces need an advantage of personnel
as high as ten to one to defeat insurgency groups. Given all the vulnerable systems where
guerrillas or terrorists might attack, the cost to defend against terrorism was now much
larger. In fact, the need to defend so many vulnerable places at such high costs created an
incentive for larger states to preempt or prevent attacks. The money would be better spent
on trying to locate and kill the members of terrorist cells through advanced espionage
techniques and covert operations than on establishing passive defenses at all the points of
vulnerability. On the other hand, aggressive intelligence measures spread fear and concern,
especially in democratic societies, that fundamental civil rights were being violated.
Terrorist groups could play on this political vulnerability to weaken the pride and resolve of
defending democracies.

Fourth, some states became systematic supporters of nonstate terrorism. Rejectionist states
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—meaning those rejecting Israel—such as Iran, Iraq (before 2003), and Syria had long
supported terrorist groups such as Hezbollah in Lebanon and Hamas in Palestine. But now
other, failed states, internally divided and vulnerable to outside insurgent groups, became
potential safe havens and training centers for terrorism. The hijackers who carried out the
9/11 attacks trained in the 1990s in Afghan camps under the Taliban government, a
government that had emerged from the tribal warfare and chaos that followed Soviet troop
withdrawals in 1989. When bin Laden had his passport taken from him in Saudi Arabia in
1991, he went to Sudan, where an Islamist radical government under Hassan al-Turabi
harbored terrorists. From Sudan, Al Qaeda allegedly played a role in attacking American
troops in Somalia, at the time another failed and lawless state.19 Training activities for holy
war also take place in Pakistan, the Philippines, Yemen, Libya, and Syria, where extremist
groups now control substantial real estate.

failed states: states whose domestic institutions have collapsed.

Fifth, the information age facilitated the spread of WMDs, and rogue states, such as North
Korea and Iran, seek systematically to acquire such weapons, primarily to threaten
retaliation against the unipolar power should it attack but also possibly to harass more
powerful states by passing WMDs on to nonstate terrorists. After the first Persian Gulf
War, Iraq was discovered to be much closer to having a nuclear weapon than the world
community thought at the time. Subsequently, the A. Q. Khan network was unraveled. Dr.
Abdul Qadeer Khan, the group’s eponymous leader, was the top scientist in the Pakistani
program to develop nuclear weapons. His network was an elaborate global
nongovernmental web of individuals and corporations that, as it later came out, sold
nuclear technology and equipment, including possible weapons designs, to rogue states
such as Libya, Syria, Iran, and North Korea.20 David Albright, a respected nuclear weapons
expert, testified about this operation before Congress in May 2006:

Starting as an ingenious effort to sidestep western sanctions and outfit Pakistan
with nuclear weapons, Khan and his ring of smugglers soon went global. The
activity of this syndicate straddled four decades and involved countries,
companies, secret bank accounts, and agents on four continents. Armed with a
catalog filled with everything from whole gas centrifuge factories to nuclear
weapon designs, this network helped outfit nuclear weapons programs in Libya,
Iran, and North Korea and possibly aided Al Qaeda in its quest for nuclear
weapons before the fall of the Taliban. Remnants of the Khan network may yet
help other nuclear weapons programs and terrorist groups.21
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rogue states: states that seek systematically to acquire nuclear weapons with the possible intent of
passing them on to nonstate terrorists.

Thus, possible links between rogue states and nonstate terrorists, through shadowy global
networks exploiting the new information highways of global commerce and
communications, were creating a new axis of asymmetric warfare. The result was a
methodical increase in disruptive violence aimed especially at the predominant power, the
United States. After the World Trade Center van bombing in 1993, global terrorists
bombed Khobar Towers, a U.S. military barracks in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, in 1996; U.S.
embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in 1998; and a U.S. warship, the USS Cole, in the port of
Aden, Yemen, in 2000. Plans to blow up a series of U.S. civilian planes in Southeast Asia
and to disrupt Los Angeles International Airport in the United States during the
millennium celebrations were thwarted. All these events occurred before the sensational
attacks of 9/11 and, from realist perspectives, during a decade when international
institutions and economic interdependence expanded significantly and should have,
according to liberal perspectives, diminished terrorism. Instead, even excluding cyber
attacks, global terrorist attacks increased after 9/11 and spiked dramatically in 2014 (see
Figure 5-2).
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Rising Powers

For realists, rising powers constitute the most serious challenge to the distribution of power
and hence the stability of the international order. Since the end of the Cold War, the so-
called BRICS countries (Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa) have emerged as
potential challengers to U.S. hegemony.

China is the leading rising power. In 1979, Deng Xiaoping replaced the leader of China’s
communist revolution, Mao Zedong, and set China’s economy on a course toward growth
and world markets. China adopted the strategy of Japan and the smaller Asian “tigers” that
used export development to modernize their economies after World War II (more about
this in Chapter 9). The results were nothing short of spectacular: China grew by 10 percent
per year. Its current potential seems unlimited. Here is what the National Intelligence
Council said about China’s prospective growth:

The diffusion of power among countries will have a dramatic impact by 2030.
Asia will have surpassed North America and Europe combined in terms of global
power, based upon GDP, population size, military spending, and technological
investment. China alone will probably have the largest economy, surpassing that
of the United States a few years before 2030.22

Figure 5-2 Global Terrorist Attacks, 1970–2016

Source: Data are from the National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and
Responses to Terrorism (START, 2017). Global Terrorism Database [Data file].
Retrieved from http://www.start.umd.edu/gtd.
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China’s strength, as well as its weakness, is the size of its population: 1.379 billion (2017).
If the majority of Chinese ever achieve middle-class status—and that’s a big if, suggesting
how difficult it is to develop a country with a large population—China will dwarf the
world, except perhaps for India, which has a population of 1.324 billion (2017). Although
China is nowhere close to that status yet, it is moving rapidly in an upward direction, albeit
with some slowdown in recent years (see Figure 5-3). It is modernizing its military,
increasing arms expenditures annually at double-digit rates. It controls a stockpile of several
hundred nuclear warheads, an intercontinental ballistic missile fleet capable of reaching the
United States (a fleet no longer fixed and dependent on liquid fuels, which made it
vulnerable and slow to launch, but mobile and fueled by solid propellants), a nuclear-
powered ballistic missile submarine force, and the first aircraft carrier to project Chinese
naval power beyond its shores. It is also developing so-called anti-access/area denial
(A2/AD) capabilities to deny U.S. aircraft carriers the ability to roam risk-free through
China’s coastal waters and the island chains reaching out into the Pacific Ocean.23 In
addition, it claimed disputed islands (also claimed by Brunei, Malaysia, Vietnam, and the
Philippines) in both the East and South China Seas and dredged tons of sand to build out
seven submerged reefs in the Spratly Islands to house military installations including long-
range bomber bases.

Figure 5-3 Rising China

Source: Data are from the World Bank
(http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD?
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end=2016&locations=CN&start=1980); Center for Arms Control and Non-
Proliferation (https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/Nuclearweaponswhohaswhat);
Robert Norris and Hans M. Kristensen, “Global Nuclear Weapons Inventories,
1945−2010,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, July 2010; and World Bank
(http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/MS.MIL.XPND.CN).

China has used its military power in the past to occupy Tibet in 1950, fight a border war
with India in 1962, and briefly invade Vietnam in 1979. Today it is the primary supporter
of the nuclear-touting regime in North Korea and considers Taiwan, an island off the
southeast coast of China occupied by nationalist forces in 1949 after their defeat by
communists on the mainland, to be a renegade part of the fatherland and threatens to
invade if Taiwan moves toward independence. It has been steadily building up its arsenal of
short-range missiles aimed at Taiwan and its so-called A2/AD capability to threaten U.S.
vessels that come to the defense of Taiwan. In March 1996, China fired missiles into the
sea around Taiwan, prompting the United States to send two aircraft carrier groups into
the area to deter Beijing (the kind of move that will be riskier in the future as China
acquires A2/AD technologies). China competes with Japan and other Asian countries for
oil resources in the East and South China Seas. It contests the Senkaku Islands with Japan
in the East China Sea and, as the adjoining Map 5-1 shows, claims the entire strategic and
resource-rich South China Sea as part of its core interests.

Map 5-1 China’s Nine Dash Line

It is developing a blue-water navy and fortifying islands in the East and South China Seas
that could extend its operational capability as far east as the “second island chain,” a line
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beyond Japan and the Philippines. Such a fleet would clearly challenge free shipping and
American naval dominance in the Pacific.24

Russia is another obvious potential counterweight to the United States. It is the only
country that retains a full nuclear arsenal to rival that of the United States. In the 1990s,
under Boris Yeltsin, Russia decentralized, held contested elections, and cooperated with the
West to reduce nuclear arms. But under Vladimir Putin, who succeeded Yeltsin in 1999,
Russia became more assertive and less democratic. Putin rescinded election of provincial
governors and jailed or, worse, eliminated his domestic rivals. He shut down opposition
media outlets and shackled foreign NGOs assisting the development of democracy in
Russia. He stirred up revanchist feelings to regain Russian influence in Eastern Europe and
central Asia. Dmitry Medvedev, then president of Russia, declared a realist sphere of
influence in the former Soviet space: “Russia, like other countries in the world, has regions
where it has privileged interests. These are regions where countries with which we have
friendly relations are located.”25 Putin fought a bitter war to defeat Chechnya rebels
threatening to separate southern provinces from the Russian Federation. He revived
Moscow-dependent ties with despots in the central Asian “Stans” (Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan,
Turkmenistan, etc.) and southwest Caucasus (Armenia, Azerbaijan, and Georgia). In 2008
Russian forces invaded Georgia and permanently occupied and separated the provinces of
Abkhazia and South Ossetia from the Georgian Federation. Russian troops also occupied
Transnistria, a breakaway province in the country of Moldova between Romania and
Ukraine.

Most ominously, in 2014, Russia invaded and annexed Crimea. As the adjoining Map 5-2
shows, Crimea is a province of Ukraine situated on the Black Sea and ruled by Russia since
the 1700s. In 1954, however, Moscow ceded Crimea to Ukraine, when both entities were
firmly under the control of the Soviet Union. Ukraine with Crimea as a constituent part
then became independent in 1991 after the Soviet empire collapsed. Russia and other
nuclear powers guaranteed Ukrainian independence, and Ukraine gave up Soviet weapons
that had been deployed on its soil. Despite these guarantees, Russian-backed forces seized
Crimea where Russia maintains a large naval base at Sevastopol. Russian-backed separatists
then invaded the eastern provinces of Ukraine, initiating a civil war that threatens the
independence of Ukraine.

As realists see it, other rising powers potentially challenge American hegemony: Brazil and
Mexico in Latin America, Turkey and Iran in the Middle East, India in South Asia, and
perhaps South Africa or Nigeria in Africa. These countries have benefited from the
enormous expansion of the global economy that followed the end of the Cold War (see
Chapter 9). They exercise greater influence in economic matters. But some pose
geopolitical challenges as well. Iran seeks greater power against Israel as well as its
traditional Arab and Sunni rivals in the Persian Gulf, such as Saudi Arabia. Realists are torn
between power transition advocates who want to resist Iranian ambitions by curtailing its
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nuclear program and ending its support of extremist groups in the Middle East and power
balancing realists who prefer to accommodate rising Iranian power and counterbalance it
by more traditional deterrence policies.

Map 5-2 Russia, Crimea, and Ukraine

Realist perspectives fret about counterweights to American power even if these countries are
democratic allies. (Notice how power trumps identity.) In the years immediately after the
Cold War, they saw Japan, Germany, and the EU challenging American power. The saying
was “The Cold War is over, and Japan has won.” America, it was widely feared, had
exhausted its treasury in the Cold War and was now in economic decline.26 Meanwhile,
Japan had spent very little on defense, was protected by the United States, and was
aggressively exploiting export markets to undercut American preeminence. Germany and
the EU were doing the same thing. Together these allies were waging a struggle for
supremacy against the United States in what some analysts dubbed the “Cold Peace.”27

The challenge was mostly economic, or what realists called soft balancing.28 Rising powers
could not challenge the United States directly in hard military capabilities, so they pushed
back indirectly through economic rivalry and diplomatic sparring, such as opposition to
U.S. policies at the UN.

But realists assume that, in time, soft counterbalancing will eventually become hard. As
Henry Kissinger warned, “The new international system will move toward equilibrium
even in the military field, though it may take decades to reach that point.”29 Better to
accept and accommodate than to resist this movement toward equilibrium. Even the
prospect of nuclear proliferation did not disturb some realists.30 Thinking in terms of
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deterrence, they assumed that the spread of nuclear weapons would automatically produce
equilibrium and stalemate. Once states and their opponents had nuclear weapons, they
would not use them; rather, they would settle their disputes by other means, such as
conventional balances and détente, as the superpowers had done in the Cold War.

As added protection, some offensive realists, such as Dick Cheney and Donald Rumsfeld,
advocated missile defenses. They campaigned in the 1990s to terminate the Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty. They sought to develop more robust missile defense systems, as President
Ronald Reagan had advocated. Such systems might be effective against some rising powers,
such as Iran or North Korea, that have only small numbers of offensive missile systems.
Defensive systems might also counter the threat of proliferation from terrorists. In 1998,
Rumsfeld, later defense secretary under George W. Bush, chaired the Commission to Assess
the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States. The commission concluded,

Concerted efforts by a number of overtly or potentially hostile nations to acquire
ballistic missiles with biological or nuclear payloads pose a growing threat to the
United States, its deployed forces and its friends and allies. These newer,
developing threats in North Korea, Iran, and Iraq are in addition to those still
posed by the existing ballistic missile arsenals of Russia and China, nations with
which we are not now in conflict but which remain in uncertain transitions.31

However, President Barack Obama scaled back plans to deploy defensive missiles in Europe
against the Iranian threat and attempted to “reset” relations with Russia. He concluded a
new Strategic Arms Reduction Talks treaty that reduced nuclear weapons between Russia
and the United States but not with China and delayed enhanced North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO) missile defense systems to defend against rogue states such as Iran
and North Korea. Meanwhile, Russia expanded its conventional and nuclear arsenal,
violating Cold War agreements such as Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty and
the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (see Chapter 4).
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Alliances

NATO and other U.S. alliances were forged in the Cold War to deter the Soviet Union in
Europe, Asia, and other parts of the world. Were they still useful in a world of terrorism
and rising powers? Could they be adapted to fight so-called out-of-area conflicts, meaning
conflicts in developing countries such as Afghanistan and Iraq rather than in the Cold War
areas of Europe or Asia? After the Cold War, NATO expanded dramatically in Europe;
U.S. alliances with Japan, South Korea, and other countries in Asia persisted; and NATO
slowly evolved at least a modest role in Afghanistan and Iraq. Realists disagreed about these
developments. Power transition realists, as we have noted, saw alliances as constraining;
power balancing realists found them helpful if threats existed but harmful if they created
threats (for example, if NATO expansion threatened Russia), and minimalist realists
worried about allies becoming free riders. Let’s look first at NATO in Afghanistan and then
at NATO expansion in Europe.

NATO in Afghanistan.

The A. Q. Khan network symbolized the nature of the new global threat that led power
transition realists to break away from standing alliances and international institutions.
Power transition realists suspected a wider conspiracy and reached for more flexible
instruments of unilateralism and coalitions of the willing. The terrorist threat was different
from conventional threats posed by state actors, they believed, and NATO was not
equipped to respond to terrorism and conflicts outside Europe. Moreover, NATO after the
Cold War was largely an American enterprise. The allies brought few military assets to the
table to fight conflicts outside Europe, unlike the large armies they deployed to defend
against Soviet forces inside Europe. In Bosnia, where conflict erupted in the early 1990s,
the EU took the lead but did not have sufficient military capabilities to suppress violence
and had to turn to the UN and then to NATO forces to quell the conflict. The same thing
happened later in Kosovo. There, the United States fought an air war directed by an
institutional committee of allies within NATO. American commanders had to decide each
bombing target by consensus among the sixteen countries who were then members.32 The
United States did not want to repeat this model in Afghanistan or Iraq, where the terrorist
target was more elusive. From a perspective that seeks preponderant power, allies are less
useful because they are weak; and standing international institutions are less valuable
because they are cumbersome. Independent action by ad hoc groups of nations that
addressed specific threats was more effective. The causal arrows in the power transition
realist perspective thus run from preponderant power (realist), to breakout from reliance on
multilateral institutions (liberal), to destroying the ideology of an enemy actor (identity).

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Article 5 of the NATO Treaty declares an attack against one NATO member as an attack
against all members. Throughout the Cold War, Europe relied on this provision to ensure
U.S. support of European defense. The U.S. commitment was backed up by the stationing
of American forces on the front lines in central Europe. In case of a Soviet attack, American
troops would be killed in the early stages of fighting, ensuring that the United States would
be immediately involved in the war. That same commitment did not apply in the case of
European members. They had no troops stationed in the United States, and their
commitment was only to supply future capabilities. Thus, when European members
invoked Article V in Afghanistan after the 9/11 attacks, the United States rejected it. As
power transition realists saw it, the United States was now a hegemon and did not need
European support as it did during the Cold War. The structure of power dictated a more
unilateral approach. Thus, NATO was initially sidelined; and although the UN passed
several resolutions expressing support for U.S. actions, the Pentagon relied primarily on an
ad hoc alliance or “coalition of the willing” to overthrow the Taliban government in
Afghanistan, where most of the 9/11 hijackers had been trained.

Was it a mistake for the United States to refuse NATO help in Afghanistan? Liberal
perspectives think so (see Chapter 6), and many power balancing realists think so, too.
NATO’s help was eventually needed anyway, and NATO forces are present today in
Afghanistan. If the United States had asked NATO for help in 2001, it might have eased
alliance differences later as the allies considered intervening in Iraq. NATO had no forces
ready to go into Afghanistan in the winter of 2001–2002, so U.S. forces could have
conducted the initial assaults without NATO interference. Then NATO forces might have
arrived in the fall of 2002 and created a very different diplomatic atmosphere for the debate
about Iraq as well as subsequent developments in Afghanistan.

True, power transition realists concede, but in September 2001 the United States did not
know how long it would take to subdue Taliban forces in Afghanistan. The fighting might
still be going on by the time NATO forces arrived, and now the United States would have
to fight a war again by consensus, as it had in Kosovo. Moreover, NATO’s help was always
limited. The United States and Britain supplied the bulk of the combat forces, initially
outside NATO command. Even after NATO assumed overall command in 2006, some
NATO allies, such as Germany, refused to accept combat roles or argued conveniently that
there was less need to use military force, advocating civilian construction approaches
instead. They also failed to meet their commitments to supply noncombat assistance
including helicopters, transport planes, and other equipment.

NATO Expansion.
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While struggling in out-of-area conflicts, NATO flourished in Europe, as did U.S. alliances
in Asia. In realist eyes, especially from a power balancing perspective, alliances remain an
essential element to contain and deter threats. In the absence of threat, however, alliances
may be destabilizing.

After the Cold War, NATO expanded twice. It brought in, in 1999, Hungary, Poland, and
the Czech Republic and, in 2004, Slovakia, Romania, Bulgaria, Slovenia, Estonia, Latvia,
and Lithuania. Albania and Croatia joined in 2009 and Montenegro in 2017. Realists
debated whether this expansion was necessary. Some argued that there was no threat from
Russia, especially in the 1990s and early 2000s, and that NATO’s expansion caused
Russian resentment and subsequent retaliation in Georgia and Ukraine. As the first causal
arrow shows, structural factors (no threat) dictated no NATO expansion, which mollified
Russian leaders’ concerns. Others saw the alliance as necessary to provide stability in former
communist countries against domestic extremists that might destabilize the new
democracies and invite Russian intervention (as happened later in 2014 when Russia
invaded Crimea, a province of Ukraine, allegedly at the request of Russian-speaking
domestic groups). As the second causal arrow suggests, these groups saw NATO
membership as a bulwark against domestic-level power struggles. They were all still realists
because their highest priority was stability. In Chapter 7, we discuss identity perspectives
that saw NATO not as a traditional alliance to ensure stability but as a new community of
democracies to spread democracy.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

After the Cold War, NATO agreed not to station NATO forces in the new eastern
European member countries. After Russian aggression in Ukraine, however, NATO
redeployed forces to Poland and the Baltic states—Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia. Poland
connects to the Baltic states by a short sixty-mile border sandwiched between Kaliningrad, a
Russian enclave to the north, and Belarus, a Russian ally to the south, the so-called Suwalki
Gap. Russia has built up its forces on either side of this gap and along its entire European
border. Tensions have mounted as war planes monitor and intercept one another in the
adjacent airspace and military units conduct war exercises on both sides of the border.
Realists see the familiar forces of the security dilemma at work, mutual fear of armament
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and aggression, and the perennial question of whether competitive arms make diplomacy
and deterrence more effective or increase distrust and make diplomacy more difficult.

Cold War alliances persist in Asia as well. In this case, there is no dispute about the threat.
North Korea has steadily pursued a nuclear capability and under its most recent young
leader, Kim Jong-un, accelerated weapons and missile tests at an alarming rate. Repeated
diplomatic efforts to halt the program have failed. Six-party talks with North Korea,
involving the United States, Japan, South Korea, China, and Russia, concluded an
agreement in February 2007 that allowed inspectors to return and dismantle North Korea’s
plutonium program. But Pyongyang did not halt its nuclear program and refused to
document its enriched-uranium program or its nuclear assistance to Syria. Israel bombed a
nuclear reactor in Syria in 2007 allegedly built with North Korean help. North Korea’s
defiance both serves and threatens China’s interest. China finds North Korea useful to push
back against American hegemony in the region but also potentially harmful if it results in a
war on the Korean peninsula. Most likely, China prefers the status quo on the peninsula
and stability on its border with North Korea.

The United States has bilateral but no multilateral alliances in Asia. The U.S.–Japan
Security Treaty, established in 1960, guarantees U.S. support for the defense of Japan, but
because of postwar restrictions on the Japanese military, Japan does not have any
obligations to support the United States, such as in a war on the Korean peninsula. As
Japan gains confidence, some of these restrictions are being relaxed. New guidelines under
the alliance allow for Japan to provide some logistical support and joint naval operations
with American forces. Nevertheless, the Japanese Constitution, written by U.S. occupation
forces, continues to prohibit full-scale military activities, including the possession or
acquisition of nuclear weapons. The United States also has a long-standing bilateral alliance
with South Korea. This alliance too has evolved with South Korea assuming larger
responsibilities and American forces pulling back from the demilitarized zone that divides
North and South Korea. But a serious gap exists because there is no alliance between South
Korea and Japan. These two countries are still divided by wartime controversies over
Japanese behavior in Korea, which Japan occupied from 1905 through 1945. As a result,
the two countries depend separately on the United States for their defense. The United
States has other bilateral military ties in the region, with Singapore, India, the Philippines,
Thailand, and Indonesia. And the United States has an informal obligation to defend
Taiwan against aggression from mainland China. China sees this circle of bilateral alliances
as a threat to its interests, and under its new leader since 2012, Xi Jinping, it has stepped up
its military activities in the East and South China Seas, sparking concern among its Asian
neighbors and giving rise to the so-called American pivot to Asia, a repositioning of U.S.
naval assets from the Mediterranean to Asia.

Other countries cultivate alliances. Russia and China collaborate in the Shanghai
Cooperation Organisation (SCO) which includes Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan, and
Tajikistan. In recent years, they have accelerated joint activities, including military
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exercises, reflecting their common interest in counterbalancing and even rolling back
western and especially U.S. influence on their borders. India, even as it warms up to the
United States, maintains close military ties with Russia, its chief arms supplier. Turkey is a
member of NATO, although recently at odds with U.S. policies in the Middle East. Israel
relies heavily on U.S. defense support and equipment and an implicit commitment from
Washington to ensure its survival.

The fundamental problem in a unipolar world, from the realist perspective, is the divorce
between capability and responsibility. Smaller powers want responsibility but contribute
few capabilities. Weaker countries then use multilateralism and international institutions to
tie down stronger countries. The European members of NATO cannot compete with the
United States in material capabilities, so, as other weak states have done historically, they
use international institutions to restrain larger powers.33 The European members insist that
the United States make decisions only through NATO, while they spend far less on defense
capabilities and do not risk the lives of their own troops in combat missions. Allies and
other powers use the United Nations for the same purposes.

Notice here how the causal arrows run in this realist compared to other perspectives.
Realists see the distribution of power (realist) determining how states think about
themselves as weak or strong states (identity) and use international institutions to advance
those interests (liberal).

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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War

Realists don’t like war, but they believe that the quickest way to have war is to think it can
always be avoided. No one can know the intentions of another state, and therefore no one
can assume that all countries will never risk war. Some wars may be a matter of necessity,
but others may be a matter of choice. In all cases, diplomacy is not effective without the
backup of force. As the Prussian king Frederick the Great once said, “Diplomacy without
arms is like music without instruments.”34 Nations are unlikely to negotiate in good faith if
they believe they can use force to obtain their objectives outside negotiations.

Let’s look at the Iraq War, which many considered a matter of choice, and the emerging
new threat of cyber warfare, which many consider a matter of necessity, especially after
revelations of massive Russian hacking and intervention in U.S. elections in 2016.
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Iraq War, 2002–2006

The war in Afghanistan was considered by most as a war of necessity. After all, America had
been attacked by terrorists trained under the Taliban government in Afghanistan. Under
anarchy, all states retain the right of self-defense if they are attacked.

In his State of the Union message in January 2002, however, President George W. Bush
extended the threat to rogue states that pursue nuclear weapons. He called Iraq, Iran, and
North Korea the “axis of evil” and in late summer 2002 began to position American
military forces in the Persian Gulf to confront this wider threat. The national security
strategy document of September 2002 made clear that the United States might act alone
and defined terrorists to include not only “terrorist organizations of global reach” but “any
terrorist or state sponsor of terrorism which attempts to gain or use weapons of mass
destruction (WMD[s]) or their precursors.”35

In October 2002, Bush secured congressional authority to use force against Iraq. The vote
indicated wider support for war than similar votes in the 1991 Gulf War (House 296–133
and Senate 77–23, compared to 250–183 and 52–47, respectively, in 1991). Later
developments called into question the primary rationale for this vote—namely, that Iraq
possessed WMDs—but at the time the American people, no doubt frightened by 9/11,
were united behind the call to use force. Then, at the urging of Secretary of State Powell,
Bush took his case to the United Nations. In November, the UN Security Council agreed
unanimously in Resolution 1441 to afford Iraq “one final opportunity” to come clean on
its WMD programs or “face serious consequences,” the traditional diplomatic words for
war.

Confronted by the gathering U.S. invasion force in the Persian Gulf, Saddam Hussein let
UN inspectors back into the country. He had expelled them in 1998. Realist perspectives
see this as a vindication of the role force plays in leveraging diplomacy. Without the threat
of invasion, the inspectors would have never been in Iraq to search for WMDs. But, now,
how much time did they have to find WMDs? How long could the United States hold off
the invasion force? The clock was ticking, and the coming summer heat would make
military operations more difficult. In bitter discussions during the winter of 2002–2003,
the United States and the other great powers failed to agree on whether Iraq was complying
with UN requirements and therefore whether “serious consequences” were warranted.

When France, Russia, and Germany decided they would not accept the use of force under
any conditions, the United States, with Great Britain, Poland, Italy, Spain, and an
assortment of smaller allies, acted without UN or NATO authorization. Coalition forces
invaded Iraq in March and secured Baghdad by mid-April.

When the war ended, it was learned that Iraq did not have any WMDs. In 1991, when UN
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forces expelled Iraq from Kuwait, intelligence agencies underestimated the strength of Iraq’s
nuclear program.36 This time intelligence agencies overestimated it. The Iraq Survey
Group, a team of 1,400 weapons specialists sent in to find nuclear and other WMDs, came
up empty-handed. Aside from precursor agents, Iraq had no chemical or biological weapons
and only aspirations to reconstitute a nuclear program once sanctions were lifted.
Subsequently, other commissions—the 9/11 Commission, which published its report in
2004 on who and what were responsible for 9/11, and the Iraq Study Group, which issued
a report in 2006 on future steps in Iraq and the war on terror—confirmed the absence of
WMDs and questioned the wisdom of the entire intervention.37

Was the war necessary? This question is answered in different ways by applying level of
analysis tools. Was President Bush the principal culprit (individual level)? Given the
vitriolic condemnation of Bush, some apparently thought so. Was it a colossal intelligence
failure (decision-making level)? All the major intelligence agencies, not just in the United
States but in Russia, Germany, France, and Australia, concluded before the war that Iraq
had WMDs.38 Was the principal cause weaknesses in UN and International Atomic Energy
Agency institutions that allowed Saddam Hussein to kick out the inspectors and defy
international sanctions (systemic structural level), or in the requirement for great power
consensus in the UN (systemic process level), which stymied UN diplomacy? If variables
from the systemic level matter more, the decision to go to war is necessary. If variables from
the individual level matter more, the decision is more a matter of choice. The answer
matters because when you fix something, you have to know what it is specifically you need
to change.

In December 2002, Iraqi officials watch members of a UN inspections team, the Iraq
Survey Group, before they enter a missile plant near Baghdad to search for weapons
of mass destruction. Inspectors did not find WMDs or component materials.
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Aftermath of Iraq War: 2009 to Present

Barack Obama succeeded George W. Bush in 2009. Did this domestic-level change alter
American foreign policy toward terrorism and the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan? In some
respects, it did. President Obama reversed the emphasis of many Bush administration
policies. He upgraded diplomacy and downgraded the use of force. He withdrew all
American forces from Iraq in 2011 and intended to do the same in Afghanistan by 2017.
He reinstated an emphasis on multilateralism and international institution building,
cooperative actions such as the negotiations with Iran, and shared interests to solve
problems of climate, energy, and nonproliferation.39 By contrast, he de-emphasized
“sovereign” or national interests that separate countries along political and moral lines. In
Prague, in 2009, he said, “When nations and peoples allow themselves to be defined by
their differences, the gulf between them widens.”40 As the causal arrow in the margin
shows, President Obama tacked away from topics that, in his view, divide nations
(democracy, national security, competitive markets, and unilateral leadership) and toward
topics that help integrate them (cooperative security, disarmament, economic regulations,
and diplomacy).

Causal Arrow: Levels of Analysis

In other respects, however, Obama perpetuated significant Bush administration policies,
suggesting that the causes of behavior may be coming primarily from the systemic rather
than the individual or domestic levels of analysis (and reversing the causal arrows above).
He did not close the detention center in Guantánamo, Cuba; he continued policies of
surveillance on phone calls and email that led to a domestic scandal in 2013, when Edward
Snowden, an employee of the National Security Agency (NSA), leaked information about
these secret programs; he escalated drone strikes in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen, and
elsewhere that killed American citizens as well as foreign nationals; and in 2015 he
reinserted American forces into Iraq to fight ISIS and reconsidered his plan to withdraw all
U.S. forces from Afghanistan.41

Donald Trump succeeded Obama in 2017. Will that matter? Trump sharply criticized
Obama’s approach to foreign policy, calling it feckless and ineffective. He emphasized
sovereign (“America first”) rather than common interests. He urged a stepped-up fight
against ISIS, sharp skepticism toward the Iran nuclear agreement, and a new alliance of
Sunni nations under the leadership of Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates to
confront Iran and its support of terrorism throughout the Middle East. But what if local
forces in the Middle East are in the driver’s seat? They forced Obama to reenter the war,
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even though he wanted to end it. Will they compel Trump to escalate the war, even though
he wants to stop fighting wars for other nations at American expense?

Generally speaking, realists believe that the balance of power on the ground determines the
outcome of international events. Diplomacy can accomplish only what the underlying
balance of power permits. As Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice once said, “You are not
going to succeed as a diplomat if you don’t understand the strategic context in which you
are actually negotiating.”42 Hence realists count on military initiatives to leverage
diplomacy. Liberal perspectives reverse that logic. They argue that diplomatic initiatives
build trust, decrease incentives to use force, and thereby alter the strategic behavior of other
nations. About his Iran agreement, Obama said that it will “incentivize them [the Iranians]
to behave differently in the region, to be less aggressive, less hostile, more cooperative, to
operate the way we expect nations in the international community to behave.” It will be “a
lot easier,” he predicted, “to check Iran’s nefarious activities, to push back against the other
areas where they operate contrary to our interests or our allies’ interests if they don’t have
the bomb.”

Notice again how the causal arrows run, how the realist and liberal perspectives differ in
their emphasis on the use of diplomacy versus force. From the realist perspective, the use of
force makes diplomacy possible and effective. It weakens extremists and enables diplomatic
options such as Middle East peace negotiations. From the liberal perspective, the use of
force undercuts diplomacy. It increases distrust while diplomacy seeks to build up trust as a
way to reduce the need to use force (more on this in Chapter 6). The difference lies in
judgments about whether the use of force makes diplomacy more effective or less effective.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The Iraq debate was bitter and often personal. But, when the situation is viewed from the
vantage point of perspectives, there is no need to assume, as each side did—and embattled
participants usually do—that the other side was acting in bad faith. EU allies and perhaps
also Russia looked to international institutions to solve the crisis (the liberal perspective)
because they genuinely felt that the moral weight of the international community backed
up by sanctions would suffice to contain and deter Iraq. They were a little disingenuous, we
might argue, because they did not admit that force was the only way the inspectors got back
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into Iraq and that European nations did not contribute their fair share in providing that
force. On the other hand, the United States and Britain looked to the balance of power (the
realist perspective) because they genuinely felt that diplomatic pressures and economic
sanctions, which had been applied for more than a decade, would not suffice to disarm
Iraq. They, too, were a bit disingenuous in the sense that they were unlikely to trust any
response Saddam Hussein might have made to reveal and give up his WMDs. But,
altogether, the disagreement among the allies was substantive and real, not contrived and
mean-spirited.
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Cyber Warfare

Cyber warfare emerged in the 1990s as a means, using software, to attack and disable
defense and other strategic systems, such as electrical grids, banking and financial networks,
and emergency communications systems. It is estimated that 55,000 new pieces of malware
are generated each day with some 200,000 computers becoming “zombies” (computers
controlled by outside actors) and millions of computers bundled into “botnets” under the
control of unauthorized personnel. One such botnet, involving the so-called Conficker
worm, compromised some 7 million computers ranging from the British Parliament to
Southwest Airlines to military institutions in France and Germany to scores of computers
in China.

cyber warfare: software attacks against countries’ computer systems controlling defense and other
strategic operations.

Russia and China are two of more than 100 countries trying daily to break into other
nations’ defense and strategic networks. Russia launched cyber attacks against Estonia in
2007 and Georgia, prior to its invasion of that country, in 2008. In 2015, it hacked into
the records of millions of U.S. federal workers. And in 2016, according to a declassified
report by three U.S. intelligence agencies (CIA, FBI, and NSA)43, “Russian President
Vladimir Putin ordered an influence campaign . . . aimed at the US presidential election.”
This campaign “followed a longstanding Russian messaging strategy that blends covert
intelligence operations—such as cyber activity—with overt efforts by Russian Government
agencies, state funded media, third party intermediaries, and paid social media users or
‘trolls.’” It resulted in featured disclosures of data obtained through Russian cyber
operations, intrusions into local and state electoral boards, and overt propaganda.” While
having no apparent effect on the election results, the Russian campaign favored Donald
Trump over Hillary Clinton and sparked a disruptive domestic debate between U.S.
political parties, accomplishing in part what the campaign intended.

China operates one of the most extensive cyber threat operations in the world. According to
Mandiant, a private information security firm, China launches cyber attacks against both
corporate and government targets from a facility in Shanghai that “is likely government-
sponsored” and houses in the same building a similar operation of the Chinese People’s
Liberation Army.44 China and Japan regularly lob cyber attacks at each other, as do
Pakistan and India. Iran attacks Saudi Arabian oil companies, and North Korea targets
banks in South Korea. Hackers attack NATO headquarters at least 100 times a day;
according to Anders Fogh Rasmussen, the NATO secretary-general, “It’s no exaggeration
to say that cyber attacks have become a new form of permanent, low-level warfare.”45
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WikiLeaks, the media website dedicated to disseminating classified information, caused a
sensation in 2010 by distributing thousands of pages of top-secret classified cables that not
only embarrassed governments, such as the United States, but also compromised foreign
leaders, often dissidents, who had confided to U.S. diplomats their interest in working with
the United States against their own governments.46 The United States is no exception. It
too designs software to invade and destroy vital systems in other countries. China accuses
the United States of tens of thousands of cyber attacks and points out that ten of the
thirteen root servers that control the internet worldwide are located in the United States
and the other three are in Western countries.47 But it is not easy to pin down or attribute
cyber attacks to particular locations. The internet is a seamless web, and a computer in
Russia may hack into a computer in Brazil or South Africa to attack a computer in
Belgium.

One of the most sensational episodes of cyber warfare in recent years involved Stuxnet, a
computer worm that U.S. and Israeli intelligence services deployed in 2010 to cripple
Iranian nuclear installations. Stuxnet originated in the George W. Bush administration
under the code name Olympic Games and was endorsed in tense White House meetings by
the Obama administration. Instead of bombing centrifuge installations that purify uranium
for use in nuclear weapons, Stuxnet hacked into the computer systems controlling the
centrifuges, temporarily disabling as many as 1,000 of 5,000 centrifuges.48 Spyware based
on a virus known as Duqu penetrated hotel systems in 2015 where sensitive negotiations on
Iran’s nuclear program were being conducted.49

As realists see it, cyber warfare opens a whole new arena of competition and indeed combat
among the nations of the world. Like nuclear technology after 1945, it has sent strategists
back to the drawing boards to consider how defense, deterrence, preemption, and
prevention apply to cyber conflicts. Defense implies protective systems to spot malware and
defeat computer intrusions. Deterrence implies a capability to threaten devastating
retaliation and discourage cyber campaigns before they are initiated. Preemption implies
taking out the offending computers and operating systems, and prevention suggests a
systematic campaign to disrupt and defeat cyber capabilities of adversary states.

Cyber warfare also raises novel issues of arms control, disarmament, and verification. Can
cyber capabilities be managed, constrained, dismantled, and verified in agreements among
nations, as was done in the case of nuclear weapons? If secrecy is paramount, how do
nations, especially democratic ones, protect individual rights?

Figure 5-4 summarizes the realist perspective on balancing power and war.

Figure 5-4 Balancing Power and War: The Realist Perspective from Different Levels
of Analysis
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Domestic State Actors

Realist perspectives focus on the struggle for power under anarchy, namely among separate
actors. That means states at the international systemic level, ethnic and sectarian groups at
the domestic level, and interest groups, bureaucratic politics, and leaders at the decision-
making level. Realists emphasize the struggle for power among states, not because they are
blind to the growing influence of international institutions or nonstate actors such as
terrorists, but because states remain the most powerful actors in contemporary world affairs.
They not only monopolize military power but benefit from the long-standing doctrine of
sovereignty, the legal premise that states constitute the highest level of political authority
and no institution above the state or interest group below the state has the same legitimacy
to assemble and use force as states. States act to defend their sovereignty and prefer to work
through flexible great power arrangements rather than international institutions to
influence world affairs.

Realists do not ignore nonstate actors. But when they look inside the state, they see the
same competition for power among substate actors. In stable states, the competition for
power plays out among fragmented interest and bureaucratic organizations at the foreign
policy level of analysis. In unstable or so-called failed states, it plays out among ethnic or
sectarian groups at the domestic level of analysis. In most cases, realists privilege “effective”
actors. They are relatively indifferent to the identity or institutional role of actors. When
they design solutions for conflicts within states, they prefer partition of groups into
independent states rather than building common national institutions (liberal) or
developing integrated national identities (identity).

Below we look briefly from a realist perspective at the doctrine of sovereignty, the foreign
policy decision-making process, failed states and ethnic conflicts, and a case study of
partition—the two-state solution for the Arab–Israeli conflict.
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Sovereignty

States emerged in the seventeenth century partly because they performed functions more
efficiently than city-states or city-leagues.50 City-states, such as Venice, were too small to
defend against new technologies, particularly gunpowder and the professionalization of the
military. And city-leagues based around the Baltic and Mediterranean Seas, such as the
Hanseatic League, lost prominence as the development of interior waterways, such as the
Rhine River, opened up the vast expanse and resources of continental landmasses.
Monarchs finally achieved the upper hand over the pope and the Holy Roman Emperor.
Like the French king Louis XIII and his foreign minister, Cardinal de Richelieu, they
established borders for their country and defended them, compelling the respect and
recognition of other states.

As technology advanced, states, of course, could not dominate all aspects of their external
environment and had to enter into interstate or intergovernmental relationships to cope
with external exigencies. They met at conferences such as Osnabrück and Münster and
concluded treaties such as the Treaty of Westphalia. As we noted in the Introduction, the
Treaty of Westphalia, which ended the religious wars in Europe, established the principle
of sovereignty. Each monarch could decide independently what religion the people would
follow—cuius regio, eius religio (whose realm, his religion). In the nineteenth century, states
convened more conferences, signed more treaties, and established intergovernmental
bureaucracies to administer many of them. The Concert of Europe in 1815 created the first
expectation of a regular conference process, and the Universal Postal Union in 1874 put in
place one of the first expert or functional international institutions to facilitate
interdependence, in this case through the delivery of mail. Between 1848 and 1919, states
signed treaties that filled 226 thick books. Between 1920 and 1946, they filled 205 more
volumes. And between 1946 and 1978, they filled another 1,115 volumes.51

Intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) grew in numbers and significance. They codified
laws and practices, which interfered in the domestic jurisdiction of states.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

From a realist perspective, as the causal arrow suggests, great power states for the most part
control these IGOs and constrain the influence of NGOs. They exercise a veto in the
United Nations and dominate the financing of international economic institutions (see
Chapter 6). They also establish less formal “steering committees” made up of big countries,
such as the G7, G8, and G20. These great power groups meet on a regular basis to
influence the international agenda and set directions and tasks for international institutions.
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great power groups: assorted informal groupings of the major economic and financial powers
known as the G7, G8, and G20.

However, from some liberal perspectives, these great power groups lack the legitimacy of
universal organizations. Debate persists about which countries should be included in these
groups. The G7 included only democratic countries until Russia became a member in 1997
and the G7 became the G8. Russia was then expelled in 2014 after its invasion of Ukraine.
The G20, established in 1999, includes further great power aspirants such as China, Brazil,
and India, while smaller developing countries belonging to the G77 complain that they are
insufficiently represented in the G20. Do countries gain membership by virtue of power
(realist), equality (liberal), or ideology (identity)? Or are these informal great power groups
simply additional tools of core-country hegemonism, as critical theory perspectives assert?

Today, the EU is a new sovereign and independent actor in many sectors, such as trade and
monetary policy, and regional organizations in general are gaining greater influence and
attention. A big question is whether this process of merger and dissolution of states simply
leads to new actors that are just like states, but now larger or smaller, or whether
institutions like the EU are novel entities that behave differently than traditional states.
Will the world of organizations above the nation-state eventually lead to institutions that go
beyond and are different from the nation-state? Realists doubt it, as we saw in Professor
Mearsheimer’s comment at the beginning of this chapter.
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Foreign Policy Decision-Making Process

A common approach to international relations taken by realist perspectives is the foreign
policy or decision-making approach. It addresses state action as a function of leaders’
choices based on the costs and benefits of various external or foreign policy options
mediated by the internal domestic interest groups and institutions that affect the political
survival of leaders.52 A simplifying assumption portrays decision makers as rational actors.
They have preset goals or preferences and evaluate those goals against the foreign and
domestic circumstances they face to select the courses of action that maximize their goals
and minimize their costs. They calculate these costs and benefits mostly in material terms.
How much will each action cost, and how much will it return?

G-7 leaders meet in Sicily in May, 2017. From left to right, European Council
President Donald Tusk, Canadian Prime Minister Justin Trudeau, German
Chancellor Angela Merkel, U.S. President Donald Trump, Italian Prime Minister
Paolo Gentiloni, French President Emmanuel Macron, Japanese Prime Minister
Shinzo Abe, British Prime Minister Theresa May, and European Commission
President Jean-Claude Juncker.

The Asahi Shimbun / Contributor

The simplified rational choice model makes other assumptions. The actor is unitary—that
is, it makes its decisions as a single actor, not as a composite of multiple actors that engage
in bargaining and trade-offs. This unitary actor assumption is frequently valid in situations
of national emergency. Under duress, multiple actors pull together as a single unit. So, for
example, one of the most widely respected studies of U.S. policy making during the Cuban
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Missile Crisis employs the rational actor model to analyze the Kennedy administration’s
assumptions and calculations in that crisis.53 Decisions were vetted and made by a small
executive committee advising the president. As the 9/11 attacks also demonstrated,
emergencies tend to cause participants to rally around one another or “rally around the
flag” as it is called. A second assumption is that actors have access to complete information.
Intelligence is accurate and available to all participants. As we learned in the case of the Iraq
War in 2003, that is not always the case, even in emergency situations.

In more normal circumstances, however, domestic groups get drawn into the decision-
making process—bureaucratic agencies, interest groups, the military-industrial complex,
political parties, legislatures, and public opinion. Decision making is the outgrowth of a
struggle for power among these actors. From a realist perspective, what drives these groups
are material concerns—the nation’s security and prosperity at the systemic level and
survival in power and expanding bureaucratic budgets and turf at the domestic level.

One realist study of presidential decision making, for example, explains decision making on
the basis of external constraints, whether the security situation is urgent (emergency) or
more relaxed (normal), and internal budgets, whether domestic interest groups favor
military expenditures (guns) or economic expenditures (butter).54 When security is urgent
and domestic interests favor butter over guns, presidents tend to appease foreign aggression.
When security is tense but domestic interests favor guns, presidents tend to balance against
threats. And so on. Foreign policy decision making is caused largely by material (realist)
pressures coming from both the domestic and international levels of analysis.

Bureaucratic Politics.

In a pluralistic society, multiple agencies make up the decision-making system. In the U.S.
government, the Defense Department, State Department, Office of the Director of
National Intelligence, Trade Representative’s Office, Treasury and Commerce
Departments, and a slew of domestic agencies vie for attention and policy influence. The
president and his executive office coordinate and direct this interagency process. The
National Security Council (NSC), created in 1947, meets at the cabinet level and brings
together the heads of the principal national security agencies. The president chairs the
NSC, but multiple subcommittees headed up by staff members of the NSC coordinate
interagency officials at lower levels involving assistant secretaries and deputy assistant
secretaries. Other offices in the executive branch, such as the Office of Management and
Budget, play a critical role in deciding on government expenditures, including defense and
foreign assistance budgets.

In all governments, the decision-making process is complex and ongoing. Each agency
represents a particular interest—defense agencies represent security interests; foreign
ministries, diplomatic interests; treasury and economic or commerce ministries, economic
and trade interests; and so on. In a typical case, the Defense Department worries most
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about what assignments might be given to military forces and whether the mission is clear
and adequate resources are available. Foreign ministries press diplomatic initiatives and look
for negotiated rather than military solutions. Economic ministries keep track of trade and
financial costs and benefits. In the tug-of-war among agencies, final decisions are not always
rational or definitive. When I was in government, I once heard the secretary of state
exclaim, “Nothing is ever decided around here!” He was decrying the fact that interagency
competition is fierce and never stops. A decision made today is opened up for debate again
tomorrow. In authoritarian countries, some agencies gain dominance and make decisions
that exclude and even eliminate other agencies. Former Soviet intelligence agency officials,
led by President Putin, constitute such a group in Russia today.

Interest Groups.

Government agencies also have close ties to domestic interest groups. Corporate and other
for-profit groups, as well as nonprofit groups, organize and lobby to influence executive
branch decision making and legislative branch legislation. Businesses and unions are
particularly interested in budget and trade decisions, farmers worry about agricultural
legislation, consumer groups lobby on environmental and consumer protection issues, and
philanthropic and nonprofit groups weigh in on foreign aid and development assistance.

Other major interest groups may include immigrant and ethnic associations. In the United
States, Jewish, Turkish, Armenian, Polish, Indian, Cuban, and other “hyphenated”
Americans lobby to influence U.S. relations with Israel, the Middle East, eastern Europe,
Latin America, and South Asia. In Germany, associations represent the interests of families
displaced after World War II; others work to reconcile Germany’s past with the Jewish
nation of Israel.

Military-Industrial Complex.

A key interest group in many countries is the military-industrial complex. It includes the
major producers of military weapons, the government and private research institutes that
develop new weapons, and the veterans’ organizations that lobby on behalf of the armed
services. In some countries, such as Egypt and China, the military-industrial complex
controls a significant portion of the economy and produces civilian as well as military
goods. The international traffic in arms is supported by both legal and illegal sale of arms
and ammunition by various countries’ military-industrial complexes.

Domestic Politics.

Political parties and legislatures play a role in foreign policy in many countries. In
democratic countries, they decide, along with the executive branch, the broad outlines of
foreign policy and the size and composition of defense budgets. Legislatures control policy
directly in parliamentary systems, in which the majority party fills the executive branch
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positions to decide government policy. In presidential systems, such as the United States,
legislative and executive branches share responsibility for foreign policy decision making.

Public opinion exercises broad constraints on foreign policy decision making. Either
through free and fair elections or through street protests, the wider public passes judgment
on the policies of the leaders in power. Open media, a broad electorate, widespread basic
education, and an impartial judicial system are all essential elements of a foreign policy
decision-making system that serves and in some measure responds to the will of the people.

A principal finding of public opinion surveys is that foreign policy attitudes in the United
States tend to be driven by partisan politics.55 When a Democrat is president, Republican
respondents are more dissatisfied with U.S. foreign policy than Democrats. When a
Republican is president, Democrats are more dissatisfied. Whether this difference is due
solely to partisanship (realist perspective) or reflects a difference in the way Democrats and
Republicans think about foreign policy (identity perspective) is unclear, and survey
questions at this point do not allow for a test of this issue.

Media.

The media plays a role in foreign policy decision making. It reports the news but, as we
noted in the Introduction, cannot report all the news. And media outlets have to decide
what to investigate vigorously and what not to investigate. Despite troubling evidence that
the Internal Revenue Service abused its tax collection policies in the 2012 presidential
elections, the media did little investigative reporting of this scandal. By contrast, a scandal
over the alleged outing of a CIA agent, Valerie Plame, in 2003, generated widespread and
sustained media coverage resulting in the conviction of a staff member in the vice
president’s office. As it turned out, the conviction was false and overturned.

Hence media coverage is also biased. One study by the Harvard Kennedy School and
Shorenstein Center on Media, Politics and Public Policy reported that in the first 100 days
of Trump’s presidency, 80 percent of major-media news coverage was negative (double the
figure during President Obama’s first three months). More important, anti-Trump news
constituted 41 percent of all media news coverage, a percentage three times greater than
coverage accorded prior presidents. Of Fox News coverage, 52 percent was negative, while
93 percent of CNN’s and NBC’s coverage of Trump was negative.56 Given such bias, the
proliferation of cable networks and social media may be the only way to ensure that more
news and points of view are reported.

Individual Leaders.

Perhaps the most important elements of state institutions and foreign policy making are
individual leaders. They bring to the table different backgrounds, personalities, political
skills and handicaps, and psychological predispositions. They organize their offices and
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decision-making procedures to reflect their own needs and preferences. American presidents
have employed a variety of decision-making systems to make national security policy.
President Dwight Eisenhower, a former military general, had one of the most tightly
organized and efficient NSC systems. President Franklin Roosevelt was known for having
one of the loosest systems, one that depended almost entirely on him. When Roosevelt died
in office, his vice president, Harry Truman, knew almost nothing about the state of
American military and foreign policy affairs, including the existence of the highly secret
atomic bomb program.

Psychological factors clearly affect foreign policy decision making. Leaders are under
enormous pressure, especially in emergency situations. They rely heavily on instinct and
judgment and in the end make decisions that they are satisfied or comfortable with rather
than the most rational ones. One danger is that they may surround themselves with like-
minded advisers. In such a situation, something psychologists call groupthink can take
hold, in which the decision-making system encourages conformity and excludes
consideration of alternatives that lie outside the group’s thinking, producing decisions that
are sometimes far less than optimal. Something like this, some analysts believe, affected
decision making on Vietnam during the Kennedy and Johnson administrations.

Overall, therefore, foreign policy decision making is often not very rational. But as a first
approximation, realist perspectives would argue, it is often better to approach it as if it were
than to assume that it is not. Realist perspectives tend to minimize the extent of
irrationality in foreign policy making, being less inclined than liberal or identity
perspectives to attribute foreign policy to bureaucratic inefficiencies or psychological
abnormalities. The external material realities are primary causes and, from the realist
perspective, usually penetrate the web of decision-making complexity and confusion
sufficiently to produce polices that can be explained in largely rational terms.

Figure 5-5 summarizes the realist perspective on state institutions from the different levels
of analysis.
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Failed States

Realists see power struggles affecting behavior at all levels of analysis. At the domestic level,
ethnic conflicts reproduce the contest for power. Ethnic groups, like nation-states, see
themselves as separate and divided. They live in a situation of anarchy and struggle to
survive. As realists see it, ethnic identities do not change or merge even though they may
share some interests in common. They offer people meaningful associations that make
them feel good about their group and provide for their safety and welfare.57 After all, family
is the basic ethnic or biological building block of society. It nurtures and protects individual
identities. It is not surprising that, since the first recorded political societies in
Mesopotamia (today’s Iraq), ethnic groups have existed and persisted.

Figure 5-5 State Actors: The Realist Perspective and Levels of Analysis

From a realist perspective, politics should accommodate this reality rather than try to
reengineer the human family. Historically, accommodation has been achieved through the
recognition of multiple actors. To be sure, actors have grown in size as technology has
made it possible to expand the scope of governance. But larger groups have their limits.
From the realist perspective, they cannot provide cognitive satisfaction for everyone. The
family of common humanity may exist, but, if it does, it is mostly rhetoric and too
amorphous to galvanize loyalties and, if it is real, it may smother diversity and freedom.
Thus, multiple separate groups, however small or large, drive the process of domestic and
international politics and indeed prevent the consolidation of dominance by single or
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hegemonic groups.

From this perspective, it makes sense to separate ethnic groups that are hostile toward one
another. Separation worked in the case of the fifteen Soviet republics and the Yugoslav
republics of Slovenia, Croatia, Macedonia, and Montenegro, all of which became
independent after 1991. And, for realist observers, separation or partition may still be the
best solution for Bosnia-Herzegovina and Serbia. Serbs live separately from Muslims and
Catholics in Bosnia, and Muslims live separately from Serbs in Kosovo, a province of Serbia
in former Yugoslavia. Bosnia remains united under a loose confederation, but Kosovo
became independent of Serbia in 2008. By 2017, more than 110 nations had recognized
Kosovo independence. Forcing hostile people to live together is possible only if one group
coerces or dominates the others, as Serbia did in the cases of Yugoslavia and Kosovo and as
Russia did in the case of the former Soviet Union. It is better, realist perspectives assume,
for each group to manage its own affairs.

partition: the separation of hostile ethnic or religious groups into different territories or states.

A case in point is Africa. From a realist perspective, colonialism forced diverse ethnic groups
to live together in new African nations, and this legacy contributes, at least in some part, to
the many ethnic conflicts in Africa today. State boundaries in Africa followed arbitrary
colonial boundaries drawn in Europe. Ethnic groups were forced together, and
postindependence unity was possible only through the dominance of one ethnic group or
coalition over another. German colonialists in Burundi and Rwanda, for example, relied on
Tutsis, an ethnic group that made up only 14 percent of the population, to control the
Hutus, who made up 85 percent (the vast majority). They instilled in Tutsi elites theories
of racial superiority, which Belgium perpetuated when it took over the German colonies
after World War I. The animosity created contributed to the Hutu slaughter of Tutsis in
1994. As realist perspectives see it, the requirements of governing in such multiethnic
situations caused the construction of racial theories to justify the rule of one ethnic group
by another.

Notice in the accompanying causal arrow how realism does not ignore interactions or ideas
but shapes them to suit the needs of power! The power struggle among elites leads to
manipulation of leadership which in turn cultivates racial and ethnic biases.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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African ethnicity, of course, might have been so diverse that it was not possible to
accommodate all ethnic differences by partition. And referenda or other means of
ascertaining local preferences for national boundaries might have unleashed a wave of
violence of their own. Still, it is worth pondering, from a realist perspective, how different
Africa’s experience over the past fifty years might have been if national boundaries had been
drawn with greater attention to ethnic compatibilities. Nigeria, for example, has more than
300 ethnic groups, including four major ones: Hausa (25%), Yoruba (21%), Igbo (1%),
and Fulani (3.9%). In 1965, when oil was discovered in the Igbo region, the Igbos declared
independence, calling their region Biafra. A civil war followed. Biafra lost, and more than a
million people died. Today, fighting persists in Nigeria between the Muslim-dominated
Hausa and Fulani tribes in the north and the Christian-dominated Igbo and Yoruba tribes
in the south.

But partition also has its downside. It rewards separatists and creates incentives for ethnic
groups to expel one another in what is called ethnic cleansing. This is what happened in
Bosnia. When Yugoslavia dissolved in 1991, some ethnic groups proceeded to seize
territory held by minority groups and drive them out. In 1995, Serbians slaughtered 8,000
Muslim men and boys in Srebrenica, expecting later to annex Bosnian territory to Serbia.
Any resolution of borders in Bosnia, thus, either sanctioned the ethnic cleansing that took
place during the war or brought refugees back to re-create the same mix of ethnic groups
that existed before violence erupted. Partition, therefore, may not resolve conflict but
simply displace it. When Slovenia and Croatia separated from Yugoslavia, their separation
did not initially end the conflict—nor did the separation of South Sudan from Sudan in
2011. In both cases, fighting intensified, and human rights atrocities occurred.

ethnic cleansing: the systematic persecution, torture, and killing or removal of a religious or ethnic
group with the intent to take over the territory of that group.

Asylum seekers from conflicts in Eritrea, Somalia, Sudan and elsewhere are rescued by the
Italian navy off the coast of northern Africa in 2014.
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Unless separation is accompanied by an effective balance of power, which is the realist way
to accommodate differences, separation merely stimulates competitive armament and is
itself prone to instability. At one point in the Bosnian conflict, for example, some realist
solutions advocated arming the Muslims so they could better defend themselves against the
Serbs and Croats. If some kind of intervention is necessary to ensure the balance of power,
however, maybe that intervention could also incorporate institutional changes or racial and
sectarian reconciliation that might mitigate ethnic antagonisms, as liberal and identity
perspectives advocate (more on this in Chapters 6 and 7).

396



Partition: Two-State Arab–Israeli Solution

The Arab–Israeli dispute offers a prime example of partition—that is, a two-state solution
—as the best way to avoid war. Both the Arab and Israeli peoples constitute ethno-national
communities that have searched for centuries for territorial homelands. Although both
have ancient claims to Palestine, neither had established a national home there prior to
1948. After World War I, Britain promised in the Balfour Declaration to work for a Jewish
homeland in Palestine. After World War II and the Holocaust, international support for a
Jewish nation increased. In 1948, the United States backed a UN resolution that
partitioned Palestine between Arabs and Israelis. But the participants in the conflict could
not accept the partition, and war ensued.

ethno-national communities: groups of people in which ethnic and national identities overlap
substantially.

Indeed, six full-scale wars occurred, the first in 1948 and the most recent in 1982, when
Israel invaded Lebanon. In a war in 1967, Israel occupied large portions of Palestinian
territory as set by the original partition, including the West Bank (bordering Jordan), Gaza
(bordering on Egypt), and the Golan Heights (bordering on Syria). Since 1982, the region
has been afflicted by repeated smaller conflicts, such as Israel’s battle with Hezbollah in
Lebanon in 2006 and with Hamas in Gaza in 2008, 2012, and 2014. Uprisings, or
intifadas, also erupt periodically such as the one that torpedoed the Camp David agreement
in 2001. Palestinian militants launch terrorist attacks and suicide bombings in the occupied
territories. Israeli forces impose rigid police controls, establish Jewish settlements in the
occupied territories, and destroy Palestinian homes and neighborhoods to suppress terrorist
activities.

The most prominent issue is territory. The Palestinians demand a homeland, but some also
want to eliminate Israel. Israelis demand secure borders, but some also want to annex the
occupied territories and eliminate Palestine. The obstacles to a final settlement include
where the borders will be drawn; how Jerusalem, which both sides claim as their capital,
will be managed; and what will be done with millions of Palestinian refugees who fled the
occupied territories. By 2005, after almost continuous negotiations since the beginning of
the conflict, both entities, Israel and the Palestinian Authority (created during the Oslo
negotiations in the 1990s to bring together the various Palestinian factions), accepted a
two-state solution, but extremists, supported by Iran, Syria, and, before 2003, Iraq,
continued to reject it. (See Maps 5-3 and 5-4.)

Figure 5-6 summarizes the realist perspective on domestic state actors from the different
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levels of analysis.

Map 5-3 Israel
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Map 5-4 Palestinian Territories
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Figure 5-6 Domestic Power Struggles: The Realist Perspective and Levels of Analysis

Summary

In today’s world, realist perspectives emphasize the competition for power at all levels of analysis. At the
systemic structural level, rising powers, rogue states, and terrorist groups challenge American unipolarity or
dominance. Power transition realists urge the United States to retain this unprecedented advantage and
preempt or prevent efforts to reduce it. Power balancing realists urge the United States to accommodate and
deter such challenges. Minimal realists urge the United States to back off and put self-interest first letting
other nations balance power and defend their own security. At the systemic process level, asymmetric
warfare, alliance issues, and cyber warfare bring new challenges. And at the domestic and decision-making
levels, realism spotlights the bureaucratic and interest group competition to decide foreign policy in stable
situations and ethnic conflict and the role of partition to cope with unstable situations. In all cases, realist
perspectives look primarily to states to deal with most problems in the contemporary world and assume, at
least as a first cut, that states make rational decisions, despite the complexity of domestic agencies and
interests involved and the irrationalities of groupthink and psychological bias that affect individual leaders.
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Study Questions
1. What is the difference between dominance and counterbalancing? Which type of realist supports each,

and why?
2. How do realists think about the relationship between force and diplomacy?
3. What is the preferred realist solution to ethnic or indigenous conflict, and why? Where has that solution

worked, and where has it not worked?
4. What is the rational choice approach to foreign policy decision making? What are its assumptions and

limitations?
5. How does the realist perspective see the future of the international system? Do integrated states like the

European Union constitute new actors? What about the future of IGOs and NGOs?
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6 Liberal Perspectives on Today’s World Collective
Security, Diplomacy, International Institutions,
and Law

President Barack Obama talks to Sheikh Mohammed Al Khalid M Al Sabah of Kuwait
while Secretary of State John Kerry talks to Sheikh Tameem Bin Hamad Al-Thani, Amir of
the State of Qatar, during a working lunch at the Gulf Cooperation Council–U.S. summit
at Camp David in May 2015. Obama hosted leaders from the Gulf states to discuss the
Iran nuclear deal, among other issues. A focus on encouraging interdependence to solve
security issues is central to liberal approaches to international relations.

ISP Pool/WHITE HOUSE POOL (ISP POOL IMAGES)/Corbis/VCG via Getty Images

On August 2, 1990, Iraq invaded Kuwait. The United Nations responded promptly and decisively. By
March 1991, UN forces led by the United States had expelled Iraq from Kuwait and restored Kuwaiti
sovereignty. Had international institutions reacted in this fashion to Japan’s invasion of Manchuria in
1931 or Hitler’s annexation of the Sudetenland in 1938, World War II might have never happened.
Collective security worked just as it was designed at the time of the League of Nations.

As that unprecedented UN action took place, President George H. W. Bush proclaimed to
Congress a “new world order . . . in which the rule of law supplants the rule of the jungle”
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and expressed to the UN General Assembly what appeared to be the fulfillment of liberal
hopes to replace the balance of power with a collective security system:

This is a new and different world. Not since 1945 have we seen the real
possibility of using the United Nations as it was designed: as a center for
international collective security.

The changes in the Soviet Union have been critical to the emergence of a
stronger United Nations. . . .

Two months ago, . . . once again the sound of distant thunder echoed across . . .
the vast, still beauty of the peaceful Kuwaiti desert. . . .

But this time, the world was ready. The United Nations Security Council’s
resolute response to Iraq’s unprovoked aggression has been without precedent.1

Shortly after the end of the Cold War, the world seemed to have at last a global 911, a
world police organization to call in the event of international violence.

What caused this outcome? Liberal accounts credit the reciprocal and repetitive interactions
of diplomacy and international institutions rather than unipolarity and the balance of
power (realist) or the demise of communism (identity). Universal organizations such as the
United Nations lead states and other actors to pay less attention to their material (realist)
and ideological (identity) differences and more attention to the “sticky” or habit-forming
processes of common problem solving that move them slowly toward wider cooperation
and integration. This liberal logic emphasizes common interests such as collective (or
human) security, not sovereign interests such as national security. It spotlights
nonproliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs) and disarmament, not the
security dilemma and competitive arms races. And it champions interdependence, not
independence, cultivating intensive trade relations and other exchanges among proliferating
nongovernmental organizations (NGOs). Over time, common practices codify
international law and create the mechanisms for solving conflicts peacefully as governments
do at the domestic level. The balance of power is domesticized, and smaller police actions,
such as the pursuit of terrorists under international law, replace state-led military conflicts.
According to a columnist at the Washington Post, President Barack Obama’s approach to
the Iran nuclear negotiations incorporated this liberal logic: “The Iran talks . . . reflect his
[Obama’s] abiding belief that the best way to change the behavior of hostile governments . .
. is not through isolation or the threat of military force, but by persistent engagement . . .
the more people interact with open societies, the more they will want to be a part of an
open society.”2

Liberal forces play out at all levels of analysis. At the systemic structural level of analysis,
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international institutions cultivate multilateralism, the inclusion of small and great powers
alike. At the regional level, institutions such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) and the European Union (EU) flourish, not as traditional alliances but as wider
arenas for common problem solving. Threats are defined by states that break out from the
rule of international law and act unilaterally, not by the relative capabilities of states (realist)
that disrupt the balance of power; and the integration of global markets through the World
Trade Organization (WTO) and other global economic institutions creates mutual, non-
zero-sum benefits for all participants.

At the systemic process level, liberal accounts emphasize negotiations, bargaining, and
compromise. Diplomacy offers alternatives to war, and economic sanctions usually suffice
to alter the behavior of hostile actors. The use of force is reserved as a last resort and then
only by multilateral consent. Negotiations pursue disarmament treaties to stanch the
proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical WMDs and reduce or eliminate arms
altogether, as in the Global Zero movement. At the transnational level, NGOs proliferate,
and at the domestic level, economic development assistance facilitates the peaceful
reconciliation of intrastate conflicts through institutional reforms and the alleviation of
poverty. As liberal accounts see it, failures of diplomacy and development account in large
measure for festering conflicts that spawn ethnic, nationalist, and terrorist hatreds.

In recent years, at the foreign policy and domestic levels, liberal accounts have laid most of
the blame for failed diplomacy on the United States. After leading the world to the first
successful implementation of collective security in the first Persian Gulf War, the United
States retreated from its support of UN intervention in Somalia; did nothing in 1994 when
genocide occurred in Rwanda; initially let the EU take the lead in ethnic conflicts in
Croatia, Bosnia, and other former Yugoslavian republics; and belatedly rallied NATO, not
the UN, to deal with Balkan conflicts, splitting the veto powers on the UN Security
Council and alienating Russia. Even before 9/11, the United States failed to ratify
significant international agreements, such as the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty
and the Kyoto Protocol, and did little to support nonproliferation objectives when Saddam
Hussein kicked UN inspectors out of Iraq in 1998 and terrorist threats escalated.

Perhaps the biggest failure came after 9/11 at the individual level of analysis. President
George W. Bush led the world to war in Afghanistan and Iraq and did so without UN or
NATO approval. From a bargaining calculus emphasized by liberal perspectives, war is
always the most costly option, and when it occurs, it is often the result of mistaken choices,
not circumstantial necessities. Different leaders and stronger commitments to
multilateralism, international law, economic development, and the control of armaments
might have avoided war. According to liberal perspectives, President Obama put American
leadership back on track. He resuscitated collective security in Libya, where the objective
was common humanitarian, not national security, interests. He upgraded diplomatic
initiatives, extending an open hand to the Muslim world and dispatching a swarm of
envoys to global hot spots. And he downgraded military measures, seeking to end America’s
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wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and being very reluctant to use military force in new foreign
conflicts such as the one in Syria. Nevertheless, as realist perspectives might emphasize,
wars did not end. They escalated. American forces went back into Iraq and remained in
Afghanistan. New wars broke out in Syria, Libya, Ukraine, Yemen, and elsewhere. In 2017
President Donald Trump increased U.S. forces in both Iraq and Afghanistan. Is diplomacy
the primary answer to reducing conflict? We consider realist and identity critiques as we go
along.

This chapter highlights the liberal aspects of the contemporary international system. It does
not ignore the realist or identity aspects of international affairs but addresses them as liberal
perspectives do, namely that liberal forces influence realist and identity factors more than
the reverse. It is useful to review this causal logic in Chapter 1. As Figure 1-2 in that
chapter shows, the causal arrows run from repeated and intensifying interactions, which
focus attention on common problems, to more trust and less incentive to arm (realist), to
convergence of actor images and ideology as friends rather than enemies (identity). Here is
how the historian Paul Schroeder draws the causal arrows for a liberal rather than realist
interpretation of world affairs:

The history of international politics is not one of an essentially unchanging,
cyclical struggle for power or one of the shifting play of the balance of power, but
a history of systematic institutional change—change essentially linear, moving
overall in the direction of complexity, subtlety, and capacity for order and
problem-solving. . . . [History consists] of the constituent rules of a practice or
civic association: the understandings, assumptions, learned skills and responses,
rules, norms and procedures, etc. which agents [actors] acquire and use in
pursuing their individual divergent aims within the framework of a shared
practice.3

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Notice, as the causal arrow in the margin illustrates, how “a history of systematic
institutional change” (liberal) develops “constituent rules . . . learned skills and responses,
rules, norms and procedures” that actors acquire “within the framework of a shared
practice” (institutions), that restrain “their individual divergent aims” (identities), and that
reduce “the shifting play of the balance of power” (realist) to create a greater “capacity for
order and problem solving.”
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Figure 6-1 shows the growth in international institutions, trade ties, and arms control and
disarmament agreements emphasized by the liberal perspective.
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Collective Security

As President George H. W. Bush noted, the Persian Gulf War of 1990–1991 was a
textbook case of collective security. Bush and President Bill Clinton as well understood the
value of strong international institutions. Bush’s secretary of state, James Baker, insisted
that Germany be reunified, not partitioned, and remain a member of NATO, not become
a buffer state. “Men like Truman and Acheson,” Baker once said, “were above all, though
sometimes we forget it, institution builders. . . . I believed we should take a leaf from their
book.”4 Clinton’s ambassador to the United Nations and later secretary of state, Madeleine
Albright, endorsed what she called “assertive multilateralism” or “multilateral engagement
and U.S. leadership within collective bodies.”5

Figure 6-1 The Growth of Liberal Institutions
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Sources: Data on membership in international organizations are from Jon C.
Pevehouse, Timothy Nordstrom, and Kevin Warnke, “The COW-2 International
Organizations Dataset Version 2.3,” http://www.correlatesofwar.org/data-
sets/IGOs/international-organization-v2.3. Data on international trade agreements are
from World Trade Organization, “Regional Trade Agreements,”
http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicPreDefRepByEIF.aspx. Data on signatories to arms
agreements are from Arms Control Association, “Fact Sheets: Treaty Membership and
Signatory Status,” http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/treatymembership.

In the next section, we take a closer look at the first successful example of collective security
in the Iraq War of 1991 and the problems with collective security in subsequent conflicts in
Rwanda, Somalia, and Libya.
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The First Persian Gulf War

Iraq invaded Kuwait allegedly for many reasons: to control Kuwait’s oil, to alter colonially
imposed borders, to gain assets to pay off Iraq’s huge debt from its eight years of war with
Iran (1980–1988), and so on. But whatever the reasons, the entire world wasted no time in
condemning Iraq as the aggressor and taking immediate actions to sanction it. One day
after the attack, Iraq’s fellow states in the Arab League (founded in 1945) denounced the
aggression. On the same day, the UN Security Council unanimously passed Resolution
660, which demanded Iraq’s immediate and unconditional withdrawal from Kuwait. Over
the next few months, the Security Council passed no fewer than ten additional resolutions
that declared Iraq’s annexation of Kuwait null and void, demanded release of foreign
hostages taken by Iraq, held Iraq liable for war and economic damages, imposed trade and
financial embargoes, cut off air cargo shipments, and established a naval blockade.

Despite universal condemnation and sanctions, however, Saddam Hussein, Iraq’s tyrannical
ruler since 1979, did not budge. Apparently, we might observe, he was being influenced by
factors more from the individual and domestic than from the systemic levels of analysis. At
the systemic level, the United States and other UN members began to build up forces in
the Persian Gulf, initially to defend Saudi Arabia from further Iraqi assaults in what was
called Operation Desert Shield. In late October, they doubled these forces and positioned
them to expel Iraq from Kuwait through an invasion code-named Operation Desert Storm.
On November 29, 1990, the UN Security Council pronounced the diplomatic words of
war, authorizing members “to use all necessary means” if Iraq did not withdraw by January
15, 1991. The U.S. Congress debated the issue and, on January 12, also authorized the
president to use “all means necessary.” The vote in Congress, however, was close (52–47 in
the Senate and 250–183 in the House), suggesting the difficulty of persuading the
American public to go to war unless the United States has been attacked directly, even
when the UN has approved the war beforehand.

Probably no war in history has been as legitimate as the first Persian Gulf War, if we
measure legitimacy by the universal approval of all nations, both democracies and
nondemocracies. What produced this consensus? Liberal perspectives see it as the coming of
age of international law. Iraq violated the most cherished principle of the interstate system
since the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648, namely, the sovereignty of another country, and it
did so in such a blatant way as to alienate all its supporters. The world united to declare
Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait a threat to all countries everywhere and then to isolate, punish by
economic sanctions, and ultimately, as a last resort, defeat the country that was defying the
most basic rules of the United Nations. Realist perspectives, of course, might stress the
importance of oil supplies rather than the rule of law (Iraq’s behavior threatened oil
supplies that practically all countries needed from the Persian Gulf), or the simple fact that
the United Nations could mount a credible collective security operation because the United
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States dominated it (the Soviet Union was on the verge of disappearing). Alternatively,
identity perspectives might highlight the converging values of East and West, as
communism unraveled in eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union and other
communist countries moved toward international standards of human rights, democracy,
and the rule of law.

Whatever the causes or justification, the war was massive and swift. After a month of
bombing, UN invasion forces swept across the Kuwaiti border. Some 700,000 UN
(including 550,000 U.S.) troops, 2,000 tanks, and 1,700 helicopters participated. It was
the biggest battle ever in the deserts of Arabia.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

By February 28, Iraqi forces had been driven out of Kuwait. UN resolutions had authorized
expelling Iraq from Kuwait but not changing the regime in Baghdad. As the causal arrow in
the margin illustrates, international consensus, not the balance of power, guided the use of
force and preserved sovereignty. Accordingly, the U.S.-led army stopped at the Iraq border.
It did not pursue Iraqi forces to Baghdad and unseat Hussein. From a liberal perspective,
this was the right decision. The United States did not exceed UN authority. However, from
a realist perspective, Saddam Hussein used the reprieve to smash local Shiite and Kurdish
rebellions and reestablish his tyrannical control in Baghdad. And from an identity
perspective, tyranny in Iraq persisted and spawned another decade of strife and eventually a
second Iraq war in 2003.

One unintended consequence of leaving Hussein in power was the longer-term stationing
of U.S. and Western troops in Saudi Arabia to protect the oil fields. Western forces now
occupied the heartland of Islam. Here is a case, as liberal perspectives see it, of path
dependence. The United States did not intend to offend Islam; rather, its intent was to
protect an ally, Saudi Arabia, that was Muslim. Nevertheless, one step leads to another
along a path of events, and the end result is something that no one really anticipated
(remember liberal accounts of World War I as an accidental war?). Radical Islamic
fundamentalists, such as Osama bin Laden, saw the presence of “infidel” troops in the land
of the holy places of Mecca and Medina as a declaration of war against Islam.6 Bin Laden
issued his fatwa, or decree, “Declaration of War against the Americans Occupying the Land
of the Two Holy Places,” in 1996 and then retaliated against the United States in the
attacks of September 11, 2001. In this case, the unintended outcome was more violence. In
other cases, the liberal perspective emphasizes unintended consequences that may produce
desirable outcomes such as widening cooperation in the European Union.7
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Somalia and Libya

The United Nations rode a crest of acclaim after its success in the first Persian Gulf War.
Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali issued a report in 1992 titled An Agenda for
Peace. It set out a plan for the use of UN forces not only for peacekeeping activities, that
is, monitoring cease-fires and separating combatants, which the UN had done during the
Cold War, but also for peace-enforcement activities, compelling countries to follow the
terms of UN resolutions as had just been done in the case of Iraq. For a time, both
Presidents Bush and Clinton supported this plan and held talks with the Soviet Union and
then Russia to establish the military staff committee that was intended to assemble and
direct UN forces under enforcement actions called for by Chapter VII of the UN Charter.
UN responsibilities mounted. By January 1994, the UN was in charge of seventeen military
missions around the world, deploying some 70,000 personnel at an annual cost of more
than $3 billion.

peacekeeping activities: UN actions devoted to monitoring cease-fires and separating combatants in
third-world conflicts.

peace-enforcement activities: UN actions intended to compel countries by force or threat of force
to follow the terms of UN resolutions.

But then, almost as quickly as it had risen, the UN fell. The turning point came in Somalia.
In December 1992, the United States dispatched forces under UN auspices to provide
humanitarian relief to citizens in that country, which was torn by civil war. As in the case of
many UN missions, however, it was difficult for the troops to feed and clothe people
without also protecting them. And protecting them meant inevitably becoming involved in
the local conflicts. That happened in October 1993 in Mogadishu, the capital of Somalia.
When one of the Somalian warlords, Aideed, attacked UN troops, the UN authorized U.S.
forces to capture him. In the fighting that ensued, a U.S. Black Hawk helicopter was shot
down, and eighteen U.S. soldiers died (the incident inspired a subsequent nonfiction book
and Hollywood movie called Black Hawk Down). One dead American soldier was dragged
through the streets of Mogadishu. With Congress in an uproar, President Clinton ordered
American troops to pull out of Somalia by the end of March 1994.

Notice that this explanation comes from the foreign policy level of analysis. In making his
decision, Clinton tried to balance between domestic forces urging withdrawal and systemic
factors urging support for the UN. By contrast, realist perspectives might argue that
systemic structural factors alone explain withdrawal. The United States had no material
interests in Somalia—no oil or strategic requirement for military bases as in the case of the
first Iraq war. Liberal perspectives, on the other hand, might argue that institutional factors
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at the domestic level of analysis, such as public opinion and Congress, simply trumped
collective security concerns. And identity perspectives, in turn, might lament the lack of
humanitarian commitment to sustain U.S. involvement when significant material and
political interests are not involved. The causal arrow summarizes this liberal explanation.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Somalia also illustrates the ethical issues discussed in Chapter 1. While some commentators
applauded the original U.S. intervention in Somalia as an example of a purely moral foreign
policy—a universalist position motivated by principles independent of circumstances—
others condemned it as immoral, meddling in other people’s affairs without a sufficient
material stake to ensure that the United States would stick it out when the going got tough
—a pragmatist position that asks if the intervention helps more than it hurts. Was peace
indivisible and hence a collective good available to all or to none, as liberal perspectives
envision? Or was it separable, in the sense that no country, however dominant, could be
expected practically or morally to intervene in conflicts where it had no significant private
goods (national interests) at stake?

Weakened by Somalia, the United States and the United Nations swung to the other
extreme in Rwanda in 1994 and did nothing when Hutus killed more than half a million
Tutsis in an acknowledged case of genocide, the willful and massive slaughtering of one
group by another on purely ethnic or racial grounds. Expectations for the UN receded
steadily after this point and ended up a decade later in the ugly debacle of UN division and
corruption before and after the Iraq War of 2003.

After two decades of disuse, collective security reemerged in 2011 in Libya. When the Arab
Spring broke out (for discussion of democratic movements in the Middle East, see Chapter
7), Tunisia, Egypt, Libya, and Syria suffered internal protests and violence. In Libya, civil
war threatened the regime of long-standing dictator Colonel Muammar el-Gaddafi and
posed the prospect of large-scale civilian casualties. In March 2011, the UN Security
Council authorized the establishment of no-fly zones implemented by NATO to protect
endangered civilians and prevent “crimes against humanity,” particularly in eastern Libya.
The Arab League, a bloc of twenty-two Arab countries, backed this intervention. Russia
and China abstained as long as humanitarian intervention did not lead to regime change.
The result, at least temporarily, was a second successful example of collective security,
though somewhat weaker than the first Iraq war because of Russian and Chinese
abstentions.8

With both Libyan and French flags flying behind him, a Libyan rebel loads artillery as
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Gaddafi’s forces are hit by a NATO air strike on April 5, 2011. NATO support for the
intervention in Libya spotlights the recent reemergence of collective security, but the fact
that the United Nations did not get involved also highlights how complicated such
activities can be.

Mahmud Hams/AFP/Getty Images

Inevitably, however, mission creep led to regime change. NATO operations sided with the
rebels seeking to overthrow Gaddafi. Russia and China vetoed further UN military actions.
Gaddafi was killed in October 2011, and NATO’s operations in Libya ended. Fighting,
however, continued. This situation provoked attacks in September 2012 against the U.S.
consulate in Benghazi, where four American diplomats were killed, including the American
ambassador to Libya.

The Libyan intervention demonstrates the ongoing difficulties with collective security. All
countries, especially the great powers, seldom see their interests in common in such
interventions. Russia and China, pressed by the consensus in the Arab League, accepted
limited intervention to protect civilians but opposed any actions that took sides in deciding
domestic political outcomes. They feared precedents that might legitimate UN
interventions in disputes that they consider their own domestic affairs. In Chechnya, a
southern province of Russia bordering Muslim countries, Russia battles separatist groups;
and in Taiwan, an autonomous island off the coast of China, China claims sovereignty.
Moreover, protecting civilians against both sides, as in Somalia, is unrealistic and usually
requires a more substantial intervention to quell the violence than countries are willing to
accept. As a result, the outcome tips, as realists might argue, in the direction of the great
powers that wield the most decisive capabilities in the dispute, in this case NATO.
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Figure 6-2 Collective Security in Today’s World: The Liberal Perspective and Levels
of Analysis

Figure 6-2 summarizes the liberal factors affecting collective security from the various levels
of analysis.
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Diplomacy

If collective security is sometimes a bridge too far, multilateral diplomacy is still a preferable
alternative to war. As liberal perspectives see it, diplomacy and interdependence build the
foundation of trust that eventually overcomes great power rivalry and the security dilemma.
It is extremely important therefore to use force only as a last resort, either in self-defense
after an attack or only with multilateral consent in other cases. When negotiations succeed,
they pave the way for peaceful settlement of conflicts. The Oslo Accords eased tensions
between Israel and Palestine in the mid-1990s. And when negotiations open up
opportunities for mutual economic benefits through economic and financial
interdependence, they create a common stake in prosperity and peace. Such
interdependence is being counted on to ensure that China’s rise to power in the twenty-first
century is peaceful and that Iran limits its nuclear program to peaceful uses. When
negotiations fail, however, they spawn controversial debates about the legitimacy and
necessity of war. NATO interventions in Bosnia and Kosovo restored order to the Balkan
region but alienated Russia and China, sidelined the UN, and, from some liberal
perspectives, violated international law. U.S. wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, which occurred
without UN or NATO authorization, went even further and stirred bitter debates about
when war is a matter of choice rather than necessity and whether cheaper alternatives to war
might always be found through improved bargaining processes.
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Peaceful Conflict Resolution: Oslo Accords

The first Persian Gulf war sparked the most serious round of Middle East peace
negotiations since the 1979 peace agreement between Israel and Egypt. The cause, from the
liberal perspective, was path dependence, or the momentum of post–Cold War cooperation
between the United States and the Soviet Union/Russia that spilled over into the revival of
UN diplomacy. Building quickly on UN success in the first Persian Gulf war, the United
States convened a conference in Madrid, Spain, in October 1991. The conference brought
together all the principal parties to the Arab–Israeli dispute, including Palestinian
representatives not affiliated with the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO). At the
time, Israel did not recognize the PLO.

Although formal meetings stalled after Madrid, informal talks started between Israeli and
PLO officials outside Oslo, Norway. These talks eventually led to public agreements, the
Declaration of Principles signed at the White House in September 1993, and then a series
of agreements known as the Oslo Accords. Israel withdrew troops from Gaza and areas of
the West Bank and recognized the PLO as the legitimate representative of the Palestinian
people. The PLO, under the leadership of Yasser Arafat, returned to the West Bank from
exile in Tunisia and progressively assumed police and other functions over a wider area of
the West Bank and Gaza. Palestinians held their first national elections in 1996, and Arafat
became president of the new Palestinian Authority (also known as the Palestinian National
Authority), which replaced the PLO. In October 1994, Jordan signed a peace treaty with
Israel. Resolution of one of the most divisive disputes in the Middle East and third world
seemed to be at hand.

Oslo Accords: a series of agreements reached in 1993 between the Palestine Liberation Organization
and Israel that Israeli troops would withdraw from Gaza and areas of the West Bank and that the
PLO and Israel would recognize one another.

As President Bill Clinton looks on during a ceremony on the White House lawn in
September 1993, Israel’s prime minister Yitzhak Rabin (left) and PLO leader Yasser
Arafat share a historic handshake on the peace plan known as the Oslo Accords.
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Israel Sun/Landov

But it was not to be. And from a liberal perspective, there are a variety of explanations from
different levels of analysis. Perhaps it was because of the diplomatic inflexibility of
individuals such as Arafat—the individual level of analysis—who was unable to give up the
mace of revolution for the mantle of peacemaker. Or, as the causal arrow in the margin
suggests, perhaps it was because domestic coalitions—the domestic level of analysis—
shifted in Israel, giving more power to parties that opposed negotiations, while the PLO
pursued strategies that weakened moderates and empowered radicals among Palestinians. In
Israel in December 1995, Orthodox extremists murdered Yitzhak Rabin, the Israeli prime
minister and Labor Party leader who had led the Oslo initiative. The Likud, Israel’s more
hard-line conservative party, took power under Benjamin Netanyahu. Smaller Orthodox
parties, fueled by Zionist immigrants from Russia and eastern Europe, joined government
coalitions and advocated the annexation of occupied territories. Israel stepped up
construction of new settlements in the West Bank and Gaza. The Palestinian Authority
under Arafat failed to deliver on policing the West Bank; and extremist elements, such as
Hamas and Islamic Jihad, seized control of parts of the Palestinian security forces. Through
repetitive interactions and feedback, which liberal perspectives emphasize, extremism in
Israel fed on extremism in Palestine, and vice versa. The Oslo process, caught in the
middle, was the victim.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

419



Or perhaps the Oslo peace process failed because the great powers had other diplomatic
priorities—a systemic-level explanation. Once the United States lost its enthusiasm for the
UN in Somalia, Washington and Europe shifted their attention to NATO and managing
disputes in the Balkans and eastern Europe. The United States reacted slowly to the rise of
extremism in both Israel and the Palestinian Authority. Most important from a liberal
perspective, little was done after Oslo to increase economic interdependence and improve
development prospects in the Middle East. For millions of young people in the Middle
East, zero-sum goals of territorial control and religious zealotry remained more important
than non-zero-sum goals of professional education and employment. Egypt had been at
peace with Israel since 1979, but there was nothing to show for it in areas of trade or higher
standards of living benefiting both countries.
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Legitimacy: Bosnia and Kosovo

The UN was further tested by interventions in Bosnia in the early 1990s and Kosovo in the
late 1990s. In both cases, it came up short. Now, liberal perspectives turned to stronger
regional institutions. Through spillover and other path-dependent mechanisms, NATO
and the EU had gathered momentum after the Cold War. Realist perspectives predicted
they would dissolve once the Soviet threat disappeared.9 But liberal perspectives saw it
differently. For them, these institutions are regional collective security arrangements that,
although not universal, nevertheless consolidate power and authority on a collective rather
than selective (alliance) basis. They persist to provide security and other collective goods
even in the absence of geopolitical threat. When is it legitimate, however, to act at a
regional or NATO level as opposed to a universal or UN level? From the liberal perspective,
how broad does the international consensus have to be for international organizations to act
legitimately?

In spring 1991, civil war broke out in the former Yugoslav republics among various ethnic
and religious groups. Of the six provinces in former Yugoslavia, Slovenia and Croatia were
mostly western and Catholic, with a significant Orthodox Serbian minority in Croatia;
Serbia, Montenegro, and Macedonia were mostly Slavic and Orthodox, with significant
Muslim minorities; and Bosnia-Herzegovina (Bosnia, for short) had roughly equal
Orthodox and Muslim populations, with a significant Catholic minority. Bosnia, along
with Croatia, became the focus of the conflict.

At the beginning of the conflict, the EC (European Community, which became the EU in
1993) and UN took the lead and tried to negotiate a cease-fire and peaceful settlement.
The United Nations deployed a UN Protection Force (UNPROFOR) in Croatia and
Bosnia, and UN and EC officials established the International Conference on the Former
Yugoslavia (ICFY) to negotiate cease-fire plans. None worked, and after a mortar round
went off in the marketplace of Sarajevo in February 1994, killing 68 people and wounding
197 others, the EU realized it did not have the military power to stop the violence. The
United States and NATO were called on to support UNPROFOR with air strikes.

NATO had the power, but did it have the legitimacy to use that power? To be legitimate,
some liberal perspectives argue, NATO needed UN authorization. But working through
the UN was ultimately not possible. Russia had veto power on the Security Council and
blocked efforts to sanction Serbia, which the other powers perceived to be the primary
aggressor. When violence escalated again in the summer of 1995, NATO acted without
UN authority and launched weeklong air strikes against Serb targets in Bosnia. The United
States also assumed the diplomatic initiative and called the parties together in Dayton,
Ohio, to hammer out what became known as the Dayton Accords. A NATO-led peace
Implementation Force (IFOR) replaced UNPROFOR. Eventually, the UN gave its
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blessing, and NATO, with some 60,000 troops and related equipment, began its first so-
called out-of-area mission—that is, a mission outside the central European area as defined
by the Cold War threat.

In 1999, NATO got a second bite at the apple in Yugoslavia. Fighting broke out again, this
time in Kosovo, a province of Serbia, after Serbia tried to crush the Muslim majority in that
region. When Russia supported Serbia and again prevented UN action, NATO intervened
once more and bombed Belgrade, the capital of Serbia. Serbia relented, and NATO and
then EU forces policed a cease-fire in Kosovo.

In Kosovo, however, NATO intervened in a dispute within a sovereign state, not a dispute
between sovereign states as in the case of the first Persian Gulf war or one within a failed
state as in Bosnia. Fearing intervention in unstable provinces of its own, such as Chechnya,
Russia strongly protested this collective security action against a sovereign state and
increasingly opposed NATO thereafter.

In the summer of 1990, U.S. officials had promised the Soviet Union that NATO would
not expand its security role eastward. But, as we noted in Chapter 5, NATO expanded
thereafter to include countries on Russia’s border. U.S. officials struggled not to alienate
Russia. President Clinton invited Russia to join a NATO–Russia Permanent Joint
Council.10 But when the Kosovo crisis occurred, Russia walked out of the Permanent Joint
Council. President George W. Bush, pursuing a more bilateral rather than collective
security approach to Russia, reconstituted the Permanent Joint Council in May 2002 as the
NATO–Russia Council (NRC). After Russia invaded Crimea, however, NATO suspended
all practical cooperation between NATO and Russia.

What makes military intervention legitimate? From a liberal perspective, many in Europe
and the United States still believe it requires prior UN authorization. But can Russia or
other nondemocratic countries, such as China, block actions that democratic countries
deem necessary to defend freedom or human rights? Maybe, from an identity perspective,
democratic countries decide what is legitimate because their governments are elected and
accountable to the people through regular contested elections. As the causal arrow in the
margin suggests, legitimacy derives from democracy (identity), not from sovereignty
(realist) or universal participation (liberal). If the democratic countries in NATO and
elsewhere can decide alone, however, won’t that eventually cause a new cold war or, worse,
hot war with Russia or China? And what if even the democratic countries in NATO cannot
agree on military intervention? Does France or Germany have the right to veto actions that
the U.S. Congress considers to be in the national interest of the United States? From a
realist perspective, each nation decides what is legitimate. These issues came to a head in
the 2003 Iraq War and sharply divided institution-oriented liberal and stability-oriented
realist perspectives from more democracy-oriented identity perspectives.
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Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Bargaining: 2003 Iraq War

Bargaining provides a liberal perspective on war. It involves a strategic or reciprocal exercise
in which two or more parties interact rationally to resolve a dispute (e.g., over territory or
trade), each taking into account the reactions of the other parties. Now, the actions of one
actor depend on the actions of other actors, with all actors seeking to make credible
commitments about the interests they intend to defend and to signal effectively the costs
they are willing to accept. The expectation is that bargaining processes, if conducted
properly, will override material and ideological differences. As Professor David Lake
explains, “The core idea of bargaining theory is that, because war is costly, there must exist
a negotiated outcome that will leave both sides better off than if they actually fight. In this
way, war is a failure of bargaining, an inefficient outcome that all parties would avoid in the
absence of bargaining imperfections.”11 In bargaining theory, each actor has a preferred
outcome in which the dispute is resolved entirely in its favor. The status quo lies in
between. Actors then calculate their respective capabilities to go to war to move the
outcome in their preferred direction. If that outcome diverges from the status quo, the
actors may have a rational interest in war. But war is costly, calculated on the basis of the
capabilities lost versus the objectives gained. So there is always some range of negotiated
outcomes, however narrow, that would leave the actors better off without war. If
negotiations fail and they nevertheless go to war, it is because they are unable to make
credible commitments that the other can believe or because information is missing or
uncertain.

In the two Iraq wars, 1991 and 2003, the United States and Iraq faced off in a geopolitical
struggle over influence in the Middle East. By invading Kuwait in 1990, Iraq demonstrated
its dissatisfaction with the status quo. The United States, by expelling Iraq from Kuwait
and leading the effort over the next decade to box Saddam Hussein in rather than replace
him, declared its preference for the status quo. Improving on this status quo was going to
be costly. Nevertheless, there were outcomes that would have left both parties better off
without war. The United States might have reached an accommodation with Iraq in which
Iraq would raise the price of oil while the United States would continue to protect the sea-
lanes through which oil supplies were delivered. In rough fashion, that was the bargain that
the United States reached with Saudi Arabia in the 1970s, when Saudi Arabia tripled oil
prices and the United States continued to dominate the distribution and security of oil
supplies. Alternatively, Saddam Hussein might have accepted exile without retribution, and
a new Iraq government might have accepted UN inspections to verify the absence of
WMDs. One of the great puzzles of the 2003 Iraq War is why Saddam Hussein risked his
power, indeed his very life, to defy UN nuclear weapons inspections when he had no
nuclear or other WMDs.

Bargaining theory offers two explanations why these alternatives to war were not accepted.
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With respect to credible commitments, the United States was simply unable to believe that
Saddam Hussein would abide by any negotiated outcome. He had demonstrated for more
than a decade that he could not be relied on to keep his word. And on Iraq’s side, Saddam
Hussein was unable to provide a costly signal to demonstrate his benign intent, such as
admit he had no WMDs. He feared revealing this fact to foreign opponents such as Iran
and domestic foes more than he feared the response of the United States. Second,
bargaining theory points to information deficiencies that precluded a negotiated outcome
without war. Iraq assumed that the United States was bluffing and would not use force
without the approval of its major allies and perhaps the UN as a whole. On the other side,
the United States convinced itself, sincerely or otherwise, that the costs of war would be
low. Original estimates were around $50 to $60 billion while actual costs approached $3
trillion. The United States suffered from other information gaps in Iraq, especially the
postconflict situation, which quickly spiraled out of control. The causal arrow in the
margin summarizes the logic of the bargaining approach to war. Theoretically, at least the
availability of better options without war leads to more credible commitments that avoid
war.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Bargaining theory suffers from some significant weaknesses, however. Why did the Clinton
administration, which faced similar bargaining circumstances with Iraq in the 1990s, not
use military force? One answer may be 9/11. The terrorist attacks led the Bush
administration to an entirely different interpretation of Iraq’s intent. Iraq was now seen as
more dangerous, willing to accept the higher costs of war either by proxy (aiding terrorists)
or by nuclear deterrence (acquiring WMDs). The 9/11 attacks changed the structural
context for bargaining. As a model based on reciprocal interactions rather than structural
circumstances, bargaining theory pays less attention to exogenous events such as structural
shifts of power.

Similarly, bargaining theory generally downplays identity factors. What if states make
commitments and then regimes come to power in those states in the future that break those
commitments? Recall in Chapter 2 the explanation for World War I that Germany could
not trust commitments by Russia because Russia might change regimes in the future and
become a less reliable partner of the German monarchy. This, of course, is exactly what
happened when Russia became communist in 1917. Further, bargaining theory may not
handle psychological factors very well. These factors distort information and the
interpretation of information. What if Saddam Hussein was simply paranoid and unable to
make credible commitments with anyone, friend or foe? Or what if George W. Bush was
determined to avenge Iraq’s attempt to assassinate his father in 1991, whatever the response
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from Baghdad? Rationalist bargaining theory, focused on the foreign policy and systemic
process level of analysis, inevitably shortchanges individual- and domestic-level identity
factors as well as structural-level realist factors.

Finally, what if bargaining is not a reciprocal effort to avoid war but a strategy to wage it? A
country bargains while it uses force to improve its position on the ground and eventually
achieves its preferred outcome outside the negotiations but without war. In this case, the
use of force while bargaining is one-sided. This issue, as we have noted, divides liberal and
realist perspectives. The liberal view is that negotiations succeed best when they exclude the
use of force until negotiations fail. The realist view is that negotiations may not succeed at
all if the negotiating partner thinks it can achieve its objectives by force outside the
negotiations. In Syria, President Obama decided not to use force to back up his red line
against the use of chemical weapons by the Syrian leader Bashar al-Assad. He explained his
rationale in a long interview with Jeff Goldberg of the Atlantic in 201612:

When it comes to the use of military power . . . there’s a playbook in
Washington that presidents are supposed to follow. It’s a playbook that comes
out of the foreign-policy establishment. And the playbook prescribes responses to
different events, and these responses tend to be militarized responses. Where
America is directly threatened, the playbook works. But the playbook can also be
a trap that can lead to bad decisions. In the midst of an international challenge
like Syria, you get judged harshly if you don’t follow the playbook, even if there
are good reasons why it does not apply.

But Russia did use force in Syria, intervening in 2015 with ground as well as air capabilities
to support Assad. Over the next year, as Goldberg records, Secretary of State John Kerry

on several occasions . . . asked Obama to launch missiles at specific regime
targets, under cover of night, to “send a message” to the [Assad] regime. The
goal, Kerry has said, is not to overthrow Assad but to encourage him, and Iran
and Russia, to negotiate peace. When the Assad alliance has had the upper hand
on the battlefield, as it has these past several months, it has shown no inclination
to take seriously Kerry’s entreaties to negotiate in good faith. A few cruise
missiles, Kerry has argued, might concentrate the attention of Assad and his
backers. “Kerry’s looking like a chump with the Russians, because he has no
leverage,” a senior administration official told me.

Obama rejected this realist logic. He contended in response that Russian intervention
would fail. “An attempt by Russia and Iran to prop up Assad and try to pacify the
population is just going to get them stuck in a quagmire and it won’t work.”13 Yet,
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according to realist critics, Russia’s position in Syria did improve, and U.S. intervention in
Syria, should it occur, now became more costly and dangerous.
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Interdependence: China and Iran

Interdependence creates both mutual benefits and, if interrupted, potential costs. Liberal
perspectives rely heavily on these benefits and costs of interdependence to help manage
international conflicts. China illustrates the promise that the benefits of trade will
encourage good behavior and Iran the perils that the costs of sanctions will discourage bad
behavior.

Realist perspectives view China’s rise in the context of the balance of power and the need to
preempt or accommodate that rise. The liberal perspective entertains a different
expectation. The hope is that by intensifying economic and financial interdependence
China and the United States will create so many common benefits that neither country will
want to risk these benefits in a costly struggle to arm and balance power. As they trade and
invest more with one another, they learn more about one another and gain more mutual
trust and empathy. While differences persist, they are better able to manage these
differences peacefully. This is the strategy of détente, which liberal perspectives believe
triumphed in the Cold War (Chapter 4), but it is also the failed expectation that growing
interdependence would prevent World War I (Chapter 2).

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Trade was extensive before World War I, but global production and finance now exceed
anything ever seen before. The threat of disruptions in international economic activities
should be a sufficient threat to deter countries from going to war. China would lose a large
chunk of its export markets in the United States and Europe, Japan would lose a large part
of its foreign production capabilities located in China, and the United States would lose a
major buyer of its government and corporate bonds. China makes a lot of money from its
exports and recycles that money to buy stocks and bonds in foreign financial markets. If the
Chinese lost their export markets and had less money to invest, they could not grow as
rapidly. Similarly, the United States, which imports more than its exports, could no longer
borrow the money from China it needs to make up the difference and maintain its current
standard of living. Liberal perspectives rely on economic bonds being stronger in the end
than military or ideological ambitions.

Realists see this liberal bargain with China as folly. While China uses trade to become more
powerful, it uses that power in ways that contradict U.S. interests. It challenges the United
States and other Asian nations by claiming and militarizing disputed islands in the Pacific
and supports a dangerous rogue regime in North Korea. The liberal thesis is predicated on
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the notion that engagement empowers more moderate forces inside a country and makes
that country a stakeholder in the status quo, discouraging it from engaging in security
competition with the United States. But, as Professor John Mearsheimer, a well-known
realist scholar, concludes, “This U.S. policy on China is misguided. A wealthy China would
not be a status quo power but an aggressive state determined to achieve regional
hegemony.”14

Iran is another case where liberal perspectives offer different expectations than realist or
identity perspectives. President Obama makes the liberal case: “If in fact they’re [Iranians]
engaged in international business and there are foreign investors, and their economy
becomes more integrated with the world economy, then in many ways it makes it harder
for them to engage in behaviors that are contrary to international norms.” In negotiations
with Iran, President Obama tightened multilateral sanctions, while he deferred the use of
force as a last resort—withdrawing U.S. forces from Iraq and Afghanistan (situated on
either side of Iran); not opposing Iranian interventions in Syria, Lebanon, and Yemen; and
“pivoting” naval forces from the Mediterranean to the Pacific. Obama pinned his hope on
the expectation that the diplomatic agreement with Iran would bring more moderate
groups to power in Iran and cause Iran to confine its nuclear program to peaceful purposes
and reduce its support of terrorism. As Jackson Diehl, a columnist in the Washington Post
writes, Obama’s “belief that ‘engagement’ with rogue regimes leads to peaceful and positive
change is the distinguishing foreign policy idea of his presidency, one that he has applied to
Burma and Cuba, as well as to Iran.”15

Figure 6-3 summarizes the liberal factors affecting negotiations from the different levels of
analysis.

Figure 6-3 International Negotiations in Today’s World: The Liberal Perspective and
Levels of Analysis
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International Institutions

The preferred way to deal with global conflict from a liberal perspective is to strengthen
international regimes and institutions, both IGOs and NGOs. In this section we discuss
the security functions of the United Nations and the major international economic
institutions. Subsequent sections address the role of regional institutions, in particular the
EU, and the growing importance of NGOs and international law in contemporary world
affairs.
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United Nations

The United Nations is the principal general-purpose IGO in contemporary international
affairs. It deals with all three major international issues: collective security and peace,
economic and social development, and international law and human rights. The UN
Security Council has primary responsibility for peace and security. The UN General
Assembly coordinates economic and social issues through its Economic and Social Council
(ECOSOC). And the International Court of Justice (ICJ) serves as the UN’s primary
judiciary organ. The UN Secretariat, with a staff of about 9,000 people under its regular
budget, provides administrative support led by the secretary-general. In 2015, the UN had
193 member states. Figure 6-4 illustrates the UN organization.

United Nations: the principal general-purpose intergovernmental organization that deals with
collective security, economic and social development, and international law and human rights.

The United Nations plays an important role in peacekeeping, nation building, terrorism
and humanitarian interventions, and control of WMDs. Let’s look briefly at each of these
roles as well as the issues involved in reform of the UN system.

Peacekeeping.

Under the UN Charter, the five permanent members of the Security Council with veto
rights have the authority not only to mediate disputes under Chapter VI but also to enforce
UN decisions under Chapter VII (review Chapter 4). During the Cold War, the Security
Council used Chapter VII only twice to enforce mandatory sanctions, first against Southern
Rhodesia (today Zimbabwe) in 1966, when the white minority declared independence, and
second against South Africa in 1977 in an effort to end apartheid. The UN sent forces to
Korea in 1950, but the General Assembly authorized that action, not the Security Council,
because the Soviet Union boycotted the UN at the time over disputes involving seating of
the new communist government in China.

Otherwise, UN forces operated under Chapter VI of the Charter. They intervened in
conflicts in the Sinai Peninsula, Cyprus, Golan Heights, Lebanon, and other areas. All
parties consented to these interventions, and UN forces had to limit or terminate
intervention if any party requested that they do so. In 1973, the Egyptian government,
before starting another war with Israel, requested that UN forces leave the Sinai Peninsula.
They did, and war followed. Even with these limitations, however, UN peacekeeping forces
are generally credited with preventing conflicts from escalating into confrontations between
the superpowers.
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Figure 6-4 The United Nations

Source: The United Nations.

In 2017, according to UN reports, the UN had 110,697 military and civilian personnel
deployed in sixteen countries or territories across four continents at a cost of $7.8 billion.16

UN peacekeeping or observer missions are present today in Burundi, the Democratic
Republic of the Congo (DR Congo), Sudan, Somalia, Lebanon, Kosovo, Macedonia,
Afghanistan, and other places. The EU keeps the peace in Bosnia, and NATO is involved
in Afghanistan and supports peacekeepers from the African Union in Darfur. The objective
of outside intervention in these cases is, first, to separate the belligerents; second, to feed the
war-ravaged populations; third, to mediate the disputes; and fourth, to reconstruct in some
fashion common institutions and leadership to overcome divisions. These efforts range
from simple monitoring and reporting about arms and militia movements to reconstruction
and nation building; however, they generally stop short of democracy promotion or regime
change. The United Nations champions sovereignty, not democracy. Federalism, for
example, offers a way to decentralize power to accommodate tribal and regional differences
without requiring democracy, and economic development is a more neutral process to
create wealth and ameliorate ethnic conflicts. Growth changes the game from a zero-sum
struggle over limited resources to a non-zero-sum increase in mutual gains.

federalism: a method of decentralizing power to accommodate tribal and regional differences.

Nation Building.
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Liberal perspectives dispute realist claims (see Chapter 5) that ethnic identities are
hardwired and require partition. They also resist the logic of identity perspectives that call
for assimilating diverse ethnic groups into a single nation (see Chapter 7). From a liberal
perspective, weak or failed state institutions are the principal reason ethnic conflicts get out
of control. When domestic institutions are weak, ethnic groups face more intense security
dilemmas. One side resists disarming because it cannot be sure that the other side will
disarm. Conversely, stronger institutions that reduce distrust lessen incentives toward
violence.17 As the causal arrow feature suggests, domestic institutions improve
transparency, reduce elite manipulation, and decrease the level of fear between ethnic
groups. Liberal perspectives see a positive role for institutions in domestic conflicts, just as
they do in international conflicts.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

According to liberal perspectives, elite manipulation is the cause of ethnic conflicts.
Leaders exploit people’s fears to advance their own personal and group ambitions. In
former Yugoslavia, for example, Slobodan Milosevic and other leaders in Serbia incited the
violence that resulted in the massacre of some 8,000 Muslim men and boys at Srebrenica in
1995. Such violence was not inevitable. The borders of the Yugoslav republics were not
contested. They had been drawn up in the 1940s and 1950s on the basis of extensive
negotiations and consultations, unlike many of the borders in Africa. Most Yugoslav
republics had mixed populations that lived peacefully side by side. Some 3 million people,
out of a population of 22 million, were either the products of ethnically mixed marriages or
themselves married to someone of a different ethnicity.18 So violence had to be incited,
liberal perspectives contend. But once violence begins, it is self-perpetuating; people grow
fearful where before they were tolerant.

elite manipulation: leaders’ exploitation of people’s fears to wage ethnic conflict for the leaders’ own
personal and group interests.

International interventions try to stop and reverse destructive elite behavior. Peacekeeping
forces have kept the peace in Bosnia and Kosovo, with minor flare-ups, since 1995. They
have also stopped the butchery in Sierra Leone and Liberia. Once fighting stops,
international institutions undertake postconflict reconstruction activities, resettling ethnic
groups back into the areas from which they were expelled, rebuilding infrastructure and
homes destroyed in the conflict, and mediating political processes of reconciliation and
power sharing. In the DR Congo, for example, UN mediators facilitated a cease-fire
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agreement in 1999. Although fighting continued, all parties eventually signed a power-
sharing agreement. In 2010, rival leaders held various posts in a shaky transition
government in Kinshasa, but renewed fighting ensued. A 22,000-strong UN force tries to
keep the peace. But the area continues to be filled with thousands of refugees, and the
fighting is gruesome. Many of the combatants are youths and even children. They are often
high on drugs. They rape, hack people to death, and indulge in violent symbolic rituals
such as pulling out the hearts of enemies and wearing women’s wigs and dresses to ward off
death in battle.

postconflict reconstruction: activities aimed at resettling displaced populations and rebuilding areas
ravaged by ethnic conflict.

Thus, international interventions are no panacea either. First, international peacekeeping
forces are usually ill trained and insufficiently supported to carry out their missions. For
example, when Serbian forces entered Srebrenica in 1995, Dutch UN forces fled in front of
them. The Serbian troops actually wore UN uniforms and fooled Muslim inhabitants into
cooperating. Second, UN officials and troops may be corrupt. UN peacekeeping forces in
DR Congo were reportedly involved in drugs and rape, often abusing their positions of
power over local populations.19 Third, there are limits to international interventions. The
further international institutions get into the process of nation building, the more difficult
it is for them to remain neutral. Inevitably, domestic groups, particularly minority ones,
seek to use these institutions to back their own narrow interests, and the institutions get
caught in between. For example, when the Albanian Muslim majority in Kosovo declared
independence in early 2008, the Serbian minority protested vehemently. Serbian supporters
rioted in Belgrade, burning the U.S. embassy; and Russia refused to recognize Kosovo or to
cooperate with UN forces. As identity perspectives might argue, lasting solutions may
require eventual reconciliation of ethnic identities, not just peacekeeping and institution
building.

Terrorism and Humanitarian Intervention.

Terrorism and human rights raise new questions about the responsibility of the United
Nations to intervene in the affairs of sovereign states. Should one state intervene in another
if it suspects that state of harboring terrorists or possibly providing them with WMDs?
That was the question raised by U.S. intervention in Iraq in 2003.

After the Iraq War in 2003, Kofi Annan, then UN secretary-general, convened the High-
Level Panel on Threats, Challenges and Change to consider the criteria for legitimate
intervention in the face of the new threat of terrorism. The panel identified five criteria: (1)
a sufficiently clear and serious threat to warrant the use of force; (2) a primary purpose of
stopping the threat, not other motives such as regime change; (3) the use of force as a last

435



resort; (4) the use of proportionate and minimum necessary force; and (5) the use of force
only if the consequences of doing so are unlikely to be worse than no action.20 Notice the
liberal prescriptions to use force only as a last resort and not to change regimes. Notice also
the pragmatist approach to morality, that intervention not cause disproportionate harm.
Ideally, the liberal perspective foresees an approach to international terrorism similar to that
toward domestic crime. International law sets the standards, multilateral consent legitimates
intervention, police forces apprehend the offenders, and civilian assistance rebuilds the
neighborhood.

In 2001, another panel drew attention to a further responsibility of the United Nations.
The International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty called for “the
Responsibility to Protect, the idea that sovereign states have a responsibility to protect
their own citizens from avoidable catastrophe—from mass murder and rape, from
starvation—but that when they are unwilling or unable to do so, that responsibility must
be borne by the broader community of states.”21 This responsibility includes the
willingness of the United Nations to prevent such catastrophes if possible, to react to them
by means that include military intervention, and to rebuild the afflicted country after such
intervention. The commission was an unofficial group, convened by the government of
Canada and several major private foundations, but its report found wide resonance. States
still disagree, as we will see, about how these protections are defined and whether these
rights go beyond physical abuse and also include economic, social, and political grievances.
But if this trend continues, it implies a shift in the focus of international governance away
from the rights of states to the rights of individuals. At least in some substantive areas, states
will no longer be sovereign to do whatever they want to their own people. If national
governments were to mistreat their own people in areas of basic human rights, they would
be subject to sanctions or intervention by global institutions. Global institutions would
hold national institutions accountable for more than just control of their territory and
mutual respect for sovereignty. The International Criminal Court, as we see in a later
section of this chapter, asserts the right to try leaders of national governments on charges of
crimes against humanity if national courts refuse to do so.

responsibility to protect: the idea that sovereign states have a responsibility to protect their own
citizens from avoidable catastrophe and, if they cannot or will not, the international community
must bear that responsibility.

Since the end of the Cold War, interventions for humanitarian purposes have become more
frequent. As Professor Martha Finnemore writes, “Humanitarian claims now frequently
trump sovereignty claims.”22 When the international community does not intervene, as in
the case of genocide in Rwanda in 1994, states feel the obligation to explain why. President
Clinton, for example, visited Rwanda in 1998 and apologized to the Rwandan people for
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the failure of the United States and the international community to stop the Hutu rebels
who slaughtered more than half a million of their Tutsi neighbors.

In 1999, Kofi Annan, the UN secretary-general at the time, spelled out the issues in stark
form:

If humanitarian intervention is, indeed, an unacceptable assault on sovereignty,
how should we respond to a Rwanda, to a Srebrenica—to gross and systematic
violations of human rights that offend every precept of our common humanity? .
. . [S]urely no legal principle—not even sovereignty—can ever shield crimes
against humanity.23

Recent interventions have been increasingly multilateral rather than unilateral. According
to data compiled by Finnemore, thirty-four military interventions took place during the
four decades of the Cold War, twenty-one of which were unilateral. Thirteen took place in
just the first decade after the end of the Cold War, ten of which were multilateral.
Increasingly, as liberal perspectives advocate, interventions are considered legitimate only if
they are carried out multilaterally. Many nations considered the intervention in Iraq in
2003, where the United States acted without NATO or UN authorization, to be
illegitimate. But several years before, NATO intervened in Kosovo without UN
authorization. If the world community can act only with the agreement of all great powers,
realist perspectives ask, how often will it act? And what if, as identity perspectives ponder,
some great powers, such as Russia and China, do not defend human rights as vigorously as
others? Won’t basic human rights be compromised? On the other hand, if human rights are
defined by selected countries that have similar values, intervention may become a
prescription for regime change and for imposing the political ideologies of particular
countries.

Recognizing the seriousness of the issue, Annan asked the International Commission on
Intervention and State Sovereignty to come up with an answer to the question of when
intervention is justified. The commission compromised on a rather complicated set of
threshold criteria. The UN could intervene in cases of

large scale loss of life, actual or apprehended, with genocidal intent or not, which
is the product of deliberate state action, or state neglect or inability to act, or a
failed state situation; or large scale “ethnic cleansing,” actual or apprehended,
whether carried out by killing, forced expulsion, acts of terror or rape.24

Not surprisingly, states continue to disagree about whether a large-scale loss of life is actual
or “apprehended,” meaning anticipated in a given situation, or whether a given state is

437



unwilling or unable to act in that situation to prevent atrocities. The procedural norms of
international life are changing. Sovereignty is no longer sacrosanct. But what basic human
rights or genocide means is still disputed. The United States called the Darfur violence in
Sudan genocide, but not the massacres in Rwanda and Kosovo, or the killing fields in
Cambodia, where the communist Khmer Rouge government killed as many as 1.7 million
people—one-fourth of the country’s population.

Nonproliferation of WMDs.

Liberal perspectives place great stock in controlling and reducing arms, especially weapons
of mass destruction. The civil war in Syria illustrates the problems of both domestic-level
violence spawned by weak or illegitimate governments and the systemic-level spread and
use of WMDs. A UN report accused the Syrian government of Bashar al-Assad of using
chemical weapons against its own people, killing more than 1,000 men, women, and
children and increasing pressure on the international community to intervene. The United
States threatened a military strike to punish the Assad regime and uphold the international
ban against chemical weapons. But Russia, a strong supporter of Assad, said the rebels, not
Assad, used chemical weapons and Moscow opposed UN intervention. President Obama
then pulled back from his threat to strike, and Russia stepped forward to broker an
agreement to remove and destroy Syria’s chemical weapons. No cease-fire was in place, but
UN arms inspectors entered the country to find and destroy all chemical weapons. While
some weapons were removed and destroyed, Assad continued to use chemical munitions in
the conflict.

The United Nations nominally superintends a host of international regimes to control
WMDs. Since 1957, an international regime has existed to ban the spread of nuclear
weapons. The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), a UN agency headquartered in
Vienna, Austria, is the modest successor to the Baruch Plan of 1946, which, as noted in
Chapter 4, failed to consolidate all nuclear weapons under the authority of a single
international institution. The IAEA accepts the possession of nuclear weapons by the great
powers but seeks to prevent the spread of such weapons to other states by fostering peaceful
development of nuclear power under international inspections and safeguards. Nonnuclear
states can exploit peaceful nuclear power to generate electricity while IAEA inspection
teams monitor the storage and use of civilian materials that could be diverted to weapons
programs. In 1968, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)
strengthened the IAEA system. It solidified the commitment of nonnuclear states not to
acquire nuclear weapons and of nuclear states to reduce nuclear arms and to share the
technology and benefits of peaceful nuclear energy with nonnuclear states for electricity,
medical uses, and other applications. Only five states are not members of the NPT: North
Korea, Israel, India, Pakistan, and South Sudan. The NPT was extended indefinitely in
1995, and review conferences are held every five years to address problems of
implementation.
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Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT): a 1968 treaty that seeks to prevent
the spread of nuclear weapons and materials while fostering the civilian development of nuclear
power.

The NPT, supplemented by cooperation among the major nuclear suppliers, achieved some
notable successes. Brazil, Argentina, South Africa, South Korea, and eventually Libya
abandoned nuclear weapons programs. Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan also gave up
Soviet nuclear weapons when they became independent. India and Pakistan, however,
acquired nuclear weapons in the 1990s. And Pakistan, through the A. Q. Khan network
discussed in Chapter 5, sold nuclear technology and equipment to other groups and states,
including Libya, Iran, and North Korea.25 Israel is believed to have nuclear weapons. And
Israel bombed suspected nuclear weapons sites in Iraq in 1981 and in Syria in 2007. For a
time it was feared that many nuclear weapons sites in Russia were inadequately protected.
In 1997, for example, Russia acknowledged that it was unable to account for the
whereabouts of 84 of some 132 nuclear bombs of suitcase size.26

Iraq, North Korea, and Iran became particularly troublesome cases. Iraq’s capabilities, as we
now know, were substantially gutted by IAEA inspection teams after the first Persian Gulf
war. But the inspectors were kicked out in 1998, and Iraq appeared to be proceeding full
speed ahead with its nuclear weapons programs, precipitating the crisis in 2003. North
Korea threatened in 1993 to withdraw from the NPT, but then signed an agreement with
the United States that placed its plutonium-producing reactor under IAEA surveillance.
However, this agreement did not account for the spent fuel (which contains plutonium)
previously extracted from this reactor and did not cover other nuclear programs based on
enriched uranium, which North Korea later initiated. This agreement as well as another
one in 2006 did not last. Over the next decade, North Korea escalated its nuclear and
ballistic missile tests. Iran persists in pursuing a broad-based civilian nuclear program
including the enrichment of uranium that it claims is permitted under the NPT. Under the
nuclear agreement signed in 2015, Iran is obligated to reveal previous programs to develop
nuclear weapons and to permit IAEA inspectors to visit suspected weapons facilities, as
called for by the NPT. While the IAEA monitors compliance, skepticism exists that Iran is
fully cooperating.27

The Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) (1993) and Biological Weapons
Convention (BWC) (1972) ban the production and use of chemical and biological
weapons. These weapons are less difficult and expensive to develop than nuclear weapons
and are, therefore, easier to hide. When the Cold War ended, it was learned that the former
Soviet Union had pursued a vast clandestine biological weapons program in direct violation
of the BWC. Saddam Hussein used poison gas against his own people in Iraq, and Bashar
al-Assad has used poison gas repeatedly in Syria. China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea, and
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Syria were also suspected of developing biological weapons. To be effective, inspection and
compliance procedures need to be extremely stringent. But the United States opposes such
procedures for fear that they will reveal defense secrets. The use of chemical and possibly
biological weapons generated widespread alarm when the Aum Shinrikyo group released
sarin gas in the Tokyo subway system in 1995 and when, according to the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, Bruce Ivins, a scientist at a U.S. weapons laboratory, mailed letters
containing anthrax spores to media figures and members of the U.S. Congress in October
2001. In 2010, the same company that sequenced the human genome created a living virus
from laboratory DNA, inaugurating the era of “synthetic biology” or the potential creation
of deadly living organisms that may be used for civilian (medical) or military (weapons)
purposes.28

Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC): international agreement made in 1993 to ban the
production and use of chemical weapons.

Biological Weapons Convention (BWC): international agreement made in 1972 to ban the
production and use of biological weapons.

The end of the Cold War offered an unprecedented opportunity to reduce the world’s level
of strategic and conventional arms. Liberal perspectives seek to reduce arms to the
minimum level possible. The Strategic Arms Reduction Talks—START I in 1991 and
START II in 1993—lowered by two-thirds the number of offensive ballistic missiles and
warheads maintained by Russia and the United States. The Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty
signed in 1992 (discussed in Chapter 4) banned antimissile defense systems except at one
location in each country. The 1990 Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe
(CFE) reduced and established a roughly equal balance of major conventional weapons
systems (tanks, artillery, aircraft, and so on) and troop strength among some thirty
countries in Europe. The Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT), concluded
in 1996, eliminated all testing of nuclear weapons above- and below-ground, and the Anti-
Personnel Landmine Treaty, which became effective in 1999, outlawed the use of land
mines. President Obama, supported by former secretaries of state Henry Kissinger and
George Shultz, has campaigned for a world without nuclear weapons.29

Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE): treaty signed in 1990 reducing and
establishing a roughly equal balance of major conventional weapons systems and troop strength in
Europe.

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT): international agreement reached in 1996 to
stop the testing of nuclear weapons both above- and belowground.
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All these treaties encounter infractions. Russia violated the CFE Treaty by invading
Georgia and Ukraine and the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty of 1987 by
deploying cruise missiles in Kaliningrad. Nevertheless, from a liberal perspective, the way to
reduce violence is to ban or limit the availability of arms.

United Nations Reforms.

Critics of the United Nations, often from identity and realist perspectives, raise pointed
questions about who provides the oversight of international institutions. The UN
bureaucracy, unlike domestic bureaucracies, is not subject to direct parliamentary scrutiny.
Nondemocratic UN members face no such scrutiny at all, even at home. The Iraq oil-for-
food scandal revealed widespread influence peddling, kickbacks, and other criminal offenses
by UN officials. Another investigation uncovered the loss of some $298 million in UN
funds through fraud and mismanagement of UN peacekeeping operations.30 As identity
perspectives lament, international norms governing the behavior of civil servants are weak.
Others point out, however, that UN norms may be no weaker than those in some national
bureaucracies, where corruption and scandals are also frequent occurrences.

Changing threats, the advent of globalization, and the eruption of scandals led to
widespread calls for UN reforms. The principal reforms proposed include expanding the
Security Council; trimming down the bureaucracy; improving the UN’s ability to cope
with new threats such as state collapse, WMDs, and terrorism; and getting serious about
human rights and development.

It has been suggested that the Security Council be expanded from fifteen to twenty-four
members. Brazil, Germany, India, Japan, Egypt, and either Nigeria or South Africa are
likely candidates for permanent seats and, hence, veto power. But China opposes Japanese
membership, and the United States has expressed skepticism about German membership,
which would give the EU three seats on the Council. Adding veto members to the Security
Council would make it more representative but not necessarily more efficient. An
alternative is to give the new members semipermanent status, with four-year renewable
terms instead of the two-year nonconsecutive terms for current nonpermanent members.
Under other proposed reforms, the secretary-general’s office would gain more powers and
responsibility over budgets, and some bureaucracies would be eliminated. The Human
Rights Commission, chaired in recent years by some of the worst human rights offenders,
such as Cuba, Libya, and Sudan, was replaced in 2006 by the Human Rights Council,
which is elected by a majority of the UN General Assembly and meets for longer periods
than did the previous commission.

The reforms proposed for the UN are controversial and reflect differing perspectives among
analysts. Realist perspectives seek greater accountability by great powers. Liberal
perspectives seek wider and fairer representation. As the causal arrow in the margin
suggests, wider participation will diminish the role of great powers and military force and
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strengthen universal norms. Identity perspectives seek stronger democratic norms even if it
means special privileges for some countries, particularly in the human rights area. As we
note in Chapter 7, when the new Human Rights Council was set up, the United States
wanted members to be elected by two-thirds of the General Assembly membership, which
would have given democratic nations blocking power. But the majority of members, still
nondemocratic, insisted on a simple majority vote.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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International Economic Institutions

Liberal perspectives strongly promote world trade and economic development. Wealth,
although not a pure collective good because it can be distributed unequally, is nevertheless a
prerequisite of greater economic justice and political opportunity. The United Nations,
through its ECOSOC, nominally superintends the global economic institutions, but the
three main international economic institutions—the International Monetary Fund, World
Bank, and World Trade Organization—are for all practical purposes independent of the
UN system. They are sometimes called the Bretton Woods institutions because they were
founded at the postwar conference in Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, in 1944.

International Monetary Fund.

The IMF is a powerful organization that oversees exchange rate and other financial
transactions among countries. The major advanced countries dominate it.

In 2017, the IMF had 189 member countries. Each country has a representative on the
Board of Governors, usually the minister of finance or central bank chairman. The board
meets once a year but is too unwieldy to exercise daily control. It designates policy overview
to the International Monetary and Finance Committee (IMFC). The IMFC consists of
twenty-four governors, five from the top contributing countries (the G5: the United States,
Japan, Germany, France, and the United Kingdom) and nineteen from various geographic
groups of countries. The IMFC meets twice a year and delegates daily responsibility to the
Executive Board. The Executive Board directors are assigned to permanent duty at IMF
headquarters in Washington, D.C. The IMF staff totals about 2,400 civil servants, led by a
managing director and three deputy managing directors. By convention, the European
members select the managing director, although that could change as members seek more
equitable representation for developing countries.

Voting in the IMF is based on quotas, and quotas in turn are based on countries’ economic
power, including gross domestic product (GDP), current account transactions, and official
reserves. An IMF quota represents the maximum amount of money a country provides to
the IMF for lending to correct balance-of-payments problems. When a country enters the
IMF, it pays 25 percent of this quota in special drawing rights (SDRs, the international
paper currency that has been issued in small amounts) or a major currency such as the
dollar, the yen, or the euro. It pays the remaining 75 percent in its own currency. IMF
resources totaled $575 billion in 2017.

IMF quota: the share of money that each country provides to the International Monetary Fund for
lending, which determines its voting power.
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Not surprisingly, the United States has the largest vote, 16.5 percent (slightly less than its
quota of 17.4 percent because all countries start with a base of 250 votes). The G5
countries have 37.98 percent of the vote, and the G7 countries (adding Canada and Italy)
have 41.2 percent of the vote. Since the G5 countries are the only permanent members on
the Executive Board (the other nineteen countries share representatives), the IMF is
essentially run by the major financial countries. They provide the bulk of the financial
resources, and they call most of the shots.

IMF quotas are recalculated every five years. Increasing and redistributing quotas are
controversial steps that require an 85 percent majority vote. Notice that the United States
can block a quota increase or reform. The last two reviews in 2003 and 2008 did not
increase the quotas. The IMF needs fewer resources because it plays a smaller role in
funding current account deficits; today, commercial banks and other private institutions do
most of the financing. The U.S. quota has declined as its relative share of global wealth has
declined. When fully implemented, the quota review in 2008 gives China the third-largest
quota and places the BRIC countries (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) among the top ten
shareholders.

The principal task of the IMF is to encourage sound domestic economic policies to support
global growth and economic stability. The IMF conducts annual surveillance studies of
member countries’ policies, discusses these studies with the authorities in each country, and
provides technical assistance to improve fiscal, monetary, exchange rate, banking, and
statistical capabilities (more on these economic policies in Chapter 9). If a country requires
balance-of-payments assistance, the IMF lends the country money, but it does so on the
condition that the country alter its policies to correct its balance-of-payments deficit (for
example, by cutting fiscal deficits to reduce domestic demand and hence foreign imports).
This conditionality is the most controversial aspect of IMF activities. As the causal arrow in
the margin suggests, an international organization run by the major powers, in effect,
overrides national sovereignty and dictates domestic policies for countries running balance-
of-payments deficits, thereby undercutting local leaders’ responsibility. What is worse, the
United States, although a deficit country, never has to borrow from the IMF because it can
always print dollars to pay its current account deficits. Other countries hold these dollars as
reserves. In effect, they lend them back to the United States, because they have confidence
that the U.S. economy is strong and the dollar will not weaken. On a few occasions in the
past, when the United States ran short of specific foreign currencies, it arranged financing
with other countries outside the IMF. Although the IMF criticizes U.S. policies, it has no
leverage over U.S. policies through lending, as it does with developing countries.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis
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Critics charge that IMF policies serve primarily the interests of advanced countries. Like
bankers, the G7 or the G10 countries (actually eleven countries, adding Belgium, the
Netherlands, Sweden, and Switzerland to the G7) care most about getting their money
back. IMF conditionality squeezes developing countries to pay debts, which reduces the
resources available for domestic growth. For the first time, in 1995, the IMF and World
Bank set up a program to reduce the debts of the heavily indebted poor countries (HIPCs).
The HIPC program targeted thirty-nine deeply distressed developing countries for debt
relief. As of 2013, thirty-six countries, twenty-nine of them in Africa, had received debt
relief totaling $96 billion, and another four were under consideration for candidacy. In
2005, the G8 countries supplemented the HIPC program with the Multilateral Debt Relief
Initiative (MDRI). MDRI cancels 100 percent of the debt owed to multilateral institutions,
such as the IMF and the World Bank, as countries fulfill their obligations under the HIPC
program.

Groups of developing countries unhappy with the IMF have formed alternative or
supplementary institutions. After the Asian financial crisis in 1997–1998, the ten member
countries of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) plus China, Japan, and
South Korea formed the Chiang Mai Initiative. They established a mechanism of currency
swap agreements allowing them to supplement foreign exchange reserves in a crisis without
depending only on the IMF. The sums involved are not large enough to replace the IMF,
but the Initiative reflects the growing influence of key developing countries, not only in
Asia but also including Brazil, Mexico, Argentina, Turkey, South Africa, Saudi Arabia, and
Russia. The G20, which includes these countries, assumed center stage during the global
financial crisis in 2008–2009, reflecting the greater equality of wealth and power generated
by globalization. Although the G7 and G20 meet separately, they provide in parallel a
better balance of influence between advanced and developing countries in global economic
decision making. Still, these great power groups have no formal authority, unlike the IMF.

Whatever its faults, the IMF has nurtured phenomenal growth in developing countries
since 1945. The Asian countries in particular benefited from IMF programs and, despite
criticism of the IMF, bounced back quickly from the Asian financial crisis. The IMF was
particularly effective in guiding India through a balance-of-payments crisis in the early
1990s, helping that country make a historic turn toward more open and market-oriented
policies. The result is that India, along with China, has joined the world economy, and
these two countries (with more than a third of the world’s population) are now among the
fastest-growing economies in the world.

World Bank.

The International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), or World Bank, is
the main global institution for promoting development and alleviating poverty. It is part of
the World Bank Group, along with four other associated institutions: the International
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Development Association (IDA), the International Finance Corporation (IFC), the
Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA), and the International Centre for
Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID). While the World Bank makes loans to
middle-income countries, IDA focuses on the world’s seventy-seven poorest countries. IFC
invests in private enterprises in developing countries. MIGA guarantees foreign direct
investment in developing countries against noncommercial or political risks, such as
expropriation or war. ICSID helps to settle foreign investment disputes and thus
encourages private investment.

In 2017, the World Bank, like the IMF, had 189 member countries; a country has to be a
member of the IMF to join the World Bank. The Bank is run by a structure similar to the
IMF, with a Board of Governors and a Board of Executive Directors. Eight countries have
permanent representatives on the Board of Executive Directors (China, Russia, and Saudi
Arabia in addition to the G5). Bank voting is based on the size of a country’s economy.
Again, the United States has the largest share of votes—about 16 percent; the G5 countries
control 37 percent, and the G7 countries 43 percent. Changes in 2010 gave China the
third-largest share at 4.4 percent, behind the United States and Japan. The Bank has more
than 10,000 employees and is run by a president traditionally selected by the United States.

A fishmonger uses battery-powered portable lamps as she waits for customers at a
night market in Yangon, Myanmar, in September 2013. The World Bank recently
approved aid for a power plant project in Myanmar aimed at boosting electricity
production in one of Asia’s poorest countries.

Ye Aung Thu/AFP/Getty Images

Members pay an initial subscription to the World Bank just as in the IMF. IDA increases
these subscriptions (called replenishments) every four years. But the World Bank, unlike
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the IMF, raises most of its money by selling World Bank bonds on private financial
markets. Because governments back World Bank bonds, these bonds have the highest
security rating and therefore sell at a higher price or lower interest rate. The World Bank
passes on these lower interest rates to developing countries. If the latter were to borrow
directly from private financial markets, they would have to price their bonds at lower levels
and pay much higher interest rates.

The World Bank and IDA make loans for development purposes, from infrastructure
projects (dams, roads, ports, etc.) to basic human needs (food, health, education, housing,
etc.) and sustainable energy and environmental programs. In 2017, the World Bank was
involved in 13,022 projects in 173 countries across virtually all developing countries. Since
the Bank was established, its projects have included providing microcredit in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, raising AIDS-prevention awareness in Guinea, supporting the education of
girls in Bangladesh, improving health care delivery in Mexico, and helping East Timor and
India rebuild after civil strife and natural disasters. Increasingly, World Bank programs have
focused on the needs of the poorest people around the world, some 1.2 billion people living
on less than $1 per day.

Regional development banks exist, such as the Asian and African Development Banks. In
2013, China proposed a new development bank, called the Asian Infrastructure Investment
Bank (AIIB). By 2015, almost all major countries in and outside Asia had joined the AIIB.
The United States, Japan, and Canada chose not to do so, seeing the new bank as a
competitor to the World Bank and Asian Development Bank.

Overall, the World Bank faces fewer criticisms than the IMF because it focuses explicitly on
poverty. Nevertheless, World Bank projects are faulted for catering to large-scale rather
than micro projects (which benefit the poor more directly); for tolerating, even facilitating,
corruption; for being ineffectively coordinated; for damaging the environment; and for
ultimately failing to reduce inequality. The Bank is also criticized for having a bloated and
overpaid staff. World Bank officials travel around the world in comfortable style and earn
relatively high bankers’ salaries that are exempt from income tax in the United States,
where the Bank’s headquarters are located. As Table 6-1 shows, while the World Bank’s
lending went down dramatically after the financial crisis of 2008–2009, the institution’s
administrative expenditures went up. In recent years the World Bank has done a better job
of controlling administrative costs.

Table 6-1 Lending and Spending: World Bank
Expenditures (in US$ millions)

Lending commitments Administrative expenses

2009 32.9 1.4
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2010 44.2 1.6

2011 26.7 1.6

2012 20.6 1.6

2013 15.2 1.7

2014 18.6 1.8

2015 23.5 1.0

2016 29.7 0.9
Source: World Bank, Finances, “Financial Results,”
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/EXTABOUTUS/0,,contentMDK:22669594~menuPK:8336873~pagePK:51123644~piPK:329829~theSitePK:29708,00.html

World Trade Organization.

The International Trade Organization (ITO) was originally proposed in 1945. But unlike
the IMF and World Bank, it was not approved, in part because of the U.S. Congress’s
objection to the inclusion of agriculture. As a result, only the section of the ITO that dealt
with manufacturing trade was put into effect. Known as the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT), this institution was the smallest and perhaps most effective of the
Bretton Woods institutions (suggesting smaller bureaucracies may be better than big ones?).
The GATT led six major rounds of multilateral trade negotiations, reducing tariffs and
other barriers to trade and opening up the vast global markets that dominate the world
economy today. The last round was the Uruguay Round of trade negotiations, initiated in
1986 and implemented in 1994. It not only expanded trade liberalization beyond
manufacturing products to include agriculture, investment, and services but also established
the more comprehensive World Trade Organization (WTO), which acquired limited
powers to overrule national laws and compel offending countries to change their laws or
pay penalties and make compensation to offended countries. The United States, Canada,
and Mexico also signed the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), taking a
first step toward the regional integration of markets in North America. China and Mexico
became members of the WTO, and the global community accelerated the provision of
technical assistance, foreign aid, and investment capital to the developing world.

The WTO had 164 members in 2017 (GATT started with 23) governed by the Ministerial
Conference, which meets at least once every two years. It is run by the General Council,
which meets several times a year at the headquarters in Geneva, Switzerland. The General
Council serves as the Trade Policy Review Body to critique the trade policies of member
countries and as the Dispute Settlement Body to resolve trade disputes. Below the General
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Council are councils for trade in goods (essentially the updated GATT), services (governed
by the General Agreement on Trade in Services, or GATS), and intellectual property
(governed by the agreement on trade-related intellectual property issues, or TRIPs). (GATS
and TRIPs came out of the conclusion of the Uruguay Round in 1994.) The WTO still has
the smallest bureaucracy of all the original Bretton Woods institutions, with around 630
personnel. A director-general selected by consensus leads the organization. The director-
general in 2017, like most recent directors, came from a developing country (Brazil),
suggesting the growing importance of emerging nations such as Brazil, India, China, South
Africa, and Indonesia in global markets.

The WTO, unlike the IMF and World Bank, operates on the basis of one country, one
vote, not a quota system based on country size or, in this case, share of world trade. Voting
is by consensus, which makes WTO politics not only more equitable but also more
cumbersome than that of the IMF or World Bank. In the case of expert panels to resolve
trade disputes, however, the consensus rule has been modified. Under the GATT, one
government could block a decision by a dispute panel indefinitely; a consensus was needed
to approve a panel decision. Under the WTO, a consensus is needed to block a decision.
Thus, one country, particularly the country on the losing end of a panel decision, cannot
thwart the entire dispute-settlement procedure. An appeals process has been instituted
whereby a losing country can challenge a decision on legal grounds, but once the appeals
process is completed, the panel decision has to be implemented. The losing government has
three choices: change its offending law, compensate the winning country through mutually
agreed trade concessions in some other area, or accept retaliation or imposition of
equivalent trade barriers by the winning country.

These WTO dispute-settlement provisions are very controversial. For the first time, an
international institution can enforce a decision against an advanced country and specifically
against the United States. Many members of Congress objected when the process was
instituted. But notice that the WTO cannot force the United States to change its laws. The
United States can also compensate the other country. In practice, however, the United
States usually changes its laws to comply. It did so in a famous case (well, OK, not so
famous that you would have heard about it) when the WTO rejected U.S. legislation that
allowed U.S. firms to set up export companies in the Caribbean to avoid federal taxes.
Overall, the WTO dispute-settlement process has worked well. The WTO settled some
300 cases in its first eight years, while the GATT settled 300 in its entire lifetime.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis
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Regional Institutions

Regional organizations have proliferated. For some analysts, regionalism may be a stronger
force in contemporary international affairs than nationalism (states), fragmentation
(NGOs), or globalization (IGOs).31 Some regional organizations are alliances: NATO, the
Western European Union (WEU), the Warsaw Pact, the Rio Treaty, the Central Treaty
Organization (CENTO, in the Middle East), and the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization
(SEATO, in Southeast Asia). Others are more economic in nature: the European Common
Market (now the EU), the Latin American Free Trade Association (LAFTA—now the
Latin American Integration Association, or LAIA), ASEAN, the Central American and
Andean Common Markets, NAFTA, Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), the
Central America Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA), and various versions of ASEAN, such as
ASEAN plus 3 (which adds China, Japan, and South Korea) and plus 6 (which adds
Australia, New Zealand, and India). Still others constitute regional diplomatic
organizations—the Organization of American States (OAS), the Conference on Security
and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE—now the Organization for Security and Co-operation
in Europe, or OSCE), and the Organisation of African Unity (now the African Union)—or
politically inspired institutions, such as the Council of Europe, with its promotion of
human rights and democracy in Europe. Table 6-2 presents a summary of current
membership in key regional organizations.

regional organizations: organizations whose members come from and are limited to specific
geographic regions of the world.

Table 6-2 Membership in Key Regional Organizations

African
Union

ASEAN APEC
European
Union

LAIA NATO

Algeria

Angola

Benin

Botswana

Burkina Faso

Burundi
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Cameroon

Cape Verde

Central
African
Republica

Chad

Comoros

Congo-
Brazzaville

Côte d’Ivoire

Democratic
Republic of
the Congo

Djibouti

Egypta

Equatorial
Guinea

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Gabon

Gambia

Ghana

Guinea

Guinea-
Bissaua

Kenya

Lesotho

Brunei
Darussalam

Cambodia

Indonesia

Laos

Malaysia

Australia

Brunei
Darussalam

Canada

Chile

China

Hong
Kong

Indonesia

Japan

Korea

Malaysia

Mexico

Albaniab

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Cyprus

Czech
Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia

Cuba

Albania

Belgium

Bulgaria

Canada

Croatia

Czech
Republic

Denmark

Estonia

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Iceland

Italy
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Liberia

Libya

Madagascara

Malawi

Mali

Mauritania

Mauritius

Mozambique

Namibia

Niger

Nigeria

Rwanda

Sahrawi
Republic
(Western
Sahara)

São Tomé
and Príncipe

Senegal

Seychelles

Sierra Leone

Somalia

South Africa

South Sudan

Sudan

Swaziland

Malaysia

Myanmar

Philippines

Singapore

Thailand

Vietnam

Mexico

New
Zealand

Papua New
Guinea

Peru

Philippines

Russia

Singapore

Taipei

Thailand

United
States

Vietnam

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Montenegrob

Netherlands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Serbiab

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

Turkeyb

Former
Yugoslav
republic of
Macedoniab

United
Kingdom

Ecuador

Mexico

Paraguay

Panama

Peru

Uruguay

Venezuela

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Netherlands

Norway

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Turkey

United
Kingdom

United
States
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Tanzania

Togo

Tunisia

Uganda

Zambia

Zimbabwe

a. Membership suspended or withdrawn.

b. Candidate.
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European Union

No regional organization has achieved greater significance in contemporary international
affairs than the EU. How did this happen, and what can the case of the EU tell us about
how and what kind of new actors might emerge in the world system in the future? The EU
built on two ideas: the functionalist thinking of English scholar David Mitrany, who
argued that working on practical activities such as food and health would make political
differences over time less relevant, and the neofunctionalist thinking of Ernst Haas, a
Berkeley professor who studied how economic cooperation leads to political cooperation
and the formation of supranational loyalties.32 As regional institutions succeed, Haas
showed, participants shift their loyalties (identities) from state institutions to higher-level
supranational institutions. This happens through a combination of institutional processes
such as spillover, as envisioned by the liberal perspective, and creative leadership, as
envisioned by identity perspectives. Spillover involves path dependence, resolving one
common problem that leads to the need to resolve additional ones. Establishing a common
market in 1958 by reducing internal tariffs created additional needs to reduce nontariff
barriers (such as differing regulations) and eventually unify national currencies, which the
European Community did in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Creative leadership means
establishing supranational institutions, such as the European Commission, that initiate
proposals from the standpoint of common rather than national interests, compelling
national governments to reassess their separate interests and upgrade or integrate them at a
higher level. As time goes on and more issues are subjected to this process, member states
identify more and more with the supranational authorities rather than their national
authorities. As the perspectives feature in the margin shows, the causal arrow runs from
supranational initiatives to more focus on common interests to shifts in political loyalties.

supranational institutions: institutions above the level of the state, like the European Commission,
that are motivated by common, rather than state-specific, goals.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The focus on regional integration and spillover was eventually overtaken by global
interdependence.33 Relatively, EU ties became less important and globalization more
important. Interdependence highlighted horizontal interactions among global actors
reducing the significance of hierarchical relationships leading to supranational identities
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such as the EU. As the levels of analysis feature in the margin suggests, interdependence at
the systemic level grew more rapidly than interactions at the regional level and relatively de-
emphasized supranational loyalties.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

More recently, national-level events may be counteracting and superseding global events.
The world is witnessing a widespread backlash of nationalism against globalization.
Populist movements in Europe, the United States, and elsewhere protest that globalization
serves a wealthy elite, not the ordinary worker. International trade and investment take jobs
away from average citizens and reduce wages worldwide. Global elites benefit, especially
bankers and multinational corporations. But ordinary citizens languish. As the adjacent
marginal feature suggests, the causal arrows are now reversed. Populist movements among
individuals and groups within society are influencing governments at the domestic level of
analysis to reduce or even withdraw from involvement in global economic arrangements.
The most dramatic indication of this nationalist-driven backlash is the decision by the
British people in 2016 to exit the EU. After seventy years of integrating nations in Europe,
the British decision to exit the EU, so-called Brexit, may represent a decisive turn in the
opposite direction. If other members react similarly, spillover may be replaced by spillback.
In the next sections, we look first at how the EU evolved and then at the implications of
Brexit.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The European Union began as a functional activity designed to integrate the coal and steel
sectors of France and Germany, taking a vital war-making industry out of the hands of
nationalist rivals. As discussed in Chapter 4, the European Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC) inspired further integration plans—a proposed European Political Community
(EPC), the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom), and the European Economic
Community (EEC), or Common Market. The EPC failed, but Euratom, the EEC, and the
ECSC succeeded beyond expectations. Under the Treaty of Rome, they created the
supranational leadership organs known as commissions that were given exclusive rights to
initiate legislation. This arrangement put community-minded officials in charge of
designing policies that integrated and went beyond national interests, pushing separate
nation-states toward common solutions.
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European Union: a supranational organization that in 1993 superseded the European Communities
and now unites European democracies in specific policy areas.

Spillover.

The Common Market succeeded spectacularly by creating a common industrial market,
which reduced internal tariffs to zero and established unified external tariffs, and a
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), which subsidized and protected European farmers. In
1967, in an early demonstration of spillover, the commissions of the three communities
merged to form the single European Commission (EC, no longer EEC). And starting in
1973, the EC and then EU expanded six times to include by 2017 a total of twenty-eight
members (27 when Brexit becomes official).

The EC also deepened as well as widened. In a classic example of spillover, the common
market solved one problem, tariffs barriers, but exposed two more, regulatory and currency
barriers. Notice here the work of path dependence emphasized by liberal perspectives. The
Common Market in 1962 reduced tariffs, which created the need for the Single European
Act in 1987 to reduce regulatory barriers and the Maastricht Treaty in 1992 to set in
motion the establishment of a single currency.

The Maastricht Treaty created two additional pillars of cooperation, the Common Foreign
and Security Policy (CFSP) and common policies on justice and home affairs, and merged
them with the EC to form the EU. The new pillars, however, continued to make decisions
through traditional intergovernmental mechanisms rather than supranational authority.
But forty years after the failure of the EPC, foreign policy and domestic law were brought
under the umbrella of the new EU, setting the stage for possible integration in the future.34

Structure of the European Union.

EU institutions consist of the Commission, the Council of the European Union, the
European Parliament, and the European Court of Justice; the European Central Bank
(ECB) is the most important specialized institution. The Council, Commission, and
Parliament meet in Brussels, although the Parliament also meets in Luxembourg and
Strasbourg (France). The Court of Justice sits in Luxembourg. The ECB has its
headquarters in Frankfurt, Germany.

The European Commission is the unique organ of the EU. A supranational body, it has
the exclusive authority to initiate legislation and pursue the goals of an ever-closer union. It
provides (although not always) the creative leadership envisioned by neofunctionalism. In
areas where policies have been integrated, such as trade in goods, the Commission
represents the EU. Nonmember countries, such as the United States, negotiate with the
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Commission, not individual EU member states. In 2017, the Commission had twenty-
eight commissioners, one from each member state. Member states select the president of
the Commission, who then, in consultation with member states, chooses the other
commissioners. Notice that Parliament does not select the Commission, let alone establish
the government, which includes the European Council (see the following discussion); in
this sense, the EU is not a parliamentary democracy. But Parliament interviews each
commissioner and then votes on whether to approve the Commission as a whole, not
individual commissioners. The Commission serves for five years coincident with elections
for the European Parliament. The Parliament can dismiss the entire Commission by
adopting a vote of censure. Although it has never done so, the threat to do so in 1999 led a
scandal-ridden Commission to resign. Some 23,000 civil servants work in the Commission
bureaucracy.

The Council of the European Union represents the member states. One minister from
each state attends Council meetings. The subject matter of a meeting determines which
specific ministers are present—that is, agricultural ministers deal with agriculture, finance
ministers with finance, and so on. Up to four times a year, the prime ministers and/or
presidents of the member states come together in summit meetings called the European
Council. Summit meetings deal with overall issues that cut across ministers’ jurisdictions
and resolve issues that are blocked at lower levels. Under the Treaty of Lisbon, which went
into effect in December 2009 (see later in the chapter), the president of the Council rotates
every six months among the member states. The Council has its own secretariat, known as
the Committee of Permanent Representatives, which often competes with the Commission
bureaucracy.

European Commission: the organ of the European Union that has the exclusive authority to
initiate legislation and pursue the goals of an ever-closer union.

Council of the European Union: the assembly that brings together the member states of the
European Union.

European Council: summit meetings of the Council of the European Union, involving heads of
state and government, that deal with crosscutting and controversial issues.

The Council is both an intergovernmental and a supranational body. It represents national
governments as an IGO but acts as a supranational body in the context of European
treaties. Someday, for example, it might become something akin to the senate of a United
States of Europe, representing the separate nation-states of Europe just as the U.S. Senate
represents the fifty states of the United States. One major supranational feature of the
Council is qualified majority voting (QMV). On some, not all, issues, decisions are made
by a majority vote, not by consensus or veto. Member states vote both individually and on
the basis of a certain number of votes allocated to each state. Under new rules, QMV
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requires a majority of member states (55 percent), representing at least 65 percent of the
EU’s total population. The system is complex to make it impossible for big countries to act
alone or to block decisions by a majority of other countries.

The only directly elected institution in the EU is the European Parliament. It currently has
751 members. Members are elected every five years by Europe-wide elections. Seats are not
apportioned by population, as they are, for example, in the U.S. House of Representatives.
A member from a small state represents a smaller number of people than does a member
from a large state. Representatives sit in Parliament not in national groups but in seven
Europe-wide political groups, the principal ones being the conservative European People’s
Party and European Democrats (EPP-ED), the liberal Party of European Socialists (PES),
and a smaller centrist group known as the Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe
(ALDE).

qualified majority voting (QMV): the principle that decisions by international organizations are
made by weighted majority votes, as in the European Union today.

European Parliament: the only directly elected institution in the European Union.

The Parliament has gained wider powers since it was first elected directly in 1979, but its
powers still pale in comparison to those of national parliaments. It cannot initiate
legislation, and it approves the budget and other legislation only by co-decision with the
Council. It is the weakest institution in the EU, and this fact has given rise to the debate in
the EU about the democratic deficit, a criticism that points to a gap between EU
institutions and the people they represent. The Council and Commission, for example, are
not elected by the people but are appointed by national governments. And the Parliament,
which is elected by the people, can dismiss the Commission as a whole but not reestablish
it. Nor can the Parliament seat or dismiss the European Council. Thus, the most powerful
common institutions in Brussels operate once removed from the scrutiny of the people,
who elect their own governments but not the principal EU leaders. And the EU Parliament
is too weak to fully compensate for this gap.

The European Court of Justice (ECJ) has the power to interpret and enforce EU treaties
and law. It consists of one judge from each of the twenty-eight member states, but it sits
usually in a “grand chamber” of thirteen judges or sometimes in smaller chambers of only
three to five judges. It decides on the constitutionality of EU law, offers advisory opinions,
and adjudicates disputes not only among EU members and institutions but also between
individuals or corporations (NGOs) and the EU. In the latter function, the ECJ goes
beyond traditional international courts. Like the European Court of Human Rights under
the Council of Europe (see Chapter 7), the ECJ recognizes a right of individual standing,
which allows individuals to bring cases before the court and thus conveys a sense of
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European identity or citizenship to the European people independent of national
governments.

democratic deficit: the criticism made of the European Union that it is not directly accountable to
the people it represents.

European Court of Justice (ECJ): the judicial body that has the power to interpret and enforce
European Union treaties and law.

individual standing: the right of civilians, as well as states, to bring cases before a court, uncommon
in international law until recently.

The ECJ superintends the mammoth body of EU law known as the acquis communautaire,
which new members must accept when they enter the EU. At the last count, since 1952,
the ECJ has heard more than 15,000 cases and rendered 26,800 judgments. When we
compare that to the ICJ, which has considered only several hundred cases in recent years,
we see why some students of international affairs are more impressed by regional
organizations than by international ones. Some of the ECJ’s most notable rulings include
banning the placement of any limit on the number of players from other EU countries that
can play on a national soccer team (in other words, all of Germany’s national team might,
theoretically, come from other EU countries) and declaring parts of the German
constitution illegal because they banned women from participating in military combat
activities.

The European Central Bank (ECB) is one of the most powerful EU institutions, even
though only nineteen of the twenty-eight members of the EU currently belong to it; those
are the members who use the euro currency. We notice the effect of the ECB immediately
when we travel in Europe. There are no more German marks or French francs—these have
been replaced by the euro in those countries. But the United Kingdom, which is not a
member of the ECB, still uses pounds and controls its own currency. The ECB is run by an
executive board consisting of the president, vice president, and four other members, all
appointed for eight-year nonrenewable terms by agreement among the presidents and
prime ministers of the participating member states. The Governing Council of the ECB,
which consists of the executive board and the governors of the nineteen participating
central banks, controls the money supply and sets short-term interest rates. The ECB acts
independently. It can neither ask for nor accept instructions from any other EU or national
body. Yet it controls one of the key levers determining the fate of the national and
ultimately the European economies.

European Central Bank (ECB): the banking institution whose Governing Council controls the
money supply and sets short-term interest rates for the European Union.
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We can understand why this institution is both so remarkable and controversial. Member
states gave up control of their money supply, a critical instrument of national economic
sovereignty, when they created the ECB. And they did so without the usual checks and
balances of a strong parliament or fully unified political system in Brussels. In the United
States, for example, the Federal Reserve acts independently, to be sure, but it also reports
regularly to a very powerful and watchful Congress and consults closely with the Treasury
Department on other aspects of economic policy, such as fiscal policy, which the Federal
Reserve does not control. The ECB also reports to the European Parliament, but the
Parliament, remember, is much weaker than the U.S. Congress. And although the ECB
consults with finance and economic ministers from the nineteen ECB countries, the EU
does not pursue a common fiscal policy. In 1997, the European Council adopted the
Stability and Growth Pact, which committed member states to keep fiscal deficits below 3
percent of GDP and total national debt below 60 percent. At times, however, half the ECB
members have been in violation of one or both limits. In 2010, when the ECB bailed out
Greece the first time, Greece’s budget deficit and national debt were double the allowed
percentages. In recent years, Ireland, too, received emergency loans, as did Portugal and
Spain, two much larger countries with more serious consequences for European economies.
In 2015, Greece once again requested emergency assistance from the ECB.

If member states fail to control fiscal deficits, the ECB is left with two choices, both bad. It
can loosen the money supply to accommodate these deficits, which risks inflation because
loose money and loose fiscal policy create more demand for goods than the available supply
of goods, or it can ignore the deficits and pursue a sound monetary policy, which risks
recession because the combination of tight money and loose fiscal policy (government
demand for borrowing) raises interest rates and slows growth. The European debt crisis
divided member states. Germany and other northern European states wanted ECB loans to
include conditions to reduce fiscal deficits, but the indebted countries, mostly in the south,
faced street riots from citizens protesting budget cuts and preferred a looser monetary
policy. The ECB, we could say, is swimming in uncharted waters (more on this in Chapter
8).

Figure 6-5 identifies the principal institutions of the EU.

European Constitution.

In 2002, the EU countries held a convention to draft a European constitution. The
integrating states of Europe were facing a challenge comparable to that in the United States
of America in 1787. With enlargement and monetary union, Europe had become so
complex it needed a political and, indeed, constitutional overhaul. This constitutional
facelift could be seen as another major instance of spillover from economic and monetary to
political affairs. The convention, chaired by former French president Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing, presented a far-reaching document to an Intergovernmental Conference (IGC)
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of the European Union. In June 2004, the IGC adopted a somewhat less ambitious yet still
substantial document. However, the IGC-approved constitution required ratification by all
member states before it could go into effect. In the summer of 2005, popular referenda in
France and the Netherlands rejected the constitution. Although the reasons were many and
related to local as well as European politics, some wondered if the process of European
integration had peaked. As the causal arrow suggests, realist observers saw a revival of
national sovereignty that defeated new integration initiatives and weakened
supranationalism. Identity perspectives saw the democratic deficit at work discrediting
institutional initiatives and strengthening nation resistance. But liberal perspectives saw the
problem in terms of spillover and the need for further institutional initiatives.

European constitution: a 2004 European Union document, not yet ratified, that significantly
increased the extent of European unity.

Figure 6-5 The European Union: Key Institutions

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The Lisbon Treaty.

That is exactly what happened two years later. European governments decided to move
ahead without popular support, risking further backlash over the democratic deficit. In
December 2007, they signed the Lisbon Treaty, which implements many of the provisions
of the constitution by intergovernmental agreement. Only parliaments, not public
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referenda, have to ratify intergovernmental agreements. Although another public
referendum in Ireland in June 2008 rejected the treaty, parliaments eventually ratified it,
and it went into effect in December 2009.

Lisbon Treaty: a 2009 treaty that implements many of the provisions of the unratified European
constitution by intergovernmental agreement.

Under the Lisbon Treaty, the EU now has a longer-term president elected by the European
Council serving for two and a half years; a high representative for foreign affairs acting as
the chief diplomat of the EU; a more powerful European Parliament enjoying co-decision
rights with the Council on almost all legislation (but still no right to initiate legislation,
which only the Commission has); more decisions made using QMV, with a simplified
QMV formula that took effect in 2014; and a Charter of Fundamental Rights that makes
the rights embodied in the European Convention on Human Rights legally binding on all
EU institutions and member states.

With all its deficiencies, the EU represents a remarkable instance of institution building at
the regional level, comparable to what the United States undertook in the nineteenth
century to bind the states of America together in a single federal government. The final
outcome in Europe will be different from that in the United States, to be sure, but the
comparative exercise suggests the potential for expanding the scope of governance in
international affairs that liberal perspectives have often emphasized.

Brexit.

Nevertheless, Brexit raises a warning signal. After seven decades of closer economic and
political integration in Europe, Britain decided in 2016 to leave the EU. The referendum
to do so was close but clear, 52 to 48 percent. Britain was not an original member of the
EU. It initially formed a competing free trade area, the European Free Trade Association
(EFTA), and did not join the EC until 1973. The British have always been skeptical about
getting too involved in continental affairs. Its foreign policy for two centuries was to steer
clear of alignments on the continent and to give preference to its global, colonial empire.
After this decision, the British talked about renewed alignments with the United States, as
well as Asian and other countries.

Britain’s Evening Standard newspaper features a front page story on British Prime
Minister Theresa May’s triggering of Article 50 of the Lisbon Treaty to begin the
process of Britain’s withdrawal from the European Union (EU), in March 2017. May
said that there was “no turning back” from the historic move that has thrown the
EU’s future into question, and many wonder whether other world nations will follow
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similar nationalist paths and abandon pro-globalization approaches.

CHRIS J RATCLIFFE/AFP/Getty Images

What precipitated this decision? Four factors stand out. Economically, the EU was
stagnating and fragmenting into two parts—a northern league headed by Germany and
southern members, like Greece, overwhelmed by debt and unemployment. Great Britain,
with the most entrepreneurial economy, felt the benefits of integration no longer exceeded
the costs, especially the potential costs of bailing out the southern members (more on this
in Chapter 8). Politically, the EU seemed to be turning its nose up at national sovereignty
and democratic procedures. The bureaucracy and political elites in Europe moved ahead
with the Lisbon Treaty even when public referenda rejected the draft European
constitution. Strategically, the threat of terrorism created alarm and focused attention on
homeland security and tightening rather than opening border controls. Finally cultural
factors compounded fear. The onslaught of immigrants, which came initially from eastern
Europe after the end of the Cold War and accelerated from the terrorist- and civil war–
infested regions of the Middle East and north and central Africa, disrupted local
communities and aroused religious and racial concerns.

The question now is how Britain exits. If it is a so-called hard exit, it will cut most ties with
the EU and potentially slow growth throughout Europe and the world. On the other hand,
a “soft” exit, in which Britain retained special and perhaps more favorable ties with EU
countries, might encourage other EU members to exit. The negotiations will last some
years, and public sentiment could shift. But this event will be watched closely, along with
nationalist movements in other parts of the world, to see if nations are abandoning
globalization and turning back to the protectionism and nationalism of the 1930s.
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Asian Regional Institutions

Asia has no economic union. As Professor Peter Katzenstein tells us, “Asian regionalism is
shaped by the character of Asian states.”35 And in three ways, Asian states differ from
Western states: they rely less on formal institutions and the separation of powers; they
transact business and politics more on a personal and familial basis than through the
contracts, laws, and courts more familiar in the West; and they place more emphasis on the
well-being of the society as a whole than on the freedom or individualism of each citizen.
These differences are evident in Asian regional organizations.

ASEAN is the principal Asian IGO. It was founded in 1967 by five countries: Indonesia,
Malaysia, the Philippines, Thailand, and Singapore. Brunei joined in 1984, Vietnam in
1995, Laos and Myanmar in 1997, and Cambodia in 1999. ASEAN was established
primarily to accelerate economic growth and indirectly to shield Asian countries from Cold
War conflicts raging in Indochina. But the approach in ASEAN was never as institutional
or centrally directed as in the EU. The originating document contained only five articles,
and ASEAN did not start a free-trade area until 1992. While that objective is now more or
less in place, ASEAN countries do not have common external tariffs, and free trade is
limited to a narrower range of products than in the EU (for example, rice, a principal
agricultural product, is excluded). There is no single market with common regulations or
single currency in ASEAN. And ASEAN avoids legal approaches to dispute settlement,
relying on consensus mechanisms rather than on court proceedings.

ASEAN: the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, the principal Asian IGO.

Still, ASEAN has evolved. In 1994, it initiated along with other Asian countries the
ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF). ARF brings together ASEAN and other countries,
including the United States, Australia, China, Russia, Japan, India, and South Korea, to
foster constructive dialogue on security and political issues and to contribute to confidence-
building measures (such as releasing white papers on defense expenditures) and preventive
diplomacy in Asia. The only multilateral security organization in Asia, ARF is based on the
strict principle of noninterference in the internal affairs of states. ARF has no secretariat,
and its attendees are called participants, not members. China resists such
institutionalization, preferring to think of international institutions as state-centric actors
defending national sovereignty from both other governments and nonstate actors such as
NGOs. ASEAN and ARF, for example, do not have any mechanisms to monitor elections
or advocate for human rights, as the Council of Europe does in the European region.

APEC is another loose institution that is characteristic of the Asian style of international
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cooperation. Founded in 1989 through an initiative by Australia, APEC is a forum of some
twenty-one Pacific Rim countries concerned with economic activities in the region, such as
trade and investment. It meets annually, has a small secretariat, and includes Taiwan. For
that reason, its annual gatherings are called leaders’ meetings rather than summits, which
usually involve heads of state and government (recall that China does not recognize Taiwan
as a state entity). APEC prides itself on being the only intergovernmental grouping in the
world operating on the basis of nonbinding commitments, open dialogue, and equal
respect for the views of all participants.
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Nongovernmental Organizations

Liberal perspectives pay special attention to nonstate actors. Today, all kinds of nonstate or
nongovernmental elites are active within the sovereign domains of states. They create
transnational or cross-national groups and institutions that affect state influence. Some
NGOs, such as terrorist groups, seek to destroy state authority directly. Other NGOs act in
support of state interests; they project, not weaken, state power. Rogue states, for example,
sponsor terrorism to advance their national interests. And some governments use
multinational corporations as national champions to secure energy and raw materials for
national security. The activities of state-controlled NGOs raise concerns. Chinese resource
companies or sovereign wealth funds of countries control huge foreign exchange reserves.

Transnational nongovernmental organizations (TNGOs) are by far the most numerous
actors in international affairs. By some estimates, there are as many as 40,000 such
organizations, excluding multinational corporations (MNCs), which number separately
another 80,000 to 90,000 entities. In comparison, there are fewer than 200 nation-states
and some 250 or so IGOs.36 TNGOs are extensions of the nongovernmental or private
lives of individual states into the public life of international affairs. Nongovernmental
domestic actors take up international activities and become known as transnational actors
because they are neither governmental nor intergovernmental organizations. From a liberal
perspective, as the causal arrow suggests, expanding NGOs weaken national sovereignty
and foster global norms.

transnational nongovernmental organizations (TNGOs): international commercial or not-for-
profit advocacy organizations, typically independent of and not founded by governments.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Liberal perspectives tend to see this phenomenon as a normal development of technology
and specialization expanding the expertise and scope of institutions. Realist perspectives,
because they emphasize the role of governmental (not nongovernmental) actors, tend to be
more skeptical. They see NGO activities as either extensions of government policies or, if
they are independent, unaccountable to anyone and, hence, disruptive of international
order. Most countries, for example, expect their MNCs to operate abroad in ways
consistent with their home country’s security and economic interests. In turn, they are wary
of NGOs from other countries because these NGOs may act in ways contrary to their
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national interests. The United States worries that NGOs that campaign to eliminate land
mines or threaten to use the new International Criminal Court to punish American military
personnel overseas may undermine U.S. security interests because the United States stations
so many troops abroad at the request of other governments.

Nondemocratic governments see NGOs simply as extensions of foreign influence and
disallow them. Myanmar and North Korea, for example, do not permit NGOs to operate
domestically. They effectively ban international NGOs from entering their borders even
when disasters strike, such as after a cyclone hit Myanmar in 2008 or during periodic
famines in North Korea. China persecutes religious groups, such as the Falun Gong, and
Russia has clamped down harshly on independent media and other activities, particularly in
political areas, where NGOs support the promotion of democracy in Russia. Pakistan and
authoritarian Muslim countries do not control many of the NGOs within their own
borders, particularly the radical fundamentalist groups and madrassas (Muslim schools) that
pose direct threats to their authority as well as terrorist threats to Western governments. In
2006, President Pervez Musharraf, at that time Pakistan’s authoritarian leader, called the
madrassas supported by transnational fundamentalist groups the largest NGO in the
world.37 Are the existence and role of NGOs, then, largely a Western phenomenon and
related to the development of constitutional and then democratic states? As we examine
further in Chapter 10, critical theory perspectives see NGOs as extensions of American
imperialism. Developments such as the Reformation, the industrial revolution, and pluralist
competition empower individuals to participate in commerce and politics. In non-
European cultures, especially Asian and Islamic societies, individuals are less important
actors; cultural and religious communities matter more. Authoritarian and theocratic states
foster monolithic NGOs, such as madrassas; democratic states foster independent NGOs.

Identity perspectives point out that NGOs may be uniquely the creatures of democratic
governments. Democracies not only recognize but also promote NGOs and civil society as
fundamental components of political society. Thus, the spread of NGOs in the world today
owes as much to the spread of democracy as to the acceleration of technology and
interdependence. Notice the judgment here that ideational or identity factors may be more
important than institutional ones. If the international community becomes less hospitable
to democracy, NGOs might become less important even if interdependence remains at
high levels.

Even today, in a world where nondemocracies remain strong, NGOs are not always
independent and tend to be concentrated. A few large NGOs dominate most issue areas,
and many do not function on the democratic principles of representation, accountability,
and transparency. For example, eight large NGOs account for more than half of the money
going into world relief work, and few NGOs provide the public with detailed information
about their personnel, operations, budgets, and funding sources.38 This reality is not
surprising, at least from the point of view of some identity perspectives, because some of the
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states today that spawn these NGOs are also not transparent or democratic.

As Figure 6-6 shows, NGOs exist across the broad spectrum of activities and functions that
make up modern life—economics, environment, development, law and human rights,
disarmament, politics, society, and the military. Many engage in not-for-profit activities,
but others, such as MNCs, are for-profit institutions. Their efforts vary in effectiveness, but
a number of them have received Nobel Prizes for their work, among them the International
Campaign to Ban Landmines (1997) and, most recently, Doctors Without Borders (1999).
Two examples, the World Wildlife Fund and Amnesty International, suggest how NGOs
operate in today’s international system.

Figure 6-6 A Sampling of Transnational NGOs, by Field or Mission Focus

The World Wildlife Fund (WWF) is the largest multinational conservation organization in
the world, with activities in 100 countries and 5 million members globally. WWF invented
and pioneered the use of the debt-for-nature swap. Such a swap enables an indebted
developing nation to avoid cutting back on essential environmental projects. Here is the
way a debt-for-nature swap works. The International Monetary Fund often counsels debtor
developing nations to reduce domestic expenditures to free up resources to repay their
debts. Among the first expenditures that such countries are likely to cut are those for
environmental projects. If a developing country agrees not to do this, WWF will purchase
some of that country’s foreign debt at a discount from a commercial bank or other
originating source and transfer the title of the debt to the developing country. The
developing country then converts the purchased debt into local currency and uses the
proceeds to continue to fund essential environmental projects.
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WWF carried out its first debt-for-nature swap in Bolivia in 1987. From that year through
2003, WWF negotiated some twenty-two debt-for-nature swaps in ten countries across
four continents. Altogether it purchased debt worth around $55 million at a discount price
of $23 million, which was then converted into the equivalent of $46 million for
conservation purposes. Bolivia developed training programs to improve the management of
lowland forests; Costa Rica purchased land for national parks; Madagascar undertook
conservation programs to manage protected areas such as natural forests; the Philippines
instituted training programs and infrastructure for national parks; Cameroon protected part
of the world’s second-largest tropical forest, home to elephants, gorillas, hundreds of bird
species, and indigenous groups such as the Baka; and Poland funded programs to study and
develop river basin resources.39

Amnesty International (AI) is among the most famous human rights NGOs and won the
Nobel Peace Prize in 1977. The organization was founded in 1961 by Peter Benenson, an
English lawyer. Sitting on a train one day in 1960, Benenson read about two Portuguese
students sentenced to long prison terms for criticizing Portugal’s then dictator António
Salazar. He resolved to do something about it and founded AI. Headquartered in London,
AI now has offices in eighty countries. Its members include more than 2.2 million people
organized into more than fifty sections from around the world. The members are crucial to
AI’s survival and growth. Individual donations make up the bulk of the organization’s
income, which in 2009 totaled more than $45 million. Of this amount, only about 1.5
percent came from other sources, such as investments. AI also accepts money from
“carefully vetted” businesses, but it is unique among NGOs in that it never takes money
from governments or political parties.40 When AI received the Nobel Prize in 1977, the
Nobel Committee cited AI’s work on behalf of prisoners of conscience, noting that of the
6,000 prisoners that AI “adopted” from 1972 to 1975, 3,000 had been released by 1977. It
praised in particular the way AI mobilizes thousands of individuals locally to “adopt” and
develop close relationships with prisoners, reassuring them that they have not been
forgotten. At the time, AI volunteers wrote letters to officials asking about the prisoners and
letting governments know that someone was aware of the situation. To remain apolitical,
AI assigned prisoners to adoption groups within specific Cold War regions: East, West, and
the third world.41

Amnesty International focuses on eight global goals:

1. Reform and strengthen the justice sector; that is, end the imprisonment of prisoners of conscience,
unfair political trials, torture, unlawful killings, and so on.

2. Abolish the death penalty, both in particular countries and internationally.
3. Protect the rights of defenders, that is, those who work on behalf of human rights.
4. Resist human rights abuses in the “war on terror,” which AI believes has caused “a widespread

backlash against human rights.”
5. Defend the rights of refugees and migrants.
6. Promote economic, social, and cultural rights for marginalized communities, such as indigenous

peoples and Roma (Gypsies), with a focus on fighting forced evictions such as those that took place
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around Africa in 2006.
7. Stop violence against women, notably rape and domestic violence.
8. Protect civilians and close the taps that fuel abuses in conflicts in places such as Sudan, Israeli-

occupied territories, and Lebanon.

In AI’s early years, neither the UN nor governments welcomed the organization’s
initiatives. But its grassroots and practical approach scored big. Today, it unmasks human
rights abuses in Europe, China, Somalia, Myanmar, Congo, and the United States, taking
the lead in condemning U.S. practices at places like Guantánamo and Abu Ghraib.

Figure 6-7 summarizes the liberal factors influencing international and regional institutions
from the various levels of analysis.

Figure 6-7 International and Regional Institutions in Today’s World: The Liberal
Perspective and Levels of Analysis
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International Law

International law among states dates roughly from the Westphalia Treaty in 1648.
Sovereignty, not religious belief (whether a state was Catholic or Protestant), emerged to
adjudicate relations among states. Thereafter, Christian beliefs faded as the basis of
interstate behavior while international law and liberal constitutional ideas, especially at the
domestic level (e.g., Britain’s constitutional monarchy, America’s republican government),
became more prominent. States increasingly accepted more legal obligations toward one
another. Early jurists codified the rudimentary body of international laws. Hugo Grotius, a
seventeenth-century Dutch jurist, wrote the classic work On the Law of War and Peace, and
Eméric Vattel, an eighteenth-century Swiss legal scholar, made his contribution in The Law
of Nations. Between 1581 and 1864, states concluded some 291 international agreements to
protect the wounded and innocent in war. The Geneva Convention of 1864 became the
basis of the Hague Conferences of 1899 and 1907 and an expanded Geneva Convention of
1949, which regulate conduct in war to the present day and are points of issue in the
contemporary debate on the handling of prisoners in the conflict with terrorism.
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Law and Democracy

Did liberal constitutional ideas in democratizing states such as Britain and the United
States drive this development of international law, or did international practice gradually
shape a legal consensus that embraced sovereignty and eventually certain basic human
rights for all peoples? You say both, and certainly you are right. But which was more
important overall or in any given situation in time? From a liberal perspective, as the causal
arrow suggests, common practice and procedure increases respect for sovereignty, which in
turn encourages tolerance of different ideas. An identity perspective reverses the causal
arrows. Democracy increases common practices, which in turn shapes international law.
Again, it is a question not of one perspective ignoring the other but of which key variable
emphasized by each perspective causes the other.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

These differences in perspective shape current debates on international law. Is international
law whatever states decide, even if many of those states are not democracies? Whose law is it
that governs international relations? Professor Jed Rubenfeld points to a different
understanding of law that exists today between Europe and the United States:

Europeans have embraced international constitutionalism, according to which
the whole point of constitutional law is to check democracy. For Americans,
constitutional law cannot merely check democracy. It must answer to democracy
—have its source and basis in a democratic constitutional politics and always,
somehow, be part of politics, even though it [politics] can invalidate the
outcomes of the democratic process at any given moment.42

From the European point of view, law must be inclusive of all cultures and check
democratic as well as nondemocratic states. As the marginal feature suggests, the causal
arrow runs from multilateralism to international law to democracy. Thus, when the United
States acts outside the United Nations, which is the most inclusive and therefore legitimate
institution in contemporary world affairs, it breaks the law and weakens democracy, as
many Europeans believe the United States did in invading Iraq in 2003 without UN
approval. From the American view, democratic politics legitimates law. Nondemocratic
states cannot make legitimate international law. UN law therefore is not as binding as
democratic law, as the U.S. administration argued in 2003. As shown in the margin, the
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causal arrow runs from democratic ideas to law to use of force.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Both arguments have flaws. The danger in the European view is that nondemocratic groups
may not cooperate to make democratic laws and, even when they do, they may
subsequently break the law, as the Nazis did in Germany in the 1930s or the Muslim
Brotherhood did in Egypt in 2013. The danger in the American view is that one group or
country, even if it is democratic such as the United States, may decide that it alone, not a
majority of other democratic peoples or countries, makes the law and decides whether the
overthrow of a government or invasion of another country is legitimate or not. Can you see
that the difference between these two understandings of international law is a function of
the direction of the causal arrow running between law (liberal), use of force (realist), and
democracy (identity)? Many disagreements in international affairs are a consequence of
these subtle distinctions in the causal relationship of variables, which is why we work so
hard to understand and use alternative perspectives in this book.
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International Courts

International courts also play an important role in liberal approaches. They address legal
grievances that frustrate alienated groups. The objective from a liberal approach to
international affairs is ultimately to domesticate international disputes—to eliminate the
role of violence in decision making and subject disputes to the same measures of economic
redress and rule of law that apply to domestic disputes. Constitutional orders guaranteeing
the rule of law replace balance-of-power politics based on violence.43 Peaceful diplomacy
and courts adjudicate where alliances and war once did.

The Hague Conferences at the turn of the nineteenth century established the Permanent
Court of Arbitration, a standing panel of jurists from which countries involved in a dispute
could pick a panel to arbitrate their dispute. The League of Nations created the Permanent
Court of International Justice, and the United Nations the International Court of Justice
(ICJ). Most recently, the International Criminal Court (ICC) was established. It
constitutes a permanent court to try individuals for wartime criminal acts, a practice started
by ad hoc tribunals after World War II for Yugoslavia, Rwanda, and other conflicts. The
ICC, like domestic courts, decides cases brought by civilians as well as by governments,
although, unlike domestic courts, it does not have independent police power to enforce its
decisions.

International Court of Justice (ICJ): the UN’s main judicial institution to arbitrate disputes among
nations.

International Criminal Court (ICC): a permanent tribunal started in 2002 to prosecute war
crimes.

The ICJ, also known as the World Court, sits in The Hague, the Netherlands. It has fifteen
justices elected for nine-year terms by majority votes in the UN Security Council (acting
without a veto) and General Assembly. It has no powers to force parties to appear before
the court or to enforce its decisions. Only states, not individuals or NGOs, can bring cases
to the court. States can accept or reject ICJ decisions as compulsory. When Nicaragua
accused the U.S. government in 1984 of mining Nicaragua’s harbors, the United States
rejected the court’s ruling and did not comply with the requirements of compulsory
jurisdiction. In sixty-five years, the ICJ considered relatively few cases. None of them dealt
with major issues, although the ICJ helped developing countries resolve a number of border
disputes—for example, Cameroon and Nigeria—and issues related to fisheries and
continental-shelf jurisdiction.

The most controversial case brought before the World Court illustrates the institution’s
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limitations. In 2000, Belgium issued an arrest warrant for Abdoulaye Yerodia Ndombasi, a
former DR Congo foreign minister accused of inciting genocide against Tutsis in Rwanda
in 1998. Belgium relied on a legal principle known as universal jurisdiction, the claim that
some crimes are so heinous every individual country has a right to prosecute them wherever
they may occur. DR Congo contested the case in the World Court and won. The court
argued that Belgium had no right to interfere in the sovereign domain of other states.44

Nevertheless, a number of European countries have such laws, and some threatened to try
U.S. officials for prisoner abuses during the Iraq War.45

universal jurisdiction: the claim of a single state that it can prosecute perpetrators of war crimes
anywhere in the world.

Ad hoc tribunals were created after World War II to deal with war criminals in Germany
and Japan. The atrocities committed in Rwanda and former Yugoslavia revived interest in
such panels. Today, ad hoc international tribunals try war criminals from these conflicts in
The Hague and in Arusha, Tanzania. These tribunals respond to individual, not just state,
complaints. But they are criticized because they respond to ad hoc situations and are
accused of reflecting “victors’ justice” rather “impartial justice.”

The ICC prosecutes individuals, and states party to the court are required to cooperate with
ICC investigations. It considers four types of crimes: genocide (the killing of people because
of their race, ethnicity, or religion), crimes against humanity (forcible transfer of
populations, torture, enslavement, and murder), war crimes, and crimes of aggression (left
undefined). Anyone can bring a case to the ICC. The ICC acts as a court of last resort,
however, accepting cases only if national courts prove unwilling or unable to act. As of
2015, the ICC had issued three verdicts but had eight suspects under arrest with three trials
under way. Some indicted individuals, such as President Omar al-Bashir of Sudan, who was
reelected in 2010, remained at large. The ICC was also pursuing investigations into several
other situations, such as recent atrocities in Libya and Mali. Some cases have been resolved
when those accused have died in prison, as did Slobodan Milosevic, former president of
Serbia.

Sudanese President Omar al-Bashir arrives in the capital, Khartoum, from
Johannesburg, South Africa, in June 2015 despite a court order that was meant to
prevent him from leaving South Africa as it decided whether to arrest him over
alleged war crimes. Bashir, who is wanted by the International Criminal Court for
alleged war crimes, crimes against humanity, and genocide in the Darfur region, was
returning from an African Union summit.

475



EBRAHIM HAMID/AFP/Getty Images

The United States, China, and India, among others, refused to join the ICC. The United
States, reflecting realist concerns, argued that the ICC might prosecute U.S. soldiers by
claiming that U.S. courts are unwilling to do so. A case in point might be the treatment of
prisoners by the U.S. military at the Guantánamo Bay detention camp. The United States,
more than any other country, has soldiers deployed around the world to protect
international peace and security. Anyone who opposes U.S. actions might bring a case
against its soldiers, even its president, before the ICC. The U.S. supports an amendment
making the ICC subject to Security Council veto. Critics say that such a veto is overkill; the
chances of rogue prosecutions are minimal. In the meantime, because the ICC has already
gone into effect, the United States negotiates so-called Article 98 agreements with other
countries, committing them not to send Americans to the ICC for prosecution.46

Is prosecution of criminal behavior always conducive to peace? At the domestic level of
analysis, we usually answer that question in the affirmative. But in international conflicts,
the answer is not always so obvious. Justice is complicated in countries that are
transitioning from civil war to peace. Some participants regard postconflict tribunals as
“victors’ justice.” The side that wins the conflict administers justice. Reconciliation may be
better achieved, they argue, if past leaders are not openly tried and prosecuted. After its
revolution against apartheid, for example, South Africa decided not to prosecute individuals
responsible for the racist policies of the apartheid government. Instead it celebrated the
heroic actions of the new leaders and government, especially its first president, Nelson
Mandela. On the other hand, other countries have decided that they cannot clear the decks
for future peace until they settle accounts for past atrocities. The ad hoc tribunal for
Rwanda, for example, is engaged in such an effort. It has completed dozens of trials and
convicted many defendants. The causal arrow in the margin summarizes the arguments
about whether legal actions help or hinder reconciliation.
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Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Figure 6-8 summarizes the liberal perspective on international law from the various levels of
analysis.

Figure 6-8 Legal Institutions in Today’s World: The Liberal Perspective and Levels of
Analysis

Summary

Liberal perspectives emphasize the causal role of repeated interactions, interdependence, path dependence,
and unintended outcomes on international affairs. At the structural systemic level, they highlight the role of
collective security and intergovernmental institutions such as the United Nations. At the systemic process
level, they zero in on diplomacy, negotiation and bargaining, and the role of nongovernmental groups.
From a bargaining perspective, there is always a better option than the use of force, and liberal perspectives
seek to reduce the role of armaments and force in international affairs. At the domestic level, liberal
perspectives spotlight elite leadership and the building of stronger domestic institutions to contain
ideological and material disparities. And at the individual level, liberal perspectives push for better
information, more open dialogue, and respect for alternative points of view.

Want a better grade?

Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Key Concepts
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Study Questions
1. How do liberal perspectives explain the failure of the Oslo Accords? Contrast with realist and identity

perspectives.
2. Why did the United Nations succeed in the first Persian Gulf war and fail in the aftermath? Was it the

momentary dominance of the United States after the Cold War ended, the farsighted foreign policy
leadership of Presidents George H. W. Bush and Bill Clinton and less effective policies of President
George W. Bush, or the religious humiliation of fundamentalist Muslims by the presence of Western
forces in the Gulf? Which perspective and level of analysis are involved in each argument?

3. From the liberal perspective, when is it legitimate to intervene in the domestic affairs of another state?
Contrast with realist and identity perspectives.

4. What is a strategy from the liberal perspective for U.S. and Western relations with China? How would it
differ from a strategy from the realist or the identity perspective?

5. Why is the European Union considered to be an archetypical institution from the liberal perspective,
while the UN Security Council is considered to be a blend of the realist and liberal perspectives?
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7 Identity Perspectives on Today’s World
Democracy, Religion, Nationalism, and Human
Rights

Turkey’s President Recep Tayyip Erdogan (center left) and Russia’s President Vladimir
Putin (center right) meet in Moscow in March 2017 during High-Level Russian-Turkish
Cooperation Council. Both leaders are known for their strongly nationalist orientations.
One variant of the identity perspective emphasizes the domestic-level influence of
nationalism as a counterpressure to globalization and multiculturalism.

Alexei Druzhinin\TASS via Getty Images

Identity perspectives see the world through the lens of the competition and construction of ideas.
Actors pursue power and participate in diplomatic, trade, and other interactions to advance the self-
and shared images they hold. According to identity perspectives, these images motivate the
management of power through arms competition or disarmament and the quest for wealth, security,
and other collective goods through international institutions. As Figure 1-3 in Chapter 1 reminds us,
the causal arrows run from who the actors are (identity) to whether they cooperate or conflict (liberal)
to how much military and economic power they need (realist).

In this chapter, we look at the different ideas that animate the debates and discourse of
contemporary international affairs: democracy, religion, nationalism, and human rights.
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These ideas have been around for quite a while and have been reinterpreted by successive
generations. Democracy flickered to life in ancient Greece and Rome and evolved in
Europe and America in the seventeenth through the nineteenth centuries. Tribalism
(ethnicity) and religion motivated human activities and relationships in early societies. In
later times, religious and cultural ideas crystalized into political institutions such as the
Catholic Church in the West, Confucian traditions in the East, and Muslim sharia law in
the Middle East. Nationalism married culture and religion to territorial borders, giving rise
to the contemporary nation-state and a cornucopia of political ideologies (liberalism,
fascism, communism, etc.). Secular ideas of common humanity and justice sprouted along
the way and emerged in the modern era in the concept of human rights—that is, the basic
physical, economic, social, and maybe even political rights of individual human beings.

Are any of these ideas universal and capable of spreading to all peoples, or are they all
particular and, if not antagonistic, at least agnostic toward one another?

One identity view of the world today emphasizes the spread of democracy. In the Cold
War, the ideas of democracy won out over the ideas of communism, and democracy is now
perceived by many as the preferred solution to the problems of war and peace in eastern
Europe, the Balkans, and maybe, despite the travails of the Arab Spring, even the Middle
East. Democracy trumps culture and becomes a possibility in all countries, not just
Western ones. At the systemic structural level of analysis, it defines a new configuration of
identities, the democratic peace, that surmounts anarchy and the balance of power.

However, a second identity argument contends the reverse: that religion and culture matter
more. Civilization represents the highest form of culture, and civilizations differ based on
religion. Democracy is part of Western civilization, not universal across civilizations. Thus,
the world confronts a clash of religions or civilizations, in particular between Islam and the
West. A Christian Western world of liberal secular democracy faces off against Islam and
other cultures that are either non-Western or illiberal, based on religious fundamentalism.
The most significant potential conflicts emerge between the Western world on one side and
a combination of Confucian China–centered and Muslim Middle East–centered
civilizations on the other. For realists, this confrontation is simply the age-old struggle for
power, taking place this time between civilizations of broadly similar nation-states rather
than between different nation-states within the same civilization, as in the case of earlier
Europe. From an identity perspective, however, it is a struggle for power among very
different types of actors—civilizations rather than nation-states—whose interactions may
lead to different kinds of international systems, some more anarchic than others, depending
on how shared identities are constructed.

A third identity perspective emerges at the domestic level. At this level, nationalism pushes
back against globalist ideas. Globalist ideas emphasize multiculturalism and the shaping of
civic identities that embrace multiple traditions or “a loose sense of shared values entailing .
. . the material and psychological well-being of all humans.”1 Nationalism, by contrast, feels
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a bond with specific countries and cultures. As the psychologist Jonathan Haidt writes,
“citizens have a duty to love and serve their country, and governments are duty bound to
protect their own people. Governments should place their citizens’ interests above the
interests of people in other countries.”2

A fourth identity perspective, operating at the individual level of analysis, champions basic
human rights expressed in the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
For many advocates, it offers the best hope for integrating diverse political ideologies and
civilizations. Basic human rights focus first on material protections and benefits—
guarantees against torture, starvation, and environmental catastrophes. Broader protections
and benefits follow—for reducing economic inequality, eliminating social discrimination,
and supporting cultural integrity. At some point, human rights include political rights—the
rights to assemble, to speak freely, to vote, and to have access to impartial courts. But a
virtue of this perspective is that it tries initially to stake out common ground on
nonpolitical basic human needs.

We examine each of these four perspectives. Again, in this chapter we do not ignore realist
and liberal perspectives. Instead, we try to see them as identity perspectives do. The
contradiction and confluence of ideas shape the pursuit of power and the evolution of
institutions more than the balance of power and interdependence shape ideas. Along the
way we will point out where realist and liberal perspectives may disagree.

The difference once again is a matter of how the causal arrows run. Here is how Francis
Fukuyama, one scholar who emphasizes the primary causal role of ideas in history, draws
the causal arrows for us in explaining events since the end of the Cold War:

What we may be witnessing is not just the end of the Cold War, or the passing
of a particular period of postwar history, but the end of history as such: that is,
the end point of mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization of
Western liberal democracy as the final form of government. This is not to say
that there will no longer be events to fill the pages [of journals and newspapers], .
. . for the victory of liberalism has occurred primarily in the realm of ideas or
consciousness and is as yet incomplete in the real or material world. But there are
powerful reasons for believing that it is the ideal that will govern the material
world in the long run.3

Notice how ideas shape the final form of government and “govern the material world in the
long run.” All perspectives are in play, but ideas prevail over institutions and power.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Democracy

Democracy is a set of ideas about political power and institutions. It revolves around three
basic features: (1) opposing political parties rotate peacefully in power through free and fair
elections; (2) all institutions in the government, especially the military, are subject to the
control of elected officials; and (3) individuals enjoy fundamental protections of their civil
rights—the rights to assemble, speak freely, practice their religions, form and support
political parties, vote, and adjudicate their grievances in impartial courts. These features are
demanding. Democracy is much more than elections. The Muslim Brotherhood won
elections in Egypt but then proceeded to change the country’s constitution to require the
government to rule by Muslim law, effectively making it impossible for secular
(nonreligious) groups to compete again in future elections. At that point, the military
stepped in. Acting outside the control of the duly-elected Muslim Brotherhood, it
overthrew the government. What if a culture believes that political institutions should
reflect the society’s religious faith? Can such a society become democratic?
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End of History

In the early 1990s, Francis Fukuyama wrote a book, The End of History and the Last Man,
that captured for many the meaning of the new era ushered in by the events of the end of
the Cold War.4 Communism had just died a peaceful death in the Soviet Union, and
democracy, its ideological adversary for a century, stood unchallenged around the world.
Fukuyama asked how this had happened. His answer was that democracy supplied
something that communism or any other political identity did not—namely, a sense of
equal recognition among individuals and groups of human beings that ended the historical
quest for domination of one group by another, in effect the end of history. In international
politics, it ended the quest for empire and equilibrium by creating a “democratic peace” in
which all countries recognized one another as equal and legitimate, eliminating the struggle
for power and status and, hence, the incentive for war.

end of history: an idea advanced by Francis Fukuyama that the spread of democracy had brought an
end to the violent struggle among nations for equal recognition.

Fukuyama drew heavily on the work of the German philosopher Georg W. F. Hegel. Hegel
developed a nonmaterialist account of history that contrasted with both the materialist
account of Karl Marx (productive forces of capitalism) and the rationalist account of
Immanuel Kant (human reason), two other German philosophers. He argued that human
beings have three parts to their makeup or soul: a desiring (material) part for objects such as
food, drink, and shelter to preserve their bodies (realist); a reasoning (rationalist) part that
tells them how best to acquire these material objects (liberal); and a “spiritedness” (social)
part that seeks recognition from other human beings of the individual’s or group’s self-
worth (identity). The spirited quest for recognition, which Hegel called “thymos,” is what
drives history. People desire to be recognized by other people, and that spiritedness ignites a
struggle for social status to gain recognition by others. Notice that the struggle is primarily
for recognition, not for power or institutional inclusion; hence, Hegel and his pupil
Fukuyama reflect identity perspectives, not realist or liberal perspectives. As the
accompanying causal arrow shows, the struggle for recognition drives the struggle for power
and determines the outcomes in institutions.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

There was plenty of evidence to support Fukuyama’s thesis. Before the end of the
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nineteenth century there were never more than five countries that could be called
democracies. Thereafter democracy spread steadily, albeit in waves.5 The first wave peaked
in the 1920s, then receded in the 1930s and 1940s. The second wave peaked in the 1960s,
and the third wave in the 1990s washed away the main vestiges of tyranny in the world. In
that decade alone, after the end of the Cold War, sixty-three countries became democratic.
Today, eighty-seven countries are rated as free or strong democracies, 1 to 2.5 on a scale of
1 to 7 using some twenty-five different empirical measures to evaluate democracy. Another
fifty-nine countries are rated as partly free, 3 to 5 on the same scale.6 Roughly two-thirds of
the world’s population now lives under democracy (see Map 7-1).

Spreading democracy therefore may enable the world to transcend anarchy and war. In his
State of the Union message in 1994, President Bill Clinton called “the advance of
democracy elsewhere . . . the best strategy to ensure . . . [U.S.] security and to build a
durable peace.” Invoking the democratic peace, he said, “Democracies don’t attack each
other, they make better trading partners and partners in diplomacy.”7 As the causal arrow
shows, democracy improves international security and facilitates trade and peaceful
diplomacy. Madeleine Albright, secretary of state in Clinton’s second term, led the effort to
bring democratic countries together in their own institution, the Community of
Democracies. Launched in Warsaw, Poland, in 2000, the Community of Democracies
strengthens civil societies at the domestic level and encourages cooperation among
democratic countries in the United Nations and other organizations at the systemic process
level. The European Union (EU) became a powerful magnet in the 1990s to strengthen
and secure democratic institutions in the former communist states of Europe. Through
trade and nongovernmental interactions, the EU helped eastern European countries
revitalize their democratic infrastructure that had been destroyed by the oppressive
communist system. And today the EU stands as a beacon of freedom and free markets to
Ukraine besieged by military aggression from Moscow. After World Wars I and II, Europe
lay shattered and torn. Democracy was weak, and markets were riddled by protectionism
and state intervention. After the Cold War, powerful democratic institutions and free
markets flourished in western Europe and the world at large. These democratically rooted
forces then surged across the boundaries of eastern Europe to reclaim freedom for the whole
of Europe and, for a time, even for Russia.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

In retrospect, Fukuyama’s thesis may have been overstated. Since 2006, democracy has
retreated on the world scene; and as we discuss later in this chapter, authoritarianism and
nationalism are on the rebound. Nevertheless, Fukuyama offered a persuasive ideational
explanation at the time for the institutional success of the North Atlantic Treaty
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Organization (NATO) and the EU after the end of the Cold War. Realist perspectives
expected alliances like NATO to decline if not disappear after the Soviet threat ended.
Instead, NATO persisted to support democracy in eastern Europe. Some realist analysts
acknowledged the role of democracy. Charles Krauthammer, a conservative commentator,
called for a realism aimed at democracy, not just stability. He wanted a “democratic
realism,” a strategic policy that not only went “around the world bashing bad guys over the
head” but also “at some point . . . implant[ed] something, something organic and self-
developing. And that something is democracy.”8 Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice,
another acknowledged realist, favored a similar democratic realism when she called for a
“balance of power that favors freedom.”9 Democracy was still the adjective, realism the
noun. But, in these democratic realist views, as the previous causal arrow shows, democracy
(identity) helps improve global security (realist) and stabilize trade and diplomatic ties
(liberal). Some liberal scholars, who stress the way institutions transform security relations
and facilitate democracy, also agreed. They recognized that democracy might be the causal
force behind these institutions because democracies were more likely than other states to
bind themselves within such institutions.10

Map 7-1 Freedom in the World

Source: Freedom House, “Freedom in the World, 2017: Populists and Autocrats: The
Dual Threat to Global Democracy,”
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FH_FIW_2017_Report_Final.pdf.

487



Democracy in the Middle East

But could a political idea break down cultural and religious barriers? Could democracy
transcend Western civilization? It seemed so. Japan and India were non-Western
democratic countries, and after the Cold War other non-Western countries, such as South
Korea and Taiwan, became democratic. Yet in the Middle East, democracy seemed to be
excluded. In Turkey, a Muslim party, in power since 2002, appeared determined to prevent
a secular party from ever again assuming power. And in Egypt, the military leaders, though
promising elections, were aggressive in rounding up and executing opposition leaders,
especially from the Muslim Brotherhood. Only Israel, a Western-oriented nation, was a
strong democracy. But even there, a crisis of democracy lay in the shadows. Radical
Orthodox Jewish groups advocated the annexation of Gaza and the West Bank, steps that
would almost certainly end Israeli democracy. Palestinians would then constitute a majority
of the Israeli population and would have to become second-class citizens if Israel were to
remain a Jewish state.

It was not surprising, then, from this perspective that the part of the world where
democracy failed to take hold was also the center of regional and global conflict. From an
identity perspective, as the arrow in the margin suggests, the absence of democracy, not the
failure of Middle East diplomacy or the growing power of extremists, was the cause of such
conflict.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, raised anew the debate about the role of
democracy and government reform in shaping international behavior, especially in the
context of the Middle East. Was the root cause of terrorism the tyranny of corrupt
governments in the Middle East and, hence, the solution the long-term reform and
transformation of these governments toward greater accountability and democracy? Or was
the cause religious fanaticism on the part of fundamentalist Islam that portended a wider,
perhaps existential, conflict between Islamic and Western values? Or were both democracy
and fundamentalism the wrong construction of identities between the West and Islam so
that the world would have to discover a new discourse to resolve terrorism, one that offers
justice and equality to all identities, whatever their roots in differing civilizations or political
ideologies?

President George W. Bush agreed with the view that democratic reform was crucial
throughout the world, including in the Middle East, where so few democracies existed. In
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2004, he launched his Greater Middle East Initiative. The expansion of political rights and
participation in the Muslim world would combat the tyranny and extremism of
fundamentalist religious dogma. Either out of conviction or because he found no weapons
of mass destruction in Iraq, Bush turned to democracy as the solution to terrorism in Iraq
and the rest of the Middle East. To get at the roots of terrorism, the United States and the
international community had to transform the political regimes in the Arab and Muslim
world into democracies.

Notice that, from this perspective, unlike the liberal perspective, the primary sources of
terrorism are not economic—poverty, disease, and unemployment. As the causal arrow
shows, they are political—oppressive regimes that deny their people basic freedoms, such as
a practical education, economic ownership, and political opportunity. Poverty exists
because of politics, not because of inadequate resources. Instead of allowing basic freedoms,
these regimes siphon off millions of dollars in aid and oil revenues to finance corrupt and
bloated bureaucracies. Corruption increases poverty and foments extremism. Unless these
conditions of governance are addressed, this approach contends, opening markets and
promoting trade, as liberal perspectives propose, will be like “spitting into the wind.”
Political reform is a prerequisite of economic growth, reversing the liberal hope that
economic growth brings political liberalization.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

President Bush gave regime or identity change precedence over negotiations or liberal
approaches. In his inaugural address in January 2005, he declared it U.S. policy “to seek
and support the growth of democratic movements and institutions in every nation and
culture, with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world.”11 And in a speech at the
National Defense University in March 2005, he repeated the point: “It should be clear the
best antidote to radicalism and terror is the tolerance kindled in free societies.”12

But many critics disagreed. Does the promotion of democracy, especially in the Middle
East, bridge or widen the gap between the West and Islam? President Barack Obama
believed that the emphasis on democracy widened rather than bridged differences. In
speeches in Cairo and Moscow in 2009, he mentioned democracy only near the end of his
talks and emphasized the need to reach out to other cultures and religions and intensify the
dialogue among civilizations.13 In Prague, he de-emphasized domestic differences among
nations: “When nations and peoples allow themselves to be defined by their differences, the
gulf between them widens.”14 He extended an open hand of diplomacy to Iran in 2009 to
negotiate nuclear differences, even as the regime in Tehran shut down, imprisoned, and
executed dissident leaders associated with the failed “Green Revolution.” In sharp contrast
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to President Bush, he downplayed the role of American democracy or exceptionalism. In
France in 2009, he said, “I believe in American exceptionalism, just as I suspect that the
Brits believe in British exceptionalism and the Greeks believe in Greek exceptionalism.”15

On the other hand, in a speech at the UN in September 2013, he said: “Some may
disagree, but I believe America is exceptional—in part because we have shown a willingness
through the sacrifice of blood and treasure to stand up not only for our own narrow self-
interests, but for the interests of all.”16 As Thomas Carothers, a sympathetic observer,
explains, while Obama has clear commitments to democracy, he mixes “that outlook . . .
with strong pragmatic instincts.” These include “a wariness of overstatement, a
disinclination to lead with ideology, and the desire to solve problems through building
consensus rather than fostering confrontation.”17 Notice, again, how the causal arrows run:
diplomacy builds consensus (liberal), which solves material problems (realist) and avoids
ideological confrontation (identity).

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Arab Spring

The debate about democracy in the Middle East became an immediate reality in the
domestic uprisings known as the Arab Spring. On December 17, 2010, an Arab street
vendor in Tunisia set himself on fire and ignited a cascading set of protests and revolutions
that rocked authoritarian governments in the Middle East from Morocco to Syria.
Mohamed Bouazizi’s self-immolation—a desperate act in reaction to a lack of work and the
confiscation of his street wares by authorities—showcased both the economic stagnation
and the political oppression of most of the governments in the Middle East.

Citizens of the Arab and Muslim world have spent much of their history living under
repressive regimes. Figure 7-1 shows the much smaller percentage of free governments in
Muslim-majority countries than in the world at large. As of 2017, out of forty-seven
Muslim-majority countries in the world, only two, Senegal and Tunisia, currently live
under “free” regimes.18 Mali, which was once listed as free, has since experienced a military
coup and was invaded in 2012 by Al Qaeda–affiliated terrorists followed by an intervention
of French-led Western forces to restore order. Between 2006 and 2013, Sierra Leone was
the only other Muslim-majority country to join the category of “free.” The pattern is even
starker in the Arab portion of the Muslim world, which lacks a single electoral democracy
or free country.19 By contrast, in the non-Islamic world in 2017, 85 countries were “free,”
39 were “partly free,” and 24 were “not free,” while fully 124 of 148 states, or 84 percent,
had democratically elected regimes. Moreover, quantitative global analysis reveals a strong
statistical relationship between Islam and authoritarianism, even when other demonstrated
influences on democracy, such as economic development and ethnic uniformity, are
factored in.20

Not all analysts are skeptical. Political scientist Larry Diamond believes that the obstacle to
democracy in the Middle East is not Islam or culture but “authoritarian statecraft . . . the
patterns and institutions by which authoritarian regimes manage their politics and keep
their hold on power.”21 The people in the Middle East want democracy no less than do
people anywhere else. To be sure, Diamond notes, “outside the West, there is a stronger
authoritarian temptation, but in no region does it reach a majority preference on
average.”22 As Figure 7-2 shows, Muslim and Christian “civilizations” are “virtually
identical” in their preference for democratic ideals and “somewhat more democratic than
most other cultural groups” on political dimensions. But Muslim and Christian countries
display a “staggering difference” on “social issues.” Christian countries approve of gender
equality, homosexuality, abortion, and divorce and disapprove of having religious standards
for political leadership. Muslim countries reverse these preferences. The difference here
concerns freedom of religion and whether that freedom is fundamental to democracy.
Diamond concludes that religious differences “affect the depth and content of democracy
but . . . not necessarily . . . the vigor or vitality of it.” Democracy may be possible even if
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there is little religious freedom. He disagrees with those, such as Fareed Zakaria (see later
section “Religion Trumps Democracy”), who believe that democracies that do not protect
religious freedom are less likely to endure. Notice how Diamond draws the causal arrows:
from institutions or liberal factors that matter more than religious freedom and improve
material circumstances.

Figure 7-1 Freedom in Muslim-Majority Countries versus World Countries

Source: Freedom House, "Freedom in the World, 2017: Populists and Autocrats: The
Dual Threat to Global Democracy,"
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FH_FIW_2017_Report_Final.pdf; and
University of Michigan Center for the Education of Women, "Muslim-Majority
Countries Comprising the Islamic World,"
http://www.cew.umich.edu/muslim_majority.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Did the Arab Spring portend a change in these dismal patterns? Tunisian protests were
followed in the spring of 2011 by revolutions in Egypt, Libya, Yemen, and Syria, among
others. In the case of Libya, Syria, and Yemen, civil war followed. Other authoritarian
governments in the Middle East, in Jordan, Saudi Arabia, and Qatar, clamped down or
scrambled to stay ahead of the protests. Elections in Tunisia and Egypt initially offered
promise. The Ennahda Party, Tunisia’s main Islamist party, won elections in October 2011
with 41 percent of the vote. It reached out to moderates to form a coalition with Ettakatol,
the leading social democratic party. It adopted a new constitution in January 2014, which
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guarantees equality and the rights of all Tunisians, male or female, and held parliamentary
and presidential elections in the fall of 2014. Although Ennahda lost the plurality to
another party, Nidaa Tounes, the leading parties formed a unity government. As Rached
Ghannouchi, the leader of Ennahda, explains, “Tunisia hopes to prove that Islam and
democracy can coexist in the Middle East, . . . that we, too, can develop a progressive and
inclusive system.”23 Thus far Tunisia has remained on track, but economic conditions in
the country continue to deteriorate. Frustrated young men gravitate to Salafist or extremist
groups such as Ansar al-Sharia, which gained notoriety in 2012 because of its involvement
in the raid in Benghazi that killed the American ambassador.

Figure 7-2 Having a Democratic Political System Is . . .

Source: World Values Survey Wave 6: 2010–2014, Online Data Analysis,
http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSOnline.jsp.

Tunisian election officials announce that Beji Caid Essebsi of the Nidaa Tounes party
is the winner of Tunisia’s presidential election in December 2014.
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The situation in Egypt stands in sharp contrast. After ousting dictator Hosni Mubarak,
Egypt too held elections in January 2012. The Muslim Brotherhood, Egypt’s main Islamist
party, won with 51 percent of the vote, narrowly defeating the candidate representing the
ousted forces of Mubarak. Mohamed Morsi, the leader of the Muslim Brotherhood, took
office as president and pledged to serve the people but also not to betray God. He
proceeded to exclude the secular opposition and rammed a constitution through in late
2012 that alienated large segments of the Egyptian population. In June 2013, the matter
came to a head. Street violence prompted the Egyptian army to intervene and unseat Morsi.
As it had after the Mubarak ouster, the interim military government promised to hold new
elections. But the government has outlawed the Muslim Brotherhood and persecuted its
members, exactly what the Morsi government did in the previous period to secular forces.
Egypt is incapable, at least for the moment, of two requirements for democracy—
permitting opposing parties to rotate peacefully in power and keeping the military in the
barracks and under the control of elected officials.

The Arab Spring also spotlighted the new role of social media in domestic and
international politics. In a region where 55–70 percent of the population is under thirty-
five, it is not surprising that technology became a tool of politics. The massive street
protests in Egypt traced their origin to an Egyptian university student, Kamel, who after an
accident getting off a train was beaten rather than assisted by the police. His blog drew a
sympathetic audience, and in 2010, when a young Egyptian businessman, Khaled Said, was
also beaten by police, the Facebook community created a Facebook page, “We are all
Khaled Said.” The Facebook administrator was a Google executive, Wael Ghonim, who
together with Said planned the first day of public protests in January 2011. Activists from
all over Egypt joined the uprising, and the age of internet politics was born. The effects of
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course are not all one-sided. The Mubarak government tried to control the internet, and
jihadist groups also exploit the new social media to distribute videos of horrific beheadings
and disseminate recruitment propaganda inviting young people to choose martyrdom for
their faith.

social media: the use of new individualized communications technologies to organize and promote
political protests and activism in the public arena.

Events in the Middle East, as elsewhere, illustrate the extreme tensions among technology,
culture, religion, and democracy. If Islamists win elections and then end democracy, as
Nazi and other radical parties did in the past, is the Arab Spring little more than a
transition from one authoritarian government to another? Democracy becomes simply one
vote one time. And the new government committed to a religious rather than a secular order
may be more intolerant than the old one. On the other hand, even if the military stands
guard to protect secular forces—as it has, for example, in Turkey and now in Egypt—is its
intervention still not the antithesis of democracy and peaceful change? How do societies
long repressed by authoritarian rule develop the habits of compromise and reconciliation?
How do they refrain from using government to coerce opponents to accept their religious
beliefs or to squelch economic opportunity? In the short run, the Arab Spring of
democratic hope has given way to an Arab Winter of renewed repression. But in the long
run, as we have noted, democracies have always advanced and then retreated. The question
is what causes democracy and how best to speed its realization.
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Resurgence of Authoritarianism

Authoritarianism did not disappear after the end of the Cold War. Since 2005, it has staged
a comeback. The numbers of free and partly free democracies have gone down. As Freedom
House reported in 2015, “acceptance of democracy as the world’s dominant form of
government—and of an international system built on democratic ideals—is under greater
threat than at any point in the last 25 years.”24 Authoritarianism has increased, especially in
Russia and China.25

Russia systematically represses opposition groups, bans foreign nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) that support election processes, jails and even executes liberal
journalists and business magnates that challenge the regime, and wages a vitriolic rhetorical
campaign against Western capitalism and liberalism. Russian president Vladimir Putin is
blunt about how the Cold War ended. In a state of the union speech in 2005, he told his
fellow citizens:

First and foremost it is worth acknowledging that the demise of the Soviet Union
was the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the century. As for the Russian
people, it became a genuine tragedy. Tens of millions of our fellow citizens and
countrymen found themselves beyond the fringes of Russian territory. The
epidemic of collapse has spilled over to Russia itself.26

Is he aiming to reunite Russian peoples in the former Soviet zone? Is that how one should
interpret Russia’s aggression in Georgia and Ukraine? Or is he simply defending Russian
borders against destabilizing developments on Russia’s border? There is no consensus. As
realists would argue, it is impossible to know conclusively the intentions of another state.

From an identity perspective, however, it is precisely regime types that are at stake. What is
the political future of countries that lie between Russia and the EU? Will democracy roll
forward into Ukraine and someday Russia itself? Or will authoritarianism roll back the
Western liberal order and weaken democracy in Hungary, Poland, Romania, and other
eastern European countries? Today Ukraine stands at the epicenter of this struggle.
Hungary under a right-wing government and Greece under a left-wing government draw
closer to Moscow. Turkey moves away from NATO and the West. A kind of new Cold
War may be emerging in eastern Europe. As the logic of the identity perspective dictates,
leaders care about demonstration effects of their form of government, whether their system
of government is spreading or receding, placing their own leadership under lesser or greater
threat. As the causal arrow shows, democracy threatens authoritarian institutions that arm
to defend themselves.
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Causal Arrow: Perspectives

China is also deepening political repression in its society. As Professor David Shambaugh
tells us, China has been trying to figure out how to change economically without collapsing
politically, as the Soviet Union did.27 For a while soft authoritarians introduced reforms
incrementally. But the new premier since 2012, Xi Jinping, has sided with the hard
authoritarians. He launched a massive corruption campaign aimed primarily at curing the
ills of a state-led economy but also conveniently at political opponents. China also
aggressively restricts the internet, freely pirates Western technology and military secrets,
actively promotes cyber warfare campaigns, and slowly reverses democratic trends in Hong
Kong, indicating in the future how it might deal with democracy in Taiwan should it gain
control of that territory. Xi too speaks about rolling back the Western liberal order. As we
noted in Chapter 5, he pursues a strategy to counter U.S. naval dominance in the Pacific
islands and supports a Stalinist regime in North Korea that openly threatens democracy in
South Korea, Japan, and the United States.

There is little doubt that regime types matter. But how much do they matter compared to
other factors? This is a matter of judgment and causal arrows. Here is one assessment by the
well-known commentator Robert Kagan, who believes regime types matter a great deal:

The growth and vibrancy of democratic government in the two decades
following the collapse of Soviet communism posed a continual threat to the
ability of rulers in Beijing and Moscow to maintain control, and since the end of
the Cold War they have regarded every advance of democratic institutions—
especially the geographical advance of liberal democracies close to their borders—
as an existential threat. That’s for good reason: Autocratic powers since the days
of Klemens von Metternich have always feared the contagion of liberalism. The
mere existence of democracies on their borders, the global free flow of
information they cannot control, the dangerous connection between free market
capitalism and political freedom—all pose a threat to rulers who depend on
keeping restive forces in their own countries in check.28

Democracy is obviously a powerful cause (identity) that transforms institutions (liberal) and
power (realist). Figure 7-3 illustrates the identity aspects of democracy from the various
levels of analysis.

Figure 7-3 Democracy in Today’s World: The Identity Perspective and Levels of
Analysis
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Religion

Religion has played a role in the political lives of all countries. Roman and Orthodox
Catholic churches dominated medieval Europe, and Protestant and Catholic states warred
against one another for centuries in early modern Europe. Is religion a more powerful cause
of individual and group behavior than democracy? Does democracy in fact derive from the
Christian religion, tied closely to the Protestant ethic, which Max Weber, the German
sociologist, saw as being the source of Western capitalism and individualism?29 If so, it’s
doubtful that democracy, at least in its Western form of pluralist parties, divided
institutions, and individual civil rights, can be transplanted across diverse civilizations.
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Clash of Civilizations

Some scholars conclude that religion is the stronger influence. Professor Samuel
Huntington, for example, wrote a book a few years after Fukuyama’s in which he argued
that cultures or civilizations “are far more fundamental than differences among political
ideologies and political regimes.”30 Civilizations, according to Huntington, represented the
highest form of culture, involving larger groupings of countries than traditional nation-
states. They represented enduring differences among peoples based principally not only on
religion but also on other cultural factors, such as language, history, customs, institutions,
and the way people subjectively identified themselves. Huntington detected the contours of
a future struggle for power along the borders of different civilizations and foresaw the
possibility of a clash of civilizations.

clash of civilizations: a thesis advanced by Samuel Huntington that past and future global conflicts
can be traced along the fault lines between nine major world civilizations.

In a famous article published in 1993 and expanded into a book in 1996, Huntington
identified nine major civilizations. As Map 7-2 shows, they are Western (North America
and Europe), Orthodox (eastern Europe and Russia), Confucian or Sinic (China), Islamic
(North Africa, Middle East, and central, South, and Southeast Asia), Hindu (India),
Buddhist (Tibet and Indochina), Shinto (Japan), Latin American, and African (sub-Saharan
Africa). He found that historical conflicts proliferated along the fault lines between these
civilizations. For example, the Cold War was waged between the Western and Orthodox
civilizations. Repeated crusades and wars took place between the Islamic and Western
civilizations. China and Japan were historical rivals, reflecting conflicts between the
Confucian (Sinic) and Shinto civilizations, as were India and China, reflecting conflicts
between the Hindu and Confucian civilizations, and India and Pakistan, reflecting conflicts
between Hindu and Muslim civilizations. And so on. Huntington was particularly
intrigued by conflicts in the Balkans. Here three religious civilizations—Western,
Orthodox, and Islamic—came together. In each province of the former Yugoslavia, as we
noted earlier, fighting tended to follow the divisions between religions or civilizations.
Huntington asked if these fault lines might not become the locus of future international
conflicts. He worried, in particular, about conflicts between the Western civilization (North
America and Europe) and Islamic countries in the Middle East and the possibility that
Islamic countries, such as Iran, might align with Confucian powers, such as China, to
counterbalance the United States.31 At the time, Huntington’s analysis was sharply
criticized. Some critics accused him of creating a self-fulfilling prophecy—thinking about
the world in such contentious terms would make it so. Realist perspectives rejected the idea
that ideological divisions were primary, and liberal perspectives rejected the implication
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that diplomacy was not up to the task of integrating Islam as well as China into the existing
Western world order. Huntington, in his defense, did not see the clash as inevitable; he
placed a question mark after the phrase “clash of civilizations.” But he did offer a lot of
evidence to justify his concern.

By suggesting that civilizations were more hardwired in people than the political regime
types that had characterized the Cold War or the cultural and nation-state differences that
had divided Europe earlier, Huntington was venturing into the world of changing identities
in international affairs. Some analysts therefore interpret his argument as an identity
perspective. Civilizations replaced states as principal actors. Nevertheless, the driving force
in his argument is not identity but power competition. Huntington’s purpose was not to
suggest how ideas change and transform the balance of power (realist), ushering in peaceful
ways to resolve disputes (liberal), as Fukuyama argued, but rather to point out that
identities, especially at the highest level of civilizations, do not change very much. They are
historically rooted and serve to divide the world in ways that might be considered
permanent. He expected that the distribution of power in the world would always remain
decentralized, whatever the specific sources of identity in any given era. States may merge
or disappear and identities may change from states to civilizations, but anarchy still persists.
In this sense, as the causal arrow suggests, Huntington’s argument remains a realist
argument.

Map 7-2 The Clash of Civilizations

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Huntington anticipated much of what happened after the Cold War. He offered, in
particular, a framework for understanding the new threat of terrorism and its eventual
targeting of the United States. Osama bin Laden and nonstate actors such as Al Qaeda took
the lead, but history suggested this effort might find wider global support among states
from different civilizations seeking to counterbalance American power. The subsequent
discovery that China had assisted Pakistan in developing nuclear weapons and that
Pakistan’s A. Q. Khan network had supplied nuclear technology to Libya, Iran, and North
Korea even seemed to confirm the Confucian–Islamic alliance that Huntington feared.
Altogether, Huntington’s thesis generated much debate and raised important questions
about contemporary international events.

In Jerusalem, Israel, many intersecting civilizations are visible. Here we see the
Temple Mount (Har haBayit in Hebrew and Haram al Sharif in Arabic), which is
considered a holy site by many religions.

DEA/W. Buss/De Agostini/Getty Images
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Religion Trumps Democracy

From Huntington’s analysis, democracy as a political ideology is not likely to spread across
the fault lines of different civilizations. It is part of Western civilization, not a universal
value.32 Fareed Zakaria, a journalist and realist foreign policy analyst, was similarly
skeptical. He argued that many countries in the Middle East and the third world held
elections but did not have civil societies that protected individual rights and nurtured the
basic institutions of a free press and independent courts to ensure real competitive political
processes. These countries were “illiberal democracies,” in the sense that they supported
elections but not the underlying civil liberties that ensure the ability of opposing parties to
rotate peacefully in and out of power. Hence, democracy in these countries was unstable
and easily reversed. Zakaria pointed out that civil societies in Western states developed in
parallel with elections over long periods of time and that similar development would be
necessary before other countries could achieve real democracy. Zakaria wanted the United
States to go more slowly in promoting democracy. “Instead of searching for new lands to
democratize and new places to hold elections,” he advised, the United States and the
international community should work “to consolidate democracy where it has taken root
and to encourage the gradual development of constitutional liberalism across the globe.”33

Zakaria’s skepticism, some might argue, is borne out by the travails of democracy in the
Arab Spring.

Some critics pointed out the hypocrisy of the West’s pursuit of democracy in the Middle
East. They noted the irony of the United States acting in ways that alienated the old
democracies in Europe and North America while it constructed new democracies in Iraq
and the Middle East. If democracy could not hold together old allies like France and
Germany over Iraq, how could it build bridges between the United States and new
democracies in the Middle East? Perhaps power overrode both democracy and common
institutions, as strict realist perspectives argued. The causal arrows ran from the fact that the
United States had the power to intervene, to its dismissal of global institutions (liberal), to
the imposition of democracy (identity). Or perhaps the United States would eventually be
driven back to common institutions, as liberal perspectives expected. Unilateralism and
preemption were simply not sustainable. The United States would have to accommodate
recalcitrant allies, withdraw forces from Iraq, and lower expectations for democratic
reforms. The causal arrows would run from interdependence to less emphasis on military
solutions, to less emphasis on democracy. The debate reflected the continuing need to
make judgments, after the examination of as many facts as possible, regarding the relative
importance of ideational, power, and institutional factors in determining outcomes and
prescribing solutions in international affairs.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Islam and the Muslim World

Islam is a vast and complex religion—and it is now center stage in the contemporary
international system. It is just as important that the non-Muslim world understand Islam as
it is that Islam understand the non-Muslim world.

Muslims total about 1.8 billion people worldwide, roughly 24 percent of the world’s
population. They constitute the majority of the populations of a string of countries
extending from Morocco across North Africa through the Middle East, to South and
Southeast Asia. Indonesia is the largest Muslim country: 87.2 percent of its more than 258
million people are Muslim. The center of Islam lies in the Middle East. Saudi Arabia
safeguards the holy places of Mecca and Medina; the first is the birthplace of the Prophet
Muhammad, who founded Islam, and the second is the city of his famous Hijra, or
migration, in 622 C.E. (the beginning, by the way, of the Muslim calendar).

Most Muslims are Sunnis, members of the branch of Islam that identifies with the caliphs,
the elected successors of Muhammad dating back to the seventh century. A minority are
Shia or Shiites. They identify with a renegade group that advocated divine rather than
elective succession. Their leader was Ali, a paternal cousin of Muhammad and the husband
of the Prophet’s only surviving daughter. When the third caliph, Uthman, was assassinated
in 656, Ali became caliph. But in 661, he too was assassinated. His son, Husayn, tried to
retrieve the caliphate in 680 but was massacred at Karbala and his head sent to Damascus.
Later, this tragic slaying of the Prophet’s grandson became the inspiration of the Shia
movement, which divided Islam between orthodox (Sunni) and radical (Shiite) camps.

Sunnis: members of the majority branch of Islam that identifies with the caliphs, the elected
successors of Muhammad dating back to the seventh century.

Shiites: members of the minority sect of Islam that identifies with a seventh-century renegade group
that advocated divine rather than elective succession.

Today the center of Shia Islam is located in the town of Qum in Iran, a Persian country,
although many holy sites, such as Najaf and Karbala, are located in Iraq, an Arab country.
Sunni Islam was centered initially in Syria (Umayyad dynasty) and then in Iraq (Abbasid
dynasty), and by the thirteenth century it had splintered into various dynasties in Egypt
and elsewhere.

Other radical branches of Islam developed over the centuries. When the Mongols stormed
the Middle East in the thirteenth century, Taqi al-Din Taymiyya, a revered Sunni Muslim
scholar, elevated jihad, or holy war, to the same level of doctrine as the five pillars of Islam
—prayer, pilgrimage, alms, declaration of faith, and Ramadan (the Muslim holy days). He
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authorized holy war not only against infidels, or the “far enemy” (at that time the Mongols
and Turks), but also against apostate rulers within Islam, or the “near enemy.” Islam had to
purify itself internally as well as defeat the infidels externally.

jihad: war waged for holy or religious reasons.

Holy war was not unique to Islam, of course. For two centuries before Taymiyya, Christian
warriors had crusaded against Muslims to conquer their holy land of Jerusalem and
surrounding territories. The Knights Templar and Hospitallers were Christian orders whose
members were both priests and warriors called to wage their own version of holy war
against Muslim infidels.34 Schismatic wars within Christianity were also hardly unknown.
Popes and emperors excommunicated and, indeed, executed or poisoned one another
during the Middle Ages, and Protestants and Catholics fought the cataclysmic Thirty Years’
War in the seventeenth century.

Why did the Islamic world fade in the fifteenth century and Christian Europe rise? “What
went wrong?” as the Princeton scholar of Islam Bernard Lewis asks.35 For one thing, the
Reformation and Enlightenment in Europe passed Islam by. The reasons are many and
disputed: no separation of church and state in Islam, no concept of competitive politics or
markets, the second-class status of Muslim women, and so on. But one consequence (and
perhaps, after 1500, also a cause) emphasized by critical theory perspectives was Western
imperialism, the breakout of European energies and avarice that sent sailing ships around
the world, Western armies into Egypt under Napoleon in 1798, and then Western
colonialists into the Middle East in the nineteenth century. The experience of Western
imperialism and then, on top of that, Israel’s creation and the imperialist ambitions of some
Israelis to annex the West Bank and Gaza seared the Muslim mind and seeded the ground
for a broad-based suspicion, if not hatred, of Western life and values.

Saudi Arabia, the land of Islam’s holy places, escaped imperialism, which made the presence
of U.S. troops there in the 1990s all the more intolerable. This intolerance was based on a
virulent version of Islam. In the eighteenth century, Muhammad ibn Abd al-Wahhab, a
spiritual descendant of Taymiyya, teamed up with Muhammad ibn Saud, then ruler of
parts of Arabia, to unite the whole of Arabia under Saudi Arabia. Al-Wahhab preached a
rigid and puritanical form of Islam known as Wahhabism, which harkened back to the
radical ancient men, or Salafis, of the early caliphates. Today, the alliance between
Wahhabism and the royal family of Saud creates a situation in Saudi Arabia that exists in
many other Muslim countries, such as Pakistan. Governments control the wealth (in Saudi
Arabia’s case, oil) and promote trade and other links with Western societies, while religious
leaders, the clerical establishments, control the society and educate the young people and
wider citizenry to reject modern values and take up jihad against the Western infidels.
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Wahhabism, a Sunni branch of Islam, also pits Saudi Arabia against Iran, the leader of
Shiite Islam. Saudi elites thus operate at the foreign policy level of analysis to accommodate
domestic-level religious forces while warding off systemic-level interventions by Western
forces and Iran.

Wahhabism: a rigid and puritanical form of Islam originating in the eighteenth century with the
Arabian spiritual leader Muhammad ibn Abd al-Wahhab.

Hassan al-Banna, an Egyptian worker with the Suez Canal Company, founded the Muslim
Brotherhood in 1928. The Brotherhood advocates a return to the Koran and sharia, or
Islamic law, as the basis of a proper Muslim society. The Brotherhood addresses social as
well as political needs and, like religious organizations in Saudi Arabia and Iran, often offers
more effective economic and social services (education, health, banking, etc.) than the
government. The Brotherhood spread rapidly to other countries in the 1930s and 1940s
but went underground in the 1950s when postwar military and authoritarian governments
in the Middle East suppressed religious groups. It resurfaced in the Arab Spring and was
repressed again in Egypt following the military coup in 2013. Nevertheless, the
Brotherhood remains a significant player and wild card in the peaceful evolution of Islam.

Sayyid Qutb, an Egyptian writer and former government official, brought many of the
radical strands of Islam together in the mid-twentieth century and focused them on the
United States. He came to the United States in 1948 and studied at Northern Colorado
Teachers College, where he developed a strong distaste for American culture and values.
His puritanical view rejected not only Western consumerism and usury (the charging of
interest for the use of money, which earlier Christianity also condemned) but also the
liberation of women, sexual license, and the breakdown of the family associated with
Western culture. Qutb saw the West as the enemy and urged Islam to go back to its
seventh-century roots.

Qutb is the prophet of contemporary Islamic fundamentalism. Omar Rahman (the Blind
Sheikh), who was behind the first World Trade Center attack, and Osama bin Laden, who
was behind the second, were both disciples of Qutb. Can these radical proponents of
contemporary Islamic fundamentalism lead the rest of Islam to a worldwide confrontation
with democracy and the West, much as Lenin and Stalin led radical Marxist forces to a
global confrontation between the Soviet Union and the United States? Judgments differ.
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Whither the West and Radical Islam?

Fundamentalist Islam is the most radical version of Islam. It advocates a theocratic world
order or caliphate (the governmental form of earlier Islamic empires) that revives the purist
values of ancient Islam. It rules by religious law, which systematically discriminates against
women and excludes most of the secular and market mechanisms of modern societies. The
Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS) by declaring itself a caliphate harkens back to this
earlier tradition. If fundamentalist Islam spreads and acquires the technological and military
power that communism commanded during the Cold War, it will pose a significant threat
to democracy, challenging the thesis that the end of history is at hand.36 Tensions between
Islamic reformers, who favor increasing modernization and secularism, and Islamic
fundamentalists, who want to see religious precepts guiding political institutions and laws,
lie at the heart of political divisions in the Middle East and will affect future relations
between those states and the West. Today, Egypt and Turkey represent more moderate
Sunni branches of Islam, as does Indonesia. But the struggle persists in these countries also,
which is why the Arab Spring attracted so much attention.

Iran represents a militant Shiite branch of Islam and is the leading advocate of a restoration
of the medieval Muslim caliphate. Shiites are a majority in Iraq and a minority in Syria,
where they have ruled under the Assad family and Alawite sect since 1970. The rebels in
Syria are mostly Sunni but split between moderate and radical (including ISIS) elements.
Afghanistan and Pakistan are majority-Sunni societies but deeply divided between
moderate and extremist elements, such as the Taliban and the Al Qaeda–affiliated Haqqani
network, headquartered in the frontier regions of Pakistan. Islam extends across East and
North Africa, mostly Sunni, where radical groups such as al-Shabaab in Somalia, Boko
Haram in Nigeria, Islamic State affiliates in the Sinai, and Al Qaeda in the Islamic
Maghreb are active. Militant groups also exist in Southeast Asia, such as the Moro National
Liberation Front in the Philippines.

Islam does not openly condone terrorism, but neither does it openly condemn it. In that
sense, much of Islam is on the sidelines in the global struggle against terror. Which way
Islam swings between the reformers and the fundamentalists—toward increasing
modernization and secularism or toward religious fervor and martyrdom—will determine
how Islam relates to the West and whether that relationship becomes one of enemy, the
case earlier with communism; one of rival, the case today between the West and China; or
one of friend, the case among Western countries. As we recall from Chapter 1, identity
perspectives emphasize the extent to which we shape the nature of anarchy and
international affairs by our ideas and discourse.

Most Muslims are not fundamentalists, and most fundamentalists are not terrorists. Yet
some believe that there is enough resentment in Islamic countries to swell the ranks of holy
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warriors for a long time to come. Abdurrahman Wahid, former president of Indonesia, the
world’s largest Muslim country and a generally moderate one, says, “Wahhabi/Salafi
ideology has made substantial inroads throughout the Muslim world. . . . [It is] a well-
financed, multifaceted global movement that operates like a juggernaut in much of the
developing world, and even among immigrant Muslim communities in the West.”37 Some
estimates suggest that 3 percent of Muslims identify with militant Islam. Of 1.8 billion
Muslims, that’s 54 million militant Islamists.

For identity perspectives that emphasize the causal impact of ideas, radical Islam is a source
of potential conflict between the West and Islam. As Daniel Benjamin and Steven Simon
point out, there is a “strong connection between the subculture of terrorism and a broader
culture in which the basis of terrorist values is well established and legally unassailable.”38

Ayaan Hirsi Ali, a brave woman who faces death daily because of her writings about Islam,
agrees: “Islamic violence is rooted not in social, economic or political conditions—or even
in theological error—but rather in the foundational texts of Islam itself. The killers of the
Islamic State and Nigeria’s Boko Haram,” she writes, “cite the same religious texts that
every Muslim in the world considers sacrosanct.”39 She distinguishes between Medina
Muslims, who are fanatics about religion, and Mecca Muslims, who wrestle with
maintaining their religious commitments in a modernizing society that challenges their
traditions at every turn (much the way earlier Christians wrestled with modernity in
Europe). She places her hopes on the Mecca Muslims but acknowledges how difficult it will
be. Professor John Owen, who has studied religious and ideological conflicts over the past
five centuries, draws six lessons from this history. One is “don’t sell Islamism short.” At
least in the Middle East, Owen reports, “the average Muslim is now leaning Islamist. Large
majorities in countries such as Jordan, Egypt, and Pakistan want their laws to derive from
the Quran and Hadith (or sayings of the Prophet Muhammad).”40 Ideas matter and matter
a lot for analysts who view the world from an identity perspective.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

As the causal arrow suggests, the struggle within Islam and between Islam and the West
provides the potential for a long-term global war that may eventually undermine Western
stability and confidence. Especially troubling is the possibility that terrorists may join up
with state power. What if Saudi Arabia, with its oil wealth, and Pakistan, with its nuclear
capability, should fall into the hands of Islamic radicals? Both countries, but especially
Pakistan, suffer from political uncertainty. From this perspective, it would not be wise to
underestimate the internal values and convictions that drive radical Islam. Without full
modernization, the values of radical Islam may not be enough to succeed. But, don’t forget,
the Soviet Union never fully modernized, yet it produced an enormous challenge for the
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West and caused untold suffering and death.

Others, taking a more liberal perspective that emphasizes feedback and modernization,
disagree. They see radical Islam as no worse than Christian fundamentalism and worry that
Jewish fundamentalism is just as bad and provokes, through Orthodox demands for
annexation of the West Bank and Gaza, much of the deep-seated Arab resentment. From
this perspective, as the causal arrow suggests, it is better to focus on the roots of the poverty
and despair that breed terrorism and downplay the ideological causes of the conflict.
Despite some estimates, the ranks of radical Islam may not be so great. The 9/11 hijackers
were educated Arabs who were uprooted from their own societies and disaffected with their
experiences in the Western societies where, like their mentor Qutb, they studied. According
to some reviews of the biographies of known terrorists, three quarters of them come from
the upper or middle classes.41 Only a small percentage come out of madrassas, or Muslim
religious schools, some of which teach hatred and holy war toward the West. So perhaps, as
Oliver Roy, a British author, argues, the number of terrorists is much smaller than the
estimated totals.42 Those who make up this smaller number may be better educated, but
they are apparently educated for no purpose in that there are few jobs at home to absorb
their energies except in corrupt bureaucracies or oil-sodden royal families. Thus, if
education alone is not the answer to terrorism, modernization may still be. Diversifying
Persian Gulf countries away from oil and opening up manufacturing, investments, and
exports might not only create more jobs but also reorient incentives so that religious schools
teach more practical subjects.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Analysts taking a realist perspective see a more systemic phenomenon of power balancing at
work. As the causal arrow shows, rising powers, such as Russia and China, may use
terrorism and Islam to chip away at American dominance. Although China and Russia
cooperated with the United States in Afghanistan, their interest was to restrain terrorist
radicals in their own countries. From a realist perspective, they have larger systemic reasons
to oppose U.S. hegemony. Even before 9/11, Russia and China created the Shanghai Five,
which included Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan. They renamed it in 2001 the
Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO) and added Uzbekistan as a member and other
countries as observers—Mongolia, Iran, Pakistan, and India. The SCO promotes
cooperation, including joint military exercises, to defend common interests and counter
U.S. dominance. Russia and China also resist hard-line U.S. policies toward Iran and
North Korea and build constituencies in the Middle East and Africa (for example, Iran and
Sudan) as well as in Latin America (for example, Cuba and Venezuela) to counterbalance
American influence. Radical Islam has become a pretext for a wider campaign to reduce
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American hegemony and influence. Although Huntington’s anticipation of a Confucian–
Islamic alliance to counterbalance Western power may not yet be fully visible, realist
perspectives see disturbing developments in that direction.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Figure 7-4 summarizes the influence of religion on contemporary events from the different
levels of analysis considered in the sections above.
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Nationalism

How do identities change at the local level and various ethnic groups acquire a sense of
nationhood? This is a central question from an identity perspective. As we learned in the
introduction to this text, when identities converge or are shared, common institutions arise,
and collective benefits multiply. A peaceful liberal order prevails. When identities diverge or
conflict, cooperation is much more difficult, and anarchy tends to create a struggle for
resources and survival. A balance-of-power realist order prevails. Notice in these cases how
identities shape institutions (liberal) and the distribution of power (realist). The causal
arrows run, as the feature in the margin shows, from ethnicity or nationalism to common
or divided institutions to collective or competitive allocation of material wealth. And the
emergence of order or anarchy occurs at any level of analysis. In this section, we consider
these identity forces at the domestic level of analysis.

Figure 7-4 Religion in Today’s World: The Identity Perspective and Levels of
Analysis

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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What Is Nationalism?

Nationalism is in some sense the ideology of the nation-state. It is a sentiment of
nationhood, of common belonging and future destiny. As we learned in Chapter 2, it has
been around for a long time. It emerged in the eighteenth century along with the nation-
state and brought together peoples of common language and experience with a specific
territory with defined boundaries. While imperial and colonial territories were often not
contiguous, nationalism rallied political loyalty around a clearly defined territorial unit.
National self-determination after World War I and decolonization after World War II
created numerous new nation-states that asserted sovereignty and aspired to self-
government and independence. Nationalism married culture with soil and gave rise to
patriotism or a feeling of devotion, even at the cost of death, to defend one’s homeland.

Nationalism consists of varying degrees of race, culture, religion, and political ideology.
Nazi Germany had a race-based nationalism; China today has a culture-based nationalism,
Iran a religion-based nationalism, and America an ideology-based nationalism, or
exceptionalism as it is defined by some. Although frequently identified with right-wing
governments, nationalism is just as common in left-wing countries. After the demise of
communism in the Soviet Union, nationalism reasserted itself in the fifteen former Soviet
republics, including present-day Russia. And nationalism is today probably the most
important ingredient inspiring the communist regime in China.

Nationalism is also the home of political liberalism. Republican or representative
government evolved in the incubator of English and American nationalism. Had it not
been for American nationalism, manifest for the first time on the global stage in World
Wars I and II, the lights of liberty may well have gone out in Europe and the rest of the
world. Nationalist is not synonymous with xenophobic (anti-foreign) and reactionary. But it
did reach a destructive peak in the nationalisms of the 1900s and 1930s (see Chapters 2
and 3). In these eras, nationalisms claimed superiority over one another. A Darwinian
struggle for survival ensued. Nationalisms may interact more peacefully when they are
mediated by common values as in the democratic peace.

Nationalism is not new in the United States. It dates back to the first president, George
Washington, who urged in his farewell address in 1796 that America pursue a neutral
course among nations. Observing the advantages of “our detached and distant situation,”
he asked: “Why, by interweaving our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle our
peace and prosperity in the toils of European ambition, rivalship, interest, humor or
caprice? It is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances with any portion of the
foreign world.”43 The nationalist standard was carried forward by Presidents James
Monroe, whose Monroe Doctrine warned European nations to stay out of the Western
Hemisphere, and Andrew Jackson, whose followers known as Jacksonians became
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synonymous with the spirit of nationalism. As Walter Russell Mead explains: “For
Jacksonians . . . the United States is . . . the nation-state of the American people, and its
chief business lies at home. . . . The role of the U.S. government, Jacksonians believe, is to
fulfill the country’s destiny by looking after the physical security and economic well-being
of the American people in their national home—and to do that while interfering as little as
possible with the individual freedom that makes the country unique.”44

After World War II, nationalism in America waned. America assumed global leadership
and fought a series of global wars. But decades of global responsibility produced fatigue. In
his inaugural address, President Donald Trump struck once again the clarion chords of
nationalism:

We will seek friendship and good will with the nations of the world, but we do
so with the understanding that it is the right of all nations to put their own
interests first. We do not seek to impose our way of life on anyone but rather to
let it shine as an example.45

And in Saudi Arabia in May 2017, he reiterated:

America is a sovereign nation and our first priority is always the safety and
security of our citizens. We are not here to lecture—we are not here to tell other
people how to live, what to do, who to be, or how to worship. Instead, we are
here to offer partnership—based on shared interests and values—to pursue a
better future for us all.46

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Notice here how the causal arrows run. Nationalism (identity) seeks the safety and security
of its citizens (realist) through reciprocal partnerships that do not impose a specific way of
life (liberal).

Nationalism is worldwide and dovetails today with populism. Populism is a movement by
the common people against ruling classes and elites. It is not peculiar to any nation. In
modern times it has been fueled by three phenomena: globalization, immigration, and
economic slowdown. Globalization is perhaps the most important. Since the late 1970s and
especially after the end of the Cold War, trade and other contacts among nations exploded.
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Overlooked by many, the thirty years from 1980 to 2010 witnessed the most rapid growth
and spread of wealth perhaps in human history. The world economy expanded by 3-plus
percent per year for three decades, and nearly a billion people, or one-sixth of the world’s
population, it is estimated, were lifted out of poverty. The disruption these changes
brought about was unprecedented. The fabric of society was ripped apart. People moved
from job to job, town to town, and country to country. Some never found new jobs that
paid what they had earned before. Global elites who were most mobile—corporations,
bankers, and information specialists—fared the best. They made the world their oyster and
stirred popular resentment. As global inequality declined, inequality within countries
increased.

Add to this picture the enormous outflow of refugees and immigrants, from Mexico and
Latin America to the United States and from North Africa and the Middle East to Europe,
and you get some idea of the pressures that were building up to slow down the
globalization process. When world growth dropped to 1.5 percent per year after the
financial crash of 2008–2009, the backlash set in. Populist movements surged everywhere,
in Latin America (Venezuela), the Middle East (Arab Spring), Europe (England, France,
Germany, Hungary, Poland), and Asia (India). Candidate Trump told an audience in April
2016, “We will no longer surrender this country, or its people, to the false song of
globalism. The nation-state remains the true foundation for happiness and harmony. I am
skeptical of international unions that tie us up and bring America down, and will never
enter America into any agreement that reduces our ability to control our own affairs.”47

How do nations acquire their identities? Nationhood involves reordering the priority of the
manifold identities held by individuals. At any one time, people feel loyalty to their
families, their local communities, their religious organizations, and their national
communities. In a weak state, people identify with their immediate kin and ethnic group.
According to Jeffrey Goldberg, President Obama believed that “one of the most destructive
forces in the Middle East is tribalism—a force no president can neutralize. Tribalism, made
manifest in the reversion to sect, creed, clan, and village by the desperate citizens of failing
states, is the source of much of the Muslim Middle East’s problems, and it is another source
of his fatalism.” Because of his own background, growing up in Indonesia, Obama
understood tribalism better than most: “It is literally in my DNA to be suspicious of
tribalism,” he told Goldberg. “I understand the tribal impulse, and acknowledge the power
of tribal division. I’ve been navigating tribal divisions my whole life. In the end, it’s the
source of a lot of destructive acts.”48

In a strong state, individuals may identify with their ethnic or religious groups in private
life, but they tend to associate more with the nation or state in public life. As Financial
Times columnist Krishna Guha writes, “Ethnic and religious identity may define values, but
citizenship must define attitudes to law and political process.”49 Citizenship involves a civic
identity, as opposed to an ethnic or tribal one, and that means people are willing to submit
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to the laws of a common government rather than those of separate ethnic or religious
groups. They entrust their physical safety to a set of institutions that go beyond their
specific group and that they consider to be legitimate.

nationhood: a status acquired by states strong enough to protect their borders and command the
loyalty of their citizens.

civic identity: identity constructed when people are willing to submit to the laws of a common
government rather than those of separate ethnic or religious groups.

A key determinant of group identity, therefore, is the authority that people turn to and
consider legitimate to make and enforce the law. Which group or institution has this
legitimate authority and can use force against the people if they break the law or can use
force on their behalf if some other group attacks the people? When threats emerge, do
people turn to their ethnic group to defend them or to a local or national government? This
can be a wrenching choice. Do Sunnis, a minority in Iraq, rely on their own tribal militia
for security, or do they seek help from the Baghdad government run by Shiite Muslims?
The United States faced this problem in its history. At the outbreak of the American Civil
War, General Robert E. Lee was asked why he had joined the Confederacy even though he
was a West Point graduate and believed the Union was right on the question of preserving
national unity. He said it was because he could not draw his sword against his own family
and the state of Virginia. At that moment, he was saying that his family and regional ties
were stronger than his national ones.
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Civic Identity

Family or ethnic ties are always strong. If a nation is to be constructed or preserved,
however, national memories and allegiance need to be stronger. Bosnian Serbs and Croats
need to see themselves as more distinct from the Croats in Croatia and the Serbs in Serbia
than from the Serbs, Croats, and Muslims living inside Bosnia. Chechens eventually have
to trust Moscow more than their own provincial leaders. Non-Arabs in Sudan have to look
to the capital, Khartoum, for help rather than to their own tribal leaders. Protestants in
Northern Ireland have to trust Dublin more than London, and ethnic Chinese who reside
in Indonesia or Malaysia have to rely more on the governments of those countries to
protect them than on the prospect of flight to Hong Kong or some other foreign refuge
when trouble arises.

Setting out the requirements of nationhood in this fashion suggests how difficult
nationhood may be to achieve and why so many analysts are skeptical about nation
building. Still, this is the process throughout history by which ethnic groups have evolved
toward nationhood and, in some cases, such as the EU, beyond nationhood. It is a long-
term process. It may be important to start people moving in a collective direction without
knowing the exact destination. Trust in path dependence, as liberal perspectives would
emphasize. But eventually people have to figure out where they want to wind up. What
kind of people do they want to be? Do they want a religious or a secular state? Do they
want a democratic government or an authoritarian one?

nation building: the process through which ethnic groups evolve toward nationhood.

For many who view ethnic conflict from an identity perspective, democracy promotion
becomes the goal and the long-term solution to ethnic conflict. Indeed, as George
Washington University sociologist Amitai Etzioni argues, ethnic separation is justified only
in cases where ethnic groups are fighting against oppression: “Only when secessionist
movements seek to break out of empires—and only when those empires refuse to
democratize—does self-determination deserve our support.”50 From an identity
perspective, the moral or normative claim to democracy may be the only way to adjudicate
ethnic conflicts. The causal arrow runs, as the margin feature suggests, from democratic
reforms to more stable domestic institutions to territorial separation or decentralization.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Liberal perspectives are more skeptical. As Raymond C. Taras and Rajat Ganguly argue,
“Liberals may sympathize with the motives and moral claims [such as democracy] that
separatist movements embody, but they insist that other ways are available to satisfy their
demands short of recognizing their right of secession.”51 This is a classic case of a difference
in judgment between identity and liberal perspectives looking at ethnic conflicts. An
identity perspective emphasizes the importance of ideational forces over institutional ones
and justifies ethnic secession if it leads to more democracy. As the causal arrow shows, the
liberal perspective emphasizes processes within existing institutions despite separate moral
claims and expects to find ways to accommodate moral differences short of secession.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Thus, international interventions to deal with ethnic conflicts through the reconstruction
of identities also have their limits. At some point, unless all outside parties share similar
political values, they will disagree about the political form that nation building should take.
Russia, for example, is skeptical about democracy in the Balkans and in Iraq. China is
equally skeptical about democracy in Taiwan and in North Korea (for example, through
unification with a democratic South Korea). Some African countries are fragile and
vulnerable. One-party rule based on the dominant ethnic group may not be democratic,
but it is potentially more stable, especially in countries where ethnic and family ties are
stronger than national ones. The Kikuyu tribe, which ruled Kenya since its independence
in 1963, maintained stability but in the process alienated the minority Luo and other
tribes, which ignited violence in late 2007 after disputed elections.

Constructing new identities is as political as it gets. Little wonder that talk about regime
change, especially by force, sparks controversy. But even softer versions of regime change
trigger widespread disagreement. It may seem self-evident to Americans that a multiethnic
society is to be preferred over a partitioned society and that democracy is the best, perhaps
only decent, way to construct a multiethnic society. But it is certainly easy to understand
why communist societies saw that goal for many years as objectionable and why
fundamentalist and deeply divided societies today find it not only dangerous but also
immoral.
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Nation Building: Iraq and Afghanistan

Iraq and Afghanistan illustrate many of the classic features of ethnic and religious divisions
and efforts to resolve them through the construction of a national identity. Iraq has a proud
history that evokes memories of self-governance and grandeur. Baghdad was once the
imperial center of the Abbasid dynasties that ruled Islam at the peak of its Golden Age.
Subsequently, Iraq was part of the Ottoman Empire, where until 1924 Turkish dynasties
served as the last caliphates of the Muslim world. Iraq also experienced colonialism. During
World War I, Britain encouraged the Arabs to revolt against the Ottoman Turks, who were
aligned with Germany. When the Ottoman Empire dissolved after the war, Britain secured
a League of Nations mandate to create and administer Iraq. The new territory was an
artificial agglomeration of Kurdish and Arab ethnic groups and of Sunni and Shiite
religious sects. Sunnis, who dominate in most Arab countries, were a minority in the new
Iraq, around 20 percent. Shiites, whose religious center was outside Iraq in the neighboring,
non-Arab, Persian territory of Iran—also a British mandate—were the majority, around 60
percent. Kurds, who are mostly secular, make up the remaining 20 percent and tend to
have more in common with Turkish tribes in Turkey, Syria, and Iran than with the Sunni
or Shiite Arabs in Iraq.

In 1932, Iraq became formally independent under a Hashemite king, but it was never
stable. After a series of military coups, it became a republic in 1958 and then in 1968 fell
under the rule of the Baath Party, an Arab Sunni group that advocated secular nationalism.
In 1979, Saddam Hussein took control of the Baath Party and proceeded to crush Shiite
and Kurdish opposition and fight wars against Iran (1980–1988), Kuwait (1990), the
United Nations (1991), and the United States (2003).

Afghanistan is a similarly proud and beleaguered country. Founded in 1747, the country
was colonized and contested for a century or more as a buffer between the British and
Russian empires. It became independent in 1919, but it never had a strong central
government or sense of nationhood. The Soviet Union invaded and occupied the country
in 1979. When the Soviet Union left in 1989, civil war ensued, eventually resulting in a
takeover of the government by the Taliban, an extremist Muslim sect that allowed Al
Qaeda to establish training camps in Afghanistan and attack the United States on 9/11.

A woman works as a tailor in her temporary home outside of Kabul, Afghanistan.
After decades of conflict, the country faces the challenges of poverty, unemployment,
and a lack of infrastructure.
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The country is divided along tribal lines. The Pashtun, who have traditionally ruled the
country, make up 42 percent of the population and occupy the eastern and southern
regions. Tajik tribes make up another 27 percent and, together with Hazara and Uzbek
tribes at 9 percent each of the population, occupy the northern and western parts of the
country. Pashtuns are also prominent in Pakistan, and the Taliban forces that ruled the
country before the U.S. invasion roam back and forth across a disputed border and frontier
between Afghanistan and Pakistan. The Obama administration referred to the Afghanistan
problem as AfPak, suggesting the two countries are a single region in the fight against Al
Qaeda and the Taliban.

Can Iraq and Afghanistan be governed by any force other than elite oppression or partition?
After invading and overthrowing governments in both countries, the United States has
tried to develop a centralized government along constitutional and democratic lines. It
spent three years in Iraq cobbling together a federalist and constitutional government that,
after three closely contested elections in 2005, 2009, and 2013, is still very divided and
fragile. It did the same in Afghanistan only to witness elections in 2009 that were widely
considered to be fraudulent. New elections in 2014 produced a more consensual
government, but violence is increasing as U.S. forces withdraw from the country. Attempts
in both countries to train local military, police, and civil servants to take over security and
reconstruction efforts are hindered by numerous obstacles. After ten years and more,
American forces remain in both countries.

Skeptics believe that any effort to fashion a national, let alone democratic, identity in either
of these countries is unlikely to succeed. Already in 2006, then senator Joseph Biden and
foreign policy expert Leslie Gelb called for the soft partition of Iraq, by which they meant
creating autonomous zones (as in Bosnia) in which Kurds, Sunnis, and Shiites could run
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their own affairs, with a central government that would manage only common interests.52

The best we can hope for in Iraq, the skeptics argue, is a government of oligarchs who will
divide up the spoils of the country’s oil and maintain stability under the loose supervision
of international institutions. More recently, similar proposals have been made for
Afghanistan. One idea, known as reconciliation, is to let the Kabul government negotiate
power-sharing deals with Taliban forces in the country. Indeed, in 2012, the United States
initiated separate discussions with the Taliban under the good offices of the Arab country
Qatar, creating further suspicions in Kabul that an eventual U.S. exit will result in a return
of the Taliban government. Richard Haass, president of the Council on Foreign Relations,
called in 2010 for the “de facto partition of Afghanistan.” Realists, as before, favor hard
partition, the separation of ethnic groups along ethno-nationalist lines. Under this
approach, as Haass wrote, “the United States would accept Taliban control of the Pashtun-
dominated south so long as the Taliban did not welcome back Al Qaeda and did not seek
to undermine stability in non-Pashtun areas of the country. If the Taliban violated these
rules, the United States would attack them with bombers, drones, and Special Forces.”53

What do you think will happen? Can you see the different perspectives at work: partition
(realist), nation building (identity), and reconciliation (liberal)? Which perspective will
prove to be right? You, too, have to decide.
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Human Rights

Today’s world may be witnessing a transition from norms of state sovereignty to norms of
human rights. For 400 years, sovereignty defined the state as the principal actor in
international affairs; it guaranteed the rights of states, not the rights of individuals or
human rights more generally. As we noted in Chapter 5, sovereignty means simply
noninterference in the internal affairs of other states. States can decide for themselves how
to organize their domestic life and treat their own people. Notice that the emphasis here is
on the autonomy of the state, not its anatomy or what its constitution or political makeup
may be. The state is sovereign whether it is organized by democratic, despotic, or doctrinal
(religious) rules. Governments can define themselves in any way they choose—Protestant
or Catholic, Orthodox or Roman, Muslim or Jewish, authoritarian or pluralistic—and
what they decide is nobody else’s business. The substance, or anatomy, of the actor matters
less than the independence, or autonomy, of the actor. Sovereignty conceals the question of
who or what is sovereign. Is it a monarch, an aristocracy, a police state, a class of merchants
or workers, or an elected and representative government of the people as a whole? This is a
substantive question that became more important as nationalism and the idea of democracy
spread. Sovereignty portrays the state more as an institutional shell than as a substantive
commitment. As we will see, however, sovereignty is challenged by a new idea: universal
human rights.
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Universal Human Rights

As noted earlier, for centuries empires considered their own people (mostly just the elites)
to be civilized and the rest of the world to be barbarians. That changed when the
Westphalian states began to recognize one another as equals regardless of race or religion. It
changed further in the nineteenth century when states abolished the slave trade and then
eventually slavery itself. The Geneva Convention of 1864 and subsequent elaborations in
the 1920s and 1940s mandated humane treatment for captured military personnel during
war and established certain wartime protections for civilians as well; and the International
Committee of the Red Cross, a Swiss NGO, began its long history of visiting and
monitoring the treatment of civilian prisoners around the world. Surprisingly, the
Covenant of the League of Nations was silent on human rights, and the United States
opposed incorporating the principle of racial equality advocated by Japan. Nevertheless, the
League itself developed refugee and other assistance programs that promoted human rights.

The United Nations Charter was the first treaty in world history to recognize universal
human rights. In Article 1, the Charter states that one of the purposes of the United
Nations is “to achieve cooperation in solving international problems of an economic, social,
cultural or humanitarian character, and in promoting and encouraging respect for human
rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or
religion.” The United Nations has legally binding authority to act only in security areas,
however, although the Security Council later recognized the possibility that violations of
human rights might lead to security crises, as in the cases of racism in South Africa and
Southern Rhodesia (now Zimbabwe). Security was being interpreted increasingly in terms
of the consequences for individual human beings. The objective was the human security of
people, not just the national security of states. After World War II, special tribunals tried
and executed war criminals in Germany and Japan. And the Holocaust during World War
II led to the UN Convention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of
Genocide. Decolonization after World War II effectively eliminated the right of states to
govern foreign subjects, replacing it with the right of self-determination.

Gradually, the emphasis was shifting from the rights and responsibilities of states to the
rights and responsibilities of individuals and groups within states. In 1948, the United
Nations adopted the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. A nonbinding declaration,
this document covered the panoply of rights long advocated by Western states: the right to
political participation and civic freedom; entitlements to adequate food, clothing, shelter,
and health care; and the right to freedom from fear of bodily harm. No state voted against
the declaration; however, the Soviet Union and seven other states, all communist except
South Africa and Saudi Arabia, abstained. And it was not until almost twenty years later, in
1966, that the UN codified these rights in two binding treaties: the International Covenant
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) and the International Covenant on
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Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR). Together with the Charter, these documents constitute
what amounts to an international or global bill of rights, identifying certain common
obligations all states have toward civil society or their individual citizens.

universal human rights: rights inherent in all human beings that are often expressed and guaranteed
by law in the forms of treaties, customary international law, general principles, and other sources of
international law.

Universal Declaration of Human Rights: a UN declaration approved in 1948 prescribing the
obligations of states to individuals rather than of individuals to states.

States disagree about which rights are more fundamental. Authoritarian states such as
China emphasize social and economic rights; liberal democracies such as the United States
emphasize civil and political rights. China never ratified the ICCPR, and the United States
never ratified the ICESCR. The ICCPR set up a Human Rights Committee that monitors
the Covenant and can consider individual cases. The ICESCR receives only state reports.54

(For some key indicators of human rights, see Table 7-1.) Still, a consensus has grown that
the most basic rights, such as freedom from physical abuse, torture, and genocide, should
be protected, and implementation of such protection has shifted incrementally from
national to international institutions such as the permanent International Criminal Court,
established in 1999. The ICC has the right to accept cases brought by individuals or global
citizens, not just by states or national governments.

Table 7-1 Human Rights: Key Indicators

Total number of displaced persons (refugees) worldwide (2016)
65.5
million

Percentage of refugees under the age of 18 (2016) 51

Percentage of refugees who are female (2016) 48

Country of origin of the greatest number of refugees (2016) Syria

Country hosting the most refugees (2016) Turkey

Percentage of women in legislatures, worldwide average (2017) 23.5

Gender wage gap, OECD countries (2017) 16.06%

Gender wage gap, Korea (2017) 37.2%
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Ratio of maternal deaths worldwide per 100,000 live births (2015) 210

Ratio of maternal deaths in developed regions per 100,000 live births
(2015)

16

Ratio of maternal deaths in developing regions per 100,000 live births
(2015)

230

Ratio of deaths worldwide of children under age 5 per 1,000 live births
(2015)

45.6

Ratio of deaths in sub-Saharan Africa of children under age 5 per 1,000
live births (2015)

92.4

Number of children involved in child labor (2017)
150
million

Number of children involved in hazardous labor (2012)
85.3
million

Incidence of child labor in low-income countries (2012) 22.5%

Incidence of child labor in upper-middle-income countries (2012) 6.2%
Sources: United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, Forced Displacement Worldwide at its Highest in
Decades, http://www.unhcr.org/en-us/news/stories/2017/6/5941561f4/forced-displacement-worldwide-its-
highest-decades.html; United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, “Figures at a Glance,”
http://www.unhcr.org/en-us/figures-at-a-glance.html; Inter-Parliamentary Union, “Women in National
Parliaments,” http://www.ipu.org/wmn-e/world.htm; Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development, “Gender Equality: Gender Wage Gap,” https://data.oecd.org/earnwage/gender-wage-gap.htm;
World Health Organization, UNICEF, UN Population Fund, and World Bank, Trends in Maternal Mortality:
1990 to 2013 (Geneva: WHO, 2014),
http://data.unicef.org/corecode/uploads/document6/uploaded_pdfs/corecode/MMR2013_117.pdf; World
Bank, “Mortality Rate, Under-5 (per 1,000 live births),”
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/SH.DYN.MORT/countries/C9-ZG?display=graph; International Labour
Organization, “Global Child Labour Trends 2008 to 2012,”
http://www.ilo.org/ipec/Informationresources/WCMS_IPEC_PUB_23015/lang--en/index.htm; UNICEF,
“Child Protection,” https://data.unicef.org/topic/child-protection/child-labour/.

To be sure, implementing, let alone enforcing, these norms has not been easy. Realist
perspectives might say that this is because powerful states, such as China and the United
States, simply ignore them. Liberal perspectives would say it is because international
institutions are not yet strong enough. In the past, countries such as Cuba, Libya, and
Sudan chaired the UN human rights committees and made a mockery of the UN
deliberations. Nevertheless, identity and liberal perspectives point to some significant
successes. UN sanctions worked against apartheid South Africa to bring down that regime.
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And human rights discussions under the auspices of the Helsinki Accords in 1975 opened
up eastern Europe and the Soviet Union to political reforms that contributed to ending
communism in Europe. As the causal arrow suggests, human rights norms shaped
international law and restrained national behavior.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Let’s look more closely at the successes and controversies of implementing basic human
rights through the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the European Convention
on Human Rights, and human rights regimes in other regions.
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UN Human Rights Commission/Council

During the Cold War, the United Nations intervened in military or humanitarian conflicts
only with the consent of the rival superpowers and often that of the local authorities as well.
When the Cold War ended, numerous internal or intrastate conflicts erupted—in Somalia,
Cambodia, and Bosnia, to name a few. The UN Security Council expanded its definition
of what constitutes a threat to international peace and security to include intrastate
conflicts. As human rights specialist David P. Forsythe points out, “Security could refer to
the security of persons within states, based on human rights, and not just to traditional
military violence across international frontiers.”55 The office of the secretary-general
became more active. Supported by developing nations that became new members of the
United Nations after decolonization, Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali appointed
the first UN high commissioner for human rights in 1993. The idea was to broaden the
attention focused on human rights.

The traditional center of UN diplomacy on human rights was the UN Human Rights
Commission. Prominent in drafting the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the
commission consisted of representatives of states elected by the UN Economic and Social
Council (ECOSOC), a major organ of the UN General Assembly. Initially, because it
represented states, most of which are reluctant to interfere in sovereignty, the commission
did not entertain specific complaints about human rights abuses. But after the late 1960s,
under pressure from developing countries, it began to discuss human rights abuses in Israel,
South Africa, Haiti, and Greece. Based on resolutions passed by ECOSOC, the
commission was also able to consider complaints from NGOs, not just states. However,
ECOSOC decides which NGOs have consultative status in the UN—that is, which can
attend meetings and submit documents to the commission. ECOSOC denied consultative
status to some legitimate human rights NGOs. As Margaret Karns and Karen Mingst point
out, state delegations feared that NGOs might eventually weaken or eliminate the
monopoly of states in global decision making.56 In addition, ECOSOC elects commission
representatives on the basis of equitable geographic representation. This provision, along
with the fact that many UN members are still authoritarian or even, in some cases,
totalitarian regimes, severely politicized the Human Rights Commission. Cuba, which
approximates a totalitarian regime, was elected to the commission, and at one point Libya,
an oppressive monarchy under Muammar el-Gaddafi, became president of the commission.

UN Human Rights Commission: the commission that drafted the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights and implemented it until the UNHRC disbanded in 2006.

UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC): a major organ of the UN General Assembly that
until 2006 elected members of the UN Human Rights Commission based on geographic
representation.
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Eventually, the commission was disbanded and replaced in 2006 by the UN Human
Rights Council. Members of this council are now elected by a majority of UN members
voting by secret ballot and taking into account “the contribution of candidates to the
promotion and protection of human rights.” Seats are still apportioned by geographic area,
but the General Assembly can suspend membership in the council by a two-thirds majority
vote if a member “commits gross and systematic violations of human rights.” The United
States had sought a two-thirds vote to elect members rather than to suspend them and
wanted to identify specific human rights violations that would disqualify a candidate. But
in the interest of moving ahead, the United States accepted the compromise. Thus far, the
council continues to politicize and in some cases to trivialize human rights.57 At a 2009
UN human rights conference in Durban, South Africa, the president of Iran delivered a
tirade against Israel, prompting a walkout by multiple countries including the United
States, whose president called the speech “appalling and objectionable.”58

UN Human Rights Council: the organization that replaced the UN Human Rights Commission in
2006.

The United Nations human rights regime includes other conventions. Two important ones
are the UN Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against
Women (CEDAW) and the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC).

528



Convention on Women’s Rights

The UN Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against
Women (CEDAW) was developed by the Commission on the Status of Women, initially a
subcommission of the UN Human Rights Commission. Passed by the General Assembly in
1979, CEDAW prohibits all discrimination against women, defined as

any distinction, exclusion or restriction made on the basis of sex which has the
effect or purpose of impairing or nullifying the recognition, enjoyment or
exercise by women, irrespective of their marital status, on a basis of equality of
men and women, of human rights and fundamental freedoms in the political,
economic, social, cultural, civil or any other field.59

UN Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women
(CEDAW): the 1979 UN convention broadly prohibiting all discrimination against women.

A total of 189 countries are parties to the convention. They elect a committee of twenty-
three experts in the field of women’s rights to receive and investigate reports from the
member states submitted every four years.

Member states have applied numerous reservations to CEDAW. Muslim countries, for
example, do not recognize provisions of the convention inconsistent with religious law
(sharia). Saudi Arabia emphasizes the harmony and complementarities between men and
women but not equality. The United States is one of eight countries yet to ratify the
convention. Ratification has been stalled since 1980 in the Senate, where critics argue that
the convention infringes on U.S. sovereignty, promotes abortion, interferes with the notion
of family, and will legalize prostitution.

In 2000, CEDAW adopted an optional protocol that permits individual women and
women’s groups to submit complaints. Fewer than half the member parties subscribe to
this protocol, reflecting the reluctance of states to give women the right to appeal to an
international body over national authorities if women feel their country is not respecting
their rights.
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Convention on the Rights of the Child

The UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) was adopted by the General
Assembly in 1989. It seeks to protect the rights of every child—defined as anyone under
eighteen years of age, unless adult status has been attained earlier under national law—to
life, to freedom from abuse, and to food, shelter, education, conscience (including religion),
and participation in the community. It too developed initially out of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, and, like CEDAW, it functions through a committee of
experts (in this case, eighteen) elected by 195 member parties. Member parties are required
to report to the committee of experts every five years.

UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC): the UN convention adopted in 1989 to
protect the rights of children.

CRC does not have provisions to hear complaints from individual children or their
representatives. Optional protocols seek to prevent children from being used in warfare or
subjected to sale, prostitution, or pornography. The United States has not signed CRC,
arguing, as it has in other cases, that the convention does not bind oppressive countries that
abuse the rights of not only children but also adults and that U.S. law provides greater real
protection for children’s rights than does the law of any other country.

The United Nations is clearly hampered by the fact that there is still no clear consensus on
the substance of basic human rights. Are basic human rights universal or are they cultural?
Is the UN human rights regime just another form of Western cultural imperialism?
Countries such as Cuba, Libya, and Zimbabwe contend that the United States and other
Western countries violate the human rights of blacks, Muslims, the poor, and other
minorities. The basic rights to health care and education, they claim, are more essential
than rights to political and civil liberties, and the Western nations, through their control of
multinational corporations and wealth, systematically deprive developing nations of the
most basic human needs. The United States and European countries counter that these
charges are merely a smoke screen for repressive regimes that not only deny their people the
freedom to acquire property and wealth but also systematically bleed their countries of
resources and capital through corruption and favoritism. As the arrow in the margin shows,
both arguments stress the causal force of human rights, either to restrain national abuses or
to empower foreign imperialism.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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European Human Rights Regime

Regional bodies such as the European Commission on Human Rights and the European
Court of Human Rights set even higher standards for human rights, including the political
rights to assemble and to vote. These human rights regimes increasingly prescribe the
obligations of states to individuals rather than just of individuals to states. Perhaps human
rights are best managed at the regional level, where countries share greater cultural affinity.

The development of a human rights regime has progressed furthest in Europe. Created in
the late 1940s, before economic integration began under the European Coal and Steel
Community, the Council of Europe (CE) guarantees not only human rights but also
rights to political participation. In 2015, forty-seven countries belonged to the Council of
Europe. The early treaties of the European Communities did not mention human or
political rights, but the Maastricht Treaty in 1992, which transformed the European
Communities into the European Union, committed the EU to respect the rights
guaranteed by the Council of Europe. The European Court of Justice administers EU law.

The centerpiece of Europe’s human rights regime is the European Convention on Human
Rights (formally the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms), adopted by the CE in 1950. Drawing on the UN’s 1948 Universal Declaration
of Human Rights, the convention establishes basic protections that block governments
from violating citizens’ rights to due process (legal rights, trial by jury, and so on) and
political participation. The convention is enforced by the Council of Ministers (usually
foreign ministers) and by the European Court of Human Rights, located in Strasbourg,
France.

Council of Europe (CE): organization founded in 1949 to promote human rights in Europe.

European Convention on Human Rights: the convention (formally the Convention for the
Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms) adopted by the Council of Europe in
1950 to protect citizens’ rights to due process and political participation.

European Court of Human Rights: the court that administers European human rights law.

The innovation of the European Convention on Human Rights was not only to create an
intergovernmental body to monitor the human rights behavior of governments but also to
allow private parties (such as individuals, NGOs, and associations of people), not just other
governments, to petition the court. Originally, a separate European Commission of
Human Rights screened these private petitions and represented the petitioners if their cases
went forward to the Court of Human Rights or Council of Ministers. But subsequent
changes enabled private parties to appear directly before a special chamber of the court.
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This move to give individuals, not just states, legal standing in international human rights
proceedings was controversial. First, after ratifying the convention, a member state still had
the right to accept or reject the jurisdiction of the European Court of Human Rights as
well as the option of allowing private parties from that state to petition the court.
Eventually, all member states accepted these provisions. But for many years the
Commission of Human Rights approved very few of the private petitions that it screened,
and states as a rule did not often choose to take one another to court over human rights.
Only eight cases had been brought to the court by states as of 2005. By contrast, the
number of private petitions continued to increase, despite the early rejection rates, and the
commission began to approve a larger percentage of them. To improve efficiency, the
commission was eventually replaced by a chamber of the court made up of several judges.
Private parties could now go directly to the Court of Human Rights for preliminary
hearings. As of 2015, the court had rendered more than 17,000 judgments, and every year
it receives more than 50,000 applications from parties wishing to have their cases heard.

Of the private cases heard by the court, one example concerned the complaint of a couple
from Slovenia that their son died in a hospital in 1993 as a result of medical negligence.
After eleven years of legal proceedings, Slovenian courts had rejected their claim. The
couple brought the case to the European Court of Human Rights, and in June 2007, the
court decided that it would hear the case. The plaintiffs alleged that the legal proceedings in
the Slovenian courts were excessively lengthy and unfair. They relied, in particular, on
Articles 2 (right to life), 6 (right to a fair hearing), and 13 (right to an effective remedy) of
the European Convention on Human Rights. The plaintiffs won their case and were
awarded the modest sum of 7,540 euros.

A second case concerned a group of Turkish nationals who contested a decision by the
Turkish courts to declare a parcel of land that the plaintiffs said had been in their family for
three generations as belonging to the state forest. Relying on Article 1 of Protocol 1
(protection of property) to the European Convention on Human Rights, the applicants
contended that the Turkish courts’ decision constituted a disproportionate interference
with their right to the peaceful enjoyment of their possessions. A third case involved a
television station in Norway that aired commercials for a political party despite a
Norwegian law that prohibits political commercials on TV. The television station had been
fined and, after losing an appeal to Norway’s Supreme Court, brought the case to the
European Court.60

These cases suggest how deeply European law is reaching into the domain of national law.
Remember that the states that belong to the Council of Europe are for the most part liberal
democracies. Why are their citizens petitioning a European court for rights that presumably
their national courts ensure? One reason, according to a human rights expert, is that “even
with liberal democracy at the national level, there [is] still a need for regional monitoring of
human rights—there being evident violations by national authorities.”61 National laws are
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not in all cases fully democratic, and, even among democracies, nations differ in the degree
to which they protect human rights. Russia, for example, is a member of the Council of
Europe but hardly qualifies as a liberal democracy. And although human rights are fully
protected in the United Kingdom, some rights are protected by custom rather than by
formal laws. UK citizens turn to international courts. In 1997, they brought 400 petitions
to the European Court of Human Rights. More generally, the experience of the European
Court of Human Rights suggests that people are becoming more comfortable taking cases
to regional as well as national authorities to protect their basic rights. Do states comply
with the European court’s judgments? As a rule, yes. But there are still instances of
noncompliance. Earlier, Britain and Italy were the most frequent violators of the court’s
decisions. By 2005, the bulk of violations came from Turkey and Russia. In cases of
noncompliance, the Council of Europe’s Council of Ministers can order that compensation
be paid. But, unlike domestic courts, the European Court of Human Rights has no police
powers to arrest violators.

In October 2015, the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg confirmed
Dou Perinçek’s, Chairman of the Turkish Patriotic Party, right to freedom of speech
under Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights after a near decade-
long legal battle.

Elyxandro Cegarra/Pacific Press/LightRocket via Getty Images

The Council of Europe has passed other human rights conventions. The European Social
Charter, originally developed in 1961, was revised in 1996, and as of 2017 had been signed
by forty-seven members and ratified by forty-three members. The Social Charter covers
basic rights to housing, employment, health, education, legal and social protections,
freedom of movement, and nondiscrimination. As such, it is more expansive and intrusive

534



on national prerogatives. Social rights cannot be adjudicated by the Court of Human
Rights, although there is some talk about making social rights part of the European
Convention on Human Rights in the future. Nevertheless, from 1998 to 2016 the
European Committee of Social Rights, charged with implementing the Social Charter,
received 140 complaints from collective private parties (such as trade unions and human
rights groups) and decided 94 on the merits.62 In one such case in 2012, the committee
ruled against the authorities in France for discrimination against Romani (Gypsies) from
Romania and Bulgaria who were illegally deported from France.

In 1986, the Council of Europe also passed the European Convention for the Prevention of
Torture and Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment. All members ratified this
convention. It is implemented by a committee of uninstructed (meaning independent of
government) individuals who can make ad hoc visits to detention centers with minimal
advance notice to investigate prisoners’ treatment. In recent years, the committee has ruled
against France for abuse of a suspected drug dealer and against Turkey and Russia for a
variety of abuses. The fact that European states are accustomed to monitoring one another
on the treatment of detainees may explain their outrage at the U.S. abuses of detainees at
Guantánamo, Abu Ghraib, and secret CIA detention centers around the world, some in
Europe. The United States does not participate in such regional human rights regimes and,
hence, is not accustomed to such oversight.
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Other Regional Human Rights Regimes

Latin America and Africa have human rights regimes that are similar to those in Europe,
but numerous states in these regions have systematically violated the standards of basic
human rights. Asia established a human rights regime for the first time in 2009, while Arab
and broader Islamic countries use human rights issues primarily to vilify Israel. The limits
of the acceptance of basic human rights remind us that the world is not yet a community of
common humanity, if we understand the latter to mean that a consensus exists on such
rights.

Latin America’s human rights regime is centered in the Organization of American States
(OAS). The OAS has a regional convention for the protection of human rights and the
Inter-American Commission and Court of Human Rights to implement it. The American
Declaration on the Rights and Duties of Man dates from 1948, the Inter-American
Convention on Human Rights from 1969, and the Inter-American Court of Human
Rights from 1979. Although the declaration and convention have content similar to that of
the European regime, only twenty-four of thirty-five states in the region accept the
jurisdiction of the Inter-American Court of Human Rights. As a result, the court for many
years had a small caseload; as of 2016, it had handed down only 45 binding and 22
advisory opinions.63 In 2015, however, some 1,758 complaints were filed, and 128 cases
were before the court.

American Declaration on the Rights and Duties of Man: the world’s first international human
rights instrument of a general nature, adopted by the nations of the Americas in April 1948.

Inter-American Convention on Human Rights: an international human rights instrument adopted
by the nations of the Americas in 1969.

Inter-American Court of Human Rights: the court charged with implementing the Inter-American
Convention on Human Rights.

ASEAN Intergovernmental Commission on Human Rights (AICHR): Asian human rights
commission established in 2009.

Only the Inter-American Commission appointed by states and the states themselves can
bring cases to the court. Nevertheless, in 1998, Brazil and Mexico, two of the region’s most
important states, accepted the court’s jurisdiction. The United States still does not for fear
that membership will subject U.S. defendants to all sorts of frivolous lawsuits.

Africa, too, has a Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights, which went into force in 1986.
But Africa’s charter sets up only an advisory commission to implement its provisions; until
2004, there was no court to hear cases. In that year, the African Court on Human and
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Peoples’ Rights was created, and in 2006, the court’s first judges were elected. But only
states can bring cases, unless they explicitly accept the right of individuals to petition. Few
are expected to do so.

Asia created its first human rights charter in 2009. The ASEAN Intergovernmental
Commission on Human Rights (AICHR) is the product of fifteen years of efforts by
nongovernmental groups to establish governmental responsibility for human rights. The
record of Asian governments continues to lag behind. Only ten Asian states subscribe to the
International Covenants on Civil and Political Liberties and Economic and Social Rights.
By contrast, dozens of states subscribe to the UN CEDAW and CRC.

The rights of oppressed groups, such as minorities, indigenous groups, peasant and
working-class groups, and the disabled, and the rights to political participation are not
widely recognized by Asian states. Asian states see these rights as a threat to state interests
and sovereignty. Most of them view rights as being granted by the state rather than as being
protected from the state. Thus, social stability and the preservation of the state take
precedence over the enforcement of human rights. Some states, such as China, Singapore,
and Malaysia, argue unabashedly for Asian values that give priority to society rather than to
individuals. As Lee Kuan Yew, the longtime leader of an authoritarian regime in Singapore
who died in 2015, explained: “the main object is to have a well-ordered society. . . . What a
country needs to develop is discipline more than democracy.”64

Figure 7-5 Nation Building and Human Rights in Today’s World: The Identity
Perspective and Levels of Analysis
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The Arab and broader Islamic worlds have similar disregard for basic or—as they see them
—Western human rights. The Arab League has a Human Rights Commission that focuses
largely on what it perceives to be Israeli atrocities in occupied territories; and the
Organisation of the Islamic Conference (OIC, now the Organisation of Islamic
Cooperation), which consists of fifty-seven Muslim countries spread across four continents,
created a Commission on Human Rights in 2012, which states that it will promote rights
“in conformity with Islamic values.” For the past decade, the OIC has campaigned at the
UN Human Rights Commission/Council to restrict the right of freedom of expression,
urging the council to report on instances, such as public statements against the Islamic
religion, where freedom of expression involves religious blasphemy. As the International
Humanist and Ethical Union (an umbrella NGO for human rights organizations
advocating a humanist rather than a religious or democratic definition of human rights)
lamented, the OIC’s position “would turn the [Council’s] mandate on its head. . . . Instead
of promoting freedom of expression,” the Council “would be policing its exercise.”65 In
2009, the United States cosponsored a resolution with Egypt to condemn “negative
religious stereotyping,” a formulation that critics fear will be used to prosecute domestic
dissidents in Egypt and other Islamic countries that protest against religious oppression.
(See Figure 7-5 for a summary of identity explanations for nation building and human
rights.)

Summary

To explain events in the contemporary world, identity perspectives appeal to the convergence and clash of
ideas and self-images. At the systemic level they emphasize expanding democracy, religion and the clash of
civilizations, and resurging authoritarianism. At the domestic and individual levels, they highlight
nationalism, human rights, and ethnic and sectarian conflicts. How identities evolve at the village, national,
and supranational levels determines how strong or weak national and international institutions become
(liberal) and how virulent or tempered conflicts may be over territory and resources (realist).

Want a better grade?

Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Study Questions
1. What is the difference between Fukuyama’s forecast of the end of history and Huntington’s forecast of

the clash of civilizations? Why is Fukuyama’s perspective considered to be identity and Huntington’s
realist?

2. Is freedom a universalist or a Western value?
3. What is the difference between civic and ethnic identities, and which perspective emphasizes each?
4. Are human rights political or economic? If both, which comes first, democratic governance or economic

development?
5. Which courts allow individuals, not just states, to bring cases for review? Should international courts take

precedence over national courts even among democratic countries?
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Part III Globalization and Change

Recorded history began 5,000 years ago, but a world economy involving trade and finance
across the entire globe began only about 500 years ago. For the first four and a half
millennia, people lived primarily on the land and produced everything they needed in local
villages and communities. Then around 1500 C.E., the world exploded economically.
European nations led this development, even though China and the Islamic world were
more advanced only a few centuries before. As Bernard Lewis, the well-known Middle East
historian, writes, “Medieval Europe was a pupil and . . . a dependent of the Islamic
world.”1 Then, suddenly, Europe burst into the lead, and the West remains there to the
present day.

What explains this phenomenon? In his best-selling book The World Is Flat, Thomas
Friedman identifies three historical phases of globalization, the knitting together of the
world into a single market economy2:

Globalization 1.0 lasted from 1492 to 1800 and “shrank the world from a size large
to a size medium.” This was the age of mercantilism and colonialism. The driving
force was brawn, not brains—“how much muscle, how much horsepower, wind
power, or, later, steam power—your country had and how creatively you could
deploy it.” As Paul Kennedy tells us (see the introduction to Part I), ships and
firepower led the parade, not motives or institutions.
Globalization 2.0 ran from 1800 to the mid-twentieth century; it was ended by
World War II. It “shrank the world from a size medium to a size small.” This was the
age of British hegemony, or Pax Britannica. The driving force was new institutions,
particularly the emergence of private global actors such as multinational banks and
corporations. Global megacompanies exploited the dramatic drop in transportation
and then communications costs to weave the world together into a seamless web of
interconnected products, capital, and labor. They operated global trading and
shipping companies, mined raw materials, and developed worldwide agribusiness and
manufacturing conglomerates.
Globalization 3.0 arrived during the second half of the twentieth century and “is
shrinking the world from a size small to a size tiny and flattening the playing field at
the same time.” This is the age of American hegemony, or Pax Americana, and the
driving force is the internet, “the newfound power for individuals to collaborate and
compete globally.” Individuals now communicate, innovate, form groups, conduct
business, and move money worldwide just the way multinational corporations
(MNCs) do. Brains, not brawn or institutions, shape the world economy. And that
world is now increasingly flat, meaning that every country and civilization can take
part. China, India, and, potentially, Muslim countries—“every color of the human
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rainbow”—can participate in the globalization chat room. Neither power disparities
nor institutional advantages matter as much as the ability to think creatively.

globalization 1.0: early period of globalization, from 1492 to 1800, driven by mercantilism and
colonialism.

globalization 2.0: later period of globalization, from 1800 to 1950, driven by global market
institutions such as multinational trading and manufacturing corporations.

globalization 3.0: latest period of globalization, starting in the second half of the twentieth century,
driven by the flattening of the global playing field and the knowledge economy rather than by
imperialism or manufacturing conglomerates.

Notice how Friedman’s three versions of globalization can be understood in terms of our
three principal perspectives on international relations. In globalization 1.0, physical power
mattered most (the realist perspective). In globalization 2.0, multinational institutions
drove the process (the liberal perspective). And in globalization 3.0, innovations and ideas
matter most (the identity perspective). But Friedman, of course, is making judgments.
Maybe the ships and firepower of globalization 1.0 were the products of the Reformation
and Protestant ideas (the identity perspective), which gave a divine blessing to the
acquisition of wealth. Or maybe the MNCs that drove globalization 2.0 were simply
artifacts of Britain’s dominant power (the realist perspective) or of Enlightenment ideas
embracing free markets and private property (the identity perspective). And perhaps
globalization 3.0 is not about brains and flattening but about American brawn and
imperialism (the realist perspective) and unprecedented global interdependence (the liberal
perspective). Friedman sees technological change as the rocket booster behind all three
versions of globalization. And he sees the impact of technological change as leveling or
flattening the playing field for all individuals and all civilizations, regardless of ideological
differences. In all these respects, his perspective on globalization is quintessentially liberal.

In Part III, we address these realist, liberal, and identity aspects of contemporary
globalization as well as a critical theory perspective on globalization. Chapter 8 focuses on
the material (realist) and institutional (liberal) aspects of globalization, the relative/zero-sum
(realist) and absolute/non-zero-sum (liberal) gains that result from worldwide economic
activities. It examines the mechanisms that make globalization work—the relationship
between security and economics, domestic economic policies, trade, investment, and
finance.

Chapter 9 addresses more directly identity aspects of the global economy and the
environment. Identity perspectives ask about the values that motivate and benefit from
economic gains: Gains for whom (which countries and cultures) and for what
(consumerism or environmentalism)?
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Finally, Chapter 10 takes a critical theory look at development. It asks whether there is
anything useful that can be learned from the history of a world economy that is scarred by
pervasive Western imperialism, inequality, and injustice. According to the critical theory
perspective, Western countries starting around 1500 C.E. rigged world markets and created
the conditions of comparative advantage and foreign investment companies that
masqueraded as free markets. Free markets then systematically exploited poor countries and
locked them into the peripheral status that has characterized their existence ever since.
Critical theory asks, why would this history contain anything that might be of use in the
future, other than to sustain Western imperialism? Chapter 10 fleshes out the important
downsides of globalization, issues that are not always accounted for by the principal
perspectives. It examines the marginalization of indigenous peoples, women, and children
and explores dependency and world systems studies that seek to raise the world’s self-
consciousness about the pervasive power and perfidy of Western imperialism.
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8 Realist and Liberal Perspectives on Globalization
Security, Domestic Economy, Trade, Investment,
and Finance

People use smartphones to take photographs of the Busan Port Terminal in Busan, South
Korea, in July 2017. Do the open market policies that facilitate the purchases of
smartphones make the countries of the world increasingly interdependent—and more
vulnerable?

SeongJoon Cho/Bloomberg via Getty Images

How does globalization actually work? What policies and institutions govern it? Too many scholars and
commentators write about globalization without saying anything about how the actual economic
mechanisms of globalization work.

In this chapter, we consider the security, domestic economic, trade, investment, and
financial policies that make the international economy work or not work. Security policies
deal with the strategic implications of economics, sometimes called geo-economics to
suggest the geo-politics of globalization. Does globalization help friends and impede
enemies, as realist perspectives suggest? Or does it make friends out of enemies, as liberal
perspectives expect?
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Domestic policies (budget, monetary, and regulatory) provide the ballast for the world
economy. Without them global economic ties would be unstable and inefficient. Even with
globalization, most of the economic activity in which a country engages takes place inside
that country. Foreign trade (exports and imports) constitutes only about one-quarter of
total national production in the United States and about one-third in Japan; in the case of
the European Union (EU) as a whole, foreign trade dependence is smaller still, around one-
sixth. Even in the poorest countries receiving the most foreign aid, domestic savings
account for more than 90 percent of all savings. So domestic economic policies constitute
the ground floor or foundation of a country’s participation in the world economy. If the
domestic economy is poorly managed, especially by large countries such as the United
States, global markets are unlikely to be very efficient. Realist perspectives emphasize
national sovereignty and the independence of domestic policies (for example, separate
monetary policies). Liberal perspectives emphasize international coordination and the
interdependence of domestic policies (for example, coordinated monetary policies in
economic summits).

International trade, investment, and finance build on domestic policies and constitute the
upper floors of the world economy. To switch metaphors, trade and investment are the
meat and potatoes of the global market. When they function properly (and domestic
policies support them), the world economy flourishes. Economists refer to trade and
investment markets as the real economy. International finance then provides the money to
pay for trade and investment and to encourage and allocate savings. It is the wine or
beverage of the world economy. It supplies the liquidity that enables the world economy to
digest the meat and potatoes and to invest in the next meal of meat and potatoes.
Economists refer to saving and lending markets as the financial economy.

When trade and investment markets go bad, financial markets lose their anchor and slosh
around with plenty of speculation and much instability. They act like diners who have had
too much wine and too little meat and potatoes. Perhaps that’s what happened to the world
economy in 2008–2009. International bankers and investors sold and swapped mountains
of mortgage and credit card debt and related derivatives that were tied less and less to the
real economy of property and productive investment. On the other hand, if the world
economy does not have enough liquidity or wine, markets stagnate or choke on meat and
potatoes. That’s probably what happened in the 1970s when government financing became
insufficient to cover oil debts and private capital markets were still heavily regulated. Global
lending was scarce, and factories and farms could not get enough capital to break
bottlenecks and move new products to market. For the world economy to work properly,
the real and financial economies have to work in sync. Meat, potatoes, and wine—trade,
investment, and finance—are all necessary for a good meal or healthy world economy.

Realist perspectives emphasize nationalist (zero-sum) aspects of trade, investment, and
finance. Trade policy favors exports over imports, investment policy treats domestic
industries preferentially over foreign industries (“Buy American”), and finance policies limit
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dependence on foreign borrowing. Liberal perspectives emphasize the internationalist (non-
zero-sum) aspects of globalization. Trade policy favors open markets, investment policies
treat domestic and foreign industries the same (so-called national treatment), and finance
policies facilitate global savings and lending.

A lot of these terms are new. And some students think economics is too hard to learn. But
you cannot be a knowledgeable student of international affairs in today’s world without
knowing the basics of how the world economy works. It also affects you directly even if you
are unaware of it. Check the label on your shirt or blouse, and you’ll see it was probably
made in a foreign country.
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Snapshot of Globalization

So, let’s begin with a snapshot of globalization that shows how the policies we have just
identified affect you directly when you purchase an everyday product like a smartphone.

Domestic economic policies: Maybe you purchased the smartphone because you got a
new job, received a tax cut, or were able to borrow money cheaply. Domestic
government policies lie behind each of these options. Most jobs are created by private
sector companies, but government regulations, such as minimum wage laws, affect
those jobs; and government spending or tax cuts may stimulate the creation of new
jobs. Government tax and spending polices we call fiscal policy. Interest rates may be
low because the Federal Reserve System is trying to stimulate the economy. Federal
Reserve policy we call monetary policy. Taken together, fiscal and monetary policies
constitute macroeconomic policy—that is, broad policy that affects the domestic
economy as a whole. Government regulations constitute microeconomic policy—
specific policy that affects only targeted industries, such as regulations governing the
internet.
Security policies: The smartphone you bought was probably imported from overseas.
It may have been assembled in China with components made in Taiwan and
Singapore. These exchanges would not be possible if these countries threatened one
another militarily. Nor would it be possible if some country or countries did not
provide daily security on the high seas against pirates and other disruptions.
Trade policies: Production on such a global basis would also not be conducted unless
it was profitable. Government policies need to reduce barriers to trade so that items
moving across national boundaries are not subjected to excessive tariffs or limited by
quotas and other regulations called nontariff barriers. If a country imports more than
it exports (and the United States imports a lot more from China than it exports to
China), it runs a trade deficit, which, after taking into account other small items,
shows up as a current account deficit in its balance of payments (more on these
accounts later).
Investment and savings policies: If a country could not pay for its trade and current
account deficits, trade would come to a halt. Where does it get the money? It borrows
the money from other countries, such as China, that export more than they import
and save more than they invest domestically. The outflow—or inflow for the other
country—of those savings equals what we call the capital account of a country’s
balance of payments. Notice the capital and current accounts have to equal zero. A
country cannot run a trade or current account deficit without paying for it by
borrowing on the capital account. Nor can it run a surplus on its capital account,
borrowing more than it lends, without using that extra money to import more than it
exports.
Financial and exchange rate policies: For you to buy that smartphone, one last
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requirement is needed—a currency in which to make these trade and capital
transactions. The capital account and current account taken together constitute a
country’s balance of payments. The balance of payments records all economic
transactions with other countries involving foreign currencies. Net supply and
demand for a country’s currency yields its exchange rate, that is, the value of the
country’s currency in terms of a foreign currency. In the fall of 2017, for example,
one U.S. dollar equaled roughly 110 Japanese yen. If there were no currency that
countries trusted (the U.S. dollar still accounts for roughly two-thirds of all
transactions) or could purchase at a reasonable exchange rate, neither trade nor
capital transfers would be possible. Exchange rates are controversial because by
changing them governments affect the price of all trade and capital flows.

current account: the net border flows of goods and services, along with government transfers and
net income on capital investment.

capital account: the net flows of capital, both portfolio and foreign direct investment, into and out
of a country.

balance of payments: a country’s current and capital account balances plus reserves and statistical
errors.

exchange rate: the value of a country’s currency in terms of a foreign currency.

OK, that’s a first cut at the way globalization works. Take a deep breath now, while we
look more slowly and systematically at each of these mechanisms.
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Security and Economics

Realist perspectives view the world economy primarily in terms of security and relative
gains. Global markets are unlikely to emerge, they argue, unless countries feel safe. Nations
do not trade eagerly with adversaries. Thus, from a realist perspective, as the causal arrow
suggests, security relations create the geo-economic context of trade and other economic
relations and determine whether free trade or protectionist (earlier called mercantilist)
policies prevail. From the historical record, realists observe that extensive global markets in
which governments reduce barriers to economic exchanges do not usually emerge except
under the aegis of a hegemonic power. As Professor Robert Gilpin writes, “the champions
of an interdependent world market have been politically the most powerful and
economically the most efficient nations.”3 The hegemonic power dominates security
relations, has little to fear from rivals, is usually the most advanced economy, and therefore
supports and gains most from extensive economic relations. That’s why globalization
accelerated under British and American hegemony in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries and may be sustained, according to realist perspectives, only if the United States
or another hegemon exercises dominance in world affairs. Otherwise, under conditions of
equilibrium, states worry more about their security and limit their economic ties primarily
to allies. Even then, allies may be temporary. Thus, during periods of multipolar security
relations, such as in the seventeenth century before British hegemony and in the 1930s
during the transition between the British and American hegemonies, global markets slowed
or contracted. They became mercantilist, not laissez-faire, with governments seeking to
intervene more in economic exchanges rather than to reduce government barriers to trade.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

After World War II America was dominant within the free world. It advocated open
markets and created the Bretton Woods system of liberal economic policies. But slowly
Europe and Japan recovered from the war, and new nations emerged in the former colonial
territories of the European powers. The distribution of power became more contested.
America, the hegemon, was in decline, and as realists would predict, protectionist policies
increased in the 1970s. Oil-producing countries rebelled against the dominance of
American oil companies and raised oil prices fourfold. Developing countries producing
other commodities called for a New International Economic Order (NIEO) to replace the
Bretton Woods system. They wanted to control prices rather than encourage free markets.
Other countries also worried that the U.S. dollar, which had been backed by a fixed price
of gold until the United States abandoned the gold standard in 1971, was no longer a
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trustworthy international currency. France under President Charles de Gaulle sold dollars,
called for a neutral international currency, and even left the military wing of the Western
alliance and initiated détente with the Soviet Union.

But then under President Ronald Reagan the United States rebounded. Its economy took
off and led the rest of the world into the information age. As we learned from realist
accounts in Chapter 4, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was revitalized,
and eventually the Soviet Union collapsed. The hegemon was back, and an unprecedented
era of free markets ensued in the 1990s as the World Trade Organization (WTO) came
into being, and the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) was launched. Alas,
it did not last. China became a member of the WTO and grew rapidly. The United States
got tangled up in long and expensive wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. In 2009 the global
financial system collapsed. The security framework was less and less hegemonic, and as
realists would predict, the United States and other countries became more protectionist.
President Donald Trump came into office in 2017 calling for more nationalist or
mercantilist policies. “Buy America and Hire America,” he told American companies. And
Britain, in the so-called Brexit vote, decided to exit the free market system of the EU.

Will America rebound once again, or will a new or no hegemon emerge? Realists say follow
the money or watch relative power. In broad strokes, it is a pretty good predictor of global
economic trends.

Liberal perspectives see it differently. They emphasize absolute or collective gains more so
than relative gains. They see the spread of wealth and hence decline of hegemony as a
positive development. More players make open markets more efficient. They stress the joint
benefits that can be obtained through interdependence in trade, investment, and finance
and expect, as the causal arrow shows, that over time growing wealth tempers security
competition and creates a world of satisfied powers with compatible democratic norms.
Such satisfied powers, despite the existence of equilibrium and greater competition for
power, seek to preserve economic interdependence and avoid the disruptions of security
conflicts and war. Unlike realist perspectives, where security leads economic ties, liberal
perspectives see economic interdependence eventually determining and lessening security
competition. The Bretton Woods and European Union institutions brought old enemies
together and by the habit of working every day under common rules diminished the
significance of national differences and established regional and global standards of security.
Over time they also cultivated democratic norms that reinforced and spread democracy
throughout Europe, to Greece, Portugal, and Spain, which were not democracies in 1950,
and to all of eastern Europe in the 1990s. Once again the direction of the causal arrows is
key to distinguishing between realist and liberal perspectives.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Thus, liberal perspectives marvel at the continuous expansion of wealth and
interdependence since the beginning of the industrial revolution in the eighteenth century.
Yes, there are ups and downs, but for the first time in human history a massive middle class
expanded to fill the space between earlier aristocratic elites and peasants. Since World War
II, this expansion of wealth has brought with it relative peace, that is, the absence of major
wars. Germany and Japan, once defeated and devastated powers, are now prosperous and
close democratic friends of the United States. South Korea and the so-called Asian tigers
(Taiwan, Singapore, and Hong Kong) have become rich and in some cases democratic. The
so-called newly industrializing nations (Indonesia, Chile, Philippines, etc.) advanced, and
most recently the BRICS nations—Brazil, Russia, India, China, and South Africa—are
playing an active role in the peaceful and prosperous global economy. Will China moderate
its security policies as it becomes wealthier? The jury is still out. It is certainly a more open
country today than in the 1980s. Chinese citizens can move around more freely, and some
400–600 million now enjoy a middle-class life of private apartments, cars, and other
middle-class amenities. But China is also increasingly nationalistic. Can it sustain an open
economy with a closed political system?

As liberal perspectives see it, these developments have less to do with the existing
distribution of power than with the path dependence of increasing trade, investment, and
finance that eventually changes the distribution of power. Hegemony is not the key;
repeated interactions are. For example, after World War II the Soviet Union was a
hegemon in its part of the world, yet it did not create open and efficient markets. It relied
on government-controlled and -operated markets and tried to maintain and even increase
its wealth over that of other communist countries. It fostered dependence, not
interdependence. Similarly, the EU flourished after World War II even though the
distribution of power within the European Community (EC) was hardly hegemonic. Yes,
Germany held and still holds certain advantages, but its economy represents only about
one-fifth of EU gross domestic product (GDP). What mattered more was the pattern of
cooperative behavior the EC created, not the existence of a hegemon.

Give it time, liberal perspectives might argue. China will come around. Notice how these
arguments are all based on evidence but differ in terms of the way the causal arrows are
drawn.
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Domestic Economic Policies

There are basically two types of domestic economic policies: macroeconomic policies,
which include fiscal and monetary policies, and microeconomic policies, which include
regulatory policies of all sorts. How do domestic policies interact across countries? If
markets are open, domestic policies can become more important than trade policies. As
we’ll see, realist perspectives worry about the independence (sovereignty) and
competitiveness of these domestic policies, liberal perspectives about their interdependence
and compatibility with other countries. Figure 8-1 illustrates how domestic and trade
polices interact.
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Macroeconomic Policies

Fiscal policy, as we have noted, is the national budget. If it is balanced, the budget’s
influence on the economy is neutral. If it is in deficit, the government is putting more
money into the economy by spending than it is taking out of the economy by taxes or
revenues. In this case, fiscal policy is stimulating the economy, creating more net demand.
Keynesian policies call for such a stimulus whenever the economy has unused resources,
that is, when unemployment and unused industrial capacity are high. In the financial crisis
of 2008–2009, all governments, including the United States, adopted stimulus packages to
revive economic growth. As the economy then revives, according to Keynesian logic,
production and employment increase, people and businesses earn and spend more, tax
revenues go up, and the budget comes back into balance.

If the budget is in surplus, the government is taking more resources from the economy by
taxing than it is providing by spending. Thus, the government is contracting or slowing
down the growth of the economy. Governments are seldom eager to do that, so Keynesian
logic usually works in only one direction, to stimulate an economy and eventually
contribute to overheating and inflation when industrial production cannot keep up with
consumer demand.

Figure 8-1 Globalization: Go with the Flow
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Monetary policy seeks to control the money supply. Central banks, like the Federal Reserve
Bank, buy and sell short-term government securities, thereby pushing up or lowering the
prices of these securities in the bond markets. If the price of the security goes up, the
interest rate goes down, and vice versa. Thus if central banks want to speed up the
economy, they buy short-term securities to push up the price of the security and lower the
interest rate. Lower short-term interest rates then indirectly lower long-term interest rates
and encourage more consumption (purchase of your smartphone) and investment. When
short-term interest rates fall close to zero and can’t be reduced any lower, central banks may
buy long-term securities to lower long-term interest rates directly; this action is called
quantitative easing. The U.S. central bank has taken this step several times in recent years:
during the financial crisis of 2008–2009 and several times thereafter. The Japanese and
European central banks have done so as well.

Now, consider how fiscal and monetary policy interact with one another and with the
world economy. If fiscal policy is stimulative—that is, in deficit—the government is
borrowing from domestic savings. Domestic savings consist of what the government saves
(public savings, which are negative if the government runs a deficit) and what private
households and industries save after they finish spending and investing (private savings). If
the government absorbs total private savings to finance its fiscal deficits, additional savings
have to come from abroad. That creates an inflow or surplus on the capital account and a
corresponding deficit on the trade and current account (because the two together have to
equal zero). In this way, a budget deficit may lead to a current account deficit, and
economists frequently speak, especially in the case of the United States, about the “twin
deficits,” namely, a budget deficit linked with a current account deficit. Notice, however,
that a budget deficit does not have to cause a current account deficit. If private savings are
huge, the government can run a deficit and not have to borrow from abroad. The country
can still run a current account surplus. That’s exactly what Japan has done in recent
decades; the government ran chronic budget deficits, but Japan continued to show a
current account surplus. The Japanese people and companies save an enormous amount
compared to their counterparts in the United States, and the Japanese government was able
to finance its budget deficits entirely from domestic savings.

Now, what if, in addition to a budget deficit, the government is running a tight monetary
policy? It is trying to fight inflation and absorb excess local currency, or liquidity, by selling
bonds and raising interest rates. Higher interest rates attract foreign capital or savings. This
capital inflow helps to pay for the rise in imports stimulated by the budget deficit. If
domestic savings go down, borrowing of foreign savings goes up even more. This describes
the flow of foreign savings to the United States in the early 1980s, caused by U.S. fiscal
deficits and tight money policy. No wonder, at the time, European leaders like German
chancellor Helmut Schmidt complained to President Reagan about “the highest interest
rates since Jesus Christ.” He meant the enormous squeeze that U.S. policies of big budget
deficits and tight money were putting on capital resources (savings) and, hence, interest

554



rates in Europe.

Often governments combine a loose monetary policy with budget deficits. They are trying
to revive an economy and avoid deflation, a downward spiral of prices. This combination
of fiscal and monetary policies generates large debts. After the 2008–2009 financial crisis,
the U.S. government added $1 trillion annually to the federal deficit with its budget
program, and the Federal Reserve added another $4 trillion to its balance sheet through
quantitative easing (buying long-term bonds directly). The danger is that such a stimulus
may not work if there are other bottlenecks in the economy, such as excessive regulations
and price controls (the case in the United States in the 1970s) or bad existing loans
inhibiting banks from making new loans (the case in the United States after 2009). Despite
unprecedented stimulus, the United States experienced the slowest recovery in history after
2009.

If the stimulus does work, it may create another danger, namely inflation. Demand will rise
faster than supply, prices will go up, exports will become less competitive (because their
price is higher), imports will become more attractive (because their price is lower by
comparison with domestic goods), and the country will incur a growing current account
deficit. If interest rates are low and inflation is rampant, a country may find it difficult to
attract foreign savings. Indeed, capital may go in the opposite direction. Local investors try
to get their money out of the country before the growing foreign debt leads to a
depreciation or lower price for their currency. This scenario all too often afflicts poor
developing countries that have lost control of their domestic policies and offer few good
opportunities to attract foreign investment. But it also affected the United States in the
1970s and could do so again in the aftermath of recent stimulus policies if investors flee a
weakening dollar.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Realist perspectives expect countries to pursue independent and often different
macroeconomic policies. These policies then compete in international markets and
eventually narrow differences in fiscal and monetary policies. They resist coordinating
policies internationally because they fear compromising their policy goals. This approach
was used by the United States and Great Britain in the early 1980s to drive inflation down.
Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher were determined to end the stagflation of the 1970s
and knew that other countries would resist higher interest rates and more competitive free
market policies to that end. Thus, at economic summits in Canada (1981) and France
(1982), the United States and Britain resisted coordination of domestic economic policies
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and bought time for their independent fiscal (lower taxes) and monetary (raise interest
rates) policies to work in the world economy. By 1983 these policies began to pay off in
higher growth and lower inflation. Slowly other countries got on board. France, the most
reluctant country under a socialist government, decided in March 1983 to rein in its
inflationary policies. At the Williamsburg Summit in May 1983, the Group of Seven (G7)
countries agreed to pursue similar policies of sound money, disciplined spending, low
inflation, and deregulation. This consensus, which spread throughout the 1980s and
became known in the 1990s as the Washington Consensus, advocated low inflation and
market reforms in developing as well as developed countries. The causal arrow shows the
logic at work.

In July 2017, Federal Reserve Board Chairwoman Janet Yellen testified before the
House Financial Committee about the state of the economy. Yellen said the Federal
Reserve expected to soon begin shrinking its $4.5 trillion bond stimulus.

Pete Marovich/Getty Images

Liberal perspectives, which emphasize repetitive interactions, favor a different logic. They
urge the direct coordination of macroeconomic policies through international summits.
Their model is the Tokyo Summit of 1978. In the preparations for that summit, the
United States and other major industrial countries agreed to reduce interest rates together
to bring the dollar down and stimulate growth. If the United States had reduced interest
rates unilaterally, the dollar might have gone down too rapidly (because money would have
flowed into other currencies offering higher interest rates), and if Europe or Japan had
reduced interest rates without the United States, the dollar might have gone up and not
down. Countries needed to do this together, or they would not get the desired result. As
the arrow in the margin shows, collective decisions at the Tokyo Summit reduced national
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autonomy and created similar approaches.4

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Microeconomic Policies

How well an economy responds to macroeconomic policies depends on microeconomic
policies. If a government tries to stimulate the economy, but companies are burdened by
excessive regulations and costs, the economy will not expand. That may have been the case
after 2009 when the United States doubled its national debt from $10 to $20 trillion yet
growth was slower than in any previous economic recovery. Of course, many regulations
such as safety and health requirements may be valued more than growth. And all economies
feature domestic regulations. The argument between free and regulated markets is always a
relative one, how much regulation is advisable.

Microeconomic policies come in many forms. The principal ones are regulations, subsidies,
price controls, competition or antitrust policies, and labor union laws. These policies may
apply to specific sectors of the economy, such as agriculture or telecommunications; specific
industries, such as steel or semiconductors; or specific firms, such as General Motors, which
the U.S. government took over temporarily during the financial crisis of 2009. As a rule,
such policies do not apply to the economy as a whole, and that is why we call them micro
instead of macro.

Regulations establish health, safety, environmental, labor, and other standards for domestic
products and services. They apply to traded products through various qualitative
restrictions, such as the requirement that imported windshields for automobiles meet
domestic crash standards. Obviously, a point of conflict arises when domestic and trade
regulations differ. A big task of international trade negotiations is to narrow these
differences. In the Single European Act of 1987, the EC rationalized domestic regulations
among its member countries to create a single integrated market with compatible
regulations, not just a customs union with zero internal tariffs.

Subsidies come in the form of grants, which do not have to be paid back, and loans at
below-market interest rates. Boeing, the U.S. aerospace company, has long complained that
the EU subsidizes Airbus, the European aerospace company that competes with Boeing.
The EU, on the other hand, argues that the U.S. government does the same thing for
Boeing by procuring large defense systems from the company. Such purchases create a large
guaranteed market for Boeing, enabling it to reduce costs for commercial aircraft. Japan
and the Asian tigers subsidized domestic industries to jump-start their development and
then subsidized the exports those industries produced.

Price controls are used to keep prices down, and price supports are used to keep them up.
The United States introduced price controls in 1973 to contain inflation, but at the same
time it stimulated the economy with loose fiscal and monetary policies, which drove prices
up. The government was heating up the economy—in effect, creating steam—while
freezing relative prices that might have redirected resources toward scarce supplies—
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allowing no place for the steam to go. Eventually, the kettle exploded. Both slower growth
and inflation resulted—stagflation. The EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) is a
prominent example of price supports. CAP sets domestic prices for agricultural products
above market levels. It then imposes import quotas to keep cheaper foreign products out
and provides export subsidies to encourage the sale of more expensive domestic surpluses
abroad. Notice that all these microeconomic policies, like the macroeconomic ones, affect
trade and hence globalization.

Competition policies deal with monopolies. Sometimes they legalize monopolies. For
example, in former communist countries, practically all industries were state monopolies.
Today, in China, many still are. Until the 1980s, the telecommunications sectors in many
Western countries were monopolies, such as AT&T in the United States. Today, utility
sectors in most countries remain monopolies, although that’s beginning to change.5 For
years, however, and particularly since the end of communism, governments have
deregulated or privatized many monopolies. Antitrust policies in the United States broke
up the Rockefeller Standard Oil empire in 1911 and AT&T in 1984. Eastern European
countries sold numerous state monopolies in the 1990s. The EU investigated the U.S. firms
Microsoft and Intel on charges of monopoly practices in the computer operating system
and computer chip industries.

Labor union laws set minimum wages and working conditions for factory and other
workers. Labor unions in advanced countries complain bitterly that these laws are so lax in
developing countries such as China, where unions are forbidden, that these countries have
unfair trade advantages. Immigrants from Mexico and other developing countries
undermine labor laws more directly, taking jobs below minimum wage and working
illegally in advanced countries. Unions, on the other hand, restrict layoffs and push
expensive compensation packages that reduce competitiveness and cause companies to
invest abroad or in equipment to eliminate rather than create jobs at home. European
countries have much stronger unions than does the United States. In past decades, they also
have had much higher unemployment than the United States—roughly twice as high.
European companies are reluctant to hire new workers because they can never get rid of
them. On the other hand, many workers in the United States lose their jobs, and those who
find new ones may work for lower wages or fewer benefits than they received previously.

Realist and liberal perspectives differ on microeconomic policies as well as on
macroeconomic policies. Realist perspectives favor independent policies, liberal perspectives
coordinated ones.
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Trade

Trade policy affects the prices of goods and services when they cross borders, either by
taxing or subsidizing the prices or by restricting the quantity or quality of the goods and
services. Taxes on goods and services crossing national borders are called tariffs.

Trade policy also involves nontariff barriers (NTBs) such as quotas and qualitative
regulations. Quotas are quantitative limits on imports and exports regardless of price, such
as an embargo on imports or exports. Qualitative regulations involve restrictions on traded
products to protect safety, health, labor standards, and the environment, such as safety
standards for imported toys. Trade policies also include domestic laws that allow companies
to appeal for relief from import surges and subsidies or other unfair export policies pursued
by foreign producers.

tariffs: taxes on goods and services crossing borders.

nontariff barriers (NTBs): policy instruments other than price, such as quotas and qualitative
restrictions, designed to limit or regulate imports and exports.

In this section we look first at the collective or non-zero-sum gains from trade emphasized
by liberal perspectives, such as specialization and comparative advantage. Then we look at
the alternatives to free trade emphasized by realist perspectives, such as import substitution,
strategic trade or competitive (as opposed to comparative) advantage, and jobs. Finally, we
look at negotiations on trade and realist and liberal preferences for unilateral, bilateral, and
multilateral (regional or global) approaches to trade.
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Specialization and the Division of Labor

Seventeen seventy-six was an eventful year. For Americans, it was the year Thomas
Jefferson wrote the Declaration of Independence—the inspiring manifesto of political
freedom stating that all people are created equal. In the same year in London, Adam Smith
published another manifesto, this one dealing with economic freedom. In his book An
Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations, Smith traces the wealth of
nations to the principle of specialization—the more specialized nations are, the wealthier
they are. “The division of labour,” he writes, “occasions, in every art [activity], a
proportionable increase of the productive powers of labour. The separation of different
trades and employments from one another . . . is generally carried furthest in those
countries which enjoy the highest degree of industry and improvement.”6

Smith gives the example of the manufacture of pins. One person draws the wire, another
straightens it, a third cuts it, a fourth points it, a fifth grinds it at the top for receiving the
head, and so on. Altogether, making a pin in Smith’s day involved eighteen distinct
operations. As workers specialized, they became more proficient, saved time, and discovered
easier and readier means to accomplish their individual tasks. Workers can also specialize to
make different products rather than components. Smith spoke about the butcher, the
baker, and the brewer, each of whom could specialize and become more proficient in
making a particular product. Then they could exchange their products and have more of
everything than they would if they had produced each product for themselves.

Notice that, to specialize, workers must be free to exchange the products of their labor with
one another. If the butcher’s meat is taxed or embargoed, he cannot purchase the baker’s
bread. Thus, specialization brings with it the idea of unimpeded exchange or integration of
economic activities. Factories integrate such specialized exchanges vertically, while markets
integrate them horizontally. Obviously, factories and markets may work under different
rules. Communist economies organize factories and markets based on direct political
control and government plans. Capitalist economies organize production based on markets
and opportunity costs, the costs of alternative uses of resources in competitive markets.

opportunity costs: the costs of alternative uses of resources based on competitive prices.

If markets are truly competitive, meaning no one producer or consumer is large enough to
influence price, benefits increase for all by what Smith calls the “invisible hand.” Producers
and consumers act independently against competitive forces that are beyond their control,
and the net result is an increase in the wealth and well-being of all participants. Does Smith
then believe that there is no role for domestic or international government—that is, for the
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visible hand? No, he devotes one of the five parts of his treatise to the role of government.
He sees defense and education as government tasks. He even anticipates the drudgery of
factory work, or what he calls the “mental mutilation” induced by specialization—boredom
from repetitive activities in a production process—and calls on the government to
encourage public diversions such as recreation and parks.7 But the government must leave
the butcher, baker, and brewer free to exchange their products on a wider competitive basis
so that they are not dealing just with friends, which restricts the size of markets, or being
told what to charge, which distorts the efficiency of markets.
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Comparative Advantage

Comparative advantage in international trade derives from the same principles of
specialization and division of labor. Countries have different talents, resources, institutions,
and people. They are better at doing some economic activities than other economic
activities. Even if they are more advanced and better at doing everything—mining,
manufacturing, and farming—they are still comparatively better at doing one of these
activities and letting others do the rest. Think of Tiger Woods, the professional golfer. He
plays golf a lot better than he sews shirts or produces food. It pays for him to focus on golf,
even if he is just as good at sewing and farming as someone else. His comparative advantage
derives from his relative talents, not from his absolute talents. The same is true for countries.
If they can specialize in what they do relatively best, they can be more productive. Thus,
poor countries do not have to produce something more efficiently than rich countries; they
just have to produce one thing more efficiently than some other thing that they produce
themselves.

comparative advantage: a relationship in which two countries can produce more goods from the
same resources if each specializes in the goods it produces most efficiently at home and the two trade
these goods internationally.

In 1817, David Ricardo, another English economist, demonstrated Smith’s principle of
specialization for international trade. He took two countries, Portugal and England, and
considered their relative talents in producing two goods: cloth and wine. As Table 8-1
shows, Portugal can produce both products more efficiently than England. It can produce a
bolt of cloth in 90 days of labor, while England requires 100. And it can produce a barrel of
wine in 80 days, while England requires 120. Portugal has an absolute advantage in both
products, meaning it can produce both products more efficiently than England.

Table 8-1
Comparative
Advantage

Source: Data on “days of labor required to produce” are from James C. Ingram and Robert M. Dunn Jr.,
International Economics, 3rd ed. (New York: John Wiley, 1993), 29.

At first glance, then, why should Portugal or any country specialize and trade if it can
produce both products more efficiently? But look again at Table 8-1. In Portugal, one bolt
of cloth should exchange for 9/8 barrels of wine. Why? Because this is the same ratio of
days it takes to produce these two products. In England, one bolt of cloth should exchange
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for 5/6 barrels of wine. Thus, one bolt of cloth buys more wine in Portugal (9/8 barrels)
than it does in England (5/6 barrels). By the same measure, one barrel of wine buys more
cloth in England (1 and 1/5 bolts) than it does in Portugal (8/9 bolts). So if Portugal and
England could trade one bolt of cloth (1C) for one barrel of wine (1W) at any ratio
between 1C = 9/8W and 1C = 5/6W, both countries could gain. To see this, look once
more at Table 8-1. With 1,000 days of labor invested, half in each product, Portugal and
England together produce 10 5/9 bolts of cloth and 10 5/12 barrels of wine. With 1,000
days of labor invested in only the product each produces more efficiently, England
produces 10 bolts of cloth and Portugal 12 1/2 barrels of wine. They have not used more
resources, yet they have produced almost the same amount of cloth (10 compared to 10 5/9
bolts) and 20 percent more wine (12 1/2 compared to 10 5/12 barrels). The reason is
comparative advantage—Portugal is comparatively more efficient at making wine, even
though it is better than England at making both products, and England is comparatively
better at making cloth, even though it is less efficient than Portugal at making both
products.

This is a simplified example. More is involved in making wine and cloth than labor, and
exchange rates may distort costs and push the exchange ratios outside the range where trade
is beneficial (in the example, between 1C = 9/8W and 1C = 5/6W). But the result holds
even if we include other costs: land, capital, and know-how. Whatever it takes to make a
bolt of cloth, we compare that to the costs of making wine. Since every country has a
comparative advantage at making one product over another within that country, it can
benefit from trade, even the poorest countries. Trade, in short, is a powerful multiplier of
wealth for all countries, just like technology. (Critical theory perspectives see comparative
advantage as coerced and exploitative, not free and mutually beneficial; see Chapter 10.)
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Exceptions to Unrestricted Trade

If unrestricted trade is so wonderful, we might ask, why is it so disputed? Well, there are
obvious limitations to liberalizing barriers to trade. As realists emphasize, one involves
products critical to a nation’s defense. A nation may wish to have national security export
controls to limit trade in military and dual-use (having both commercial and military
applications) products and technology. Adam Smith recognized this limitation, and all
nations and economists since have drawn the line at liberalizing barriers if national security
interests might be compromised. They impose limits not only on critical military weapons
materials, parts, and designs but also on imports of vital products crucial to the overall
economy, such as energy, food, and potentially scarce resources, such as copper or bauxite.

The difficulty with national security exceptions to free trade is where to draw the line. As
liberal perspectives might argue, every product may be claimed to be essential for national
security (for example, buttons for military uniforms). As a rule, exceptions apply more to
new products and technologies than to widely used ones and more to weapons of mass
destruction (WMDs) than to conventional weapons. Still, the United States frets about
dependence on foreign oil, and Japan worries about excessive dependence on food imports.
Diversifying suppliers of crucial imports and stockpiling reserves, such as oil, are alternative
ways to minimize the national security risks of trade dependence.

A second exception to unrestricted trade is protection for infant industries. Realists
concerned with relative power ask, how do countries develop new industries to compete in
international markets if from the get-go those industries are wide open to imports from
more advanced industries in foreign countries? Thus, infant industries, it is argued, warrant
initial trade protection until they develop the scale and experience to compete effectively
with imports. This was the rationale for the import substitution policies of developing
countries right after World War II. These policies sought to substitute domestic industries
for imports—hence the term import substitution—to protect them from imports until they
could develop their own national industries and compete at world standards. As we discuss
in Chapter 9, Latin American countries pursued such policies, as did late-developing
industrialized nations in the nineteenth century like the United States, Germany, and
Japan.

infant industries: developing industries that require protection to get started.

import substitution policies: policies developed in Latin America that substitute domestic
industries for imports.

Infant industry protection seems logical enough. The problem, again as liberal perspectives
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might point out, is to know when the “infant” has grown up. Too often, protected
industries get used to protection and never grow up. They compete only against local
counterparts, which are also infants, while industries in other countries that compete in
foreign markets face stiffer competition and develop new and better products. Larger
countries, such as Brazil, Argentina, and Mexico, are more tempted by import substitution
strategies than are small ones, such as the Netherlands and Singapore, because large
countries have big internal markets for local industries to supply. But even large countries
run into limitations and eventually shift to more open trade policies. The United States did
so in the early twentieth century, Germany and Japan came around after World War II,
and the large Latin American countries followed suit in the 1990s.
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Strategic Trade Theory

A more serious challenge to the theory of comparative advantage developed in the 1980s
and 1990s. Until World War II, most international trade involved the exchange of
complementary products, such as food products for manufactured goods. Trade was mostly
interindustry trade, in which complementary products were exchanged by different
industries and often by countries at different stages of development. In colonial regimes, for
example, imperial powers exported manufactured goods and imported agricultural products
and commodities. Even as late as the early 1950s, two-thirds of all trade took place between
advanced and developing countries. In this case, comparative advantage seemed to explain
trade patterns quite well. Colonial territories were mostly southern countries with climates
and populations suitable for agriculture and mining. Advanced countries were northern
countries with less arable land and more industry and technology. Each country traded
products that it produced relatively more efficiently than other countries.

After 1950, however, trading patterns began to shift. By 1990, three-quarters of all trade
was among advanced countries and only one-quarter between advanced and developing
countries. And the trade among advanced countries was in competitive, not
complementary, products. Advanced countries shipped automobiles, aircraft, cameras,
machine tools, and semiconductor chips to one another, not agricultural or raw material
products. And they often shipped products to one another within a single industry; for
example, some exported the semiconductor chips for computers while others shipped
central processing units. Trade was mostly intraindustry trade, in which components from
the same product or industry were traded. What explained this type of trade? Did countries
have different capabilities (that is, talents) within industries (for example, within the cloth
industry) as well as between them (cloth and wine)?

Yes, in one sense, specialization had advanced now to differentiating tasks within industries
as well as between industries. If Japan could specialize in semiconductor chips and produce
them in sufficient volume to cover the U.S. and European as well as the Japanese markets,
it could exploit economies of scale, whereby the larger the amount of anything produced,
the lower the average cost of production. The United States might do the same in
customized chips or sophisticated central processing units. OK, but what explains the fact
that Japan specialized in computer chips and the United States in central processing units?
Or that the United States dominated the international aircraft market? How did
comparative advantage work in these cases of economies of scale?

economies of scale: cost advantages whereby the larger the amount of a good that is produced, the
lower the average cost of production.
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Maybe the United States simply had more sophisticated workers in the computer central
processing and aircraft industries. But why did it have more sophisticated workers? Was it
because it already had a dominant share in computer and aircraft sales and attracted
sophisticated workers, or did the existence of more sophisticated workers create
comparative advantage and dominant market share? Which came first, the sophisticated
workers or the dominant market share? And, as discussed earlier in the case of Boeing and
Airbus, did governments help their industries gain dominant market share?

Seeking to explain this conundrum, economists developed a new trade theory called
strategic trade, starting from the premise that in markets for some products the economies
of scale are so large that only one firm or country can make a profit in that product in
world markets. If another firm enters the market, profits drop below costs, and neither firm
can gain. In such markets, the firm exploits what economists call monopoly rents. Lacking
competition, it sets prices higher than they would otherwise be.

Thus, the firm that gets to the market first wins, whether its product is more efficient or
not. Think of the keyboard for the typewriter and now the computer. The placement of the
keys on the typewriter is neither logical nor efficient. But the so-called QWERTY keyboard
became the standard. It got to the market first, and everyone learned to type using it.
Another example may be Microsoft, which dominated the market in operating software
systems for computers with Windows, which, some believe, was actually inferior to other
software, such as Apple’s Macintosh. But Microsoft got to the market first and captured
monopoly rents. Now it is hard for other companies to challenge Microsoft. In 2009, the
EU moved to break up Microsoft’s monopoly by demanding that it separate parts of the
Windows operating system before it can compete in European markets. Here is a classic
example of path dependence, a result that no one consciously intends. Because it costs a lot
of money to get into monopoly markets, what economists call “high barriers to entry,”
governments may be the only actors with sufficient resources and authority to help
companies compete.

So this theory of trade assumed that comparative advantage did not just exist naturally to
be exploited; it had to be created. And only governments had the deep pockets to create it.
Thus rather than reducing government intervention to encourage comparative advantage,
governments intervened in the case of strategic trade to create what became known as
competitive advantage. Competitive advantage calls for governments to protect and
subsidize key industries and technologies, whereas comparative advantage calls for
governments to lower protection and subsidies for trade. Japan was thought to have a
special advantage in strategic trade because it had a highly trained bureaucracy and a
relatively weak parliament. Government could pick industries and technologies for the long
term and not be besieged by special interests promoting this or that industry important to
some legislator’s constituency. Japan, it was said, had patient capital—that is, money
invested by the government or government-directed banks over the long term to develop
dominant industries for the future. By contrast, the United States was short-term oriented,
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with a Congress dominated by special interests and industries expected to earn profits on a
quarterly basis.

competitive advantage: a trade advantage created by government intervention to exploit monopoly
rents in strategic industries.

What about this new trade theory? Does it invalidate comparative advantage and call for
governments to intervene in trade markets rather than withdraw from them by lowering
barriers to trade? Realist perspectives tend to favor strategic trade because they focus on
relative gains and view markets as zero-sum. As the first causal arrow in the margin
suggests, monopoly in markets, like hegemony in international politics, creates strategic
opportunities to increase national autonomy.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Liberal perspectives tend to be skeptical of strategic trade because it limits common gains.
As the accompanying causal arrow shows, they believe comparative advantage may still
apply in determining which industries will be strategic in the future. Indeed, liberal
economists who came up with the idea of strategic trade warned that it had some
limitations. Although theoretically valid, it is very difficult to implement in practice.8 The
reasons? First, very few industries actually have the features that permit one company or
country to dominate that industry. And second, if there are such industries, it is very
difficult to know in advance which ones will be critical for the future. Bureaucrats may be
good, but if they were that good they would have a better track record. Japan’s Ministry of
International Trade and Industry (MITI), now the Ministry of Economy, Trade and
Industry (METI), was frequently cited as the model for practicing strategic trade. But it
made many choices about industry development in Japan that proved to be wrong,
especially as Japan caught up with Europe and the United States.9 And now that Japan is
no longer catching up in world markets, its economy has slowed dramatically, and its
strategic trade model seems to offer no special advantages.
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Workers unload imported unprocessed sugar at the Dhampur Sugar Mills in Asmoli,
India, in August 2009. The price of sugar jumped to a twenty-eight-year high in New
York as low monsoon rainfall in India threatened to limit cane yields and excess
precipitation delayed harvesting in Brazil, prolonging a global production deficit.
India is the world’s biggest consumer of sugar.

Keith Bedford/Bloomberg via Getty Images

Identifying future technologies and industries and targeting them using government
programs are easier to do when countries are catching up. Japan was catching up in the
1960s and 1970s, as China is doing today. While catching up, a government can look at
competitive world markets and see where its industries are behind. It can then subsidize
and protect those industries until they achieve global competitiveness. In this situation,
strategic trade theory is a form of the infant industry argument applied to catching up with
world standards in high technology. But guessing which completely new industries will
dominate world markets in the future is another matter. Nanotechnology, which exploits
the property of materials at very small dimensions, is a new technology for the future. But
its uses are vast and still in many cases unknown. As liberal perspectives see it, sorting out
what aspects to focus on and particularly what aspects to develop first is difficult and best
left perhaps to a competitive process of trial and error in the marketplace among multiple
participants. Government policies for research and development (R&D) and procurement
still play a role, but this role is more one of supporting broad infrastructure for an economy
(for example, funding multiple research projects and educating qualified engineers), similar
to developing an efficient transportation and communications system, than one of picking
specific winners in the technology and industry sweepstakes of the future.
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Trade and Jobs

Does trade create jobs or destroy them? This is the biggest controversy related to trade. As
we will see, it does both. It destroys relatively less skilled or low-wage jobs and creates
relatively more skilled or high-wage jobs. In this sense, trade acts as a jobs escalator, moving
people up to higher levels of skills and wages, assuming they can acquire the required
training and education. On balance, trade creates better jobs but not necessarily more jobs.
Companies that engage in international trade pay workers 15 to 20 percent more than
industries that engage only in domestic markets.10

From a realist perspective, which emphasizes exports over imports, taking in more imports
than exports may be seen as substituting foreign jobs for domestic jobs. As the causal arrow
shows, lost jobs warrant import restrictions that enhance national autonomy. This is what
led Latin American countries to embrace import substitution policies. They sought to
substitute domestic jobs for the foreign jobs producing imports. Realists tend to see trade as
a zero-sum game. But this reasoning, according to the liberal perspective, looks too
narrowly at trade. It ignores broader interconnections (interdependence). Much more is
going on in domestic policies and overall relations between importing and exporting
countries than in trade.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Remember from our earlier discussion that importing more than exporting also means that
foreign countries are lending money to the importing country. The liberal perspective
focuses on what this borrowed money is spent on in the importing country. As the
accompanying causal arrow shows, such capital inflows may go into productive or
unproductive domestic investments, which in turn may contribute to greater or lesser
national autonomy. If the money goes into luxury consumption or corruption, it is wasted.
But if it goes into productive uses, it helps the importing country develop and grow. This is
true even if the importing country is a rich country, as in the case of the United States
today. Some economists consider it perverse that the United States borrows from poorer
countries like China when poorer countries should be borrowing from rich countries. But
again if the United States uses Chinese loans to create new service or high-tech products
and jobs, moving labor out of low-tech industries to accommodate imports from China, it
works to the advantage of both countries.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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What about trade with low-wage countries? If such trade doesn’t cost jobs, doesn’t it lower
wages and reduce standards of living in advanced countries if they try to compete with low-
wage countries? An economic theory known as the Heckscher-Ohlin theory suggests it
might. Over time, trade will equalize prices for products from different countries. That’s
the effect of creating a single world market with competitive pricing. But economists Eli
Heckscher and Bertil Ohlin argued that it will also eventually equalize prices for inputs of
products, such as labor. As prices for final products become more competitive, so will prices
for labor. Thus, some critics of free trade worry that, with unlimited supplies of labor in
developing countries, trade will eventually drive wages in advanced countries down to levels
prevailing in developing countries. After all, in the late 1990s, the average worker in
manufacturing in China cost only $730 per year, while in Germany the average worker cost
$35,000 per year and in the United States $29,000 per year.11

The critics are right that wages for low-skilled jobs will move down in advanced countries,
at least relative to higher-skilled wages in advanced countries. But they are wrong that
wages in developing countries will never move up relative to wages in advanced countries.
Wages in developing countries are lower because productivity is lower. Productivity is
measured by how much output is produced by a given input. A worker in a developing
country takes longer to do a job than a worker in an advanced country because of less
equipment, fewer skills, and poorer health. So the worker in China who makes $730 a year
produces annually only $2,900 worth of value-added (that is, output minus inputs), while
the German worker who is paid $35,000 a year produces $80,000 worth of value-added
and the American worker paid $29,000 produces $81,000 of value-added.12 For trade to
drive wages down, productivity would have to go down. Yet, as we learn in this chapter,
trade increases efficiency and hence productivity in both advanced and developing
countries. Thus, if trade equalizes wages, it does so at higher, not lower, levels in both
countries.

productivity: output per unit of input.

The data in Figure 8-2 suggest that as imports from developing countries increase, wages in
developing countries move up toward levels in advanced countries. In 1960, developing
countries that traded with the United States paid their manufacturing workers only 10
percent of the wages paid to American workers. By 1992, that figure had jumped to 30
percent.13 Wages for workers in industrial countries that traded with the United States rose
even faster, exceeding U.S. wages in 1992. Productivity and, hence, wages in
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manufacturing go up, not down, as developing and industrial countries trade more with
one another. As Figure 8-3 shows, manufacturing wages in China are going up, not down,
causing some Chinese officials to argue that China needs to develop higher value-added
export industries that use less labor.

Thus, trade shifts jobs from lower productivity and wage levels to higher ones. This
movement is, after all, the story of industrialization and development. Map 8-1 shows this
story as told by employment or jobs data. In the nineteenth century, before the industrial
revolution took off in the United States, 80 percent of the American people earned their
living on the land. Today, less than 1 percent are engaged in agriculture; jobs moved into
the manufacturing sector. By 1950, more than 40 percent of American workers were
employed in manufacturing. Then, the next phase of the industrial revolution began. Jobs
moved into the service sectors. Today, less than 10 percent of American workers are
employed in manufacturing, while more than two-thirds are employed in service sectors.
Jobs moved into retail, transportation, banking, data processing, software, finance,
marketing, and other information-related activities. In recent decades, for example, United
Parcel Service (UPS), a major U.S.-based delivery service, added on average several hundred
thousand jobs per year to its workforce. We read about the loss of steel and automobile jobs
but seldom about the creation of new jobs in service industries, such as UPS. This is
another reason we need to know more about international events than just what news
media tell us.

Figure 8-2 Wages of U.S. Trading Partners as a Share of U.S. Wages, Manufacturing

Source: Gary Burtless, Robert Z. Lawrence, Robert E. Litan, and Robert J. Shapiro,
Globaphobia: Confronting Fears about Open Trade (Washington, DC: Brookings
Institution, 1998), 69. Used with permission.

Think about this statistic. In 2005, when the U.S. economy was growing, just over 29
million people lost jobs and 31 million found jobs.14 The net number of 2 million
represented the increase in employment. Jobs are being destroyed, rotated, and created
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every day, what economists call churning. Why don’t we read about that? What perspective
or special interest is driving the news coverage? Jobs changing on a massive scale is the mark
of a growing and robust economy. The former communist countries tried to save jobs by
not participating in free international trade—and they did save jobs. They saved the same
old jobs in the same old industries that became obsolete and uncompetitive and eventually
went bankrupt. Then everyone lost and had to change jobs, all at once. By contrast,
throughout the cycles of job loss and creation over the past century, per capita incomes in
the United States and other capitalist countries rose. And during the periods of greatest
prosperity in this century—before World War I and after World War II—world trade
markets were open and expanding. In the interwar period, when trade was restricted, the
United States suffered a severe depression. Certainly no one would argue that free trade
hinders growth. U.S. citizens are far better off today than they were a century ago.
Developing countries also gain from trade if they pursue sound domestic policies and world
markets remain open to their products. In fact, in recent decades, as globalization exploded,
developing countries such as China, India, Brazil, and Mexico grew twice as fast as
advanced countries.

Figure 8-3 Manufacturing Wages in China on the Rise

Source: Trading Economics, https://tradingeconomics.com/china/wages-in-
manufacturing.

Opponents of free trade say, yes, but trade involves job losses by the least-skilled workers in
a society, those least capable of finding new jobs. These workers become marginalized and
inequality increases. And the critics are right. As we have learned, trade shifts jobs from
activities in which countries are less efficient into those in which they are more efficient.
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That means the less efficient or least-skilled workers are displaced. (By reporting only jobs
lost, the media clearly act as advocates for these workers.) This happens in both developing
and advanced countries. Think of the enormous displacement going on today in the
Chinese countryside. Millions of Chinese laborers are no longer needed on the farm, where
machinery and better farming know-how are increasing production with less labor. They
migrate to the cities, a strange and disorienting environment for people used to a traditional
rural culture. In 2015, 55.6 percent of China’s people lived in cities, compared to 18
percent in 1978. On average, at least 13 million make the shift every year. They are the
least educated and the most vulnerable Chinese citizens. Similarly, high school–educated
steel and automobile workers in the United States, whose families have worked in these
industries and lived in the same communities for generations, suddenly lose their jobs and
have to move to new and unfamiliar areas.

Map 8-1 Labor Patterns Worldwide

Source: Data reflect most recent available data from CIA World Factbook as of
August 19, 2017: https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-
factbook/fields/print_2048.html.

Note: Data for percentage of labor force by occupation come from different years, but
most are from within the past ten years. For labor force data, agriculture, fishing,
forestry, and mining are considered agriculture. Government, public works,
construction, trade, tourism, commerce, utilities, and the like are considered services.
Any processing of raw materials beyond agriculture, mining, and fishing (e.g., food
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processing, oil refining, or canning tuna) is considered manufacturing. In cases where
employment in manufacturing is less than 15 percent, that country is classified
according to which other sector claims the greatest share. That causes some countries
to be classified as service economies when they are still developing manufacturing
industries, but the manufacturing share is still below 15 percent. Most services in
some developing countries, such as Mongolia, may also be government related, not
the information age services that high-tech countries develop. Data are not available
for some countries; those countries are not shaded.

These are serious issues, and past remedies have been inadequate. Many countries offer
trade adjustment assistance in the form of cash benefits or programs to retrain workers
displaced by trade. But these programs often discourage workers from searching for new
jobs by paying them what they earned before and do little to help workers overcome the
psychological effects of losing a job and moving a family. Newer plans call for wage
insurance that would encourage displaced workers to take new jobs at whatever level of pay.
The insurance would then make up the difference between the old and new wages. But is a
remedy pegged specifically to jobs lost through trade the answer, or should the problem,
like an excess of imports over exports, be viewed in a broader perspective? Data show that
job loss for workers without high school diplomas is just as great in industries that are not
affected by trade as in those that are.15 Something larger is going on.

trade adjustment assistance: cash benefits or retraining programs for workers displaced by trade.

From a liberal perspective, the fundamental cause of change in jobs is not trade but
technological development. Farmers in China and steelworkers in the United States lose
jobs primarily because new machinery does their old jobs more efficiently, not because
trade takes place. Technological development is a function of education and domestic
economic policies. So doing a better job generally of educating and retraining workers and
of pursuing domestic policies to sustain healthy growth may be more important than
specific trade assistance programs. Domestic policies, in short, play a bigger role than trade
policies. Notice the primary level of analysis here. As the causal arrow in the margin shows,
domestic policies are more important than international trade to increase incomes. In
Chapter 10, we discuss trade from the critical theory perspective, which realigns the causal
arrows and emphasizes systemic over domestic levels of analysis. Arguments differ, even
when they consider the same facts, because they draw the causal arrows differently. One
thing is certain. Stopping trade ends the possibility of using resources more efficiently and,
thus, stops or reduces growth. On the other hand, neglecting displaced workers creates
powerful forces to stop trade. So dealing with the transition of the least-skilled workers
displaced by technology and trade in both developing and advanced countries is part of the

576



global effort to continue open trade and spread the benefits of growth.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Finally, what about unfair trade? A catchall complaint is that countries at different stages of
development cannot trade with one another because their standards are too different.
Identity perspectives are particularly concerned about this aspect of trade. It is not just that
wages are lower in developing countries but also that labor, environmental, health, and
other regulatory standards that reflect different domestic values are lower. Think about the
controversy that arose in the United States in 2007 concerning the import of toys from
China. Some four million toys from China sold as Aqua Dots were recalled because
children swallowed beads in the toys containing a dangerous chemical.16 If industries can
export products that are unsafe, that are produced with child labor or with few concerns for
pollution and the health or safety of their own workers, and that are subject to lower taxes
or higher subsidies, their exports are not fairly priced and therefore undercut the higher
labor, environmental, and other standards in the importing countries. Numerous trade
rules exist in domestic legislation and international agreements to safeguard against these
abuses. But differences will always exist unless countries become identical to one another.
From a liberal perspective, managing regulatory differences by rules that meet minimal
levels of fairness and raise standards as countries develop is probably the best way to
proceed. As we see next, that’s increasingly the job of the WTO.

unfair trade: trade that violates an international trade agreement or is considered unjustified,
unreasonable, and discriminatory.

The Jin Mao Tower (center left) and the Oriental Pearl Tower (background center
right) stand among other commercial buildings, seen from the Shanghai World
Financial Center, in Shanghai, China. Urbanization has swelled in China, driving
demand in industrial output, retail sales, and the housing market.
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Tomohiro Ohsumi/Bloomberg via Getty Images
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Trade Negotiations

Trade policies may be put in place unilaterally, bilaterally, or multilaterally. Realists
generally prefer bilateral or alliance approaches to trade, wary of security implications.
Liberal perspectives prefer multilateral negotiations, emphasizing collective gains that over
time reduce security concerns.

In the nineteenth century, Great Britain applied free-trade policies unilaterally. It simply
removed tariffs on corn (grain) imports and exported manufactured goods mostly to its
colonial territories. It did not require other countries to reciprocate or open their markets to
British exports. Britain’s relative success, however, prompted other countries to follow suit.

In the 1930s, when the United States took the lead in trade negotiations, it sought to
reduce barriers through bilateral negotiations. It negotiated so-called reciprocal trade
agreements; both countries lowered tariffs and opened markets. Bilateral agreements,
however, led to favoritism and discrimination among countries. By 1947, more than 200
bilateral agreements had carved up markets in Europe.

After World War II, the United States favored a multilateral approach, in part to open up
bilateral and regional markets dominated by European colonial powers, like the British
Commonwealth. This approach required getting more, even all, countries involved and
negotiating agreements that applied the most-favored-nation (MFN) principle. This
principle said that any agreement negotiated with one or a few countries must be extended
to all countries. It led in practice to a focus on manufactured goods supplied mostly by the
advanced countries because the MFN principle could then be extended to developing
countries without fear that they would export much. Indeed, in the early stages of the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), restrictions were applied to textiles and
other low-tech manufactured products that developing countries produced.

The MFN principle was the rationale for the initiation of multilateral trade rounds, in
which multiple countries negotiated simultaneously. The GATT, which dealt only with
manufactured goods, organized the first such round in 1947. It lowered tariffs by an
average of 20 percent. At the time, only twenty-three countries belonged to the GATT.
Even then, the negotiations went slowly. The next four rounds accomplished less, although
free trade moved forward at the regional level in the Organisation for European Economic
Co-operation, or OEEC (the Marshall Plan), and the European Common Market.

most-favored-nation (MFN) principle: a principle under which nations that negotiate tariff
reduction offer the same low tariff to all nations that they offer to the most favored nation, meaning
the nation that pays the lowest tariffs.

multilateral trade rounds: trade negotiations in which multiple countries participate and reduce
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trade barriers simultaneously.

By the sixth GATT round in the 1960s, known as the Kennedy Round, a broader approach
was undertaken, called across-the-board trade negotiations. Countries agreed to lower tariffs
by a certain average across all manufactured products rather than product by product. The
Kennedy Round reduced tariffs on average by about 35 percent. This was the first round in
which the EC countries negotiated as a group. They had consolidated their common
market in 1962 and now had a common external tariff toward outside countries.

Few developing countries participated in the early GATT rounds. They created their own
trade organization, the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD), and advocated special preferences. The Generalized System of Preferences
(GSP) violated MFN rules by granting exports from developing countries duty-free access,
while similar exports from advanced countries faced tariffs. Notice the realist premise of
GSP as compared to the liberal premise of the MFN principle, skewing relative gains
toward developing countries. Nevertheless, the Tokyo Round in the 1970s recognized the
need to bring developing countries increasingly into the world trading system. Overall, the
Tokyo Round lowered tariffs on average by another 30 to 35 percent. Tariffs were now so
low that other restrictions or NTBs, such as domestic regulations, were becoming more
important and attention was shifting to product sectors that the GATT was never intended
to address, such as services, agriculture, and investment.

The Uruguay Round initiated in 1986 and ratified in 1994 was the first round to bear the
name of a developing country and the first to involve significant participation by
developing countries. As the U.S. and world economies revived in the 1980s, more
developing countries saw the virtues of participating in global markets. Countries such as
Mexico, Brazil, China, and India shifted toward more market-oriented policies.

The Uruguay Round lowered tariffs further, but its big accomplishment was to extend the
principle of free trade beyond manufactured goods to services, investment, agriculture, and
intellectual property. Liberal perspectives would see this development as another example of
path dependence, unintended consequences from the earlier liberalization of manufacturing
trade. The new General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS) liberalized trade in high-
tech products, converted agricultural barriers to tariffs for future liberalization in
agriculture, and created common rules for investment and intellectual property. The
widened agenda for liberalization was incorporated into the WTO, which subsumed the
GATT along with GATS and other agreements. The WTO ended quantitative restrictions
on textiles and other products produced by developing countries. And developing countries
looked ahead to the next round, which would deal for the first time with the liberalization
of agricultural products, an area of potentially enormous benefit for large and small
developing countries alike.
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The latest round of multilateral trade negotiations commenced in Doha, Qatar, in
November 2001. Known as the Developing Country Round, the Doha Round put key
objectives of developing countries at the top of the agenda, such as reducing agricultural
subsidies in the European Union and United States, liberalizing patents for high-priced
medical drugs for AIDS and other diseases in the third world, and strengthening trade
capacity-building infrastructure and procedures in the most vulnerable developing
countries. At the same time, the Doha Round also called for further measures that
benefited advanced countries, such as lower barriers on industrial, service, and investment
flows. Nevertheless, the Doha negotiations have made little progress for more than fifteen
years.

Doha Round: the ninth and current, stalled round of trade talks, which offers significant potential
benefits to developing countries in agriculture, medicines, and infrastructure.

As global trade talks stalled, countries sought alternative trading arrangements at the
bilateral and regional levels. The GATT (Article 24) makes an exception to the MFN
principle for discriminatory regional trade blocs if they reduce their internal tariffs to zero.
A common market does this and also establishes a common external tariff, while a free-
trade area eliminates internal tariffs but allows members to retain different external tariffs.
This was the basis for the creation in the 1950s of the European Common Market and the
European Free Trade Association (EFTA). Britain founded EFTA to compete with the
Common Market but then joined the EC in 1973 only to leave the EU in 2016. The
United States also signed bilateral trade agreements with Israel and Canada in the 1980s,
and then negotiated NAFTA in 1994, bringing Mexico into the U.S.–Canadian bilateral
agreement. President Bill Clinton advocated unsuccessfully a free-trade area for all of Latin
America, the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA). The United States negotiated a
smaller regional pact with five Central American countries plus the Dominican Republic,
known as the Central America Free Trade Agreement (CAFTA), and concluded further
bilateral agreements with, among others, Chile, Morocco, Australia, Colombia, Panama,
Peru, and South Korea.

Many developing countries also tried bilateral and regional trade arrangements. Brazil and
Argentina formed Mercosur, and smaller countries formed the Central American Common
Market (El Salvador, Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Guatemala, and Honduras), the Andean
Common Market (Peru, Bolivia, Ecuador, Colombia, and Venezuela), the East African
Common Market (Kenya, Tanzania, and Uganda), and the Latin American Free Trade
Association (LAFTA).

The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) initiated regional trade arrangements
in Asia. Australia and, subsequently, the United States launched the Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation (APEC). China, South Korea, and Japan pursue the “ASEAN plus 3” and
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“ASEAN plus 6” (adding Australia, New Zealand, and India) forums, which exclude the
United States. China negotiates a Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP)
that competes with the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), a grouping of the United States,
Japan, and ten other Asian and Latin American countries. TPP, a trade pact among
countries that account for 40 percent of global GDP, was concluded but never ratified by
the U.S. Congress, and President Trump terminated U.S. participation in 2017.

Bilateral and regional trade agreements are proliferating and conflicting. From 1948 to
1994, the GATT reported only 123 regional trade agreements. Since 1995, the WTO has
reported more than 612, of which 406 are in force. Most of these agreements are small and
insignificant. But, as regional and bilateral trade arrangements spread, a big debate arises
about whether these arrangements are “stepping-stones” or “stumbling blocks” to global
free trade. Regional arrangements inherently give preference to members over nonmembers.
The increasing number of regional blocs therefore increases discrimination and reduces the
benefits compared to MFN trade. On the other hand, bilateral and regional ties spark
emulation. Brazil lowers tariffs with its neighbor Argentina to better compete with the
United States, which lowers tariffs with its neighbor Mexico to better compete with Japan.

Realist, especially nationalist, perspectives see bilateral agreements as more practical and
balanced. As U.S. Commerce Secretary Wilbur Ross says, “if we have a country that has big
trade barriers against us, we should logically have similar trade barriers against them. And if
there’s a country that has relatively few barriers against us, we should have relatively few
against them.”17 Liberal perspectives, on the other hand, worry that bilateral and regional
arrangements create a “spaghetti bowl” of deals that distort investment and trade.18

Further, as countries narrow their focus to regions, they may become more alienated from
one another politically. Figure 8-4 summarizes the realist and liberal aspects of trade issues
from the different levels of analysis.

Figure 8-4 Key Issues in Trade: The Realist and Liberal Perspectives and Levels of
Analysis
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Investment

As noted earlier, foreign direct investment (FDI) involves the transfer of physical assets or
facilities to a foreign country (factories, warehouses, real estate purchases, back-office
activities such as accounting, etc.). It may be accomplished through mergers and
acquisitions across borders, in which a foreign firm takes over an existing local firm, or
through so-called greenfield investments, in which a foreign firm builds a new facility on an
open “green field.” FDI is usually long-term and brings into play what is now a major
nonstate international actor—the MNC, such as IBM or Royal Dutch Shell.

foreign direct investment (FDI): capital flows to a foreign country involving the acquisition or
construction of manufacturing plants and other facilities.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Realist perspectives regard international investment primarily from the standpoint of
gaining access to foreign resources and markets, protecting defense industries from foreign
takeover, and creating domestic jobs. As the causal arrow in the margin suggests, protection
of defense industries discourages foreign investments and strengthens national autonomy.
In 2005, the United States blocked a bid by the Chinese oil company CNOOC to take
over the American oil company Unocal. In 2009, Australia nixed a bid by the Chinese
metals company Chinalco to buy the Australian mining firm Rio Tinto. Countries resist
foreign investment in security areas and use their economic clout to gain access to critical
supplies, such as energy, or to put pressure on other countries’ domestic and foreign
policies. In recent years, China has used foreign aid aggressively to secure resources around
the world, while Russia has used gas supplies to extend its influence in former Soviet
countries. In 2010, in a spat over control of uninhabited islands in the East China Sea,
China cut off supplies of rare earth minerals, used in products from cell phones to
precision-guided munitions, first to Japan and later to the United States and Europe. Most
recently, nationalist appeals have called for bringing investments and jobs back to the home
country. President Trump based his economic plan on persuading American firms not to
invest abroad but to build factories and create jobs in America.

Liberal perspectives acknowledge the security and economic dependence created by foreign
investments but prefer broader measures to diversify investments and strengthen
international rules to protect national interests. They point out that investments in America
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by foreign firms create many jobs in America. If American firms bring investment and jobs
back home, won’t other countries ask their firms to do the same? Liberal perspectives prefer
to settle investment conflicts through international rules, much the way the WTO does in
trade. And they hope investment links, like trade ties, will become so intense that states will
no longer contemplate the use of military threats or force to protect their national security.
As the causal arrow shows, international rules reduce security competition from foreign
investments and thereby increase shared interests.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Resource-Based Foreign Investments

Until 1960, most FDI went into resource-based industries (mining and agriculture) and
infrastructure (roads, railroads, public utilities, etc.). In the last quarter of the nineteenth
century, British firms invested heavily in mines, public utilities, and railroads in North and
South America, India, Australia, and South Africa. American firms followed with major
investments in plantation crops in Latin America: tobacco, cotton, sugar, coffee, bananas,
and fruit of all sorts. During and after World War II, American firms accelerated overseas
investment in critical raw materials such as copper, tin, bauxite, and oil often with the
encouragement of and subsidies from the U.S. government.

Resource-based foreign industries were often oligopolies, or concentrations of a few firms
that were integrated both vertically (that is, they did their own shipping and marketing, as
well as production) and horizontally (that is, they produced raw materials, as well as
agriculture and processed goods). Oligopolies were highly profitable. At one point before
World War I, returns on FDI supplied about 10 percent of Britain’s national income.19

This early FDI took place within colonial empires or along North–South lines and left a
legacy of exploitation and ill will that persists today (more on this in Chapter 10).

For the countries that have them, abundant resources often prove to be a mixed blessing. In
fact, economists call this phenomenon the resource curse. Where resources are abundant,
corruption is easy, and local elites fight one another to grab resources. Diamonds in Angola
and oil in Nigeria led to civil wars. Moreover, resource-based extraction often does little to
develop the interior of a country and sometimes ravages the landscape and environment.
The delta region in Nigeria experienced repeated oil spills. Moreover, resource demand is
cyclical and declines over time, compared to manufacturing. This causes wide price
fluctuations and drives up the value of the local currency, which then costs more than it
should and discourages foreign investment and exports in nonresource areas. In Saudi
Arabia, for example, oil still makes up 45 percent of GDP, 90 percent of export earnings,
and 80 percent of government revenues. After more than fifty years of development, the
country’s non-energy-related manufacturing sector remains minuscule.

resource curse: a phenomenon in which an abundance of natural resources inhibits development in
other sectors.

Resource-based MNCs have considerable leverage when they first begin operations in a
country. Local governments need the MNCs’ resources and expertise. After a while,
however, foreign companies become more subject to local government influence as it
becomes easier for governments to impose taxes and other regulations. Firms with a lot of
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capital already invested cannot pick up and leave a country as easily as they entered it. In
addition, host countries gradually learn the technology and business of the MNCs and may
nationalize foreign firms, as the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries
(OPEC) did in the case of the big “Seven Sisters” oil companies. In recent years, nationalist
governments in Venezuela and Bolivia imposed new taxes and nationalized some parts of
foreign companies that were developing oil and natural gas in those countries.

The rapid development of China and India has added enormous new pressure on natural
resource markets in the Middle East, Africa, and Latin America. With a fifth of the world’s
population, China now consumes half of the world’s cement, a third of its steel, and more
than a quarter of its aluminum. And Chinese firms are scouring the world from Canada to
Indonesia to Kazakhstan to secure additional resources. In late 2007, the government of the
Democratic Republic of the Congo (DR Congo) announced that Chinese state-owned
firms would invest $12 billion to build or refurbish railroads, roads, and mines in that
country in return for the right to mine copper ore of equivalent value. The size of the deal
is the equivalent of DR Congo’s entire foreign debt, three times its annual budget, and ten
times the amount of foreign aid the country receives. China is also guzzling oil and
investing in the oil-rich states of the Persian Gulf to secure oil imports. In 2014, it
imported an average of 6.2 million barrels of oil per day, a figure that is expected to rise
steadily over the next twenty years. China’s growing influence promises to make MNC
expansion into resource development increasingly important in world politics, reviving the
role that resource development played in the colonial era of Western expansion.

587



Manufacturing Foreign Investments

By the mid-1950s, however, resource-based investments were less significant than booming
manufacturing investments. Some manufacturing companies became multinational before
World War II. The Singer Sewing Company set up operations in Europe in the late
nineteenth century, and Ford and General Motors established factories in Europe during
the interwar period. FDI in manufacturing, however, did not expand in a big way until the
late 1950s and 1960s.

Representatives from South Africa’s Eastern Cape stand with officials of First
Automotive Works (FAW), a Chinese company, during a ceremony marking the
start of construction at a state-of-the-art truck and passenger car plant in the Coega
industrial development zone in Port Elizabeth, South Africa. FAW is set to invest
600 million rand toward the plant.

Foto24/Gallo Images/Getty Images

By the late 1960s, American MNCs were a strong presence in western Europe,
concentrated in growth sectors and under the control of a relatively few American
companies. U.S. firms, for example, accounted for 25 to 30 percent of the automobile
market, 60 to 70 percent of the aircraft and tractor markets, 65 percent of the computer
market (industrial computers; there were no personal computers as yet), 30 percent of the
telephone market, and 25 to 30 percent of the petroleum products market. Three
companies—Esso (now ExxonMobil), General Motors, and Ford—accounted for 40
percent of all U.S. investments in France, Germany, and Britain, and just twenty-three
firms controlled two-thirds of all U.S. investments in western Europe.
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These investments sparked European complaints that U.S. companies, concentrated in
high-tech sectors, impeded European technological development. This so-called technology
gap controversy generated new interest in the causes of FDI.20 Did investment flows
increase efficiency as trade flows did? If so, should FDI, and perhaps capital flows more
generally, be liberalized as the GATT was liberalizing trade flows?

Theoretically, investments should flow to countries that provide the highest rates of return.
And returns should be higher where capital is scarcest and in greatest demand. That
suggests that investments should flow primarily from advanced countries to developing
countries. In recent years, that has not been the case. As Figure 8-5 shows, with
improvements in the investment climate in many developing countries, more than half of
FDI inflows in 2013 went to developing, not advanced, countries. Of a total of $1.45
trillion in global direct investment, $778 billion, or 54 percent, went to developing
countries; $566 billion, or 38 percent, went to developed ones; and $108 billion, or 7
percent, went to the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS).21 Still, developed
countries host most existing foreign investment. At the end of 2013, the stock of FDI in
developed countries was twice that in developing countries. The U.S. corporate investment
position in Europe was nearly four times larger than its investment position in all of Asia.
Why is this so?

One explanation was developed by economist Raymond Vernon.22 Known as the product
life cycle, it argues that high-tech product development goes through various stages. In the
first stage, when the product is first created, the company operates close to home, where
R&D facilities are located and new products can be tested and adapted to consumer needs.
American firms had an advantage at this stage because U.S. research and consumer markets
were highly advanced. U.S. firms then exported these products to other advanced markets.
In the second stage, as the technology matures and other costs—labor and shipping—
become more important, it is advantageous to shift production to European markets. Once
the European Common Market existed, tariffs were lower inside Europe, and by producing
the product inside the Common Market, a company avoided paying the external tariff and
was more competitive vis-à-vis local rivals. Finally, in the third stage, when production has
become fully routine, production shifts to developing countries, which have the lowest
labor costs. Developing countries then export the product back to the United States and
Europe. Thus, the expansion of U.S. investments to Europe in the 1960s reflected the
second stage of the product life cycle, when FDI displaces exports in advanced markets, and
the expansion of MNCs to Asia in the 1970s and 1980s reflected the third stage, when FDI
moves to developing countries, which export back to more advanced countries. According
to the product life cycle theory, FDI seemed to follow demand (consumers) more than
supply (labor), and thus most of it went to advanced countries where demand was high and
changing.

Figure 8-5 Foreign Direct Investment Inflows: Global and by Group of Economies,
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1984–2016

Sources: Data are from UNCTADStat,
http://unctad.org/en/Pages/DIAE/World%20Investment%20Report/Annex-
Tables.aspx.

A second explanation is that, initially, few developing countries welcomed FDI in
manufacturing. As noted in previous chapters and again in Chapter 9, Latin American
countries were intent on developing their own industries through import substitution
policies, and many newly independent developing countries feared neocolonial influences
from the MNCs. They advocated technology transfer without the accompanying capital
and management, but that approach was neither accepted by MNCs nor terribly effective
for mastering new technologies.

Some Asian developing countries bucked the trend. Starting in the 1950s, the four tigers—
Taiwan, Hong Kong, South Korea, and Singapore—focused on exports and welcomed
FDI. As the product life cycle theory predicted, investments began to flow to these
countries in labor-intensive and standardized technology products. In the 1970s, a second
wave of MNCs expanded to Asia, this time including European as well as American
companies. The success of the Asian tigers encouraged emulation, and other Asian nations
opened up to FDI: the Philippines, Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia, and later China and
India. Some Latin American and African countries, such as Mexico and Tanzania, did so as
well.

The GATT did not deal with investments, so the expansion of MNCs was negotiated on a
country-by-country and, often, contract-by-contract basis. Bilateral investment treaties
proliferated, much the way bilateral trade agreements did in the 1940s. These treaties were
often discriminatory and involved numerous restrictions that affected trade. Developing
countries set up free-trade export-processing zones in which they gave foreign companies
profitable concessions, such as low or no taxes, lenient labor laws, and duty-free imports, as
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long as these companies produced for export. Foreign investors found such zones attractive
for importing components and assembling final products for export. However, export zones
produced limited local benefits. Often the value-added to production (the difference
between the value of the inputs and the value of outputs from these zones) was relatively
small, and while foreign firms employed local workers, they created enclave communities
rather than linking up with internal markets and developing local resources. In some ways,
manufacturing export zones resembled the natural resource enclaves of earlier resource-
based multinational investments.

Proliferating export zones and the oil crisis accelerated interest in liberalizing capital
markets. In the 1970s, the United States began to negotiate bilateral investment treaties
that contained clauses requiring national treatment. National treatment meant that rather
than offering special treatment for FDI in selective export zones host countries treated
foreign investors the same as local or national investors. This reduced the discrimination
inherent in export zones. The GATT began to discuss and negotiate rules to govern
investment and technology restrictions that distorted trade, so-called trade-related
investment measures (TRIMs) and trade-related intellectual property issues (TRIPs). The
GATT also discussed a Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI), and the WTO
acquired jurisdiction over investment as well as trade issues when it superseded the GATT
in 1994.

As technological development quickened and FDI became freer, the product life cycle
collapsed. That is, countries had very little time to recoup their R&D costs before
competition required the shifting of production overseas. The next, or fourth, wave of
MNC expansion saw companies investing in the most advanced markets simultaneously.
First Japan in the 1980s and then European countries in the 1990s invested massively in
the U.S. market. Some developing countries—Brazil, Mexico, and South Africa—also
developed their own MNCs. In 2008, 28 percent of 82,000 transnational corporations
came from developing countries. Some countries are friendlier to FDI than others. China
welcomed FDI primarily for export, while FDI in Japan remains a small share of the value
of total sales or employment compared to the United States or Europe. Overall, FDI
spread, and world markets became intensely competitive. Companies were now truly
global, often decentralizing to run operations from regional headquarters abroad rather
than from the home countries.
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Service-Sector Foreign Investments

A further step in this evolution became visible in the early 2000s. Companies expanded
abroad not just to manufacture products but also to provide services. Historically, services
such as entertainment were more homebound enterprises catering to local cultures,
languages, and tastes. But advances in transportation and communications now shrank the
service world. Financial companies—banks, insurance companies, and mutual, pension,
and hedge funds—set up operations overseas. Retail (for example, Wal-Mart and
McDonald’s), telecommunications (AOL and Google), and entertainment companies
(Disney and Bertelsmann) did so as well.

The latest expansion of multinational service industries comes in areas of data processing,
back-office accounting services, software development, and call centers. This phenomenon
is known as foreign outsourcing. Whereas in earlier expansions MNCs continued to do
payroll, data services, and R&D activities at the home headquarters, they now exploited the
internet to outsource these tasks to foreign firms. Payroll and other forms of accounting
and data processing could be sent to firms in India or China for completion and shipped
back via the internet to the home company within a day or two. Even research tasks could
be outsourced. An R&D firm in Dalian, China, might be asked to develop a new software
program for a cell phone chip. The task could be done entirely online, without the need to
transfer physical facilities.

Textile workers, steelworkers, and their unions have long decried foreign or offshore
investment in manufacturing. As they see it, each investment offshore subtracts from U.S.
jobs onshore. More recently, highly skilled labor has raised similar concerns about
outsourcing. Silicon Valley software operations are being outsourced to Egypt, India, and
Ireland, where engineers work for much less pay. FDI, like trade, involves job
displacement, and job displacement is disruptive. But the issue is also what the alternative
might be. If foreign outsourcing is banned, companies will become less competitive or have
to invest in more advanced technology at home. The latter, too, results in job losses,
because machines replace labor. More textile jobs have been lost in the United States
because of the modernization of local plants than because of trade or offshore investments.

Perhaps the next service to be outsourced will be education. Training by corporations as
well as instruction by universities may be done online from offshore locations. Professors
may lose their jobs or at least have to compete with instructors abroad who specialize and
teach online courses in specific topics. Then we’ll get a chance to see how much professors
—especially economics professors—really favor free trade.

The problem with restricting foreign investments is the same as that with restricting foreign
trade. Restrictions by one country can be matched by restrictions by another country. If the
United States blocks U.S. firms from investing in Japan, Japan will retaliate by blocking
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Japanese investments in the United States. Today, Japanese companies operate in forty-
nine U.S. states and employ approximately 700,000 Americans. What happens to these
jobs if the United States tries to save other jobs by preventing U.S. firms from investing
abroad? Won’t Japanese unions insist that those jobs created in the United States be
brought back home to Japan? Everyone loses. Remember, trade does not necessarily
increase jobs; it just promotes better jobs. The same is true of foreign investment. In 2007,
U.S. MNCs and foreign MNCs based in the United States created jobs that paid on
average 20 percent more than all other jobs in the U.S. economy. These same firms
undertook $665.5 billion in capital investment, which constituted 40.6 percent of all
private-sector nonresidential investment. They exported $731 billion in goods, 62.7
percent of all U.S. goods exported. And these firms also conducted $240.2 billion in R&D,
a remarkable 89.2 percent of all U.S. private-sector R&D.23 Offshore firms are the most
advanced in any economy. Cut them off and world growth will shrink.
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Multinational Corporations

Yes, but aren’t these MNCs too big, and don’t they, like their resource predecessors, abuse
local economies and cultures, especially in less advanced countries? In 2015, world sales
(domestic and exports) of foreign affiliates totaled $36.6 trillion, up from $2.7 trillion in
1982. Their world exports in 2015, by comparison, equaled only $7.8 trillion, up from
$2.2 trillion in 1982. The GDP of foreign affiliates—the sales of foreign affiliates minus
the cost of production, or the value-added—totaled $7.8 trillion in 2015, compared to the
world GDP of $73.1 trillion.24 Thus, in 2015, foreign affiliates, some 770,000 worldwide,
accounted for about 10 percent of world production, while their total sales were almost
four times as large as their world exports. Moreover, MNCs themselves accounted for over
33 percent of world exports. And they employed some 71 million workers, or about 4
percent of the world’s workforce. FDI has integrated the world economy far more than
trade. Because FDI takes place primarily among advanced countries, this integration is
more extensive among advanced countries than between them and developing countries.
Nevertheless, MNCs headquartered in developing countries now account for about one-
quarter of all MNCs.

If we use total sales as a measure, in 2000, MNCs made up 51 of the world’s 100 largest
economies. But this measure compares the total sales of MNCs with the GDP of countries,
and recall that GDP is measured by total sales (output) minus total costs (inputs), or value-
added. When corporations are measured by value-added, only 29 companies appear among
the top 200 economies, and only two of these—ExxonMobil at 45 and General Motors at
47—rank in the top 50.25 Still, that is a large number. Few developing countries appear in
the top 100 economies. So 29 MNCs are much larger than the economies of many
developing countries, certainly of the poorest countries.

Doesn’t this give them enormous clout? Yes and no. Yes, they control large amounts of
capital and labor, and as realist perspectives point out, that gives them real power. But no,
they also must compete, and recipient countries can play them off against one another,
certainly more so than they could fifty years ago, when MNCs were fewer in number and
highly concentrated in specific sectors such as resources.

MNCs usually pay higher wages than local firms but not as high as they pay in their home
countries. Yet international human rights groups find numerous instances of labor abuses,
especially among sweatshops in export-processing zones. That wages and conditions can be
improved is beyond doubt, but applicable standards need to be proportionate. Workers in
developing countries are less productive than their counterparts are in advanced countries.
If they were paid the same wages as workers in developed countries, no firm would invest in
or trade with developing countries. The relevant standard is what they were paid before
they went to work for foreign firms. In almost all cases, workers—especially women and
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children—were unemployed or working at home or on farms before the MNCs arrived.
For a dissenting view on the impact of MNCs, see the critical theory perspective developed
in Chapter 10.

595



Immigration Policies

The movement of people across national boundaries is a relatively new feature of
globalization. Immigration, of course, has always existed, but people flows accelerated after
the end of the Cold War and the adoption by developing countries, such as Mexico, of
more open and market-oriented economic policies.

Most countries limit immigration. The United States is one of the most open. The
European Union concluded the Schengen Agreement, which opened borders within the
EU but maintained restrictions toward immigrants from outside the EU, especially from
Muslim countries. Other countries, such as Japan, control immigration to fill specific and
usually less desirable jobs in the economy. Germany admits guest workers, principally from
Turkey and the Balkan states that made up former Yugoslavia, but its laws make it difficult
for such workers to become German citizens. Some immigrants also represent security
threats, which have escalated in the era of terrorism.

When people are free to move, wages are the principal economic factor driving them.
Wages in the United States are some five times higher on average than wages in Mexico.26

This disparity drives labor north, so much so that it comes in illegally as well as legally.
According to the Pew Research Center, the United States has admitted some 59 million
immigrants since 1965, 11 million of which—3 to 4 million from Mexico alone—have
come in illegally.27 How to treat these immigrants is a perennial and heated issue in U.S.
politics. Immigrants are a growing problem in Europe as well. Roughly 1 million refugees
from Syria and the Middle East poured into the EU countries in 2016, provoking a
populist backlash and putting the Schengen Agreement, which eased movement across
national borders within the European Union, to a severe test. Immigrants make up 15
percent of the population in more than fifty countries worldwide, suggesting that flows of
people are becoming as common as flows of goods and capital.

Migrant farmworkers from Mexico harvest organic spinach at the Grant Family
Farms in Wellington, Colorado. The farm, the largest organic vegetable farm outside
California, hires some 250 immigrant workers during the peak harvest season. Owner
Andy Grant lamented that the issue of illegal immigration has become politicized
nationally. “They feed America,” he said of immigrant workers. “They should not be
victimized.”
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Immigrants often recycle money they earn back to their home country. For some countries
these remittances are quite significant. Mexico, for example, receives about 2 percent of its
national wealth from immigrants in the United States. Immigrants from Pakistan and
India, who work in the Middle East and elsewhere, also contribute sizeable sums to their
home country’s wealth.

Skilled immigrants have become more important as globalization has affected the
information industries. Software engineers from India populate Silicon Valley and other
high-tech centers in the United States. Skilled laborers in the United States worry about the
outsourcing of other service jobs to India and Egypt. With the internet, people don’t have
to move. The jobs are brought to them. People located in India, not the United States,
often do data processing and handle customer service calls for companies located in the
United States.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Realist perspectives tend to see population as an important ingredient of national power
and are reluctant to liberalize immigration flows unless doing so offers relative national
advantage. Liberal perspectives emphasize the opportunities to match labor skills and
economic needs across national boundaries and increase common material benefits. We
take up refugee and population questions from an identity perspective in Chapter 9.
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Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Figure 8-6 summarizes investment aspects of the global economy from the different levels
of analysis.

Figure 8-6 Key Issues in Investment: The Realist and Liberal Perspectives and Levels
of Analysis
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Finance

Since the liberalization of financial markets in the early 1980s, finance (portfolio
investments), including currency transactions, has become by far the biggest component of
global markets, dwarfing trade and FDI. In 2007, global financial stock, which includes
bank deposits, government and private debt securities, and equities, reached a grand total of
$194 trillion, up from $12 trillion in 1980 and $53 trillion in 1993. During this period,
global capital markets grew faster than world GDP, topping out in 2007 at almost four
times the global GDP. That trend was broken by the global financial crisis of 2008–2009.
The global capital stock fell in 2008 by $16 trillion to $178 trillion. Another $12 trillion
was lost in the first half of 2009. Global households save about $1.6 trillion per year, so the
decline equaled about eighteen years of global household savings. Capital flows (annual) as
opposed to stock (cumulative) cratered from $10.5 trillion in 2007 to $1.9 trillion in
2008.28

portfolio investment: transfers of money to buy stocks, bonds, and so on.

What happened to cause this crisis? To understand that, we need to know more about how
global finance functions. Global finance involves exchange rates, currency markets, balance-
of-payments accounting, debt financing, and financial crises, such as the Asian financial
crises in the 1990s, the banking crash of 2008–2009, and the ongoing European Union
debt crisis.

Realist perspectives worry about the independence of national policies. They see exchange
rate movements, balance of payments, deficits, and national debt as a source of leverage
that countries may use against one another. The United States, for example, argues that
China fixes its exchange rate at below-market levels to increase Chinese exports, then buys
U.S. bonds with its excess foreign exchange reserves to increase its influence over U.S.
financial markets. If China stopped buying U.S. bonds, bond prices would drop, and
interest rates would rise, causing instability in U.S. financial markets. Liberal perspectives
emphasize the interdependence of national policies in these international transactions. If
China stopped buying U.S. bonds, the United States would not have the money to buy
Chinese exports, and if China drove bond prices down, its large holdings of U.S. bonds
would also decline. Moreover, there are mutual benefits in economic interdependence.
When global markets crashed in 2008–2009, China was one of the few countries that kept
growing. It boosted the world economy when the world needed it most. As a result, this
crash was not as bad as financial crashes in the 1930s.
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Exchange Rates

The exchange rate is the price of one country’s currency in relation to another country’s
currency. Change it, and you have changed the relative prices of everything that moves
across the borders between these two countries. Let’s say you import a Chinese shirt today
that costs 13 renminbi and you pay $2 for it because the exchange rate (in 2017) is roughly
$1 to 6.6 renminbi. Tomorrow the value of the renminbi goes up (fewer renminbi buy the
same amount of dollars); the exchange rate changes to $1 for 4 renminbi. The shirt still
costs 13 renminbi, but you now pay more than $3 instead of $2 to import it. Notice how
powerfully the exchange rate affects trade. A country can in effect subsidize all its exports by
maintaining an undervalued exchange rate. That’s why exchange rates are so controversial
and why the U.S. Congress in recent years threatened China with tariffs if it did not raise
its exchange rate so U.S. consumers would pay more for Chinese imports and hence buy
fewer of them. U.S. consumers might then buy more domestic goods and create more
domestic jobs, or so realist and nationalist perspectives might argue. Consequently,
exchange rates are often the first thing that governments have to coordinate when they
want to create a stable world economy. If they don’t, they get the beggar-thy-neighbor
policies that destroyed world markets in the 1930s, when every country tried to cheapen its
export prices by devaluing its currency and no country succeeded because imports became
more expensive and export demand dried up.

What should the exchange rate bye? Sometimes governments set exchange rates, called a
fixed exchange rate system, as under the Bretton Woods system right after World War II.
But how do governments know what the correct price should be? It’s a tough call. Because
many factors affect prices, such as unemployment and trade policy, it matters what the
general conditions in a country are when the exchange rate is fixed. For example,
employment was low and trade restricted in 1945 when exchange rates were set at Bretton
Woods. As restrictions and other conditions changed, more than twenty countries,
including Great Britain, had to alter their exchange rates in 1949. Economists talk about
equilibrium exchange rates or purchasing power parity—that is, what a general basket of
goods in one country costs compared to the same basket in another country. This measure
eliminates the influence of different inflation rates on exchange rates. But using any
particular measure to set exchange rates is not very reliable.

So maybe the best policy is to let the marketplace decide the exchange rate, and just watch
to see how much of the currency for a particular country is supplied and how much is
demanded by all the exporters and importers in the world economy. To some extent, that’s
the system that exists now. Except for some developing countries such as China, which peg
their rates either to the dollar or to a basket of currencies, exchange rates float. That means,
of course, they may be volatile because markets are sometimes volatile, especially if short-
term capital flows are not restricted and investors can move their money in or out of the
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country quickly if they expect a change in the exchange rate. And if rates are volatile, trade
and investment become unpredictable, and then the world economy shrinks.

So most governments today watch their exchange rates carefully, and sometimes they
intervene to keep them from falling or going up too much. In the midst of the world
financial crisis in 2010, Japan, China, Brazil, and South Korea all intervened to influence
the value of their currencies. The governments feared that a higher currency value would
make their exports more expensive just at a time when these countries were trying to
increase domestic production and jobs to recover from the economic recession. To prevent
such undesired exchange rate movements, governments intervene to keep their exchange
rates within certain ranges or to have them go up or down gradually. Economists call this
system a managed float or dirty float because governments often intervene secretly.
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Currency Markets

How do governments affect exchange rates? Central banks buy or sell their own countries’
currency in large enough quantities to affect its price. That’s called exchange market
intervention. But global currency markets today are so deep that even government
purchases or sales amount to only a small proportion of the market and therefore may not
have much effect. Transactions of roughly $5 trillion take place every day in currency
markets. Over a year, that adds up to more than $1 quadrillion. Compare that with annual
global output of around $70 trillion,29 and you can see that the world economy is getting
pretty heady, with a lot of wine flowing across national boundaries compared to
significantly smaller amounts of meat and potatoes.

Thus, timing of exchange market interventions becomes very important. Central banks act
secretly and try to catch the markets off guard. On other occasions, central banks
coordinate their interventions. If they all buy or sell a currency at the same time, chances
are they will have a bigger impact. Even better is when central banks coordinate their short-
term interest rates to support currency changes. If the United States is trying to weaken the
dollar, it lowers its interest rates while European countries do not lower their rates as much
or keep them the same. Now currency traders demand more European currencies with
higher interest rates and fewer dollars with lower interest rates. This is what the G7
countries did in 1985 when they acted to bring the high dollar down. Now you know why
investors and financial markets pay so much attention to G7 and G20 meetings and to
what central bankers say.

Intervening to alter exchange rates can change other policies, such as monetary policy. Let’s
say the New York Fed, one of the regional banks of the Federal Reserve System, acting
under instructions from the U.S. Treasury Department—which has exchange rate authority
in the U.S. government—sells dollars to keep the price from going too high. It acquires
foreign currencies and puts them into its foreign exchange reserves. Now there are more
dollars in circulation. In effect, the intervention has expanded the money supply. If the Fed
does not want to expand monetary policy, it has to reabsorb those dollars. It does so by
selling U.S. Treasury securities and sponging up excess dollars. That’s called sterilization.
Now the dollar supply is back to where it was before. But if that’s the case, the price of the
dollar cannot be affected much, right? Well, maybe it can be affected in the short term until
the market figures out what the Fed is doing. But, generally, economists believe it is not
possible to change exchange rates significantly through intervention unless monetary
authorities are willing to let the money supply expand or contract—in other words, unless
they do not sterilize the intervention. In past years when the Bank of Japan intervened to
prevent a rise in the yen, it did not sterilize its intervention, thereby pursuing an extremely
loose monetary policy involving interest rates only fractionally above zero.
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Liberal perspectives, which emphasize reciprocal interactions, tend to favor G7 and G20
coordination to maintain exchange rates within relatively narrow ranges, believing that
exchange rate stability encourages efficient investment and trade. As the causal arrow
shows, joint policy making pushes national policies in similar directions to maintain
stability. Realist perspectives tolerate greater exchange rate competition, being unwilling to
restrict national sovereignty for common purposes. Thus, as the second causal arrow
illustrates, they believe in letting countries pursue independent policies that compete
through exchange rate movements to produce mutually acceptable outcomes.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Balance of Payments

Border flows of goods and services plus government transfers and net income on capital
investments constitute a country’s current account. Normally, government transfers
involving foreign aid and military expenditures are smaller than trade flows. For twenty-five
years after World War II, the United States ran trade surpluses that were large enough to
offset its foreign aid and military expenditures. But after 1970, the trade surplus declined
and then disappeared altogether. America’s current account went into deficit and has stayed
there ever since, except for seven years. The United States has been borrowing from other
countries for a long time, although only more recently from poorer countries such as
China. This borrowing (and lending for China) comes through the capital account and
includes portfolio investments (stocks, bonds, and cash) and FDI (plants and other
facilities). Taken together, the current and capital accounts make up the country’s balance-
of-payments account. People flows do not appear in the balance of payments, although any
money that immigrants remit to their home countries does appear in the current account.
Table 8-2 shows a typical balance of payments for the United States from calendar year
2008.

Table 8-2 U.S. Balance of Payments, 2008 (in billions of dollars)

Current account Capital account

Goods and services

Exports 1,943.74 Net capital transfers 0.953

Imports 2,380.17 U.S.-owned assets abroad −0.106

(Subtotal) −436.43
Foreign-owned assets in
the United States

534.1

Net financial derivatives −41.2

Capital account balance 493.7

Income on investments

Income 761.6 Reserve account 4.8

Payments −636.0 Statistical discrepancy 200.1
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(Subtotal) 125.6 (Subtotal) 204.9

Government
transfers

−128.4

Current
account
balance

–698.7
Capital account balance +
reserves + statistical
discrepancy

698.7

Balance of payments (current account balance + capital account balance +
reserve account + statistical discrepancy)

0

Source: Trading Economics, “United States Balance of Trade: 1950–2017,”
https://tradingeconomics.com/united-states/balance-of-trade.

One way to think about the balance of payments is as your country’s checkbook at a bank
known as the World Economy. If you spend more than you earn, you have a deficit in your
checkbook, a current account deficit, and have to borrow an equivalent amount, a capital
account surplus or inflow, from the World Economy bank. If you spend less than you earn,
you have a surplus in your checkbook, a current account surplus; if you don’t draw it out,
you in effect lend that amount, a capital account deficit or outflow, back to the World
Economy bank, which pays you interest on your checking or savings account. Notice that
any checkbook surplus is offset by a loan to the bank and any checkbook deficit by
borrowing from the bank. Similarly, any current account surplus is offset by loans to other
countries, or a capital account deficit. And any current account deficit is offset by
borrowing from other countries, or a capital account surplus. The current and capital
accounts are mirror images of one another with opposite signs (if one is negative, the other
is positive). As Table 8-2 shows, after increases or decreases in foreign exchange reserves
held by central banks and statistical discrepancies, the balance of payments equals zero. Like
your checkbook, it’s just an accounting device.

Nevertheless, realist perspectives often see a checkbook or current account surplus as
desirable. In the mercantilist era, such a surplus meant that a country accumulated gold,
and that was a good thing because gold could be used to buy the instruments of national
military and economic power. In today’s global economy, it means that a country
accumulates foreign exchange reserves and lends to other countries. As the causal arrow
illustrates, countries use surpluses to bind other countries to them and maximize their
national prestige. Is that good or bad? Realist outlooks say it’s good because it’s better to be
a lender than a borrower. And they have a point. During financial crises in the late 1990s,
Asian countries resented the policies that the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the
United States imposed on their economies as conditions for new loans. Subsequently, they
formed their own lenders’ club, the Chiang Mai Initiative, to make loans to one another in
future crises and avoid IMF conditionality. Similarly, in 2015, Greece resented conditions
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tied to loans made by the IMF and European Union to help that country survive a financial
crisis.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

But how big an advantage is it to be a lender? What if the borrower can’t pay the loan back?
You know the old saw: If I owe the bank $100, I’m in trouble; if I owe the bank $100
million, the bank is in trouble. Neither the IMF nor the United States could afford to let
the Asian countries go bankrupt. Nor could the EU simply cut Greece loose without
jeopardizing the financial well-being of other countries such as Spain and Portugal. So there
is risk in international lending, just as in any other type of lending. As the causal arrow in
the margin suggests, liberal perspectives tend to emphasize mutual dependency between
lender and borrower and see current account surpluses and deficits as shifting and creating
shared interests among countries. Chronic balance-of-payment and debt imbalances,
however, are a problem because they threaten the sustainability of trade and capital flows.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Debt Markets

The expansion of financial markets was inevitable once trade and FDI were liberalized.
Current account deficits and surpluses grew and had to be financed by lending from
surplus countries to deficit ones. As liberal perspectives see it, it was a classic case of
spillover or path dependence. If corporations operated worldwide, so must banks, insurance
companies, investment houses, pension funds, mutual and hedge funds, and stock, bond,
and currency exchanges. After all, companies have to borrow, invest, and work in multiple
currencies. They have to insure trade and financial transactions, hedge against currency and
interest rate risks, and diversify their assets across country markets.

Global banks and financial institutions mobilize world savings and make them available for
investment opportunities worldwide. Overall, this financial intermediation function is good
for everyone. If global financial institutions did not exist, countries that saved more than
they invested would have to bury the extra savings in the ground. No country could invest
more than it saved. Local resources and opportunities would be wasted.

But open financial markets also bring global problems. Whereas capital flows in the earlier
Bretton Woods system came largely from governments and intergovernmental institutions,
such as the IMF and World Bank, private sources (commercial banks, investment houses,
and pension, mutual, and hedge funds) now provide the bulk of capital flows in world
markets. These flows are not only large; they are also volatile. In 2008, as we have noted,
annual global capital flows dropped by more than $8 trillion, or 80 percent. These are huge
sums and shifts. Short-term capital flows are particularly volatile. Some economists
advocate restricting short-term flows. For these economists, as the causal arrow suggests, the
problem is systemic. Foreign crisis encourages individuals to move money in or out of a
country and destabilize domstic economies.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Others believe the problem lies in weak banking systems in developing countries, as the
next causal arrow depicts. For them, the solution is domestic reforms to make local banks
more competitive. Can you see the tension here between the domestic and systemic levels
of analysis? Do you start at the domestic end of the problem or the international one? And
if you do both, which takes the lead?

causal arrow: Levels of analysis
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Now derivatives markets come into the picture. A derivatives market involves the exchange
of financial claims against future earnings by households, corporations, and financial
institutions. An example of a derivative is a stock option. The option derives from the
stock, hence the term derivative. You buy an option, however, not the stock. The option is
the right to purchase or sell a stock at a given strike price within a given time period. It
costs only a fraction of the price of the stock. You may be hedging against the rise or fall of
a stock that you own, or you may just be speculating against price changes. Derivatives can
be created for any asset: commodities, loans (including mortgages), insurance policies, and
so on. Parties in global financial markets often swap or package financial assets to spread
risks. They also sell insurance to cover risks on regular assets as well as derivatives assets.

derivatives market: the market that exchanges instruments derived from existing loans and financial
assets, hedging them against future changes in prices, earnings, or interest.

Creating derivatives doesn’t create new wealth, as in the case of new loans, equity
investments, or FDI, but it does serve useful business purposes such as hedging against
changes in future earnings, prices, or interest rates. If you are in business and need raw
materials in the future (say, oil), you may wish to purchase future contracts, an option or
derivative to buy those commodities at a given price in the future. You are anticipating that
prices may go up, and you want to lock in a price now. Someone on the other end of the
contract sells you that option because he or she may hold the commodities and anticipate
that the price will go down. Market participants take opposite sides of a trade and make
these sorts of guesses about future prices all the time. It’s a part of normal business activity.

In September 2008, the stock market ticker in New York’s Times Square flashes that
the Dow has plunged 778 points after the U.S. Congress failed to pass a proposed
bailout bill.
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The derivatives market grew phenomenally and then collapsed spectacularly in the financial
crisis. In 2006, the notional value of the derivatives market was $477 trillion. That was
more than thirty times the size of U.S. GDP, which was around $15 trillion, and roughly
three times the size of all global financial assets of $167 trillion in 2006. This market was
not only huge, but because it was new, it was also largely unregulated by international and,
in many cases, national authorities. Let’s take a closer look at how these elements of global
finance came together in the 1990s and 2000s to create the financial bubble that burst in
2008.30
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Global Financial Crisis

In 1998, bankers at J. P. Morgan (which became JPMorgan Chase in 2000 when it merged
with Chase Manhattan Bank) packaged the first collateralized debt obligations (CDOs), or
what were then called Bistro deals. They pooled into a single security or CDO some three
hundred loans on the books of J. P. Morgan worth about $9.7 billion. They intended to
sell these loans as securities based on the income stream or interest payments of the loans.
Normally, when a bank sells securities, it has to keep a certain amount of capital in reserve
in case the loans go sour. In this case, J. P. Morgan calculated that it needed to hold only
$700 million in reserve against the nearly $10 billion worth of securities it wanted to sell.
Some bank regulators signed off on that, but others urged J. P. Morgan to reserve or insure
against the missing $9 billion as well.

Enter American International Group (AIG), the London firm that became notorious
during the financial meltdown. AIG was a regular client of J. P. Morgan and had a division
that specialized in derivatives. AIG decided that it would sell J. P. Morgan insurance on the
extra $9 billion of the CDO package. Because it operated out of London and was an
insurance company, AIG did not face the same requirements to hold reserves as banks did.
Thus, it sold the insurance, known as credit default swaps (CDSs), for a tiny but steady
stream of income. At the time, the loans seemed good, and the insurance seemed essentially
risk-free. AIG would never have to pay out the $9 billion. International rating agencies,
such as Moody’s, which grade loan instruments on the basis of riskiness, essentially agreed
that such deals were low risk and gave the securities package a triple-A rating, the highest
possible.

The die was cast for rolling out literally trillions of dollars worth of these types of security
packages over the next decade. J. P. Morgan was followed by every other big bank and
investment house around the world—in Europe and Asia as well as the United States. All
kinds of loans, including housing, credit card, and car loans, began to be packaged and sold
as CDOs, covered in many cases by insurance policies or CDSs. It was not only private
banks that joined the party. Two of the biggest mortgage lenders were government
agencies, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, created by Congress to encourage home ownership.
They borrowed money in private markets on the basis of tax-supported government
guarantees to finance home loans for middle-class families. They packaged and sold
mortgage loans to the tune of $5 trillion. Because home ownership is considered a good
thing, Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac pushed loans that many people could not afford,
called subprime loans. As long as housing prices went up, everything was fine. Owners
could always sell the house for a profit or borrow more against the increased value or equity
of the house to keep up their mortgage payments. In all these cases, the assumption was
that if one loan went bad, others would remain good. In fact, securities were broken down
into tranches, with the riskier tranches bearing higher interest rates, precisely to insulate less
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risky loans from more risky ones. The chance that defaults in any given pool of loans might
be interconnected in such a way that one bad loan might trigger another one, a problem
known as correlation, was considered minuscule.

But you guessed it—that’s exactly what happened. Once housing prices began to decline,
the riskier tranches went bad first. But then investors began to fear that the less risky
tranches were also worth less. Rating agencies downgraded the less risky securities. Not
knowing exactly who held the loans, how many of the loans were bad, and what the real
prices of these assets were, the markets panicked and began to pull back from making any
loans at all. Eventually debt markets froze up completely. Interest rates spiked even for
overnight loans, which are the lubricant of daily banking. Government central banks in the
United States, Britain, and other countries had to step in. They bought debt to make cash
available to the banks to keep them afloat. Not only the commercial banks were involved.
For the first time, the Federal Reserve Bank intervened with substantial financial assistance
to keep Bear Stearns, a Wall Street investment company, from going under. But the Fed
was unlikely and unable to save every financial institution. When a second investment
house, Lehman Brothers, went under in September 2008, the Fed did not step in, and the
global contraction of credit cascaded.

Make no mistake—some people made money. Investors who bought the CDSs or
insurance policies on the securitized loans saw the value of their insurance policies rise
dramatically or received payment in full for the loans that went bad, which they had
insured against. That’s the nature of markets. For every trade that turns out bad, there is
another one that turns out good. The question is whether governments should step in to
make the bad loans good again. If they don’t, will markets implode, as they did in the
1930s? Are financial institutions, especially big private banks and investment houses, too
big to fail? So far, governments have not decided that they are.

Altogether, by buying debt assets from private institutions, the Federal Reserve Bank added
more than $4 trillion to its balance sheet, quintupling the amount it carried before. In
addition, Congress authorized a $700 billion bailout package for the banks, the Troubled
Asset Relief Program, known as TARP. This money was initially intended to buy bad debt
from the banks, the so-called toxic assets of CDOs and CDSs that were now worth much
less. If these assets were valued at market prices, the capital assets of banks would be
drastically reduced, compelling them to do still less lending. But because it was too difficult
to figure out how much the toxic assets were worth (there were no buyers), the TARP
money was used instead to recapitalize the banks—that is, to buy their stock to replenish
their capital reserves. Much of the bad debt still remains on the balance sheets of banks, not
only in the United States but abroad as well, and may be a factor reducing the capacity of
banks to lend for a long time to come. But private bank stocks have recovered, and by
selling the stock it acquired, the U.S. government recovered most of the money it provided
in the bailout.31
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The financial crash of 2008 is a classic case of how global markets sometimes outpace the
capacity of both national and global governments to manage them. At about the same time
in 1998 that J. P. Morgan was packaging its first CDO, Fed and U.S. Treasury regulators
met to consider a proposal by the Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC) to
regulate the derivatives market. Robert Rubin, then U.S. Treasury secretary, Alan
Greenspan, chairman of the Federal Reserve System, and Lawrence Summers, who
succeeded Rubin as Treasury secretary, agreed that the markets understood more about risk
than any federal regulator did and refused to intervene. Over the next decade, Treasury and
White House officials of both parties reaffirmed this decision even as the derivatives market
exploded. According to one opinion in 2008, “stopping this [CFTC proposal in 1998] let
the momentum build and led to subprime as well as soaring commodity prices today
because unregulated derivatives trading soared after that.”32 So who regulates the
derivatives markets? Even inside countries, the regulators are not clearly designated. In the
United States, regulatory authority is dispersed among a whole series of alphabet-soup
agencies, including the Fed, the U.S. Treasury, CFTC, and the Securities and Exchange
Commission (SEC). After the crisis, Congress passed major financial reforms, known as the
Dodd-Frank legislation. Some believe that these reforms did not go far enough because big
banks and investment houses still exist and might have to be rescued again in future crises.
Others argue Dodd-Frank went too far and crippled bank lending, accounting for the slow
growth since 2009.

International financial regulation is carried out by central banks meeting at the Bank for
International Settlements (BIS) in Basel, Switzerland, through what are called the Basel
(also Basle) Accords. In 1988, central banks issued Basel I, a set of minimal guidelines for
banks prescribing how much capital they must hold to back up loans and what qualifies as
capital (for example, equity such as stocks or corporate bonds and other debt instruments).
The ratio of loans to capital reserves is called the leverage ratio and has been generally set in
the case of domestic banks at about 8 to 1. Basel II was adopted in 2004 to tighten and link
required reserves to the riskiness of the loans being made. But banks became adept at
defining the riskiness of both loans and assets to foster expanded lending, and neither Basel
I nor Basel II prevented leverage ratios from rising during the recent financial crisis, at some
financial institutions to 100 to 1 and more. After the financial crisis, Basel III was
concluded in 2010. It sets strict requirements on what qualifies as capital but phases the
requirements in over a decade. Regulators fear that being too strict in the middle of the
global recovery from the financial crash might squeeze lending even more and delay new
investment and growth. Meanwhile, global debt especially by governments continues to
increase.

Given the nationalist backlash of recent years, more regulation seems to be in the cards.
Realist perspectives worry more about whose regulations apply rather than what the
regulations are. But bear in mind, as liberal perspectives caution, that if regulations become
too tight, banks and other financial institutions will reduce lending. If they reduce lending,
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they take in fewer deposits. In short, they mobilize fewer savings. And if private and public
institutions cannot put their savings in the bank, they have to bury them in the sand. So
banking is not a rogue activity, although some banks may engage in rogue activities.
Banking is an essential function that lubricates expanding international trade and
investment markets and makes sure that the meat and potatoes of the world economy—
namely, trade and investment—stay on the table, not just for the next meal but for future
ones as well.
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Eurozone Crisis

Financial markets bring to the fore the sensitive interrelationships between domestic
policies and international trade and investment. When the financial crisis hit in 2008–
2009, companies and consumers got fewer loans and drastically curtailed production and
spending. Not far behind came drastic cutbacks in jobs and freezes on new hires. Growth
and employment contracted more sharply but not more deeply than in previous recessions,
in part because they had started at higher levels after three decades of solid global growth.
(With respect to unemployment and inflation, the 2008–2009 recession was not as bad as
the 1981–1982 recession.) As already noted, governments reacted to this downturn with
massive stimulus programs.

But now questions arose about how governments and central banks should manage all this
debt and easy money as economies recovered. The European countries faced a particularly
tricky situation. As we discussed in Chapter 6, some nineteen of the twenty-eight (now
twenty-seven pending the exit of Great Britain) have unified their currencies in a common
currency known as the euro. They established the European Central Bank, like the U.S.
Federal Reserve Bank, to set interest rates and manage this new currency collectively. States
in this so-called Eurozone no longer exercised their own independent monetary and
exchange rate policies. But what happens now when some members—like Ireland, Greece,
Portugal, and Spain—get into serious balance-of-payment and debt problems, as they did
after 2008? A traditional way for countries to cope with this situation is to lower interest
rates and the value of their currency. That increases the price of imports and decreases the
price of exports, thereby reducing imports, increasing exports, and cutting the current
account deficit. Another way is to cut government spending programs and deficits to
reduce imports and increase exports. But that slows growth and causes domestic political
protests. Deficit Eurozone countries have no other option except to persuade the European
Central Bank to offer generous terms to finance and reschedule their debt and thereby
avoid cutbacks in government spending. If the central bank is too generous, however,
investors lose confidence in the currency and capital flees the Eurozone, creating a wider
financial crisis.

Who provides the financing for this Eurozone rescue? Unless the EU turns to outside
lenders such as China or the IMF, the surplus countries in the Eurozone have to come up
with the financing. In the EU that’s principally Germany. So Germany is now calling the
shots about how generous or strict the EU will be with Greece and other Eurozone
countries in default on their debts. That doesn’t sit well with citizens in Greece or Portugal.
The Eurozone countries do not have a common fiscal policy, which might provide
subsidies to those citizens experiencing unemployment. In effect, by keeping money tight
with no offsetting spending, Germany and the European Central Bank force the indebted
countries to cut spending. This spending, while reckless in many ways, also involves
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pensions and other income programs that support millions of workers. Germany now
emerges as an imperialist power forcing the indebted countries into austerity programs.

In these situations, national independence and global interdependence collide. Countries
have limited options. One is to let their currency float, but the Eurozone countries have
given up an independent monetary policy. A second option is to intervene in exchange
markets to keep their currency down, as China does, or up, as the EU sometimes does. In
the Eurozone that requires Germany’s consent, and if all countries do it, they risk the
beggar-thy-neighbor policies of the 1930s. A third action is to alter their macroeconomic
policies. Unwilling to cut budget deficits, the United States, Japan, and the European
Union have dramatically loosened monetary policy and built up national debts in recent
years. A fourth action is to undertake domestic structural reforms (change their
microeconomic policies) to boost spending (e.g., road building) in surplus countries
(China, Germany, Japan, and some OPEC countries) and savings (e.g., cut social security)
in deficit countries (United States, Britain, France, Canada, and Australia). After 1991,
Sweden cut public spending from 67 to 49 percent of GDP. A fifth option is to impose
restrictions on trade, as the U.S. Congress threatened to do in recent years. And a sixth
option is to impose capital controls to stem the inflow or outflow of money, as Brazil and
Thailand did in 2010.

The interrelationships of all the instruments of international economic policy are
summarized in Figure 8-7. Who bears responsibility for coordinating these instruments at
the international level? This is the governance question. Do you start with domestic or
international actions? As the first causal arrow suggests, central banks act domestically to
take away the punch bowl and rein in the party when financial liquidity, the wine-induced
merrymaking, becomes excessive. They tighten money and induce a recession and loss of
jobs. If countries fail to act domestically, power flows by default to the dominant country.
In the early 1980s, the United States acted singlehandedly as the world’s central bank to
end the inflationary party of the 1970s. Today, Germany acts single-handedly to manage
the Eurozone debt. Now, as the second causal arrow suggests, the realist perspective applies.
The dominant power uses its leverage to decide policy in ways that undercut or compel
other nations to follow its lead. Figure 8-8 depicts financial issues from the different levels
of analysis.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Figure 8-7 Instruments of International Economic Policy

Figure 8-8 Key Issues in Finance: The Realist and Liberal Perspectives and Levels of
Analysis

Summary
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Trade, investment, and finance create the opportunity for specialization and comparative advantage in the
global economy. All other things being equal, comparative advantage results in the more efficient use of
resources; with the same input, countries can produce more output. In the real world, however, all other
things are seldom equal. Thus, trade and investment advantage some workers, industrial sectors, and
countries while disadvantaging others. The least-skilled workers, sectors, and economies lose benefits; the
more-skilled gain them. To preserve the benefits of trade, investment, and financial markets, therefore,
countries have to find ways, both domestically and internationally, to smooth the transition from less skilled
to more skilled workers. Better education, wage insurance, and the accountability of MNCs, banks, and
local governments are necessary; or the populist backlash from the less skilled workers and countries may
shut down trade, investment, and banking activities. If nothing is done, nations may be bypassed or may
collapse, as happened in communist countries with outdated workers and industries.

Realist perspectives raise important questions about who gains and who loses, relatively, from international
trade and investment. Liberal perspectives raise equally important questions about equity, accountability,
and institutional arrangements to achieve better outcomes for all participants. And identity perspectives
focus on the question of gains for whom, the changes in policy ideas and traditional cultures that are
inevitable when growth occurs. We turn in the next chapter to these identity-based factors of growth and
globalization in Asia, Latin America, Africa, and the Middle East.

Want a better grade?

Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Study Questions
1. What is the difference between absolute and comparative advantage? Give examples of each using the

scenario of wine and cloth discussed in this chapter.
2. Does trade increase, decrease, or shift jobs? Which jobs gain and lose from trade? What are the remedies

for job losses? Which is the more important cause of job shifts, trade or technology?
3. Which perspective emphasizes the following approaches to trade and why: multilateral trade rounds;

trade and investment conditioned on the same environmental, labor, and other standards; and strategic
trade?

4. How did foreign direct investment (FDI) evolve historically: resource, manufacturing, and service-sector
investments? Which perspective is reflected in each of the following approaches to FDI: national security
export controls, reducing TRIMs and TRIPs, and requiring all countries to implement the same cultural
standards to regulate labor and capital markets?

5. Which is greater in the world economy: trade, finance, or currency transactions? What are the six actions
a country can take to deal with a current account deficit or surplus?
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9 Identity Perspectives on Globalization
Development and Environment

Sangeeta Devi pumps water in the flooded village of Chajan Mania in northeastern India,
one of many communities devastated by flooding that submerged thousands of villages in
northern India, Bangladesh, and Nepal in August 2017. In developing countries, issues of
poor or nonexistent infrastructure, lack of access to health care, few reliable political or
social institutions, and domestic and regional conflict resulting in massive internal
displacement pose significant obstacles to development.

Gideon Mendel for Action Aid/Corbis via Getty Images

Development is about wealth, but even more so it is about wealth for whom and at what cost to the
environment. In this chapter, we focus on the identity aspects of development and the environment.
There are four aspects to development: Where do countries start in the process? What are the human
measures of development and change regarding jobs and social interactions? What are the consequences
for the environment? And, finally, what are the values that development serves, and what constitutes
social justice in the age of globalization?

Map 9-1 shows the distribution of national income measured by gross domestic product
(GDP) per person in purchasing power parity (PPP), which takes account of the fact that
goods are cheaper in poorer countries and a dollar buys more there than elsewhere. North
America, western Europe, Israel, Qatar, Kuwait, Oman, Japan, Taiwan, South Korea,
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Hong Kong, Singapore, Australia, and New Zealand are the principal areas of the world
where the average annual income exceeds $25,000 per person. By contrast, in most
countries in Africa incomes average less than $5,000 per person. A few countries in eastern
Europe, Latin America, the Middle East, and Asia, such as Poland, Russia, Mexico, Brazil,
Chile, Saudi Arabia, and Malaysia, have incomes over $10,000 per capita, but the majority
of countries in these areas have incomes that fall below $10,000.

development: the process of material, institutional, and human progress in a particular country or
region.

But while wealth remains unevenly distributed today, that’s not the whole picture. Over the
past forty years, development has brought about greater income equality in many parts of
the world. Since 2000, we have seen significant growth in the middle class across regions
that once showed major disparities between the rich and poor, notably in Latin America
and parts of Asia. Still, much of Africa suffers the highest levels of inequality. Map 9-2
tracks these changes between 2000 and 2015, expressing the GDP per capita for each
country as a ratio to average world GDP.

Development takes place through work and social change. The type and location of jobs
migrate from less to more sophisticated levels. Look back at Map 8-1 (page 380), which
shows the employment side of development. Influenced by technological change,
development involves the movement over generations of the bulk of jobs from agriculture
to manufacturing and eventually to service activities. The least developed countries still
have most of their populations employed in agriculture (or in low-skilled service jobs in
tourism and government). More developed and industrializing countries have a substantial
proportion of their workforces employed in manufacturing. Some, such as France and
Germany, are downsizing jobs in manufacturing and moving them into services; others,
such as China, are increasing jobs in manufacturing and moving them out of agriculture.
The most advanced countries, such as the United States, have completed the transition
from manufacturing to services. They have entered the information age. Their workforces
are employed predominantly in high-skilled service activities, such as finance,
telecommunications, software, and consulting. This employment transition does not mean
that the most advanced countries have lost their manufacturing or agricultural sectors. The
United States remains a leader in both sectors, and manufacturing output in the United
States today equals the same share of GDP that it did fifty years ago—between 20 and 25
percent. It’s just that U.S. companies produce manufactured and agricultural goods with far
less labor than they used to. The United States employs less than 1 percent of its workforce
in agriculture and less than 10 percent in manufacturing.

Development also has major implications for the environment. The world’s environment or
ecosystem is complex. Development’s impact starts with population growth, because
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crowding limits the amount of land available for the cultivation of crops, exhausts resources
such as energy and water, and threatens the diversity of animal and plant life. Population
growth is compounded by industrial and agricultural growth that pollutes the atmosphere
and waterways, damages the ozone layer, and arguably warms the Earth. The ecosystem is
the medium that transmits deadly diseases and pandemics and causes natural disasters such
as hurricanes and earthquakes. These natural disasters, in turn, contribute to massive
refugee movements that catalyze trafficking in drugs and human beings. (See Map 9-6 later
in the chapter for a snapshot of climate vulnerability.)

Map 9-1 Global Development: Country GDP (PPP) per Capita

Source: World Bank, “GDP per Capita, PPP (current international dollars),”
http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.PP.CD/countries?
display=defaultk.

Map 9-2 Income Distribution: Persistent Inequalities and New Opportunities
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Source: UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs, “National Accounts Main
Aggregates Database,” http://unstats.un.org/unsd/snaama/selbasicFast.asp.

Note: The numbers in the legend measure each country’s GDP expressed as a multiple
of the average world GDP.

Ecuadoran women from the Amazon region march through the streets of Quito, the
capital city, to protest the federal government’s recent decision to exploit the oil
reserves of the Yasuni National Park, a move that will affect the lands of many
indigenous communities.
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Most of all, development is about values and identity. Who or what is it that develops? Is it
an ethnic or tribal group, a religious sect, a social class, a nation, a civilization, or a world?
What kind of people are we? How are we alike, and how do we differ? Today’s developing
countries have different roots, come from different cultures and religions, and face different
circumstances than advanced countries did when the latter developed. Emerging from
colonization by the Western world, developing nations seek independent futures and fear
neocolonialism, or dependence on global markets that embody historical oppression.
Moreover, while they recognize that their development has costs for the environment, they
resent the idea that they must share equally with advanced countries the burdens of climate
change. They expect advanced countries to bear the costs of developing renewable energy
sources and either subsidize such sources in the developing world or do the lion’s share of
reducing carbon emissions in the advanced world. Many in both the developed and the
developing worlds believe the world needs a new self-image, one that emphasizes a common
destiny rather than separate national interests. They argue that the world has many players
but only one stage, and that stage is planet Earth. The environment—the Earth’s surface,
the materials below it, and the atmosphere and space above it—is the world’s common
home. It is the classic example of a collective good. It will be preserved for all peoples, or it
will be preserved for none.

climate change: the warming and cooling of the Earth’s temperature in cycles over centuries.

Issues of identity and justice therefore lie at the root of the development process. Most
analysts agree that wealth disparities cannot be ignored, especially in an age of globalization.
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But is the goal perfect equality and social solidarity? Or is the goal maximum freedom, a
solid floor for everyone, and then space for individuals, communities, and nations to pursue
excellence and differentiate themselves through competition? In some countries, such as
Russia, people assume that if their neighbors get ahead, they must be corrupt. Hence,
individuals have fewer incentives to take the initiative and seek to excel. In other countries,
such as Haiti, elites do take the initiative and get ahead, but then they forget about their
neighbors. What is the right mix of incentives to help oneself and to help others? Without
individual initiative, development does not occur, as many communist countries learned.
And without social solidarity, communities divide and development becomes oppression, as
many failed states have experienced.

Identity perspectives highlight the separate and common values of a globalizing world.
Advanced countries, which are mostly Western, hold the advantage and both help and
hinder the development of poorer countries, which are mostly non-Western. Western
countries tend to see their civilizations as superior and urge developing nations to adopt
Western policies and standards. The Western identity embraces free markets, dating back
to the Reformation, which blessed worldly efforts by individuals as a way to please God.
Other identities see free markets as degrading and blasphemous in the eyes of their religion.
Evidence suggests that global markets do indeed offer appealing prospects for acquiring
material wealth. Since World War II, countries in Asia, which exploited global markets
early, fared best, while those in Latin America, which pursued more protectionist policies,
floundered. Some countries in the Middle East and North Africa got rich on oil, and some
Latin American countries benefited from a commodity boom. But many remained poor in
terms of industrialization, suffering from what we identified in Chapter 8 as the resource
curse. Conditions in sub-Saharan Africa stagnated, although prospects in resource-rich
African countries improved in recent years as China, India, and other rapidly developing
countries scrambled for African resources to fuel globalization.

So growth has accelerated and spread over the past fifty years, a remarkable, if uneven,
achievement. Yet growth also raises poignant identity issues, especially for countries with
non-Western religions and cultures. What or whose values drive growth, and are these
values shared or separate? One big shared value of all cultures and peoples of the Earth is
the environment. The shared identity of planet Earth implies the need to adopt more
common approaches to problems of globalization and social justice. From an identity
perspective, as the causal arrow suggests, values shape institutional and material outcomes
more than the reverse.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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In this chapter, we examine and compare the development experiences of developing
countries in four regions: Asia, Latin America, the Middle East and North Africa (MENA),
and sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). In each region, we look at four aspects of development:
domestic and regional stability, macro- and microeconomic policies, trade strategies, and
the role of domestic and regional culture and values. At the end, we summarize and
compare the regions’ development experiences using this framework. Then we address the
major issues of the environment and development. As always, we consider all perspectives
but highlight identity aspects in contrast to the realist and liberal aspects of development
emphasized in the previous chapter.
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Asia

Asia has been the most successful developing region since World War II, far more
successful than Latin America, which is the next-best-performing area. Even after Asia
experienced severe financial crises in 1997–1998 and again in 2008–2009, the region grew
by an average of 8 to 9 percent per year through 2014, more than doubling its wealth and
lifting millions of people out of poverty.1

The World Bank explored the reasons for this so-called East Asian Miracle. Until 1990,
most of the gains occurred in just eight economies: Japan; the “Four Tigers”—Hong Kong,
the Republic of Korea [South Korea], Singapore, and Taiwan, China; and the three newly
industrializing economies (NIEs) of Southeast Asia, Indonesia, Malaysia, and Thailand.2

(See Map 9-3 for Asia’s regions.) These eight countries grew twice as fast as the rest of Asia,
three times as fast as Latin America and South Asia, and five times as fast as sub-Saharan
Africa. After 1990, China joined the growth parade, followed by India. From 1990 to
2010, China and India grew by 10 and 8 percent per year, respectively. No country in the
world grew as fast as China, and no country with the same poverty rates and population,
except China, grew as fast as India. As a result, 400 million people in China and some 200
million in India have been lifted out of poverty into the middle class. Asia shows that both
high growth and greater equity are possible in global markets. Since the financial crisis,
Asian growth has slowed—from around 8–9 to 6–7 percent per year, but it still remains
above the rate of growth in most other countries, including the advanced ones.3

East Asian Miracle: a period of unprecedented economic growth and development in East Asia
between 1965 and 2010.

Why did East Asia grow three times faster than Latin America? And why are China and
India growing even faster today? Asia and Latin America make a good contrast because
Asian countries pursued export-oriented development strategies that exploited economic
competition in open international markets, while Latin American countries, for the most
part, adopted import substitution strategies that counted on protecting domestic markets
for development. Both regions learned something from their different experiences. By the
turn of the millennium, Latin American countries moved toward more export-oriented
strategies, while some Asian countries questioned the value of completely open markets,
especially for short-term capital flows.
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Economic Miracle

The original tigers of East Asia—Hong Kong, Singapore, Taiwan, and South Korea—
pioneered export-led development and achieved a development status that, for all practical
purposes, put them in the same class as developed countries. With annual per capita
income around $30,000, South Korea, for example, is now a member of the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), the economic organization of
industrial countries. The tigers were followed by a second wave of newly industrializing
countries (NICs) in Southeast Asia: Malaysia, Philippines, Thailand, and Indonesia. These
countries boast per capita incomes roughly halfway between developing and industrialized
countries. The most recent wave of Asian export tigers includes China and India, countries
that alone account for 36 percent of the world’s population and 80 percent of the world’s
poor people. On a nominal basis (meaning not adjusted for inflation), China now has a per
capita income of approximately $15,534.70 and India of $6,572.33.4

Map 9-3 Asia’s Regions

Note: North or East (sometimes called Northeast) Asia includes China, Hong Kong
(now part of China), Taiwan (claimed by China), the two Koreas, and Mongolia; it
also includes Japan, which is, however, an industrialized country. Southeast Asia
includes the ten nations that make up ASEAN. South Asia includes India, Pakistan,
Bangladesh, Afghanistan, and the small island or mountain states of Sri Lanka,
Bhutan, and Nepal. Central Asia consists of the former republics of the Soviet Union:
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan.
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What is more, these countries not only grew, but they also witnessed a dramatic reduction
in inequality. In the 1970s and 1980s, Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, and Thailand
reduced the proportion of people living below the poverty line by 25 to 40 percentage
points. As noted earlier in this chapter, China and India achieved similar reductions in the
1990s and 2000s. Each of the four tigers and three of the four NICs (Malaysia is the
exception) had a relative inequality ratio (that is, the ratio of the income share of the top 10
percent, or decile, of the population to that of the bottom decile) of less than 10, well
below that of almost all other developing countries. In short, development in Asia did not
increase domestic inequality. One reason may be that Asian countries, such as South Korea,
invested in rural areas and general education rather than in urban development and elite
universities, as did many Latin American countries.
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Stable Governments/Unstable Region

Domestic political stability helps development, and Asia had domestic political stability in
spades. After World War II, authoritarian or stable one-party governments (as in China)
held power for long periods throughout the region. By contrast, international unrest was a
major negative factor in Asia. Two major wars took place there—Korea (1950–1954) and
Vietnam (1961–1975). And China continues to reunify its territory—at least as China
defines it—peacefully in the case of Hong Kong and Macao but increasingly with threats
and a buildup of military force in the case of Taiwan. North Korea pursues nuclear
weapons and could start another war of major proportions in the region.

North Korean leader Kim Jong-Un (center) inspects what North Korea’s main news
agency claims to be a hydrogen bomb that can be loaded into the country’s new
intercontinental ballistic missile. North Korea’s leaders use the threat of a nuclear
strike to try to prevent other countries in the region and the United States from
attempting to change its authoritarian regime.

STR/AFP/Getty Images

So it is hard to argue that overall stability, taking into account the international as well as
the domestic environment, is the secret to Asian development success. What is more,
democracy has spread in Asia, particularly since the mid-1980s. And democracy, while it
aids development in some ways, often brings with it greater political disputes, scandals, and
uncertainties that also impede economic policy.

Military governments in South Korea repressed labor groups for three decades, including
engaging in violent crackdowns that remain issues in South Korean politics today. In 1987,
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the military finally turned the government over to civilian leaders, but the conservative
political party that initially controlled the government was still supported by the military. It
was not until 1997 that the liberal opposition party not beholden to the military won
office. Then, in 2007–2008 and 2016, opposition parties rotated again peacefully in power.
Conservatives took control of the presidency in 2008, and liberals came back to power in
2017. Even Japan has experienced this kind of transition only once in in its entire postwar
existence. Today, South Korea has a robust multiparty system and wrestles with the legacy
of past authoritarian governments (complete with trials of former presidents and military
leaders) as well as the delicate problem of living side by side with North Korea and its
threat of another devastating war.

Taiwan, too, is now a democracy that rotates power peacefully between opposition parties,
complicating the issue of reunification with mainland China, which remains an
authoritarian communist country. A civilian government supported by the military took
power in 1987. Then, in 2000, a liberal opposition party not identified with the military
won the presidential elections and, in 2001, a plurality in the legislature as well. In 2007–
2008, power rotated back to the conservative parties, and in 2016 back again to the liberal
party. Taiwan’s parties differ on relations with mainland China. The conservative
Kuomintang, or Nationalist Party, accepts the notion of “one China” and supports
eventual unification with China. The liberal Democratic Progressive Party leans more
toward national self-determination and independence for Taiwan. Because Taiwan’s
economic life is closely tied up with trade and investment on the mainland, these political
differences add uncertainty to economic policies.

Democracy also made inroads in Southeast Asia. In 1986, the Philippines ousted dictator
Ferdinand Marcos. Thailand held competitive elections in 1988. And Indonesia held its
first parliamentary elections in thirty years in 1999 and its first direct elections for the
presidency in 2004. All these democracies are weak. The Philippines remains vulnerable to
military coups (six attempts from 1986 to 1992 alone, and the most recent one in early
2006). Rodrigo Duterte, elected president in 2016, launched a drug war that threatened
constitutional liberties in the Philippines. Thailand, too, suffered military coups, most
recently in May 2014. Indonesia lost one province in 1999 when East Timor separated
from it violently, and it faces secessionist struggles in other provinces such as Aceh, the
scene of the tsunami disaster in 2004.

What is more, unlike the situation in most of Europe, Asian democracies still live with
totalitarian neighbors. Three of the four remaining communist governments in the world—
China, Vietnam, and Laos—are in Asia (Cuba is the fourth). Brutal military governments
rule in North Korea and Bhutan, and military restrictions continue in Myanmar (formerly
Burma) where a courageous woman, Aung San Suu Kyi, led the parliamentary opposition
to power in 2016 in the first free elections in twenty-five years. Even successful small states,
such as Singapore (which separated from Malaysia in the 1960s) and Malaysia, have
repressive governments. Beijing has been slowly squeezing democracy in Hong Kong since
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the former British territory reverted to China in 1997.

A bright spot for democracy in Asia is India. The largest but also the poorest democracy in
the world has recently opened up to trade and foreign investment. Its growth prospects
now rival China’s. But India, too, has hostile and unstable neighbors. India and Pakistan
possess nuclear weapons and face off against one another over the disputed province of
Kashmir. India and China have border disputes. Pakistan has a divided and unstable
government that fights against Taliban terrorists in Afghanistan and within its own borders
even though its intelligence services also support terrorist groups. Afghanistan fights for its
modest democratic life surrounded by right-wing theocrats in Iran and military generals in
Pakistan. Bangladesh and Sri Lanka struggle against separatist movements. Maoist guerrillas
toppled the Nepalese monarchy in 2008.

What about Asia’s colonial legacy? Western European countries colonized much of Asia in
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and in the twentieth century the United States,
China, and Japan followed suit. Only Thailand, like Saudi Arabia in the Middle East,
escaped colonialism. Colonial rule was harsh and left lasting grievances. China resents
Western and American hegemony. South Korea and China harbor bitter memories of
Japanese occupation. French colonialism in Indochina spawned the Vietnam War and left
lingering communist governments in Laos and Vietnam. Nevertheless, colonialism did not
cripple development in Asia to the extent that it may have in Latin America, Africa, and the
Middle East. Why? Some might say, from a realist perspective, that it is because Asia
geopolitically was farther away from the Western powers than Latin America, the Middle
East, or Africa and benefited from Cold War conflicts that poured American aid money
into South Korea and Taiwan. Others might say, from a liberal perspective, that it’s because
the region was more central to commerce and shipping than landlocked countries in other
regions (countries close to the Suez and Panama Canals being exceptions). Still others
might argue, from an identity perspective, that it’s because Asia had a more unified and
resilient regional culture based in Confucianism, or what people today call “Asian values.”
The causal arrow in the margin illustrates this argument.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Sound Economic Policies

In its study of the Asian economic miracle, the World Bank praised the sound domestic
economic policies of the eight high-performing Asian economies (HPAEs):

Macroeconomic management was unusually good and macroeconomic
performance unusually stable, providing the essential framework for private
investment. Policies to increase the integrity of the banking system, and to make
it more accessible to nontraditional savers, raised the level of financial savings.
Education policies that focused on primary and secondary schools generated
rapid increase in labor force skills. Agricultural policies stressed productivity and
did not tax the rural economy excessively. All the HPAEs kept price distortions
within reasonable bounds and were open to foreign ideas and technology.5

As a result of sound domestic policies, inflation was only one-tenth as great in the HPAEs
as it was in other developing countries and only one-twentieth the levels in Latin America.
Because inflation rates remained under control, interest rates were more stable, and real
interest rates, which subtract out inflation, stayed positive, encouraging long-term savings
and investments. Asian countries had savings and investment rates twice as high as those of
other developing countries—40 percent compared to 20 percent. Money stayed at home
rather than fleeing into foreign currencies, as happened so often in Latin American
countries. One reason inflation stayed low is that governments restrained fiscal policy and
kept fiscal deficits in line. The average annual budget deficits in South Korea as a share of
GDP ran one-fifth the levels of many Latin American countries.6

Microeconomic policies focus on land reform, primary education, small enterprises, and
housing and health services.7 Indonesia and Thailand traditionally had widespread
landownership, but South Korea and Taiwan, as well as Japan, did not and instituted land
reform after World War II. Taiwan seized land from landlords and compensated them with
shares in state enterprises. In South Korea, U.S. occupation forces redistributed land
confiscated from Japanese landowners, and then the South Korean legislature, after lengthy
debate, seized the properties of Korean landlords, paid them nominal compensation, and
parceled out the properties to 900,000 tenants. Hong Kong and Singapore had no
agricultural sector. Land reform in the Philippines and elsewhere lagged behind, and so did
economic development.

land reform: domestic policies to redistribute land for the purposes of equity and development.
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Land reform created a sense of participation on the part of rural areas and formed the basis
for successful education programs. Asian governments poured money into public
education. Compared to other developing countries, Asian governments concentrated on
primary and secondary education. South Korea, for example, put 85 percent of its
investment into basic education and only 10 percent into higher education and universities.
Venezuela, by contrast, put 45 percent into higher education. Education in Asia served the
masses, not just the elites. South Korea and Taiwan developed educated labor forces, which
then took jobs in the urban and industrial sectors. Educated workforces, in turn, developed
demand for higher education, which was supplied in good part by private universities and
capital.

Asian governments absorbed educated labor forces by supporting small and medium-size
enterprises. In all economies, these firms account for most of the employment. As
government policies stimulated the broad economy, specific programs provided preferential
credits and specific support services for smaller companies.

Why didn’t Korean and Taiwanese peasants coming to the big cities to find jobs wind up,
like Latin American peasants, living in slums on the outskirts of affluent neighborhoods? A
big reason is the investment that Asian governments made in housing and health services.
Hong Kong and Singapore, besieged by migrants from China and Malaysia, built massive
public housing projects. By 1987, more than 40 percent of the population in Hong Kong
and 80 percent in Singapore lived in public housing. Most of the inhabitants owned their
own units. South Korea and Indonesia had similar public-supported housing programs.

For decades, Asian workers were not free. Governments suppressed radical activity in the
labor sector. But the political discontent was managed and did not result in coups or
revolutions, as often was the case in Latin America, because the governments provided
generous education, housing, and other benefits, such as land reform, that sustained a sense
of participation in national prosperity.
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Export-Led Development

Throughout the region, therefore, governments played a crucial role in Asian development.
The issue was not the government’s role per se, but what kind of role the government
played. Did government provide incentives to support market-oriented and competitive
development, or did it give special privileges to cronies and corrupt industrial and
technological elites, and suppress market competition? The debate intensified between
those who urged reliance on market or comparative advantage and those who emphasized
government intervention to create market or competitive advantage. This was the same
debate, now in the development arena, that divided advocates of comparative advantage
and advocates of strategic trade in the trade arena (discussed in Chapter 8).

One point is certain: Asian high performers geared their development toward foreign
markets. They relied primarily on export-led development to exploit foreign markets, not
on import substitution policies to protect domestic markets. Governments intervened
domestically to create internationally competitive industries; they did not intervene
internationally (by border restrictions) to coddle inefficient domestic industries. They
created export zones for selected industries, usually industries at the lower end of the
technological spectrum, where the countries possessed a labor cost advantage. For example,
the Asian tigers first exported toys and handicrafts and later textiles, shoes, radios, and
black-and-white television sets. Eventually, they graduated to the heavy manufacturing
industries, including steel, chemicals, and shipbuilding, and thereafter to more
sophisticated components and consumer products such as semiconductor chips,
automobiles, computers, and electronic games.

The key point, then, is that Asian governments took their development signals from
international markets and intervened in domestic markets to achieve international
competitiveness. This strategy required a disciplined bureaucracy. Here Asia had another
advantage over Latin America. By tradition, the best and the brightest in Asia went into
government service, and government bureaucrats were motivated more by technical
expertise than by political or personal gain. Governments were not immune to corruption,
as scandals in Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan repeatedly demonstrated. And bureaucrats
were often closely connected to business interests, leaving government posts at some point
to take up second careers in the corporate sector. But the process was motivated by a sense
of national pride and duty, not the rent-seeking and resource-stripping policies that
afflicted many elitist Latin American governments.

Later studies showed that Asian development was not necessarily a result of greater
efficiency or productivity—that is, getting higher output out of the same level of capital
and labor inputs. It was mostly a consequence of investing more capital and labor to
achieve higher output.8 Asian countries did a better job than other developing countries of
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mobilizing domestic savings (capital) and a well-educated, healthy workforce (labor). A part
of the secret at least was the sound underlying domestic policies that created stable prices
and exchange rates to guide and sustain resource mobilization. At some point, however,
growth by accumulation involving the addition of more and more labor and capital
resources to achieve higher output reaches its limits. Further growth requires higher
productivity, or getting more outputs with the same inputs, and that requires innovation
and industrial restructuring toward higher-technology or value-added industries.
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Limits to Export-Led Growth

By the late 1990s, Asian export-led development reached its limits in three areas. The first
was the rapid expansion of international markets. More and more countries were pursuing
export-led growth. Recall that the end of the Cold War brought the former communist
countries into world markets. Trade markets were becoming increasingly crowded.
Countries had to run faster to stay in place. Before Japan had mastered the shipbuilding
industry, South Korea was building ships and taking away market share. And before South
Korea had mastered shipbuilding, China was building ships. As suppliers multiplied and
each sought to protect its own home market, consumers relatively dwindled. In a small
way, export-led development, after many countries adopted it, replicated the market
squeeze that occurred in the 1930s when everyone wanted to export and no one wanted to
import—export markets became saturated. By the mid-1990s, Asia was awash in excess
production capacity for electronic products, steel, automobiles, and shipbuilding.

The second area limiting export-led performance was that, as Japan and other Asian high
performers caught up with world standards, they had to rely more on innovation to develop
future markets. Asian bureaucracies may have been better at imitating existing industries,
but they were not necessarily better at inventing and creating future ones. As one critic
noted in the case of Japan, “Funding concentrated on a ‘catch-up’ targeting of known
technologies was much easier than having to push out along an unknown technological
frontier.” Once a country caught up, “it was no longer clear where and how to spend the
money since future technologies by definition did not exist.”9

Much of Asian development also depended on a single market, the United States. In 1999,
the United States still absorbed 24 percent of Hong Kong’s exports, 31 percent of Japan’s,
30 percent of the Philippines’s, 21 percent of South Korea’s, 25 percent of Taiwan’s, and
22 percent of Thailand’s.10 In 2015, the United States absorbed 18 percent of China’s total
exports, triple that of the next country, Japan, which absorbed 6 percent of China’s
exports.11 Currency appreciation also squeezed export performance. As the dollar soared in
the 1990s, so did the currencies of a number of Asian countries that tied their currencies to
the dollar, such as South Korea and Hong Kong. China, which did not tie its currency to
the dollar, benefited as the value of its currency declined relative to the dollar. Finally,
protectionism in the United States was growing. As country after country, including now
the titan of China, grew by exporting to the U.S. market, Congress called for protection
against imports. In a real sense, as the above numbers show, the open U.S. market gets a
good deal of credit for the success of Asian development strategies, and now for
development strategies in Mexico and elsewhere. But, like export markets overall, the U.S.
market reached a saturation point, reflected in the populist backlash against trade that
fueled President Trump’s victory in 2016.
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The third limit on the Asian export-led model was in the financial area. Finance or banking
was the sector in Asian countries that was least efficient. Governments dominated credit
markets through postal savings systems and then disbursed loans to support government
industrial and technological development. There was little competition from private
sources. Japan and South Korea restricted foreign investment; and private equity markets,
where companies raise money directly by selling stocks and bonds, were relatively small in
most Asian countries. As a result, the allocation of loans became routine and hard to
change. Banks invested in the same companies, and companies invested in the same
industries, developing cozy relationships, in what subsequently became known as crony
capitalism. As a result, industries built up excess capacity. They added new steel or
automobile plants when none was needed or more roads and bridges when existing ones
were not being used. Many of these loans later went sour.

crony capitalism: noncompetitive lending and investment relationships between government
financial institutions and private industry.

China pursues policies similar to those of the earlier Asian fast growers. It bases its growth
on exports, it channels loans to industry largely through state banks, and it maintains at
times an undervalued exchange rate to gain a foreign market advantage. But there is one
major exception. Unlike Japan and South Korea, which initially discouraged foreign direct
investment (FDI), China welcomes it. In 2006, FDI inflows into China totaled $69
billion.12 In 2014, it exceeded $347 billion.13 The accumulated stock of FDI in China
amounts to more than $1.3 trillion. In addition, China saves an enormous percentage of its
gross national product (GNP), around 50 percent.14 So China is not dependent on foreign
capital, although it does need the foreign expertise that comes with FDI. Indeed, it exports
capital, using its surpluses on current account to buy U.S. Treasury bonds and finance U.S.
trade deficits, as discussed in Chapter 8.

The problem in China is massive inefficiency. The country is accumulating bad loans at an
astonishing rate. It uses four to five times more energy to produce a unit of output than the
industrialized countries. Although it has privatized many sectors, it maintains large
numbers of inefficient state enterprises to preserve the jobs they provide. And it wrestles
with the rural and urban disruption that moves 13 million people per year from farms to
cities, looking for work. At the moment, investment in transportation, energy, and business
infrastructure takes precedence over investment in housing and health care. In the future,
China may have to spend more on housing and health services, thereby co-opting the
working classes the way Hong Kong, Singapore, and Taiwan did.

India is moving in the same direction, but it is probably twenty years behind China. China
has reduced average tariffs more than India, and India is much less open to foreign
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investment, with a total FDI stock of $261 billion, compared to China’s $1.3 trillion.
Enforcing a contract in India takes 1,420 days, compared to 453 in China, while shutting
down a bankrupt business takes 4.3 years, compared to 1.7 years in China.15 Illiteracy is
higher in India than China. In 1999–2000, only 47 percent of children passed through five
years of primary school in India, while 98 percent did in China. In India, 68 percent of the
people still live in the countryside; in China, 47 percent. Industrial activities employ 20
percent of the labor force in India, but just over 30 percent and rising in China.

Microfinancing, or the provision of small loans to individual entrepreneurs, especially
women, originated in South Asia. Muhammad Yunus, a Bangladeshi who won the Noble
Peace Prize in 2006, started the Grameen Bank in 1976 with $27. Today it serves more
than 6.7 million borrowers, and microfinancing worldwide topped $8.1 billion in 2012. As
microlending has grown, however, so have microlenders’ problems with defaults and
corruption. Like all development initiatives, microfinancing is only one of many
instruments to combat poverty.16

microfinancing: the provision of small loans to individuals, especially women, in developing
countries.
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Asian Values

Successful Asian societies are more ethnically homogeneous than Latin American or African
countries. China is mostly Han, with a small but restive Muslim population in the western
part of the country. Japan, except for minuscule Korean and indigenous minorities, is, as
Edwin Reischauer, Harvard professor and onetime U.S. ambassador to Japan, observed,
“the most thoroughly unified and culturally homogeneous large bloc of people in the
world, with the possible exception of the Northern Chinese.”17 Both North and South
Korea are ethnically unified, although the peninsula was divided historically into three
separate regional kingdoms. South and Southeast Asian countries are more diverse.
Overseas Chinese constitute a majority in Singapore and significant minorities in Malaysia,
Indonesia, and other countries. The overseas Chinese often dominate commercial life and
create resentment among indigenous populations, for example, among the Malays and
Indonesians. Four major religions divide the region: Islam in Pakistan, Bangladesh, and
Indonesia; Hinduism in India; Buddhism in China, Tibet, and Japan; and Shintoism in
Japan.

A man makes chapatis as an Air India passenger jet flies over the Jari Mari slum
before landing at nearby Mumbai Airport in Mumbai, India. The redevelopment of
the Jari Mari slum, along with that of the nearby Dharavi slum, has stalled since the
global economic financial crisis.

Daniel Berehulak/Getty Images

Asia’s success sparked a debate about Asian values. Was it widespread Confucian values
that contributed to domestic stability and motivated bureaucratic and commercial success?
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Confucianism gives priority to family and society over the individual. Nowhere in Asia is
individualism celebrated as it is in the United States; instead, authority patterns infuse all
levels of society—in the family, business, and the state. This authority is patrimonial,
personalized, and less institutional or accountable than authority in the West. It creates
extended family ties that infiltrate formal institutions and are difficult for outsiders,
especially foreigners, to access. Quanxi, the Chinese word for close personal relationships,
ties markets together rather than legal contracts. Japanese business practices too are
notoriously exclusive and discriminatory. While much of this is changing, Asian societies
are still comparatively more cohesive than societies in other regions of the world. As
Mahathir Mohamad, the former president of Malaysia, put it, “The group and the country
are more important than the individual.”18

Asian values: the Confucian ideas emphasizing authority over individualism that motivated
economic success in Asia.

Asian values may also help explain the less formal and less institutionalized nature of
economic integration in Asia and the continued political divisions that make Asian
international affairs more unstable. There is no common market in Asia as there is in
Europe. The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) is a forum rather than a legal
institution like the European Union (EU). China, to be sure, is more open to FDI than are
Japan and South Korea. Nevertheless, much of this integration is a function of the
relocation of investments from Southeast Asia and Hong Kong to mainland China, where
products are assembled from imported components and shipped to the United States and
other world markets. (Remember the story in Chapter 8 about the purchase of your
smartphone.) Asian integration is still more vertical and outward-oriented than European
integration, which is more horizontal—competitive—and inward-oriented. The EU, for
example, exports only 15 to 20 percent of its trade outside Europe, whereas Asian
countries, as we have noted, depend more heavily on U.S. markets.

Paradoxically, Asian values may also explain the greater rivalry that permeates the Asian
region. Because Asian societies are ethnically insulated from one another, especially in East
Asia, they have been less willing to forgive and forget wartime or historical wrongs. Bitter
memories linger between Japan and China and between Japan and South Korea, breaking
out periodically in ugly violence, such as anti-Japan demonstrations in China in fall 2012.
Cultural homogeneity strengthens development within a country, but it impedes
integration among countries or gives this integration a less institutional and stable
character. Reconciliation in Asia lags well behind that in Europe, where a common
European culture of multilateral institutions and law supplements national cultures.
China’s looming dominance may also deter integration in Asia; in contrast, relatively equal
partners developed the EU.
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Figure 9-1 summarizes the key features of Asian development, which we now contrast with
Latin American development.

Figure 9-1 Key Factors in Asian Development: The Identity Perspective and Levels of
Analysis
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Latin America

Latin America’s development experience contrasts sharply with that of Asia. Except for
Chile, Latin American countries deliberately opted out of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT) free-market trading system after World War II and based their
development strategies on import substitution rather than on export-led growth. This
model facilitated some initial industrial development in Brazil, Argentina, Mexico, and
other countries, but it actually made Latin America more, rather than less, vulnerable to
international markets. Industries did not develop an export capacity to finance vital
imports. When the oil crisis hit in the 1970s, Latin American countries had to borrow
heavily to finance higher-priced oil imports, and when interest rates went up in the 1980s,
they could no longer service their loans. Latin America experienced a lost decade while East
Asia experienced an economic miracle. Map 9-4 shows the Latin American countries by
regions.
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Lost Decade

From 1950 to 1973, Latin American countries grew on average by 2.5 percent per year in
real GDP per capita. This performance was slightly below the average for all developing
countries (2.7 percent per year) but less than half the growth rate in South Korea and
Taiwan and one-third the growth rate later in China and Thailand. Brazil and Mexico did
best, growing at about 3.8 percent and 3.1 percent per year, respectively. These were the
years of domestic-oriented import substitution policies in Latin America, and the
performance was not that bad. So it is incorrect to say that protectionist policies never pay.
Notice, however, that these policies paid off mostly in big countries, such as Brazil and
Mexico, which had large domestic markets to support import substitution industries.

But at what price do such policies pay off? Over the next decade and a half, from 1973 to
1987, the price was pretty high. Known as the lost decade, this period saw average real per
capita growth in Latin America plummet to 0.8 percent per year. It held up best in Brazil at
2.2 percent, dropped dramatically in Mexico to 0.9 percent, and was negative for the entire
period in Argentina at −0.8 percent. What happened? Well, Latin America went through a
very difficult transition period occasioned in part by oil crises, which ran up the region’s
external debt. The debt of six major countries—Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Colombia,
Mexico, and Peru—increased from $35 billion to $248 billion in less than a decade. But
import substitution policies also played a role. They fueled inflation and did nothing to
reduce inequality. Inflation rates soared to an average of more than 100 percent per year,
compared to 20 percent in the earlier decades, ten to thirty times higher than inflation rates
in Asia and the industrialized countries. In addition, the disparity of incomes between the
top 10 percent of income earners and the bottom 20 percent was twice as high in Latin
America as in Asia and the industrialized countries.19 Chile was the only country to
weather the oil crises and continue to grow, and it was also the only country that followed
export-led rather than import substitution policies.

lost decade: a period of economic stagnation in Latin America brought on by domestic policies, the
oil crises, and high debt, lasting from the early 1970s to the late 1980s.

Map 9-4 Latin America’s Regions
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Note: As this map shows, Latin America encompasses one country in North America
(Mexico), seven in Central America, and twelve in South America. Strictly speaking,
not all are “Latin” (or Spanish and Portuguese)—some are English, Dutch, and
French—and eight small Caribbean countries also belong to the developing countries
of the Western Hemisphere.

Starting in the late 1980s, almost all Latin American countries undertook market-oriented
policy reforms. Following the Washington Consensus, which emphasized free-market
economics, they stopped accommodating inflation, liberalized domestic markets, and
opened trade and investment ties with foreign firms. As the World Bank reports, “Policies
were better in nearly every country in Latin America in 1999 than they were in Chile in
1985.”20 And remember, Chile had the most liberal policies in 1985. At first, the expected
economic growth did not follow. Although growth in the region accelerated in the early
1990s—reaching 7 percent in 1992—it tailed off badly after 1995, when Mexico
underwent a financial crisis, and slumped to zero in 1998, where it stayed through 2002.21

After 2002, however, Mexico and the rest of Latin America rebounded smartly. From 2003
to 2008, the region grew by more than 5 percent per year, the best record since the early
1970s. Even after the financial crisis of 2008–2009, Latin America grew again in 2010 by
more than 5 percent, but the crisis took a longer-term toll, and the growth rate slowed
down to 1.3 percent in 2014.22

Was this belated performance the result of free-market policies finally paying off, or was it a
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consequence of soaring oil, agricultural, and commodity prices, which benefited Latin
American energy producers such as Mexico and Venezuela and beef producers such as
Argentina? Realist perspectives might see changes in Latin America largely as a product of
U.S. neocolonialism and intervention. The colonial experience of U.S. intervention,
particularly along the Caribbean, impeded domestic markets and encouraged dependency.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Liberal perspectives might see them as the consequences of insufficient market
interdependence that coddled weak industries and wasted resources. The causal arrow runs
from lack of exports to corrupt domestic industries to sagging growth.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

And identity perspectives might see them as the outcome of conflicting ideologies and class
and ethnic warfare. The causal arrow runs from domestic divisions to lack of stable
institutions to declining material prospects.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The World Bank suggests that four “syndromes”—that’s diplomatese for “causes”—
account for Latin America’s failure to match the better performance of Asian developing
countries: (1) governments that are dominated by elites, are unstable, do not protect
property rights, and engage in corruption; (2) macroeconomic policies that cause inflation,
fiscal deficits, volatile exchange rates, and high debt; (3) external policies that restrict trade
and investment; and (4) financial systems that are dominated by state-owned banks and
legal institutions that do not enforce contracts. The World Bank also adds a fudge factor—
bad luck. This covers geography (landlocked countries), disease susceptibility, and the
“curse” of resources (remember from Chapter 8 the problems of resource-based
industries?).23

Whatever the syndromes or causes, here are the results. In 1800, Argentina had a per capita
income equal to that of the United States; today, its per capita income is less than one-third
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that of the United States. Similarly, in 1800, Brazil, Mexico, Chile, and Peru had per capita
incomes at 40 to 50 percent of the U.S. level. By the early twenty-first century, Chile
remained at about 40 percent, and all the others had dropped to 25 percent. Let’s look
more closely at the four syndromes associated with this dramatic divergence in living
standards between the United States and Latin America. They correspond to the four
dimensions of the comparative regional framework we use in this chapter—geopolitics,
internal policies, external policies, and cultural values.
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Early Decolonization/Unstable Governments

Colonized by European powers after 1500, Latin America had already secured its
independence by the early 1800s. After that, South American countries, such as Brazil and
Argentina, remained largely free of outside interference—with a few exceptions, such as
British intervention in the Falkland Islands in 1833. But Mexico, the Caribbean, and
Central American countries endured American expansion and periodic intervention for the
next 100 years. Mexico lost roughly half its territory to American conquest, and American
troops occupied Cuba, Nicaragua, Honduras, the Dominican Republic, and other
neighbors for extended periods of time. In most cases, the pretexts for intervention were
instability and the threat of interference by outside powers, principally the former
European colonial powers. In 1823, the Monroe Doctrine (named for James Monroe, who
was U.S. president at the time) declared the Western Hemisphere to be America’s sphere of
influence, and U.S. forces intervened in Colombia in the early twentieth century to create
the state of Panama and build the Panama Canal. Thus, while Latin American countries,
unlike other developing countries, escaped early from direct colonialism, they labored
under the continuing presence and sometimes direct intervention of the “colossus to the
north.” Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, of course, became and remain American
territories.

Military rule and political instability characterized Latin American politics throughout
much of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Interruptions of constitutional power were
common. In the seventy-five years after 1900, only Colombia and Costa Rica had fewer
than ten years of nondemocratic rule. All the other countries clocked at least two decades of
dictatorial rule. Some, such as Argentina, Brazil, Ecuador, Bolivia, Mexico, the Dominican
Republic, and all the Central American countries except Honduras, clocked four decades or
more. A few, such as Haiti, never experienced a peaceful transfer of power from one party
to another. The only exceptions to this experience of authoritarian rule were the small
English-speaking islands of the Caribbean.24

Today, most Latin American countries, with a number of exceptions (Cuba, Venezuela,
Ecuador, and Bolivia, for example), are democracies. But they are weak democracies.
Although elections take place, the continuous, stable transfer of power between opposing
political parties is less common. Instead, Latin America has experienced waves of
democratization and then reversals. After World War II, democracy spread to all Latin
American countries except five: Paraguay, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, and the
Dominican Republic. By 1954, however, this wave had been reversed, and only four
countries remained democratic: Uruguay, Costa Rica, Chile, and Brazil.25 Then, in 1964,
Brazil succumbed to a military coup; Chile did likewise in 1973. Critics blamed U.S.
policies for this rollback. Fearing communist governments in the region, U.S. intelligence
agencies assisted coups in Guatemala (1954) and Chile (1973) and fought Fidel Castro’s
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takeover in Cuba (1959).

Another wave of democratization began in 1978. Some thirty elections occurred over the
next sixteen years in fifteen countries that had previously been under authoritarian rule.
Half of these elections represented second, third, or fourth elections, and four-fifths of
them involved peaceful transitions to opposing parties.26 Latin America seemed to be on
the way to a more stable pattern of pluralist politics. Mexico’s democratic turn in 1997 was
an important watershed. Opposition parties took control of the National Assembly for the
first time, and a center-right party, the National Action Party (Partido Acción Nacional, or
PAN), won the presidency in 2000, taking that office from the Institutional Revolutionary
Party (Partido Revolucionario Institucional, or PRI), which had ruled Mexico for seventy
years. The PAN retained the presidency in elections in 2007, but the office was returned to
the PRI in 2012 with the election of Enrique Peña Nieto. Rotating opposing parties
peacefully in power was becoming more common.

Nevertheless, Latin America also endured some democratic reversals. A dictator, Alberto
Fujimori, ruled Peru for a decade before he was driven into exile in Japan. Venezuela
succumbed in 1999 to the populist military dictator Hugo Chávez, whose successor (after
Chávez’s death in 2013), Nicolás Maduro, continues repressive policies. Colombia and
Ecuador fought debilitating civil wars against drug lords and guerrillas. Colombia reached a
peace agreement with domestic rebels in late 2016 and began a difficult, probably bumpy,
road toward incorporating former guerrillas into the political system as an opposition party.
Bolivia experienced riots, threats of secession by individual provinces, and unstable
governments. Argentina flirted with a populist and potentially extraconstitutional regime.
And Cuba, even after Fidel Castro stepped down in 2008 in favor of his brother Raúl,
remained an outpost of authoritarian and quixotic rule in the region. As the causal arrow in
the margin suggests, a so-called pink tide, a turn to the left, seemed to engulf parts of Latin
America.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Political instability is undoubtedly a major cause of the disappointing economic
performance in Latin America. It is also a reason that governments in this region tend to
centralize and control economic policies and institutions. When politics and markets are
unstable, economic resources do not grow, and the political game becomes zero-sum.
Governments pursue dirigiste or state-directed policies to keep economic resources under
tight political control and thereby marginalize the opposition. The only way the opposition
can gain economic advantage is by seizing political power; there is no independent
marketplace of any significance. As the marginal arrow shows, a realist struggle for wealth
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corrupts political institutions and fuels ideological extremes.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Import Substitution Policies

Latin American countries were the “poster children” for import substitution policies. These
policies called for developing local industries to substitute for imports. Even before World
War II, elites in Brazil, Mexico, and other Latin American countries found such centralized
economic policies congenial for political control. Import substitution policies meant
protected and, hence, highly profitable domestic markets. The governments doled out
licenses to political supporters, who then ran companies either as state-owned enterprises or
as private companies with generous state subsidies.

State policies encouraged a massive and rapid reallocation of capital from agriculture and
rural areas to industry and urban areas. State marketing boards bought and sold rural food
products. They set food prices very low to feed the urban population, in effect extracting
savings from the rural sector by not paying market prices for agricultural output.
Economists call this policy financial repression, forcing savings from rural areas at below-
market rates of return. State entities also controlled and developed natural resources, such
as oil, selling these products at subsidized prices at home and profiting from their export
abroad. Pemex, the state-owned oil company in Mexico, dominated all aspects of energy
supply, including electricity. State-run or state-dependent companies controlled other
industries. During World War II, Brazil created state companies in steel, iron ore, airplane
engines, tractors, trucks, automobiles, soda ash, caustic soda, and electricity. Licenses went
to private companies giving them exclusive rights to produce products. These companies
then lobbied to limit competition. They were what economists call rent-seekers, hoping to
exploit monopoly rents from markets that had limited or no competition. If the markets
were large enough to support significant volumes of output, as they were in Brazil and
other big Latin American countries, companies could make high profits. They achieved low
costs from economies of scale while setting high prices in the absence of competition. Best
of all, they faced no foreign competition and could get cherished import licenses, if needed,
to purchase foreign equipment or technology that was not available locally.

financial repression: a policy in which states extract savings from one sector, such as agriculture or
labor, to benefit another sector, such as industry.

rent-seekers: firms that lobby to limit competition, extracting monopoly rents by producing at low
costs while selling at high prices.

In Caracas, Venezuela, a bomb explodes in the midst of National Guard troops. Anti-
government protesters took to the streets to protest anti-democratic changes to
Venezuelan political institutions in July 2017. Under the regimes of Hugo Chavez
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and Nicolas Maduro, the Venezuelan government has shifted toward
authoritarianism.

The Asahi Shimbun via Getty Images

Governments controlled the commanding heights of the economy. To finance industrial
development, they extracted savings by tapping natural resources and holding wages down.
Financial repression worked as long as labor and natural resources remained plentiful and
local industries expanded. From 1940 to 1982, the large Latin American countries grew at
rates of 6 to 8 percent per year. But the government budgets were always under strain; the
tax base of the economy was small, and industry absorbed more taxes in the form of
government subsidies than it paid. Savings and natural resources eventually became more
difficult to extract. Meanwhile, expenditures soared, mostly to accommodate privileged
elites and to build infrastructure—universities, hospitals, and electrical power—that catered
to urban needs. Budget deficits became chronic, and monetary policies expanded to
accommodate government deficits. Central banks, controlled by finance ministries, printed
money to pay the bills. Too much money chased too few goods, and inflation soared and
encouraged debtors, who repaid loans in currency that was worth less. By 1986, the per
capita debt in Latin America was three times as high as that in Asia.27 Inflation also
encouraged capital flight; money moved out of the local currency and country. If you’re
holding a local currency that is declining in value daily due to inflation, it makes sense to
convert it into a foreign currency that is appreciating.

capital flight: the movement of money out of the local currency and country because of inflation
and economic or political instability.
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External shocks ended the party. The oil crises of the 1970s hit oil importers such as Brazil
hard, although they benefited oil producers such as Mexico and Colombia and were fairly
neutral for self-sufficient oil producers such as Argentina, Chile, and Peru. The real crunch
came from higher interest rates in the 1980s. The one thing someone in debt does not want
is higher interest rates. When Great Britain and the United States decided to attack the
inflation of the 1970s by raising interest rates, Latin America’s debt mountain cracked and
then collapsed. With massive debt burdens, high interest rates raised debt-servicing costs
dramatically. Because most of the debt was in dollars, Latin America had to export more.
But import substitution policies had done little to develop exports. Latin American exports
in 1986 were only 13 percent of GDP, compared to 22 percent in 1929.28 Exports had
gone backward. Thus, Latin American countries first paid only the interest on their loans
and rolled over the principal. Then they could not pay the interest either, and they
defaulted altogether. Mexico was the first to do so in 1982, and others followed. Latin
American countries spent the next decade rescheduling debt and trying to reverse domestic
policies that had reached a dead end.
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Opening Markets

Chile was the first Latin American country to try export-led development policies. Under a
repressive but stable military government, which the United States helped bring into
power, Chile moved in the late 1970s toward more competitive market-oriented policies. It
attacked inflation by disciplining the growth of the money supply, reduced fiscal deficits,
converted a portion of foreign debt into equity (an early form of privatization), deregulated
the domestic economy, and opened markets to foreign trade and investment. Such
sweeping changes had their costs, but Chile weathered the lost decade better than other
Latin American countries and became the model in the 1990s when other Latin American
countries adopted more market-oriented policies.

Mexico made the decisive breakthrough. In the late 1980s, it abandoned 150 years of
economic autarky, or a closed domestic economic system. It shut down the notorious
citadel of Mexican economic nationalism, the Ministry of Commerce and Industry, and
joined the GATT and the world trading system. It reduced tariffs and integrated markets
with its developed neighbors in the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA).
Over the next decade, Mexico abolished 700 of its 1,200 state enterprises, introduced more
realistic market prices for previously subsidized commodities, made large cuts in bloated
public-sector bureaucracies, and established an independent central bank and more
competitive private banks. Mexico also became a major oil exporter.

The returns were not immediate or spectacular. The Mexican economy overheated, and
Mexico suffered another financial crisis in 1994. It devalued the peso, reallocating resources
from domestic use to exports. The devaluations squeezed domestic demand and hurt small
consumers and entrepreneurs. Nevertheless, with the help of NAFTA, Mexico bounced
back quickly. It paid off its emergency loans sooner than required. On balance, as the
World Bank concludes, NAFTA “had positive effects on trade, foreign direct investment,
technology transfer, and growth, and is also associated with productivity improvements in
manufacturing.”29 Mexico grew sixfold from 1990 to 2014, more than doubled its ratio of
trade to GDP, and absorbed more FDI than any other Latin American country. And in
2013 it began to deregulate parts of the state-run oil and gas monopoly. Except for the
financial crisis in 2009, when GDP dropped by 6.5 percent, Mexico continued to grow at
around 3.5 percent per year, doubling its GDP in purchasing power terms since 1993.30

Other Latin American countries followed suit. Argentina, Colombia, Costa Rica, El
Salvador, Guatemala, and Nicaragua lowered tariffs by 10 to 20 percent, and exports and
imports soared 1.5 to 2 times as a ratio of GDP. Brazil and Argentina formed a free-trade
community of their own in 1991, known as Mercosur, which Paraguay and Uruguay also
joined, and Chile and others became associate members. Again, the transition was not
smooth. Argentina’s experience suggests the risks of opening markets when domestic
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institutions are weak. The central government lost control of fiscal policy, and Argentina’s
provinces went on a spending spree, issuing dollar-denominated bonds to finance debt.
External obligations mounted until the currency collapsed in 2002. Argentina defaulted on
its debt, and it signed new agreements with the International Monetary Fund (IMF) to
reform its fiscal policy. Eventually, it reached an agreement with most of its private foreign
bank creditors to forgive three-quarters of its debt. But, as with personal credit records, a
history of default bedevils Argentina’s future access to credit.

The business climate in many of these countries improved, not just for foreign investment
but, more important, for domestic investment as well. Still microeconomic policies impede
local as well as foreign investment. Most Latin American countries fall in the bottom 50
percent of all countries regarding ease of doing business.31 Chile ranks highest at 39
(Singapore ranks number one), and only four other countries—Peru, Mexico, Colombia,
and Panama—rank in the top 50 percent. Ease of business includes starting a business,
getting credit, getting electricity, paying taxes, and trading across borders, among other
things. As a result, entrepreneurs operate outside the law. The informal sector in many
Latin American countries, in which businesses operate without legal documents and pay no
taxes, is huge. In Mexico, it accounts for about 30 percent of GDP and in Peru more than
50 percent.32 In urban areas alone throughout Latin America and the Caribbean, 56
percent of all jobs are in the informal sector.33 Think how much faster these countries
might grow if this money tied up in the informal sector was injected into the broader
domestic economy.

informal sector: business activities that take place outside the legal system of a country because of
excessive regulations.

Mexico privatized commercial banks in 1991, after nationalizing them in 1982. While
privatization was considered a technical success, subsequent bank lending to politically
powerful groups contributed to the financial crisis in 1994. After the crisis, Mexico
permitted foreign banks and investment firms to enter and increase competition. But
banking and financial markets in other countries remain underdeveloped, largely because of
a lack of competition and foreign expertise. Most loans still go to those entities with close
connections to the lenders rather than to the most profitable ventures. Equity and bond
markets, where firms can raise money independent of government influence, are weak.34

Nevertheless, in the 1990s, many governments established independent central banks. By
the early 2000s, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Peru, and Mexico had taken away the printing
presses that finance ministries used to finance debt and fuel hyperinflation.

From liberal perspectives, market-oriented reforms clearly moved Latin American countries
in the right direction. Exports not only grew but also diversified away from commodities,
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for which prices were declining, and toward manufactured goods, for which prices were
rising. For Latin America and the Caribbean as a whole, the share of manufactured exports
to total exports tripled from 15.4 percent in 1970 to 46.6 percent in 2000.35 From realist
and identity perspectives, however, trade and other reforms did not measurably reduce
inequality, although they did not increase it either. Unlike China and India, Latin America
did not see a large reduction in the number of people living below the poverty line.
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Social Inequality

Inequality in the mainly middle-income Latin American region is among the highest in the
world. According to one report, “8 of the 10 countries in the world with the highest indices
of income inequality were in Latin America.”36 An enormous proportion of income is
controlled by a small fraction of the population: 32 percent of income accrues to 10 percent
of the population, while the poorest 40 percent receive only 15 percent. Poverty reduction
has improved somewhat in recent years, but 28 million people in the region—almost 5
percent of the population—remain mired in extreme poverty.37 Why is inequality in Latin
America so resistant to change?

Is it, as the first causal arrow suggests, the culture and the long history of oppression of
native populations by European (Spanish and Portuguese) elites, as identity perspectives
might argue?

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Is it, as the second arrow implies, the unholy alliance between U.S. intervention and local
elites that maintains political stability, exploits Latin American resources, restricts Latin
American exports such as textiles and agricultural products, and floods Latin American
markets with U.S. manufactured exports, as realist perspectives contend?

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Is it, as the third arrows illustrates, the failure of social and economic reforms that fuels
populist and revolutionary resentment and creates the damaging cycle of political
revolution and instability that defeats sustained economic growth, as liberal perspectives
might see it?

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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From a critical theory perspective, it is probably all these things and more (see Chapter 10).
But, in comparison to Asian countries, three factors stand out: the absence of large-scale
land reform, the relative lack of primary education, and a culture of paternalism and
clientelism. Let’s look at these factors in sequence.

In Latin America, some 5 to 10 percent of the population, depending on the country, owns
70 to 90 percent of the land. Yet 20 percent of the population still earns its living in the
countryside. There have been periodic attempts at land reform. Mexico redistributed some
land to peasants under the ejido system, but the plots were owned collectively, not
individually, and depended on government development banks for financing. The U.S. aid
program in the 1960s known as the Alliance for Progress pushed land reform, and nearly
one million peasant families acquired plots. But another 10 to 14 million families did not
and continued to work the land as tenant farmers.38 In Colombia, which until recently was
torn by the narcotics trade and crime, large landowners ruled whole tracts of the
countryside as feudal fiefdoms and even employed paramilitary forces to protect their
territories. In Ecuador, 45 percent of the people live on the land, while 86 percent of the
land is owned by the wealthiest 20 percent of the population.39 Nothing contributes more
to the inequality of income in Latin America than the absence of land reform. The richest
10 percent of the people control almost twice as much wealth in Latin America as in the
United States, 47 percent compared to 28 percent.

Investment to sustain basic human needs—such as education and health care—has
improved steadily in Latin America, but primary and elementary school education still lags
behind other regions. Much of the problem lies in the fact that so many people still live in
the countryside or in urban slums on the edges of gargantuan cities such as São Paulo in
Brazil. In Haiti, for example, 43 percent of the population lives outside the urban areas.
The earthquake that struck Haiti in 2010 not only killed 300,000 people and displaced
another million but also revealed the primitive rural life of many Haitians under normal
circumstances. Haitians in rural areas lack access to basic sanitation, housing, and health
care. In rural ghettos, families need children to scratch a living from the land. When these
children lack employment, they are drafted into drug gangs and criminal activities such as
those that plague Mexico and Central America and that contribute to the general political
discontent and violence throughout Latin America. Discrimination also plays a role. Large
portions of the populations of Latin American countries are black or of mixed race (in
Brazil, 51 percent; in Colombia, 84 percent). These groups do not receive the same
opportunities for education and employment as those of European ancestry. The problems
are interconnected. The education problem is part of the land reform problem, which in
turn is part of the problem of industrial development, which, if it could happen, might
spur education and employment of the rural masses.

ejido system: Mexican land reform project that redistributed some land to peasants.

658



basic human needs: necessities such as clothing, shelter, food, education, and health care.

Industrial development in Latin America is held back by a paternalistic and clientelist
culture in which family and fraternal ties suffocate initiative and entrepreneurship.
Individual initiative is not lacking; that’s evident in the robust informal sectors in most
Latin American countries, which by one estimate account for anywhere from 15 percent to
70 percent of economic activity in these countries.40 But economic and political
institutions do not welcome individual initiative and entrepreneurship. A tradition of
paternalism prevails, grounded in part in the Catholic Church, which dominates the
region. At one point, the church owned 60 percent of the land in Latin America. The heavy
weight of the church on society led some Catholic priests and laity to rebel and fight the
state openly. They preached a hard-left type of liberation theology and allied with Marxist
guerrillas to fuel many of the rebellions in Latin American countries during the Cold War.
When institutions stifle the masses long enough, revolutions follow. Democracy is caught
in the middle, a desirable but dangerous alternative, as President Kennedy said, if it entails
the prospect of fascist populism or paternalistic communism, as we see today in Venezuela
and Cuba.

paternalism: a system in which institutions such as the church or state provide for the needs of
individuals or groups while stifling individual initiative and entrepreneurship.

Figure 9-2 identifies some of the key factors in Latin American development from an
identity perspective at the different levels of analysis.

Figure 9-2 Key Factors in Latin American Development: The Identity Perspective
and Levels of Analysis
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Sub-Saharan Africa

Africa and the Middle East possess abundant resources, and indeed the Middle East is the
world’s dominant supplier of energy. These resources were first developed under colonial
rule. Western intervention therefore is a fact of life in Africa and the Middle East, more so
than in parts of Asia—such as Japan—or most of South America. Africa and the Middle
East are also the poorest regions of the world, with the largest youth populations and the
most deeply embedded discrimination against women. In some Muslim countries, women
are largely banned from public places, let alone public life, although change is coming.
Liberia elected the first woman ever to serve as an African head of state, Ellen Johnson
Sirleaf; women hold one-third of the cabinet posts and 65 percent of parliament positions
in Rwanda; and several Arab countries, such as Morocco, Egypt, and Jordan, now mandate
a number of seats for women in national parliaments. Parts of the Middle East are oil rich
but industrially poor. Heavy dependence on oil discourages the development of
manufacturing and services, and economic fortunes rise and fall with world oil demand.
Meanwhile, the fortunes of Africa, which still has little trade or foreign investment, are
largely divorced from the world economy. Not surprisingly, Africa and the Middle East face
massive obstacles to achieving sustained industrial growth and human development.

Although we speak informally of Africa and the Middle East, this area actually consists of
two regions divided by the Sahara, a vast desert that stretches across the upper third of the
African continent. As Map 9-5 shows, sub-Saharan Africa, or SSA, encompasses the forty-
eight states that are located south of the Sahara. The Middle East and North Africa, or
MENA, is made up of the band of North African countries along the Mediterranean and
Red Seas, plus the countries of the Arabian Peninsula and Persian Gulf, the countries of the
Levant (Israel, Lebanon, Syria, and Jordan), and Turkey. SSA is non-Arab and draws
deeply from earlier African civilizations with largely indigenous and, after colonization,
Christian religions. MENA is Arab—Israel, Iran, and Turkey are the main exceptions—and
draws deeply from the cultural and spiritual legacies of ancient Egypt and the Golden Age
of Islam. We deal with SSA in this section and MENA in the following one.
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Poor and Divided Continent

Real income in SSA is one-third less than that in South Asia, the next-poorest region. SSA’s
total income is just a little more than that of Belgium, and its median income (half the
countries are below and half above this level) is the equivalent of the output of a town of
60,000 people in a rich country. Some 47 percent of the people of SSA live below the
poverty line of $1.25 per day.

But SSA is not only the poorest continent; it is also one of the most divided. It consists of
forty-eight (or forty-seven if you’re not counting Western Sahara, a disputed territory
bordered by Morocco, Mauritania, and Algeria) countries with 165 borders, almost half of
which have fewer than 5 million people. Many of these small countries are landlocked and
far too small to develop independently. Nigeria, with about 186 million people, is the most
populous country by far, nearly double the population of the next-largest state, Ethiopia.
The wealthiest country is South Africa, with more than twice the gross national income per
capita (PPP) of Nigeria (US$6,800 compared with US$2,950). (Look back at Maps 9-1
and 9-2 for the distribution of wealth in sub-Saharan Africa.)

Map 9-5 Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) and the Middle East and North Africa (MENA)
Regions
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Africa was completely colonized, except for Liberia and Ethiopia. The boundaries in Africa
were drawn by colonialists in Europe with little regard for ethnic or cultural homogeneity.
Arguably, it may not have mattered. Africa is home to so many tribes and ethnic groups
that it may have been impossible to create coherent states. Some 2,000 tribes exist
throughout the continent. They speak some 750 different languages. Only four states can
claim ethnic homogeneity: Botswana, Lesotho, Somalia (although it is divided by clans),
and Swaziland. By contrast, the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DR Congo) alone has
75 distinct languages. Thus, the continent sags under the triple legacy of unfavorable
geography, colonial rule, and indigenous divisions.

Since the countries of SSA became independent in the 1950s and 1960s, fighting has been
incessant somewhere on the continent. In 2001, civil and interstate wars raged in western
Africa, central Africa, and eastern Africa. In western Africa, Sierra Leone was caught up in a
savage conflict between local elites in cahoots with Lebanese diamond miners and a rebel
force known as the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) under Foday Sankoh. Sankoh,
supported by then leader of neighboring Liberia Charles Taylor, set new standards for
butchery: an estimated 75,000 lives were lost, and 4.5 million people were displaced.
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In central Africa, a civil war in the Congo eventually drew in Rwanda and Uganda in the
eastern part of the country and Angola and Namibia in the southern part. The war has
claimed 5 million lives since 1998 and continues to simmer today on the eastern border,
where Rwanda intervenes periodically to attack Rwandan rebel sanctuaries and loot the rich
mineral resources in the region. In eastern Africa, Rwanda and Burundi fought wars that
culminated in the genocide of the Tutsi tribe in 1994; a Muslim-dominated government in
Sudan remains locked in conflicts with Christian rebels in the south and non-Arab rebels in
Darfur in the west; and the Ugandan government battles rebels in the border area with
Sudan led by a self-proclaimed messiah, Joseph Kony, and his Lord’s Resistance Army
(LRA). Next door to Darfur, Chad has been destabilized. The war in southern Sudan has
cost some 2 million lives and displaced 4 million more people over the past twenty years. In
January 2011, southern Sudan voted for independence, but conflicts between Sudan and
South Sudan persist. In western Africa, Côte d’Ivoire erupted in civil war. Taylor, from his
exile in Nigeria, threatened to return to Liberia, but Nigeria and international authorities
cooperated to seize him and send him off to stand trial for crimes against humanity.
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Political Reforms

Unlike Latin America, SSA experienced no waves of democracy and then reversals. There
was simply no democracy to speak of. Before 1990, only five countries had ever held free
elections with competing parties—Botswana, Gambia, Mauritius, Senegal, and Zimbabwe
—and in only one, Mauritius, did free elections result in a peaceful transition of power
from the governing to the opposing party. The norm after independence in the 1950s and
1960s was not democracy but one-party rule under a strongman, such as Kwame Nkrumah
in Ghana, Mobutu Sese Seko in Zaire (now DR Congo), Jomo Kenyatta in Kenya, Felix
Houphouet-Boigny in Côte d’Ivoire, and Julius Nyerere in Tanzania. These leaders
manipulated ethnic loyalties much the way colonial powers had and maintained stability
through brute force. In the process, they became fabulously rich and used state resources to
build vast networks of clients. In most cases the strongman’s particular ethnic group
dominated, but these leaders also built alliances across ethnic groups by lavishing cash
awards and other benefits on cooperative groups. Governments were rife with corruption,
and ethnic divisions seethed beneath the surface. The United States and the Soviet Union,
as part of their Cold War rivalry, lavished foreign aid on client states and reinforced corrupt
and authoritarian rule.

The end of the Cold War brought the first real breakthrough of democracy in Africa. From
1989 to 1997, forty-four of the forty-eight SSA countries held competitive elections—the
exceptions being Nigeria, Somalia, Swaziland, and DR Congo. As you might imagine,
many of these elections left much to be desired, given the weakness of political institutions
and civil society, such as a free press and independent courts. Of some fifty-four elections
between 1990 and 1994, only thirty were free and fair by international election standards.
Nevertheless, eleven involved the peaceful transfer of power from an incumbent to an
opposing party, something only Mauritius had achieved prior to 1990. The most important
peaceful transfer took place in South Africa, the wealthiest and most controversial African
country, at least during its apartheid days. This transition was remarkable and stands as a
testament to the way democracy can begin even in the most difficult racial or ethnic
circumstances. Other peaceful transitions took place in Benin, Burundi, Cape Verde, the
Central African Republic, Congo, Madagascar, Malawi, Niger, São Tomé and Príncipe,
and Zambia. Three other countries—Lesotho, Mali, and Namibia—installed new
governments through elections, but no incumbents chose to run.

Elections in fifteen additional countries took place between 1994 and 1997. They were
disappointing. None met international standards. Eleven were boycotted by the opposition,
and only one, in Sierra Leone, involved a peaceful transfer to an opposing party, although
no incumbent ran. In most cases, ruling military leaders ran as civilians, which testified to
their growing need to legitimate power by at least nominally seeking the approval of the
people. But subsequent military coups in Burundi, Sierra Leone, DR Congo, Gambia, and
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Niger reversed election results before second elections could be held. Sierra Leone and DR
Congo descended into civil war, as we have noted, and fragile governments exist in these
countries today under precarious cease-fire arrangements monitored by United Nations
peacekeeping forces.

Second elections in seventeen new democracies from 1995 to 1997 also yielded
disappointing results. In only two countries did power change hands—Madagascar and
Benin—and in Zambia and Mali incumbents rigged the elections. Kenya remained under
one-party rule until the early 2000s, when fragmented opposition groups, mostly based on
ethnic ties, came together to unseat the long-reigning Kenya African National Union
(KANU) party of Kenyatta and his successor, Daniel arap Moi. Ghana and Senegal
followed similar courses to end one-party rule. Uganda remains under one-party rule,
although its leader, Yoweri Museveni, is considered by some observers to be progressive.

Since the turn of the millennium, Africa’s democratic fortunes remain troubled. Nigeria,
the continent’s most populous country, held repeated elections after 1999, but each was
considered to be “less fair, less efficient, and less credible” than the one before.41 That
changed potentially for the better in 2015, when the opposition party won and power was
transferred peacefully from one opposing party to another. But Nigeria faces a serious
terrorist threat in the northeast part of the country from a group known as Boko Haram
that kidnaps young women and espouses a brutal form of Muslim sharia law. Kenya
defeated a referendum in 2005 to expand the powers of the long-ruling government, and
an opposition party took power from 2008 to 2013. But elections have been disputed, and
the new president, Uhuru Kenyatta, who took power in 2013 and won again in 2017, is
the son of the original president, Jomo Kenyatta, and is charged by the International
Criminal Court with crimes against humanity. Museveni in Uganda overturned
constitutional restrictions to stay in power, as did governments in Ethiopia, Eritrea,
Cameroon, Burkina Faso, and Rwanda. Mali succumbed to a military coup and then
invasion by Muslim extremists. Some countries, such as Ghana, Sierra Leone, and Liberia,
made progress, but, as one student of democracy in Africa reports, “the political struggle in
Africa remains very much a conflict between the rule of law and the rule of a person.”42

Perhaps the most egregious example of bad government in Africa is Zimbabwe. A former
British colony—once known as Rhodesia—it inherited a thriving agricultural economy
when it became independent. The largely white landowner community stayed on. For a
time, Zimbabwe’s future looked at least hopeful, but today the country is desperate. The
strongman leading the country, Robert G. Mugabe, systematically routed the white
landowners out of the countryside and indeed the country, redistributed the land to
squatters, and ruined a thriving commercial agricultural sector. Lack of exports and hence
foreign currency sent the exchange rate plunging—from a ratio of 55 Zimbabwe dollars to
1 U.S. dollar in 1999 to a ratio of 150,000 Zimbabwe dollars to 1 U.S. dollar in 2005—
encouraging inflation and capital flight. By 2008, Zimbabwe had the world’s highest
official rate of inflation at 100,500 percent per year, and by 2009, it had abandoned its

666



national currency altogether.43 Almost everything is in short supply. In 2006, Mugabe,
whose staple political trick is to find someone else to blame for Zimbabwe’s troubles—
mostly former colonialists—turned on street merchants operating in the informal sector,
blaming them for the short supplies. Although defeated by opposition groups led by
Morgan Tsvangirai in early 2008, Mugabe refused to give up power and defeated
Tsvangirai in elections in 2013 that were widely regarded as fraudulent. A regional group,
the South African Development Community (SADC), seeks to mediate the conflict, but
the international community has taken no decisive action to end Mugabe’s reign of ruin.44

Is democracy the right formula for development under the circumstances that prevail in
Africa? It’s a fair question because democracy opens up political competition to all groups,
and, if these groups identify with opposing ethnic backgrounds and have little else in
common, competition can easily lead to open conflict. Maybe strongman rule, if it is
progressive, is a better approach. Perhaps. But what ensures that it is progressive? It
certainly isn’t in Zimbabwe. Even if it is, what gives one ethnic group the right to rule over
another? As realist perspectives might argue, if it’s just a matter of who can use force more
brutally, why speak of a country at all? Let the various groups establish their own
governments and eventually achieve some kind of a balance of power, as states do
internationally. That was the formula applied to the crisis in Sudan, which split into two
states in 2011. But fighting continued between Sudan and South Sudan. A similar situation
prevails de facto in Somalia. Various clans rule different parts of the country. Partition
might mean, of course, as liberal perspectives warn, much less interdependence and many
more small African states that are more uneconomical and dysfunctional than the existing
ones. So democracy, identity perspectives insist, may offer a better way. As the causal arrow
shows, even in rudimentary form, electoral politics compels diverse groups to take one
another into account. In 2017, as one analyst points out, “almost every state bar Eritrea
holds elections of some form,” even if the quality of these elections is low.45 Progress is
slow, but over time, or so the cosmopolitan moral view argues, groups from different
cultures can find ways to reconcile differences under the rule of law and achieve better
practical outcomes.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Thus, political stability in Africa remains elusive. It is without doubt one of the major
reasons for the region’s lack of economic progress.
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Economic Reforms

Since 1980 only five SSA countries have achieved a real per capita growth rate that averages
above 2 percent per year: Botswana, Cape Verde, Mauritius, Seychelles, and Swaziland.
Notice that, except for Swaziland, these are the same countries that score high on political
stability and accountability. Botswana has the best record, comparable to that of some East
Asian high performers from 1965 to 1990—8 percent per year GDP growth. But the same
party has won every election in Botswana since 1965, and Botswana and the other four
countries are extremely small. They hardly qualify as representative of the whole of Africa.

Since the mid-1990s, however, more countries have exceeded 2 percent per year real
(taking out inflation) per capita growth rates. Indeed, as the UN reported in 2012, SSA
countries experienced some of the sharpest improvement in both growth and human
development. Between 2004 and 2008, African economies grew an average of 6.5 percent a
year, slowing to 2.7 percent in 2009 in the wake of the global financial crisis but
rebounding smartly thereafter (5.4 percent in 2010 and 5.2 percent in 2011). In addition,
nine of the ten countries experiencing the largest gains in human development (a broader
index including education, mortality rates, etc.) were in SSA. Moreover, income inequality
fell. In fifty-six countries covered by this report, incomes among the poorest 40 percent
grew faster than for the population as a whole. Overall, the proportion of Africans living on
less than $1.25 per day fell from 58 percent in 1990 to 46.8 percent in 2014.46

Macroeconomic policies have improved. Except in Zimbabwe, where it reached 100,000
percent in 2008, inflation in SSA is at historic lows. In 2000 to 2003, only six countries—
Angola, Eritrea, Liberia, Nigeria, Zambia, and Zimbabwe—reported inflation rates of more
than 10 percent a year. Fiscal policies have seen less improvement. The IMF works with
countries to improve the transparency of their fiscal spending. In most countries, few
people have access to reliable information about the government budget, and many of the
data that are available are not reliable. Weak fiscal constraints facilitate both graft and
waste. In Nigeria, under military rule, it is estimated that some $40 billion was siphoned
off from the fiscal budget, much of it leaving the country. Chronic fiscal shortages then
increase pressures to print money and weaken monetary control. Few countries in SSA have
independent central banks; South Africa is one that has an independent central bank, and
its economic performance ranks among the best.

A man buys groceries in Zimbabwe in March 2008 with an armload of Zimbabwe
dollars, 25 million of which equal a single U.S. dollar, reflecting the chaos of the
economy under the presidency of tyrant Robert Mugabe.
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Microeconomic policies in Africa, as in Latin Ameriwith so many landlocked countries
andca, constrain growth. The electricity supply is unreliable. Losses from power
interruptions cost an average 6 percent or more of sales in DR Congo, Ghana, Nigeria,
Uganda, and Zimbabwe. Because of red tape, starting a company costs more than five times
as much in SSA as it does in South Asia and thirty times as much as in industrialized
countries. According to World Bank surveys of the investment climate in various countries,
sixteen of the twenty countries with the greatest regulatory obstacles are found in SSA.47

Transferring a piece of property takes more than a year in Ghana and Rwanda. In Senegal,
the costs of transfer equal one-third of the property’s value. Courts, too, are slow, and
gaining access to them is expensive. To enforce a commercial or loan contract, creditors
have to take more than thirty steps and pay more than 43 percent of an average person’s
annual income. Small businesses in the informal sector, which provide in many cases 70
percent of the nonagricultural jobs in SSA countries, are simply squeezed out of the picture.

Labor laws in SSA countries are among the strictest in the world. In Burkina Faso, for
example, companies have to hire people permanently unless the jobs are seasonal, and
minimum wage is relatively high. If you cannot lay off workers, you do not hire them; high
mandated wages also discourage employment. Only a few SSA countries have credit
bureaus to screen private borrowers. Hence, lending to the private sector is rare.
Multilateral institutions and foreign aid try to fill this gap with microfinancing, small loans
to individual farmers and merchants, especially women, who would not otherwise have
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access to credit. Microlending is important, but as noted above, alone it cannot override
numerous other restrictions on businesses.

Historically, trade and investment played a small role in African development. From 1975
to 1995, SSA countries’ share of world trade dropped by two-thirds—from 2.1 percent to
0.7 percent.48 The small foreign investment that occurred went mostly into resource
extraction—mainly oil—and did little to develop other sectors of the economy. Three
major obstacles impeded SSA access to world markets. The first was geography; with so
many landlocked countries and conflicts, access across national boundaries was prevented.
The second was local government policies that discriminated against agriculture in favor of
urban priorities. African governments made generous use of marketing boards that
monopolized the purchase of agricultural products in the countryside and sold food to the
urban population at subsidized prices and on world markets to enhance tax revenues. Farm
income suffered badly, precisely in the areas where poverty was most concentrated.

The third and most inexcusable obstacle consisted of the policies of the industrialized
countries, which protected their agricultural markets and denied export markets for African
products. The United States, Japan, and particularly the European Union, through its
Common Agricultural Policy, not only imposed barriers on agricultural imports but also
subsidized the domestic production of food products at much higher prices. Farmers in
developing countries were denied markets, and consumers in industrial countries paid far
more for food products than they would have otherwise. To top it all off, the industrialized
countries then sold their food surpluses, generated by the artificially high domestic prices,
on world markets at subsidized prices or simply gave away food as foreign aid, holding
world food prices down. Developing countries not only had less access to foreign markets;
they got less income for their exports. The only winners were the already well-off farmers,
usually large ones, in the industrialized countries.

For a while, it appeared that this sham might be ended. In the Uruguay Round in 1994,
the international trade community agreed to convert quotas and other nontariff barriers
(NTBs) on agricultural trade to tariffs that might then be lowered through trade
negotiations. Liberalizing agricultural tariffs was placed at the top of the agenda in the new
Doha Round that began in 2001. Unfortunately, as of this writing (in mid-2017) the Doha
trade round is still stalled and likely going nowhere. Resistance from farm communities in
the industrialized countries is fierce. Globalization opponents of the World Trade
Organization (WTO) and other international institutions rightly criticize the hypocrisy of
industrialized countries on farm policy, but many of them also oppose trade liberalization
and the Doha Round, which might end this hypocrisy.

Developing countries have higher trade restrictions on manufactured than on agricultural
goods. Industrial countries have higher trade restrictions on agricultural than on
manufactured goods. If they could bargain lower agricultural barriers in industrialized
countries for lower industrial barriers in developing countries, a huge opportunity to
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exploit comparative advantage would emerge. Because trade barriers have been coming
down since 1995, developing-country exports are already rising. Even SSA countries
increased their share of world trade from 0.7 percent in 1995 to around 2 percent in
2015.49 Once trade flows more freely, foreign investment follows because multinational
corporations (MNCs) relocate abroad to better service foreign markets. With proper
governance, a good climate for foreign investment translates into a good environment for
domestic investment. Obviously, much work needs to be done on the business climate, as
we have noted. But competition among MNCs, many now from developing countries such
as Brazil and India, is much greater today than in the era of import substitution.
Developing countries have greater bargaining leverage than they did when MNCs were
concentrated in a few advanced countries and interested primarily in resource extraction.
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Human Development

Africa is at the beginning stages of industrial development. As Map 8-1 in the previous
chapter shows, two-thirds of the people still live in the countryside and work in agriculture.
That was also the case in India and China, but there it is changing rapidly. More and more
people are moving into cities and industry. By contrast, four-fifths of the people in Latin
America already live in cities, although often in squalid slums on the outskirts of big cities.
Thus, while human deprivation exists in all poor countries, Africa deals with it at its rural
roots. The biggest problems are disease and poor health more generally and discrimination
against women, especially in education.

According to the latest report, 25 million people in SSA are living with AIDS, over half of
them women.50 The incidence of the disease has declined since its peak in the 1990s, and
between 2000 and 2009 infections decreased by 25 percent in about half the countries in
the region.51 There are numerous obstacles to dealing effectively with AIDS in SSA, but
three stand out. The first is the difficulty in catching the disease early in high-risk
populations, such as sex workers and intravenous drug users, before it is spread, often by
roving militias, to the broader community. A few countries in SSA, such as Senegal, have
done well in this regard. Others, such as South Africa, have not done as well. For a time
South Africa’s president, Thabo Mbeki, refused to acknowledge the disease, and precious
time was lost. Once the disease has spread, the main defense is education, and providing
that education is the second obstacle. To be effective, AIDS education programs require
forthright national leadership, widespread public awareness campaigns, and intensive
prevention efforts, including advocating the use of condoms and abstinence.

The third obstacle is that of treating existing HIV/AIDS cases, which requires expensive
antiretroviral drugs. Here, the global pharmaceutical companies come in for heavy
criticism. Some of this criticism is justified; some is not. These companies do an enormous
amount of research, which is very expensive. They generally develop new drugs for
advanced markets and introduce them in developing markets only after the drugs have been
tested and approved for use and sale in advanced countries. They seek to recoup their large
and growing research expenses by demanding patent protection, which delays competition
and results in high prices for medicines. Indeed, if they could not charge high prices for a
time to recoup investment costs, they would stop the research altogether—then there
would be no new drugs, unless governments and nongovernmental organizations (NGOs)
picked up the research, manufacturing, and marketing costs. Companies survive on profits,
meaning they finance their operations by retaining earnings in the form of profits or by
borrowing funds, which they have to repay with future earnings. So it is probably
unjustified to criticize their need for profits, unless we are opposed to profit-making
organizations altogether.

672



Where the companies go too far is in exploiting monopoly circumstances when they face no
counterbalancing forces. If they own a patent, of course, they face no direct competition,
although other companies always produce similar products. So it seems appropriate that
governments and NGOs exercise some scrutiny over company operations and provide
assistance if they wish companies to move faster toward the production of cheaper generic
drugs or to offer their drugs at discounted prices. New partnerships are emerging in this
area. Governments, foundations such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, and major
pharmaceutical companies such as Wyeth (acquired by Pfizer in 2009), GlaxoSmithKline,
and Merck have contributed tens of billions of dollars to fight AIDS in recent years.

Water sanitation and broader health services remain critical deficiencies in SSA countries.52

Bad water and poor sanitation are responsible for 90 percent of the diarrheal diseases and as
much as 8 percent of all diseases burdening poor countries. Ghana, Senegal, South Africa,
and Uganda have improved clean water supplies and sanitation services. A key problem is
developing sanitation services that can be sustained. Such services have to be paid for by
taxes or user fees. Experiments in Senegal, and also India, have demonstrated that on-site
sanitation facilities run by local communities and financed by user fees do more to improve
sanitation on a sustained basis than do municipal-run toilets, which deteriorate rapidly and
are difficult to maintain.

Gender inequality is another major deficiency. In SSA countries, enrollment of girls in
primary-level schools is about 92 percent that of boys, and the completion rate for girls is 6
percent below that for boys.53 Girls and women endure inequalities in families, tribes, and
villages that stem from centuries-old traditions and superstitions. In some countries, girls
are subjected to the painful and often life-threatening mutilation of their female organs,
and village women in Malawi, Zambia, and Kenya submit to a ritual in which a woman
whose husband has died is required to have sex with one of her husband’s relatives to break
her bond with her dead husband’s spirit. Conflicts in Africa often involve the widespread
rape and humiliation of women. Many of these practices contribute directly to the spread
of AIDS.

The biggest constraint in dealing with many of these health and educational problems is the
lack of adequately trained teachers and health care providers. Money can help address this
problem, but not quickly. Many of the practices that discriminate against education for all,
especially for women, would have to be changed to create a larger pool of people who
might then be trained for such services. And often the training that is available is not
relevant to the conditions in the countryside, as physicians still serve predominantly urban
areas. This type of brain drain affects numerous countries in Africa (and the Middle East).

brain drain: the emigration of educated people from developing countries.
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Despite the obstacles, some African countries have made notable progress. Ghana,
Mozambique, Tanzania, and Uganda have accelerated growth and reduced poverty; Malawi
has achieved particular success in boosting agricultural productivity; Ghana, Kenya,
Tanzania, and Uganda have increased primary school enrollment; Niger, Togo, and
Zambia have made progress in combating malaria; Senegal and Uganda have increased
access to water and sanitation; Niger has promoted reforestation; and Rwanda has achieved
an impressive recovery from conflict. Because these countries start from far behind,
however, they remain most vulnerable. The financial crisis of 2008–2009 hit SSA countries
the hardest.54
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Millennium Initiative and Foreign Aid

The Millennium Declaration was signed at the United Nations in September 2000 by 189
countries, including 147 heads of state. The declaration outlined the Millennium
Development Goals. These goals were very ambitious. By 2015, the international
community pledged to eradicate extreme poverty and hunger; achieve universal primary
education; promote gender equality and empower women; reduce infant mortality;
improve maternal health; combat HIV/AIDS, malaria, and other diseases; ensure
environmental sustainability; and develop a global partnership among governments, private
companies, and NGOs to increase aid, employment, trade opportunities, debt relief, and
affordable medicines for developing countries.

Millennium Development Goals: UN program initiated in 1996 to achieve ambitious
development objectives by 2015.

Substantial progress was achieved. The greatest gains came in reducing extreme poverty and
the ratio of girls’ to boys’ enrollment in primary and secondary education. Further gains
occurred in access to sanitation and improved water sources. Least progress was registered
in maternal and infant mortality rates.55 The United Nations has set new goals for the next
fifteen years. One problem is the sheer number of goals, over 150 by latest count.

The Millennium initiative stressed the link between international aid and local policies.
This link was considered crucial. Too often in the past, it was argued, aid did not influence
domestic spending patterns. Governments, for example, did not use aid for health services
to improve conditions in rural areas, where the majority of the poor lived; instead, they
continued to finance urban priorities, such as state-of-the-art hospitals, that involved heavy
administrative costs and often poor and corrupt implementation. On the other hand, aid-
donating countries and multilateral agencies attached so many restrictions to projects that
there was no sense of ownership by local elites and institutions; local governments felt left
out. The Millennium approach stressed buy-in or poverty reduction strategies developed
and led by local governments. These strategies aimed at both overall growth and growth of
the poorest populations and regions. Multilateral development banks, donor countries, and
NGOs were asked to coordinate their aid with country-specific poverty plans.

Official development assistance (ODA), or aid from governments, is rising. In real terms,
aid to SSA countries is higher now than it was in 1990 and represents a higher percentage
of total worldwide aid (about one-third). Most of this aid is in grants that do not have to be
paid back, while the multilateral development banks provide highly concessional loans, or
loans at subsidized interest rates. Some donors, such as the United States, want the banks to
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switch to grant aid only, but the banks fear that this step may deplete their resources and
that they may not get timely and adequate replenishments of their capital. The United
States provides the major share of aid to SSA (20 percent). The International Development
Association (the so-called soft or concessional loan window of the World Bank) is the next
largest provider of aid, followed by France and the European Union.

official development assistance (ODA): aid from advanced governments to developing nations.

concessional loans: loans made to developing nations at subsidized interest rates.

In 1996, the IMF and World Bank established a debt reduction program for heavily
indebted poor countries; thirty of the thirty-six countries assisted under the program since
then are in Africa. Debt relief involves rescheduling loans and stretching them out over
longer periods or forgiving loans altogether. It is probably best applied to the poorest
countries that do not yet depend on private bank financing, because once countries start
borrowing from private banks, debt relief can be just as harmful as it is helpful. Private
banks are reluctant to lend to countries after they have previously defaulted. Argentina,
which defaulted on its private debt, encountered this difficulty. Moreover, relieving the
debts of even the poorest countries requires care, because doing so when corruption is high
and local leadership is lacking only encourages more fraud and waste.

debt relief: the rescheduling of loans to developing nations to stretch the loans over longer periods
of time or the forgiving of the loans altogether.

The Millennium initiative calls for more aid. But developing countries could gain even
more by trade if the Doha Round could be revived. Trade could add $100 billion per year
compared to $25 billion in aid. Still, one could make the case that the time for aid has
never been better. Whereas before 1990, aid was provided largely without a willingness on
the part of the donor or recipient communities to consider seriously the quality of domestic
policies, today the global community is focused on domestic policies. Development success
in Asia and elsewhere has made it unmistakably clear that countries cannot succeed unless
they have local leadership that is committed to clean and fair government, growth through
sound economic policies, a better investment climate for both domestic and foreign
entrepreneurs, and poverty reduction that gives all groups a stake in national prosperity.

Figure 9-3 summarizes development factors in SSA countries from the different levels of
analysis.
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Middle East and North Africa

MENA is a paradox. On one hand, the region is very rich in resources, young people, and
aid. Oil flows abundantly in many, although not all, of the countries. The workforce is
highly educated, compared, for example, to the population in SSA. And countries such as
Egypt and Jordan receive large amounts of foreign aid because of the Arab–Israeli conflict.
On the other hand, the region is very poor in jobs, skilled manufacturing and service
industries, trade, foreign investment, and technology. Compared to other developing
countries, MENA countries have small manufacturing sectors, and their share of non-oil
merchandise exports is small. In a sense, the entire region suffers from what economists call
a resource curse—the abundance of oil diverts attention from non-oil investments,
contributes to an overvalued exchange rate, and discourages the development of non-oil
investments and exports.

Figure 9-3 Key Factors in Sub-Saharan African Development: The Identity
Perspective and Levels of Analysis

The region also constitutes a strategic piece of real estate that has endured invasions and
conflicts since the earliest times. The Philistines and Greeks, Sparta and Athens, Rome and
Carthage, Israelites and Babylonians, Catholic and Orthodox Christians, Christians and
Muslims, and European colonialists and Ottoman Empire all fought over this land for
centuries. The Middle East was Europe’s gateway (via the Suez Canal) to China and India,
Russia’s outlet to the Mediterranean, and Asia’s destination on the old trading route known
as the Silk Road. The region was a hot spot in the Cold War between the United States and
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the Soviet Union, and it has been a seedbed of division and terrorism—torn between Arabs
and Israelis, Arabs and Persians (Iranians), secular and sectarian governments, and
authoritarian government elites and mass publics.

On top of it all, since the 1920s, the area has been the richest source of oil and natural gas
deposits in the world. The Gulf countries—Iraq, Iran, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Bahrain,
Qatar, United Arab Emirates (UAE), and Oman—are the oil titans of the region. The
Levant countries—Israel, Jordan, Syria, and Lebanon—and the Palestinian Authority (still
a nonstate entity until a final Arab–Israeli settlement) have no oil. Their borders and
development fortunes center inextricably on Israel, the most fully modernized state in the
region. Of the remaining countries—Morocco, Algeria, Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Yemen,
Djibouti, and Turkey—a few (including Libya and Algeria) have oil, but most rely on
exports of agricultural and light manufacturing products to Europe. Apart from Israel,
Turkey is the most advanced country, with a population of 74 million, about the same as
Iran, but a per capita income that is about 65 percent higher. Map 9-5 shows the
geographic layout of the region; Maps 9-1 and 9-2 show the economic development.

Except for its strategic location and resources, MENA would probably not be considered a
separate region, certainly not on a scale with SSA, Latin America, or Asia. It contains only 6
percent of the world’s population and accounts for 2 percent of the world’s income.
Regarding development, as noted earlier in this chapter, it ranks at the bottom with SSA
and South Asia. From 1980 to the early 2000s, per capita income in MENA countries grew
annually at a slower rate (0.9 percent) than that of SSA.56 Buoyed by rising oil prices, the
region did better in the 2000s, with output growing at more than 5 percent per year.
Human development in the region was also significant, with an average life expectancy of
seventy-two years, a primary education completion rate of 93 percent, and a mortality rate
for children under five years old of forty-six per thousand. Absolute poverty is low, with
around 1.7 percent of the population living on less than $1.25 per day, but vulnerability is
high because sizable proportions of the population live on the edge of poverty.57 Inflation is
rising rapidly, and some of the region’s major economies, such as Egypt and Saudi Arabia,
are fragile. The exception, of course, is Israel, but its economy also suffers from heavy
defense expenditures and the political uncertainties of the region.

The geopolitical significance of the region attracts global attention, both for good and for
bad. Constant turmoil and intervention breed cautious and defensive governments in the
region. Leaders lack the confidence to alter the status quo, fear foreign trade and
investment, and seem paralyzed by the enormous pressures building up in labor markets,
where a growing pool of unemployed people who are young and better educated clamor for
economic opportunities and political participation. The outbreak in early 2011 of massive
public protests in Tunisia, Egypt, Jordan, and other MENA countries illustrated the
problem.

If development is to take place, it will require three ingredients: domestic political reforms
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and regional peace settlements, an opening up of MENA markets to greater foreign trade
and investment, and a more egalitarian and tolerant social order that resolves the religious
issues constraining modernization and women’s participation in society. Let’s look more
closely at each of these three areas.
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Political Reforms/Regional Peace Settlements

For decades, Cold War rivalries and the Arab–Israeli conflict focused attention on security
and diplomatic arrangements in the region and neglected, comparatively, domestic values
and institutions. Security considerations were considered to be prerequisites of MENA
economic development. As the realist perspective predicts, the causal arrow runs from the
lack of security to the prevention of diplomatic solutions to ethnic and religious division
and conflict.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

But even when peace emerged, as it did between Egypt and Israel after 1979, economic
interdependence did not follow. Instead, as the peace process accelerated in the early 1990s
under the Oslo Accords, economic development went in the opposite direction. Oil prices
declined in the 1990s, cutting into public revenues, and countries in the region had few
alternative private-sector activities to fall back on. As the causal arrow suggests, the lack of
economic interdependence was more important than security concerns and fostered
political divisions.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Clearly something else was holding back development, something in addition to the
military turbulence of the region (realist) and the lack of economic interdependence
(liberal). That something else was poor and unaccountable domestic governance, as
democracy advocates might expect (identity). World Bank studies documented that, “when
compared with countries that have similar income and characteristics, . . . the MENA
region ranks at the bottom on the index of overall governance quality.”58 MENA countries
have a lower quality of administration in the public sector than would be expected from
their incomes, and they measure particularly low on the index of public accountability,
which assesses the openness of political institutions and participation, respect for civil
liberties, transparency of government, and freedom of the press. By available measures, no
MENA government except Israel’s reaches even the middle of the scale of democratic
features. All the others are lumped together at the authoritarian end of the spectrum.
Eleven of these regimes are autocratic republics, and nine are monarchies ruled by kings or
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emirs. All feature strong executives, corrupt public administrations, nonexistent (Qatar,
UAE, and Saudi Arabia) or very weak parliaments (the strongest ones are in Morocco and
Bahrain), fragile and in some cases politically dependent courts, and civil societies that are
underdeveloped and largely disenfranchised by lack of political and media competition.
The result is a development process heavily dependent on inbred political elites,
unresponsive to domestic and international markets, and yoked to the price and volatility
of oil, as well as worker remittances from abroad and foreign aid. When oil prices soared
from 1970 to 1985, the region grew, albeit very wastefully. When oil prices tanked between
1985 and 2000 and again after 2015, growth shriveled. Without a fundamental
restructuring of domestic institutions, the MENA region is stuck in a poor governance trap.
The causal arrow illustrates this ideational argument compared to the realist and liberal
perspectives.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

When identities diverge too widely, civil war ensues. In 2017, civil wars raged in Syria,
Libya, Yemen, and Sudan. Earlier, civil wars ravaged Lebanon, Jordan, and Algeria. In
2011, as discussed in Chapter 7, the Arab Spring erupted. Protests rocked political
institutions in Tunisia, Egypt, and other countries of the region. Alas, to no avail.
Repressive governments soon reasserted themselves. The roots of authoritarianism run deep
in the region.

MENA countries suffer from arbitrary policy making, corrupt administration, and poor
public services. The transparency of government is minimal. In some countries, detailed
budget information is not available at all, and in most, the absence of a free press means
that budget numbers are discussed only inside the government. Tax assessments are
ambiguous, and tax collectors, unchecked by parliamentary or civil society groups, exercise
virtually unlimited powers.

Corruption is endemic at all levels. Bureaucrats can help you find your land title but then
explain that this will take a lot of time and unfortunately they will not be compensated for
the extra work, a hint that they expect a tip.59 Nepotism is also widespread. Public officials
dole out jobs and other government favors to ethnic and tribal relations. Favoritism in
contracts and tax evasion are highest in Saudi Arabia, Lebanon, Jordan, Egypt, and
Tunisia.60 Poor governance means that public services are often deficient. Phones, roads,
and power facilities are lacking. MENA countries tend to do pretty well in providing access
to water and sanitation services—95 percent of urban and 83 percent of rural areas have
safe water, and 80 percent and 93 percent, respectively, have improved sanitation
facilities.61 But electric power is in short supply and often interrupted. Each year, according
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to World Bank estimates, MENA countries lose 13 percent of national output because of
power losses. Electric power is unavailable for as much as three months out of the year in
some countries, such as Algeria, Morocco, and Yemen. Overall, as one World Bank report
in 2015 concluded, “policies that lower competition and create an unleveled playing field
abound in MENA and constrain private sector job creation.”62
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Resource (Oil) Curse

Economic policies are often another casualty of poor governance. They are shaped to
extract rents from state-owned resources and government-awarded licenses. Political leaders
and bureaucrats channel resources to state-owned enterprises and political clients in the
private sector. They set exchange rate, trade, and investment policies to protect these
groups. A system of entrenched interests develops and prevents any flexibility. The
economy rides up and down on the exogenous fluctuation of oil prices. Social programs
appease a disenfranchised civil society but create growing financial burdens and debt,
especially when oil or export prices decline. The economy never diversifies, and the MENA
countries develop an increasingly educated workforce that finds few jobs or opportunities.
Skilled labor leaves the country for Europe or the United States, and wealthier Gulf oil
states such as Saudi Arabia, Qatar, and UAE hire foreign labor from Pakistan, India, and
other countries. Foreign aid fills the financing gap rather than stimulating self-sustaining
investments and jobs.

Over the past three decades, virtually all the MENA countries followed either de facto or
formal fixed exchange rate regimes. Their exchange rates, determined by the reliance on
resource exports, were significantly overvalued—by 30 percent in the early decades and by
more than 20 percent in the last decade. Oil and resource exports are less sensitive to
overvalued exchange rates because they are priced globally and do not face immediate
substitutes. But manufactured exports are highly sensitive. If the exchange rate is
overvalued by 25 percent, manufactured exports cost 25 percent more than they should.
Remember from Chapter 8 how powerfully exchange rates can affect trade. The result, in
the case of MENA countries, is a loss of export competitiveness. The ratio of manufactured
exports to GDP fell by 18 percent per year. Manufactured exports averaged 4.4 percent of
GDP during the previous three decades; they would have averaged 5.2 percent without the
overvaluation.63 This is an enormous albatross around the neck of economies that need to
diversify from resource-based to more highly skilled manufacturing and service industries.
Why do countries follow such policies? Again, their focus is on resource exports, not
manufactured exports. Few domestic interests benefit from exporting manufactured goods;
many, especially the state, benefit from exporting oil.

Trade protection is higher in MENA countries than in any other developing region aside
from Latin America—the poster child of import substitution policies. Thus, it is very
profitable to produce manufactured goods for the domestic market but not for export. If a
manufacturer gets a license from the government, he (not many women own businesses)
can charge very high prices for domestic products without having to worry about
competition from imports. Consumers bear the cost. They buy inferior goods at higher
prices. There are no Wal-Mart or dollar stores. Those in power have no incentive to change
the system, and those out of power have no influence to change it.
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Without competition, the business environment is abysmal. In Egypt, it takes seven
procedures and 202 days to register a business, even after you get the license. In Jordan, it
takes three months. In Lebanon, it takes 721 days to enforce a contract through the court
system, in Syria 596 days, in UAE 559 days, and in Algeria 387 days.64 For the average
business in MENA, it costs 41 percent of the average person’s annual income to register
and enforce a business contract. That compares to 28 percent in the world at large and only
1 percent in the United States. Based on ease of doing business, only UAE ranks in the top
45 countries. Most MENA countries rank 90 or worse.65

The domestic business environment also limits FDI. In 2000, FDI accounted for only 5
percent of gross capital formation in the MENA countries, compared to 26 percent in
Singapore. Again, despite peace between Israel and Egypt for more than thirty-five years
and enormous sums of foreign aid given to these countries, no significant trade and
investment take place between them. Obviously, peace is necessary to ignite widespread
development in the region, but peace alone is not enough. Domestic policy reforms are also
necessary.

Some reforms are under way. Tunisia and Morocco started trade reforms in the 1980s,
including export-processing zones for light manufacturing such as textiles and garments.
Jordan cleaned up its fiscal mess and signed a trade agreement with the EU in 1997 and
with the United States in 2002. Lebanon ran up huge reconstruction deficits after the civil
war ended in 1990, but it is now reforming (albeit in the face of renewed violence from
Hezbollah). Algeria, Iran, Yemen, and Syria reformed later and more sporadically. The six
Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries—the oil titans Saudi Arabia, UAE, Qatar,
Bahrain, Kuwait, and Oman—are the most integrated into the world economy, having
developed sophisticated financial systems to manage their investments around the world.
They also encourage large inflows of skilled and unskilled workers to service the domestic
economy. But the largest one, Saudi Arabia, is still poorly diversified, using its oil revenues
to protect a large, inefficient, domestic non-oil sector that is mostly publicly owned.
Although Saudi Arabia finally joined the WTO in 2005, it faces the need for continuing
reforms to liberalize trade, privatize state companies, and increase FDI.
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Women in Muslim Societies

Women benefit from improved social services in MENA countries, from access to safe
water and sanitation to opportunities for primary and secondary school education to
significantly reduced rates of infant mortality. But women remain far behind the standards
prevailing in other countries, with the exception perhaps of those in SSA. In June 2018, for
the first time, Saudi Arabia will grant women the right to drive.66 Four factors impede the
full entry of women into MENA development and politics. First, the family rather than the
individual constitutes the main unit of society. The centrality of the family is considered a
cultural asset and implies that women will marry early and devote themselves to children
and household affairs. Second, the man is still seen as the sole breadwinner, and the idea of
a two-income household is unwelcome. Third, a modesty code shields the reputation of
women, on which family honor rests, and restricts the opportunities for women to enter the
workplace and other public spaces. And fourth, family religious laws dictate a radically
unequal balance of power between men and women in the family. These cultural and
religious factors, more than legal factors, limit employment possibilities.

Female Muslim students study at Da’wi College in the Gaza Strip, but they will likely
struggle to find jobs after graduation in the impoverished Palestinian economy.

Reuters/Ahmed Jadallah

Women are becoming better educated, with rates of completion of primary school now on
par with those of men. The literacy rate among women has gone up from 16.6 percent in
1970 to 70 percent today (for adult women; for young women it’s 88 percent). Women
make up about half the population, but they account for 63 percent of university
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students.67 The difficulty is that women are being better educated but not more widely
employed. Women make up only 25 percent of the workforce in MENA countries. That’s
up by 50 percent since 1960 but still well below what we would expect from the education
levels, fertility levels, and age structure of the female population. If employment reached
those levels, household earnings would increase by 25 percent. As the World Bank notes,
“These increased earnings are the ticket to the middle class.”68 Because women and many
young people (men and women) are unemployed, one working person supports more than
two other people, the highest ratio in the world and slightly above that for SSA.

Six out of ten people in the region are under twenty-five years of age. This is the time bomb
ticking away for MENA governments—young people, including women, are being better
educated and prepared to contribute to society, but the countries’ and region’s economies
cannot employ them. Now, armed with smartphones, they take to the streets calling for
political change. Interestingly, the resource-poor countries, such as Egypt and Lebanon, do
slightly better at employing women than do the resource-rich ones, such as Algeria and
Iran. The reason for this, aside from gender discrimination, is that the focus on resources
creates incentives to invest in capital rather than in labor, where more women workers
might benefit.

Women are also underrepresented in the political system, but times are changing. Today,
17 percent of parliamentarians in MENA legislatures are women, compared to 22 percent
worldwide (and 19 percent in the United States). In 2002, Bahrain set aside five of the
thirty seats in its Shura council for women. And in Morocco in the same year, thirty-five
women entered the parliament after political parties agreed on a 10 percent quota. Today,
both Israel and Iraq have legislatures that are more than 22 percent female.

Figure 9-4 presents a summary of key factors in MENA development.

Figure 9-4 Key Factors in MENA Development: The Identity Perspective and Levels
of Analysis
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Environment

Development both improves and stresses the global environment. Anyone who knows a
little history understands that nature in the past was anything but idyllic. Rural life, even
with abundant resources, was backbreaking. City life, even with fewer people, was fetid.
The atmosphere was virgin but carried deadly diseases and massive storms that wiped away
dwellers without warning. Carbon dioxide was no threat but increased dramatically in
prehistoric times as the result of natural occurrences (e.g., volcanic eruptions), not human
influence. At the same time, development since industrialization has clearly stressed the
environment. Population crowds the Earth; resources are exhausted, at least at affordable
prices; pollution, especially that caused by the burning of fossil fuels and emission of carbon
dioxide gases, threatens the atmosphere; and pandemics, aided by modern commerce and
travel, spread around the world in a matter of days if not hours. Realist perspectives
embrace the competition that drives development and creates the innovations to address
environmental issues. Liberal perspectives favor cooperation that treats environmental issues
as collective goods. And, as the causal arrow in the margin shows, identity perspectives
wonder if the problem requires new identities, national identities that give less emphasis to
consumerism and global identities that give less emphasis to nationalism. We look briefly
next at the population, resource, pollution, and pandemic aspects of the global
environment.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Population

The world’s human population lies at the center of the world’s environment. Land
constitutes about 30 percent of the Earth’s surface. As the human population increases, the
land becomes crowded; resources are exploited, including animal and plant life; and
nutrition and health suffer. Already in the eighteenth century, Thomas Malthus, a British
economist and clergyman, predicted that population would outstrip the Earth’s ability to
feed itself, and famine and disease would follow. Malthus was living through the early days
of the Industrial Revolution and might be forgiven for not seeing the potential of
technology. Industrialization brought new ways to increase the food supply, but it also
added new burdens on the environment. Industrial processes consumed raw materials in
large quantities, not only minerals such as iron ore and copper but also, and most
important, energy resources such as coal and, later, oil and gas. By spewing chemicals into
the air, the human population began to exhaust or destroy other natural resources such as
clean air and the protective ozone layer in the Earth’s atmosphere. Today, Malthusian is a
term applied to those who worry about human activity creating environmental burdens
that will go beyond the carrying capacity of nature; they call for a limit to human
population and industrial growth.

In 2017, there were some 7.5 billion people in the world, and global population is still
growing. It is expected to reach 9 billion by 2050 and stabilize thereafter, although some
estimates go as high as 15 billion and climbing. Even if it stabilizes, however, population
changes will be unevenly distributed around the world. Almost all the population growth
will take place in the developing countries and in already crowded and polluted urban
rather than rural areas. What is more, because of the way population size changes as living
standards improve, most of the population increase will take place in the poorest parts of
the developing world, creating throngs of young people with no education, jobs, or future.
Youth bulges in the Middle East and Africa will add to political instability, while
population declines and aging in the industrialized world may slow growth and create a
declining global economic pie. This age gap could build up intolerable tensions and, like an
electrical discharge across a voltage gap, spark new streams of immigrants and refugees
across national borders, disrupting trade and other global economic activities.

Demographic transitions are periods of accelerating population growth even as living
standards increase. Death rates decline first as food supplies increase and access to health
care expands. Birthrates decline only later as people leave rural areas where more children
are needed, the workforce becomes better educated, and the status of women improves.
During the interim transition, which can last 50 to 150 years, the population continues to
increase. Only when lower birthrates eventually catch up with lower death rates do
population increases stabilize at a lower level.

689



demographic transitions: periods of accelerating population growth as living standards increase
because death rates decline faster than birthrates.

Industrial countries completed this transition a century ago and now face declining
population trends. Developing countries fall into two groups: some started the transition
forty to fifty years ago and are beginning to see a significant decline in birthrates; others are
just starting the transition and face rapid population growth in the near term. East and
Southeast Asian nations such as South Korea, Taiwan, Thailand, and, increasingly, China
fall into the first group. Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, and, to a slightly lesser extent, the
Middle East and North Africa fall into the second group. In the second group, the poorest
countries, like India, will experience the most rapid population increases. The outcome
under these conditions is likely to be demographic disaster caused by starvation, disease, or
both.

What is worse, regarding international implications, population increases in the developing
world will be largely among young people, while populations in industrialized nations and
some late-transition countries, such as China and Russia, will shift disproportionately to
older people. The youth bulge is already present in Africa and the Middle East, where in
many countries 30 to 50 percent of the population is under fourteen years of age. The
graying population of the industrial world is also apparent. In Europe, for example, the
number of working-age people will decline over the next twenty-five years by 7 percent,
while the number older than sixty-five will increase by 50 percent. This divergence between
age groups in industrial and developing countries may both weaken growth and increase
violence. Industrial countries may not be able to sustain growth as a larger percentage of
their people leave the workforce. And Middle Eastern and African youths who have no jobs
may migrate to cities or neighboring countries, where they may stir up unrest and violence.

youth bulge: a demographic pattern in which a substantial percentage of the population in a given
country is young, typically below the age of fifteen.

graying population: a demographic pattern in which the percentage of a country’s population older
than sixty-five increases.

Studies show that youth bulges are associated with increases in civil and ethnic conflicts. In
the 1990s, three demographic factors correlated closely with the likelihood of civil conflict
in a country: a youth bulge, rapid urban growth, and exceptionally low levels of cropland
and/or freshwater per person.69 Population imbalances thus spawn conflicts, which in turn
induce immigration flows that spread unrest to developed nations. In 2014, the number of
refugees, asylum-seekers, and people forced to flee their own countries reached nearly 60
million, the highest level since records have been kept.70 Refugees flee to North America
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from Latin America and Asia, to western Europe from MENA and eastern Europe, and to
richer developing countries from poorer ones. Civil wars in Syria, Iraq, and Ukraine
account for more than one-quarter of these refugees. What is more, immigration and
refugee flows often mix easily with drugs, terrorism, and human trafficking. Population
problems, therefore, are a highly mobile and degrading factor for the quality of human life
everywhere.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

What do we do about population problems? Realist perspectives tend to see population as a
factor contributing to national power. As the causal arrow suggests, increasing population
means more people to work on farms, toil in industries, fight in armies, and assert national
autonomy. In contrast to Europe, for example, the United States has a growing population
because it allows freer immigration. Thus, as one well-known realist commentator
concludes, “it is reasonable to assume that we have only just entered a long era of American
hegemony” because “demographic trends show the American population growing faster
and getting younger while the European population declines and steadily ages.”71 Large
poor countries, of course, might see it differently. China, for example, has pursued a
determined policy to reduce its population by enforcing, ruthlessly at times, a one-child-
per-couple law. Whether national interests dictate an increase or decrease of population,
national governments bear the principal responsibility, as realist perspectives see it, because
population is a critical factor in national competition and one-size-fits-all institutions or
policies, such as China’s one-child policy, do not fit all national situations.

Liberal perspectives see the consequences of population increases spilling over national
boundaries and threatening the carrying capacity of the planet itself, not unlike pollution in
the atmosphere. Conflict, migration, and refugees carry consequences around the globe like
convection currents in the environment. As the causal arrow in the margin illustrates,
population growth therefore is a collective, not national, good. It has to be stopped by
shared interests to reduce fertility rates, improve nutrition, and control disease. Liberal
causes champion global population control through contraception, family planning, and,
when necessary, abortion. Planned Parenthood and a host of other NGOs lead the
campaign. Foreign aid and international development institutions make major
contributions.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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Identity perspectives focus on the ideas that lie behind policies to deal with global
population problems. Classical liberal and social constructivist ideologies emphasize the
emancipation and role of women. They suspect nation-states and religious institutions that
have oppressed and controlled women and their reproductive rights for centuries. Feminist
movements support new concepts of human security to reduce local and domestic violence,
where women are more often affected, rejecting old ideas of national security that privilege
male-centered institutions such as the nation-state. As the causal arrow suggests, human,
not national, security values the independence of women who change material outcomes.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Faith-based identity groups, such as the Catholic Church, oppose contraception and family
planning policies and prefer to educate young people about abstinence and the sanctity of
marriage and conception. Ideologically oriented states, such as China, justify abortions and
enforce birth control because communist and nationalist ideology takes precedence over
women’s rights. Finally, deeply religious Muslim states justify oppression regarding
religious law (sharia) that subordinates women to imams, who are exclusively men, and
takes precedence over democratic or social constructivist ideologies calling for equal rights
for women.
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Resources

Population and industrial pressures exhaust croplands and food, consume limited energy
and water supplies, and destroy animal and plant life. About 600 square meters, or 0.06
hectares, of land—an area roughly the size of a hockey rink—are needed to produce
enough food to sustain one person. When countries cannot meet this level of food
production, they import food or people move. In Bangladesh, for example, overcrowding in
the late 1970s, accompanied by several years of flooding, reduced croplands and forced
massive migration across the border into India. By 1990, more than 7 million Bangladeshis
had made the trek, swelling the population of the Indian state of Assam by more than 50
percent and causing land shortages and conflicts throughout the border regions. We can
anticipate large flows of refugees in East Africa, which is already rife with ethnic conflicts.
In Pakistan, people flock to urban areas, such as Karachi, and become tinder for popular
unrest, violence, and terrorism against local as well as distant governments. Urban sprawl
further reduces the availability of needed cropland.

In 2008, and again in 2010, world food prices spiked after more than twenty years of
stability. Fears of food shortages led some countries, such as Russia, to embargo grain
exports and others, such as Saudi Arabia, to buy up large portions of cropland in countries
like Ethiopia, where three-quarters of the arable land is not in use. Kenya leased 100,000
acres of farmland to Qatar, and Tanzania leased 400 square miles to South Korea. The
search for farmland focuses on Africa, where the Earth’s last large reserves of underused
land exist in the billion-acre Guinea Savannah zone, a crescent-shaped swath that runs east
across Africa all the way to Ethiopia and southward to DR Congo and Angola. While
promising to increase world food supplies, the farmland rush also raises potential threats of
agro-imperialism.72

Poor people scavenge the Earth for wood to cook their food, and rich nations devour the
world’s energy resources, especially fossil fuels, to keep their industries going. The loss of
forested land contributes to global warming, but equally as important for those who live
close by, it reduces the capacity of the land to hold water and contributes to desertification.
The Sahara, which stretches across the northern half of Africa, expands annually as many of
the world’s poorest people strip wooded areas to eke out a paltry existence. The hillsides in
Haiti and North Korea are stripped clean of trees. Rich countries, of course, don’t need
wood for fuel, but they still harvest trees for commercial purposes. And, more important,
they mine and burn fossil fuels and use other mineral resources in enormous magnitudes to
fire the engines of industrialization.

Figure 9-5 Projected Energy Consumption, 2003–2030
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Source: Data are from the U.S. Department of Energy, Table A1, “World Total
Energy Consumption by Region, Reference Case, 1990–2030,”
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/ieo/pdf/ieoreftab_1.pdf.

The principal raw materials for industrialization are fossil fuels, iron ore, copper, nickel,
zinc, tin, bauxite, platinum, manganese, and chromium. Fossil fuels—coal, oil, and natural
gas—have the largest consequence for international affairs because they provide more than
three-quarters of world energy consumption and are unevenly distributed. Oil and gas
reserves are concentrated in the Middle East, a strategic and unstable part of the world; on
the other hand, industrialized countries and rapidly rising countries such as China use the
vast majority of all oil and natural gas resources. Because of shale development, U.S. oil
production has doubled in the past ten years to more than 9 million barrels per day. But
exploiting these resources involves the process of hydraulic fracturing, or fracking—the
injection of water under high pressure to break up the rock in which these deposits are
trapped—which might have negative environmental consequences. Thus, for the time
being, international trade in oil and gas remains enormous and vital.

fossil fuels: coal, oil, and natural gas.

Moreover, as Figure 9-5 shows, energy use continues to grow. The International Energy
Agency projects a 37 percent increase in energy use between 2012 and 2040.73 Oil
consumption is expected to grow from 90 million barrels per day in 2013 to 104 million
barrels per day by 2040. Consumption of natural gas—the cleanest-burning fossil fuel—is
growing rapidly and may account for one-third of energy supply by 2025. It will require a
whole new network of tanker and port facilities to transport liquefied natural gas.74 Oil and
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gas development, as well as other resource mining, scars and damages the environment,
causing periodic oil spills in lakes and oceans and interfering with wildlife in parkland and
natural habitats. The 2010 spill in the Gulf of Mexico dumped more than 5 million barrels
of oil into the ocean and onto neighboring shores.

Coal consumption is projected to increase by 15 percent by 2040. China accounts for 50
percent of global coal consumption and burns 4 billion tons of coal a year compared to 1
billion in the United States. It is improving its pollution technology controlling carbon
emissions, but economic growth clearly remains the top priority.

All these data are affected by the price of energy, which fluctuates wildly. In 2015, oil prices
dropped by 50 percent to around $50 a barrel. That kind of massive price change
accelerates consumption and impedes investment in new production. Price eventually rises
again, as it did after oil price drops in the 1980s and 1990s. But estimates of the future are
inherently uncertain and should never be taken at face value. Population estimates, for
example, depend heavily on birthrates.

Other resources are more evenly distributed, although Japan and Europe are generally more
dependent on mineral imports than the United States. South Africa controls three-quarters
of the world’s supplies of manganese and chromium. When it was a pariah in the
international community because of its apartheid practices, interest developed in mining
manganese and other minerals from the ocean’s deep seabed out beyond the territorial
claims of littoral states. The Law of the Sea Treaty, negotiated in the 1980s, called for an
International Seabed Authority, which would mine manganese and other deep-seabed
resources on behalf of all nations. But interest declined after South Africa abandoned
apartheid, and early enthusiasm for global commodity agreements to regulate raw material
production and trade waned. Nevertheless, resource scarcities were a big concern at the
height of the oil crises in the 1970s and have continued to flare up periodically since then.

Water is an old and new resource concern. Civilization began close to rivers and shorelines.
Today water disputes are escalating. Water use grew twice as fast as the population during
the past century. So water became more valuable as it became increasingly scarce. One-
tenth of the world’s population does not have safe drinking water, and 36 percent has no
sanitation. A study of 181 countries found 37 of them suffering from “extremely high
levels” of water stress.75 Some of the problem arises from nature and the distribution of
water, but some is also the result of mismanagement. Water is often subsidized in the same
countries where it is scarce.76 Water tables, or aquifers under the Earth’s surface, are
sinking, especially in heavily populated countries. In parts of China, water levels are falling
by five feet per year; throughout India, they are falling at the rate of three to ten feet per
year. Lakes and rivers are drying up in western China. Cities are sinking because they’re
pumping out their underground water reserves. India uses water twice as fast as supplies
accumulate, or recharge. Once the underground aquifers are depleted, the use of water will
have to be cut to the recharge rate, or by 50 percent. That could reduce harvests dependent
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on irrigation by as much as one-fourth.

More than one-half of the world’s land surface consists of river basins shared by more than
one country, and a significant number of nations get one-third of their water supply from
outside their borders. In the Middle East and Africa, rivers are a major source of disputes.
The Euphrates River originates in Turkey and runs through Syria and Iraq. Turkey diverts
water for various uses, which Syria and Iraq oppose. And Syria diverts water, which Iraq
opposes. The Jordan River sparks similar disputes among Syria, Lebanon, Israel, and
Jordan. In 1964, Israel attacked dams that Syria and Lebanon had built to divert the Jordan
River, and in 1967, it captured the Golan Heights, in part to control the upper reaches of
the Jordan. Egypt, Sudan, and Ethiopia fight over water from the Nile. China is damming
the rivers on the Qinghai-Tibetan plateau, diverting water that would otherwise flow to
India and parts of central and South Asia.

Biodiversity refers to the diversity among the multiple species of plant and animal life in
nature. Population growth and resource use reduce biodiversity in two ways. First, they lead
directly to overhunting, overfishing, and the transplantation of species to areas where they
don’t belong. Second, they contribute indirectly by eliminating the natural habitats of
various plant and animal species, principally through the destruction of rain forests,
pollution of rivers and streams, and elimination of agricultural lands, especially wetlands, to
accommodate urban sprawl and commercial development. Because the preservation of
biodiversity is location-specific, national governments exercise the most control in this area.
For example, the United States restricted logging in the U.S. Northwest to save the natural
habitat of the northern spotted owl.77 But international agreements also seek to regulate
biodiversity. UN treaties and conventions regulate trade in endangered species and
encourage the preservation of such species’ natural habitats. Some environmentalists are
particularly concerned about whales and dolphins. The International Whaling Commission
sets limits on the hunting of certain types of whales, but Norway, Japan, and other
countries periodically flout the agreement. Efforts to protect dolphins also affect tuna
fishing, restricting fishing methods that catch a lot of dolphins in tuna fishing nets. Under
laws to prevent this, the United States banned tuna from Mexico and Venezuela, which
reduced Venezuela’s tuna fleet to less than one-third of its original size. Mexico and
Venezuela complained to the WTO about the U.S. ban, arguing that it was discriminatory.
The WTO agreed, sparking a loud outcry from environmental groups who see the free-
trading system running roughshod over environmental concerns.

biodiversity: the diversity among the multiple species of plant and animal life found in nature.
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Pollution and Global Warming

Pollution of the world environment comes in many forms. First, there is smog, the belching
bile of factories and vehicle exhaust that chokes industrial cities and damages the health of
urban residents. While the United States and Europe have curtailed this form of pollution,
efforts to reduce smog have only started in the developing world. As one visitor writes,
“Smog in Beijing, Shanghai, and other cities reduces visibility most summer days to less
than half a mile: when you drive along the elevated highways that cut through Shanghai,
office and apartment towers emerge sporadically from the haze and then dissolve away.”78

Second, there is acid rain, which results from pollutants that travel in the upper
atmosphere and descend in rain, despoiling distant lakes and the plants and wildlife that
live in them. Canada complained for years about acid rain caused by pollutants released in
the United States. Eventually the two countries signed an agreement to address this
transborder pollution problem, but acid rain persists and afflicts numerous other areas.
Third, there is river and ocean pollution. Industrial effluents, garbage and human sewage,
and runoff from agricultural pesticides and fertilizers kill fish and plant life in streams and
estuaries, and even in large bodies of water. The Great Lakes and Chesapeake Bay in the
United States were badly polluted for years, although they are somewhat improved today;
the Mediterranean Sea is still severely polluted.

acid rain: condensation-borne pollutants that may be transported through the upper atmosphere
over long distances.

Toxic and hazardous wastes constitute the fourth and growing source of pollution. More
than 70 percent of China’s rivers and lakes are reportedly contaminated with toxic
pollutants.79 In 2005, a petrochemical plant in Jilin, China, northeast of Beijing, exploded
and dumped 100 tons of chemicals into the Songhua River, which then flowed north as a
fifty-mile-long toxic slick through other Chinese cities and into Russia.80 The 1986 nuclear
accident at Chernobyl in the former Soviet Union created radioactive pollutants that
reached Italy and Sweden and made an entire region in what is now Ukraine uninhabitable
for a decade or more. The Aral Sea in the former Soviet Union, now bordering on
Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, shriveled up by 50 percent because a massive Soviet
agricultural project to grow cotton diverted and polluted the inland rivers that flowed into
the sea. Environmentalists have given up on reclaiming it; it was once the fourth-largest
inland sea in the world.

Altering the outermost blanket of the Earth’s atmosphere is the fifth and perhaps most
serious form of pollution. Two threats exist. One is destruction of the ozone layer, which
protects the Earth from harmful solar radiation. The second is contamination of the Earth’s
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atmosphere with greenhouse gases, principally carbon dioxide, which trap heat and,
assuming we can control for all the other factors affecting climate, cause global warming.
The two threats tell different stories. The world community, including top corporations,
pulled together to establish a common approach to deal with ozone depletion. The liberal
and perhaps identity perspectives seemed to prevail, reflecting common regimes and
perhaps a new global civil society of corporations and NGOs demanding more
accountability. By contrast, the world community is still divided over the causes and
solutions to global warming. Developing countries, such as China and India, see it
primarily as an advanced-country problem. Advanced countries, including the United
States, worry that if the developing countries don’t participate in efforts to reduce carbon
emissions, the reductions achieved by advanced countries alone will do little good. Let’s
look at these threats more closely.

ozone layer: the outer layer of the Earth’s atmosphere that protects the planet from solar radiation.

global warming: the heating up of the Earth’s atmosphere caused by greenhouse gas emissions.

The ozone layer is depleted by certain chemicals once used widely by industrial countries in
refrigeration and aerosol sprays. These chemicals, primarily chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs),
rise to the top of the atmosphere and interact with ozone, breaking it down and reducing
the ozone layer. The thinning of the ozone layer leads to increases in human diseases such
as skin cancer and disruptions in plant and animal life. For a time, the evidence linking
CFCs to ozone depletion was disputed, but the costs of doing something about CFCs were
far less than the costs associated with eliminating greenhouse gases. Thus, by the mid-1980s
the world community, including major MNCs such as DuPont and Dow Chemical, began
to move toward consensus and action. The Vienna Convention for the Protection of the
Ozone Layer was adopted in 1985; this international agreement provided a general
framework for the adoption of more substantive protocols. In 1987, twenty-two states
negotiated the Montreal Protocol, which set the specific goal of reducing CFCs by 50
percent by 1998. In 1990, the timetable was accelerated, and eighty-one states agreed to
eliminate all CFCs by 2000. When it was discovered in the early 1990s that an actual hole
in the ozone layer had emerged above Antarctica, the timetable was accelerated once again.
The advanced countries agreed to phase out CFCs by 1995 and to provide aid to third-
world countries to do the same by 2010. Advanced countries met the deadline and gave
developing countries some $2 billion to help them meet their deadline. But, because of
time lags, even the reduced levels of CFCs will not show immediate results. The real
verification of the science linking CFCs and ozone depletion won’t come until ozone
depletion actually begins to recede in line with the elimination of CFCs.

Montreal Protocol: an international agreement reached in 1987 that set the specific goal of
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reducing the use of chlorofluorocarbons by 50 percent by 1998.

The science and costs of global warming are considerably more controversial.81 The
problem first received widespread international attention in the 1980s. The United Nations
invited the UN Environment Programme, which had been created in 1972, and the World
Meteorological Organization to form the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC), a gathering of some 2,000 climate experts, to investigate the problem. The panel
reported in 1990 that the Earth was indeed gradually warming and that human activity,
specifically the production of greenhouse gases from burning fossil fuels—mostly carbon
dioxide, the rest methane, CFCs, and nitrous oxide—was the contributing cause. The UN
Conference on Environment and Development took up the issue in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil,
in June 1992. It launched the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change, which
called for holding emissions of greenhouse gases to 1990 levels. Meeting later in Japan in
1997, the participating countries adopted the Kyoto Protocol, which set deadlines of
2008–2012 for industrial countries to cut average emissions per year by 5 percent below
1990 levels. Big polluting developing countries, like China and India, were exempted. The
United States, which accounts for about 35 percent of industrial-country emissions,
initially signed but then withdrew from the protocol. The protocol entered into force in
2005, after Russia ratified it and the signatories reached the required number of states
accounting for 55 percent of all greenhouse gases produced by industrialized countries.

greenhouse gases: emissions from fossil fuels and other sources that can cause climate change.

Kyoto Protocol: an agreement reached in 1997 that set deadlines of 2008–2012 for industrial
countries to cut their greenhouse gas emissions.

Initially the United States led the opposition to the Kyoto Protocol, arguing that the
evidence on the dangers of greenhouse gases was incomplete and that a market-based
incremental approach would be better than a top-down regulatory agreement. In 2009,
however, the United States joined talks in Copenhagen, Denmark, to negotiate a successor
agreement to Kyoto. Based on amendments negotiated in 2012, UN members agreed to
further commitments between 2013 and 2020, but the United States was not one of them.
As of early 2017, some seventy-five countries had ratified the amendments, which require
ratification by three-quarters of the countries, or 144 members, to go into effect.

In 2015, UN members signed the Paris Agreement, which extended commitments to lower
carbon emissions through 2025. Unlike the Kyoto agreement and Doha amendments, the
Paris Agreement involves voluntary commitments. The United States signed the agreement
in 2015 but then withdrew in 2017. Nevertheless, the United States reduced carbon
emissions by 12 percent between 2005 and 2015, which is almost halfway to the targets of
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26–28 percent by 2025 that it aspired to in Paris. Market forces are contributing as well as
international agreements, especially the substitution of natural gas, a relatively clean energy
source, for coal, a relatively dirty one.

Scientists are convinced that carbon emissions are the principal cause of climate change. In
2007, when it won the Nobel Peace Prize, the IPCC asserted that human activity or the
increase in greenhouse gases was “very likely,” at a 90 percent confidence level, to be the
principal cause of global warming.82 In 2013, it upped its confidence level to 95 percent.
Complicating matters, IPCC projections were marred in 2009–2010 by a scandal involving
leaked email exchanges showing efforts by some IPCC scientists to conceal or water down
evidence conflicting with dire warnings of global warming.83 The issue has become
politicized on all sides and raises difficult questions about the role of science in politics.
Should scientific findings that deal with human, not just natural, behavior decide public
policy? Or does science when it addresses human values have to make its case in the public
square like all other arguments?

Two arguments are made against a new and more stringent protocol requiring the
reduction of carbon emissions: the scientific evidence contains many uncertainties, and the
solution of reducing greenhouse gases to 1990 levels is too costly and will be ineffective if it
excludes developing countries.

Small island nations like the Maldives (shown here) are working together to prepare a
common strategy to fight rising sea levels that threaten to submerge them.

Sanka Vidanagama/AFP/Getty Images

The evidence that the Earth is warming over the long run is accepted, although there has
been no increase in global temperatures over the past ten years. And the increase in
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greenhouse gas emissions is also well documented. The scientific dispute is about the link
between the two factors. Is the correlation between warming and carbon emissions causal or
coincidental? In the case of the depletion of the ozone layer, as Lisa Randall, a physicist at
Harvard University, tells us, “chemists were able to detail the precise chemical processes
involved in the destruction of the ozone layer, making the evidence that chlorofluorocarbon
gases (Freon, for example) were destroying the ozone layer indisputable.” But in the case of
global warming, she writes, “even if we understand some effects of carbon dioxide in the
atmosphere, it is difficult to predict the precise chain of events that a marked increase in
carbon dioxide will cause.”84 The Earth’s climate has warmed and cooled in cycles for
centuries. Ice core samples show warming and cooling trends every 1,500 years going back
long before industrialization.85 Only 8,000 years ago the San Francisco Bay and peninsula
were covered by ice that extended twenty-five miles out beyond the present shoreline. As
the ice retreated, it carved the magnificent setting capped today by the Golden Gate Bridge.
In the short run, too, fluctuations occur. The Earth was cooling before 1970, but it has
been warming since then, although temperatures leveled out over the past decade. Today,
the ice pack around Antarctica is growing and set a record for coverage in 2007, while the
ice pack in the Arctic is shrinking.86

The climate system is extraordinarily complex. According to a report by the nonpartisan
Council on Foreign Relations, uncertainties in climate science include the role of clouds,
some of which warm the environment while others cool it; the sun’s activity and changes in
the Earth’s magnetic field, which shields the Earth from solar radiation; the many natural
processes that cycle carbon between its different forms (for example, carbon sinks such as
rain forests absorb carbon dioxide and then release it when they are destroyed); the still
rather coarse resolution of computer models that assign the same temperature to large areas;
the possibility of abrupt changes as the result of feedback effects, such as alterations in the
circulation of the oceans; and, finally, the weighing of human factors, such as politics, law,
and institutions, that involve trade-offs with future generations and the costs of losing
species.87 Many scientists admit that computer climate models are still very crude, yet they
believe that the dangers are sufficient to warrant action.88 The uncertainties divide
industries as well as governments. ExxonMobil, like many corporations in the energy
industry, opposes an abrupt shift away from fossil fuels. But Royal Dutch Shell and British
Petroleum support heavy investments in alternative fuels.89

Even if science demonstrates a link between human activity and global warming, at least in
the judgment of many scientists, a second issue concerns how much we are willing to pay to
solve the problem. On the basis of purely economic costs and benefits, one panel of leading
world experts ranked the probable dangers of global warming below that of other critical
problems such as HIV/AIDS, malaria, and lack of sanitation.90 Today, the World Health
Organization (WHO) estimates, climate change may account for 141,000 deaths annually,
but the death toll from indoor air pollution (poor people using dung and wood for heat
and cooking) reaches 4.3 million. To keep temperatures from rising by 2 degrees Celsius
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would require a global tax on carbon emissions that might cost the world as much as $40
trillion a year by the end of the twenty-first century. What are the opportunity costs here?
What else must be sacrificed to achieve this goal? China and India discount the dangers of
global warming if addressing the issue will slow down their economic growth. They see the
Kyoto Protocol, as future generations might see it, as a way of transferring the costs to them
for the carbon sins of industrialized countries in the past.

The problem of global warming illustrates the complexity of integrating scientific
knowledge and social preferences. If the Earth warms up significantly, the consequences
could be catastrophic. Ice caps will melt; ocean levels will rise; whole island complexes, such
as the Maldives off the coast of India, where the highest point is only eight feet above sea
level, could disappear; gulf streams will shift and affect temperatures; crops and wildlife will
be decimated across wide swaths of existing continents; and weather patterns will change,
causing more frequent and increasingly violent hurricanes and other storms. Map 9-6
shows which areas of the world are most vulnerable to the damage that climate change
could bring. But the probability of these events is smaller than the likelihood of pandemics,
wars, or other natural and human-created catastrophes. As some analysts warn, “if you buy
overpriced insurance against every potential danger, you soon run out of money.”91 The
world of policy making, no less than the world of understanding international relations,
requires priorities, selection, perspective, and judgment. And these are matters of social
choice, not just scientific study.
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Pandemics

Diseases are closely interconnected with the human and natural environment. There are
about 1,500 known infectious diseases, 60 percent of which affect both animals and
humans. The rest infect animals only but carry the potential to affect human beings and
could eventually mutate so that they can be passed from human to human. AIDS, which is
now transmitted by human sexual activity, originated among primates in Africa, and the
avian flu virus originated in domesticated birds and has infected human beings.

Map 9-6 Climate Vulnerability

Source: http://daraint.org/climate-vulnerability-monitor/climate-vulnerability-
monitor-2012/data/.

The world has long battled infectious diseases. WHO, a UN specialized agency, was
established in 1948 and led postwar campaigns to eradicate smallpox, polio, and
tuberculosis. It succeeded in the case of smallpox, but tuberculosis and polio have since
made a comeback. Each year, almost 12 million people contract tuberculosis, and 990,000
people die from it. An outbreak of polio in Syria, in late 2013, triggered massive
vaccination campaigns targeting children. Estimates indicate that malaria kills 580,000
people annually and about 198 million people are infected.92 In recent decades, more than
three dozen new infectious diseases have appeared, including hemorrhagic fevers caused by
the Ebola virus; severe acute respiratory syndrome, or SARS; influenza caused by the H5N1
“bird flu” virus; and brain defects caused by the Zika virus spread by mosquitoes.
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Pandemics are not new. The Black Death killed 25 million people, or one-third of the
European population, in the fourteenth century. In 1918–1919, the Spanish flu killed 40–
50 million people in eighteen months, with some estimates going as high as 100 million.
That’s many times more than the number of people who died in the fighting in World War
I. It’s easy to see why pandemics may qualify as national security threats. Two lesser flu
epidemics in 1957–1958 and 1968–1969 killed 70,000 and 34,000 people, respectively,
just in the United States. One institute estimates that a mild bird flu epidemic as virulent as
the flu epidemic in 1968 would kill 1.4 million people and cost $330 billion; an epidemic
as severe as the 1918 flu would kill 142 million people and cost $4.4 trillion.93

pandemics: outbreaks of infectious diseases such as AIDS, avian flu, and SARS that spread or
threaten to spread worldwide.

Each year, a WHO committee decides which flu strains should be included in the annual
flu vaccine. More than a dozen international drug companies are researching new vaccines,
but only a limited number of companies currently produce vaccines. The number has
shrunk from two dozen in 1980 to a handful today. NGOs such as the GAVI Alliance
(formerly the Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunisation), sponsored by the Bill and
Melinda Gates Foundation and others, have stepped up efforts to develop new vaccines and
drugs, especially for diseases prevalent in developing countries.

MNCs also contribute. Pharmaceutical and biotechnology companies have launched some
sixty projects in recent years to develop new treatments.94 Merck, the U.S. pharmaceutical
giant, donated drugs to eradicate river blindness, a scourge that affected tens of millions of
Africans living near rivers (the disease is caused by parasitic worms that work their way
through the skin behind the eyes and blind the victims). GlaxoSmithKline, AstraZeneca,
and Novartis have built new research centers focusing on neglected diseases. MNCs spend
millions of dollars to develop new drugs and then, not surprisingly, file patents and charge
high prices to recoup their costs. These high prices in turn—for example, for the
antiretroviral drugs used in the treatment of AIDS—often deny help to millions of poor
people in developing regions. WHO and NGOs such as the Treatment Action Campaign
(sponsored by Oxfam, Africa Action, and others) have lobbied drug companies to reduce
their prices on drugs needed in developing countries. Brazilian and Indian companies have
also introduced cheap generic versions of some drugs. Prices have gone down, but tensions
persist.

Drug companies can’t operate without profits and fear the additional liability associated
with manufacturing vaccines. When the United States faced a swine flu scare in 1976,
Congress asked pharmaceutical companies to manufacture vaccines in haste. The
companies, in turn, asked Congress to assume liability, and Congress wound up paying out
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$90 million to claimants who had received the vaccine and suffered side effects; twenty-five
people died.95 Although Congress vowed never to assume such liability again, the George
W. Bush administration passed legislation in 2006 that granted liability protection to
manufacturers whose products are used in public health emergencies.96 Still, manufacturers
have never made more than 400 million doses of vaccine in any single year. If an outbreak
of avian flu were to become an epidemic, some 5 to 6 billion doses might be needed.

WHO is one of the largest and most technical international institutions. It has laboratories
all over the world and works closely with the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO),
another UN specialized agency, which monitors flu epidemics in animals and advises
governments on vaccinations and on culling infected flocks or herds. But can expertise
suffice, or will an epidemic involve major political stakes? The World Health Assembly,
WHO’s main decision-making body, has three delegates from each country—one from the
scientific community, one from a professional organization, and one from the
nongovernmental community. These delegates then select thirty-two members to sit on the
assembly’s executive board. By convention, the board is supposed to include at least three
members from the UN Security Council, not necessarily from the veto powers. Thus,
WHO comes close to being a purely technical institution that tries to pay as little attention
to power and politics as possible. It succeeds in part, but it also remains relatively small,
with a budget of about $4 billion a year (less than half the city of Chicago’s annual budget).

“Synthetic genomics” presents a new challenge to the world community. Laboratory
researchers can now create deadly viruses from genetic code. In 2011, Erasmus Medical
Center in Rotterdam, the Netherlands, created a strain from the H5N1 avian flu virus that
transmits the disease from human to human. Until that point, only 565 human cases of
H5N1 were known, all infected by birds; 59 percent of those infected died. If the disease
becomes able to jump from human to human, millions might be affected. WHO convened
summits to address such “dual use research of concern,” biological research that, like
nuclear or chemical research, has both beneficial and potentially catastrophic effects.97

But are expert groups such as the delegates of WHO up to the task of leading the world in
dealing with a major epidemic? Realist perspectives doubt it. They believe, as the causal
arrow suggests, that domestic-level forces may trump international and individual ones.
Countries threatened by a major epidemic will put the interests of their own people first.
The countries will isolate those who become infected and quarantine visitors who might
spread the disease. Such measures will likely close borders and interrupt trade. If vaccines
are in scarce supply, individual countries will treat their own people first. The United States
already has contracts that allow it to buy up at least 600 million of the 1 billion doses of flu
vaccine that might be produced in an emergency.98 Tamiflu, the only antiviral drug
available against the avian flu virus, is being hoarded by some groups and was
manufactured in 2005 by only one company in Switzerland. And there might be shortages
of other supplies, such as mechanical ventilators, respiratory protection masks, and even
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hospitals. As Laurie Garrett points out, “In the event of a deadly influenza pandemic, it is
doubtful that the world’s wealthy nations would be able to meet the needs of their own
citizenry—much less those of other countries.”99 The reality, according to realist
perspectives, is that pandemics are now, at least in the numbers of dead that might be
involved, the equivalent of military attacks. They are matters, therefore, of the highest
national security concern and cannot be entrusted to international institutions any more
than the nation’s defense might be. Domestic priorities take precedence over international
institutions and common humanity concerns.

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Identity perspectives lament the fact that this national security picture is precisely the
problem. People continue to see themselves divided into separate nation-states and ignore
the larger reality that they are affected by what happens in other countries and cannot solve
these problems by barricading themselves off from one another. Poor nations are especially
at risk. If nothing else, national security interests have to be recast to address collective
security issues. As the accompanying causal arrow shows, nations need a sense of common
human purpose and destiny and have to reconstitute their loyalties to take into account
human, not just national, security.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

The instinct is certainly laudable, but on the basis of which ideas do common institutions
decide? Do they decide on the traditional basis of “one nation, one vote,” regardless of how
much individual nations contribute or whether they govern in a manner accountable to
their citizens? Or do they decide on the basis of “one person, one vote,” which would
require more accountable and transparent governments? When the SARS epidemic broke
out in China in 2002, Chinese officials at first concealed vital information, which impeded
a rapid response to the epidemic. In a nondemocratic society and a world of separate
nation-states, who disciplines this kind of behavior?

Figure 9-6 summarizes key environmental developments from the different levels of
analysis.

Figure 9-6 Key Factors in the Environment: The Identity Perspective and Levels of
Analysis
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Summary

Development, or the spread of material, institutional, and human progress, is necessary but not easy. Poorer
countries start from traditions and historical legacies that are different from those that influenced
development in today’s advanced countries. But the record suggests that progress is possible and countries
are not doomed by colonialism or oppression. Asian countries experienced more recent colonialism and
more frequent regional wars than Latin American countries, yet they grew faster over the past fifty years,
and today China and India, the two most populous countries in the world, are leading the development
competition. The reasons for their outperformance of the Latin American countries are multiple, but open
world markets and responsible domestic policies played key roles. Foreign aid mattered much less. Table 9-
1 summarizes and compares the development experiences of the four regions discussed in this chapter.

Environment and development go together, both as causes and as solutions. As advanced countries age and
developing countries experience a youth bulge, population pressures build up to slow economic growth and
increase immigrant and refugee flows. Industrial pressures on natural resources now come from rapidly
developing countries such as China and India, as well as from advanced countries, and accelerate the world’s
dependence and interdependence on oil and gas trade. Pollution further connects the world community,
despoiling the air, rivers, lakes, and even the oceans. Most important, chemicals released by human activity
deplete the ozone layer and arguably warm the planet, creating a threat to planet Earth equivalent to an
invading extraterrestrial force. Add to that the growing prospects of pandemics as large as the 1918 Spanish
flu, which killed more people than the fighting in World War I, and the planet has ample reason to address
its future cooperatively if it is going to survive.

Table 9-1 Comparing Development Experiences

Sub-Saharan Africa

Dependence on aid

Latin America

Independence

• Little trade

• Bad governance

• Lots of economic aid

• Little trade—import substitution

• Unstable governance

• Less aid
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North Africa and the Middle East

Dependence on oil

Asia

Interdependence

• More trade—resource curse

• Oppressive governance

• Lots of geopolitical aid

• Export-led growth

• Good governance

• Least aid

Want a better grade?

Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Study Questions
1. What are the different meanings of and ways to measure development?
2. Contrast the different perspectives on development. Which perspective emphasizes each of the following

factors: market forces, culture and democracy, and monopolies or rent-seekers? Explain why.
3. What were the main differences in policies pursued by Asian, Latin American, MENA, and Sub-Saharan

African countries? What were the strengths and weaknesses of each approach?
4. What are the differences between the world community’s success in dealing with the problem of ozone

depletion and its failure thus far to deal with the problem of global warming?
5. In what sense are natural resources, energy, and raw materials exhaustible? Which perspectives emphasize

markets, regulations, and ideology as the causes and solutions of resource use?
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10 Critical Theory Perspectives on Globalization
Inequality, Imperialism, and Injustice

Protestors from the Civic Council of Popular and Indigenous Organizations (COPINH)
protest the construction of the Agua Zarca Dam in Honduras in October 2015. Months
later, COPINH co-founder and environmentalist Berta Caceres was murdered, sparking an
international outcry and causing the financial backers of the dam to back out. Critical
theory perspectives see inequality (Honduras has the highest level of inequality in Latin
America) as a systemic, structural problem, where people are oppressed and exploited
precisely so that powerful elites may benefit politically and financially.

Giles Clarke/Getty Images

In the previous two chapters, our discussion of globalization focused primarily on the contemporary era
—globalization 3.0. Let’s begin this chapter on critical theory perspectives on globalization by
rewinding to globalization 1.0. And let’s start with the observation that, while recorded world history is
about 5,000 years old, the world economy is only about 500 years old. This allows us to circle back to a
key question that this fact raises: What happened around 1500 that suddenly drove the world together
and produced modern-day globalization? Why did much of the West surge forward in growth, trade,
and development while the rest of the world fell back?

The mainstream perspectives on international relations have some answers. The identity
perspective attributes the rapid development of Europe relative to the rest of the world
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largely to Renaissance, Reformation, and Enlightenment ideas that inspired the Protestant
ethic of scientific, technological, and commercial achievement. As Max Weber, the well-
known German sociologist, points out, prior to the Reformation the activities of invention
and making money were not looked on as worthy callings in Europe or anywhere else in
the world.1 Protestantism made such callings acceptable. Not surprisingly, from this
perspective, Protestant—not Catholic, Muslim, or Confucian—countries led the process of
modernization. Britain launched the industrial revolution, and the United States, its
offspring, pioneered the subsequent information revolution.

The realist perspective attributes Europe’s ascendance primarily to demography, geography,
and the decentralized distribution of power. Europe’s population dipped in the tenth and
eleventh centuries as a result of the Viking and other invasions and dipped again in the
fourteenth century as a result of the Black Death. But thereafter Europe’s population grew
vigorously. It fanned out to find more space to grow grain and raise animals. China’s
agriculture, by contrast, was based on rice and required less space. Thus, China had less
motive to expand. According to Pulitzer Prize–winning author Jared Diamond, Europe had
a number of environmental advantages over other continents: larger choice of wild plants
and animals available for domestication, which enhanced food production and released
people to pursue the kinds of specialty crafts that helped develop technology; denser
population more conducive to the development of resistance to virulent germs; and
orientation of its continental axes predominantly from east to west rather than north to
south (as in China), which accelerated the spread of food production and other
technologies across comparable climate zones.2 Another favorable factor, emphasized by
Paul Kennedy, was the decentralized competition for “ships and firepower.”3 When
Christopher Columbus sought resources to sail around the world, he was turned down by
one monarch after the other. After many years, the Spanish monarchs, Ferdinand and
Isabella, finally supported him. By contrast, when a Chinese explorer, Wang Chin, applied
in 1479 to explore the Indochinese kingdom of Annam (now Vietnam), he was turned
down by the Chinese emperor and had no other monarch to go to. Separate powers—the
pope and the Holy Roman Emperor initially, and later multiple states—always existed in
Europe. Rivalry among the many European monarchs and states spurred progress and
enabled Europe to colonize and exploit more centralized, less dynamic empires in other
parts of the world.4

The liberal perspective traces Western success to technology, specialization, and
institutional innovations, such as the modern factory, markets, and domestic and
international bureaucracy. Technology was an exogenous factor that multiplied the output
of human and animal labor. Its impact, although initially disruptive, was generally
progressive over the longer run. Specialization, or the division of labor, made workers more
efficient and encouraged them to trade products through more sophisticated systems of
exchange or markets. (By contrast, realist perspectives see specialization more in terms of
hierarchy and control of exchanges through domestic bureaucracies [e.g., factories] and the
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international structure of power, while identity perspectives emphasize the ideologies, such
as capitalism and Marxism, that motivate specialization.) Trade institutionalized the
practice of specialization at the international level and created the attendant need to lower
transaction costs. According to economic historian Douglass North, increasing
specialization and trade initially raised the transaction costs of exchanges. When trade takes
place over longer distances, people do not know one another, as they do in villages. They
have to spend more money to find out who owns a particular item, what a fair price for
that item might be, and how they might ensure its delivery. From the fifteenth century on,
Europe developed “more complex forms of organization” than the traditional exchanges in
the Middle East (the souk or bazaar) and Asia (the caravan trade) to handle such
transactions.5

When and what kind of state institutions took shape also mattered. A country started on a
certain path and accumulated advantages or disadvantages along that path, what liberal
perspectives call path dependence. England, for example, got an early start toward
decentralized institutions when English lords forced King John to sign the Magna Carta in
1215. It passed these institutions on to the United States. By contrast, Spain, when it
united, adopted Castile’s centralized bureaucratic system rather than Aragon’s decentralized
merchant system, and France reinforced already centralized Capetian institutions when it
adopted policies of economic nationalism advocated by Jean-Baptiste Colbert in the
seventeenth century. Out of their decentralized institutions, England and the United States
went on to create more innovative societies that started the industrial and information
revolutions. A more centralized France developed later and never quite as efficiently, while
Spain and its colonies in Latin America deployed more cumbersome and paternalistic
institutions, such as a large, landowning church, which were less friendly to change and
innovation.

What’s wrong with these mainstream answers to the question of why the West developed
faster than the rest? Remember that the purpose of mainstream perspectives is to
understand objectively—that is, independent of the observer or scholar—how the world
works by designing propositions or hypotheses (perspectives) about what causes events and
then testing these hypotheses against the facts. If the propositions are not falsified,
mainstream perspectives try to take this knowledge from the past and apply it to improve or
predict the future.

Here comes the rub. Think for a minute about what mainstream perspectives do when they
apply past experience to future world development. They establish the West, which has
been dominant since 1500, and its experiences as the standard for thinking about and
shaping the future of other societies. First, according to identity perspectives, if other
countries want to become modern, they have to adopt the Western ideas of the
Renaissance, Reformation, and Enlightenment. Second, according to realist perspectives,
they may not be able to develop independently because geography and demography appear
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to favor the Western countries. To the extent that they can develop at all, they may have to
do so under the hegemonic rule and stability offered by Western powers. Third, according
to liberal perspectives, developing countries have to implement the Western rules and
institutions of specialization, comparative advantage, multinational corporations (MNCs),
open markets, and pluralist political systems. In short, the mainstream perspectives suggest
that development is a universalistic process that follows a single course initially set by
Western ideas, power, and institutions.

Critical theory roundly rejects this conclusion. It contends that Western development is not
a product of internal Western ideas, institutions, and competition that can serve as models
for future development. Rather, it is a consequence of the systematic external exploitation of
other countries. This exploitation involves military imperialism and colonialism, which
began around 1500 and continue to the present day. It involves, further, the cultural
marginalization of foreign societies, creating two categories of countries: countries that are
Western and advanced, and all the other countries, which are non-Western and primitive
or savage—indeed, uncivilized. In addition, it imposes the economic institutions of
capitalism, in particular the unique oppressive mechanisms of the factory and now MNCs,
which extract profits from local labor to finance the cosmopolitan consumerism of elite
classes. Most of all, Western development was achieved on the backs of women and
minorities, who were literally slaves in the colonial era and remain practically so today—
oppressed and disenfranchised in the sweatshops and squalid slums spawned in developing
countries by globalization. Figure 10-1 illustrates graphically the critical theory perspective.
(Each of the concepts italicized above is defined further in the discussion that follows.)

What is more, this exploitation was not carried out piecemeal by individual countries such
as Spain and England acting independently or through isolated forces such as Western
ideas, institutions, and military forces causing specific outcomes. It was carried out through
systemic and historical processes deeply rooted in the structures of particular eras. What
made the globalization of the world economy so encompassing and relentless was the fact
that it stemmed not just from material circumstances but from the cultural, social,
institutional, and even spiritual conditions of capitalism. Karl Marx marveled at the power
of the bourgeoisie movement that ignited globalization. As John Micklethwait and Adrian
Wooldridge observe,

In less than a hundred years, Marx argued, the bourgeoisie had “accomplished
wonders far surpassing Egyptian pyramids, Roman aqueducts and Gothic
cathedrals”; had conducted “expeditions that put in the shade all former exoduses
of nations and crusades”; and had “created more massive and more colossal
productive forces” than all the preceding generations put together.6

Thus, as critical theory perspectives see it, globalization is driven by a totalistic logic that

714



cannot be steered or stopped. Cause and effect are not sequential; they are mutually
constituted. (Hence there are no causal arrows in this chapter.) Rather causality can be
understood only within a given historical period and the consciousness of the people raised
to recognize and oppose the oppressive realities. As Robert Cox, a respected critical theorist,
writes, “Positivism [that is, Western rationalist or mainstream perspectives] can be useful
but only within ‘defined historical limits.’”7 Critical studies help unpack specific historical
periods and reveal the contradictions and conflicts driving events at a deeper level. These
contradictions and conflicts locate marginalized voices and, most of all, demonstrate that
another future is possible. Critical theory does not see the future constructed from a set of
propositions tested against the past and applied to the future. Rather, it sees a future
without the past or other than the past. That future is one in which marginal and minority
voices are emancipated, global inequities are lessened, and inclusive institutions prevail.
Such a future must be imagined, and therein lies the normative, even utopian, element of
critical theories.

Figure 10-1 Critical Theory Perspective on Globalization: Globalization as
Consequence, Not Cause
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Colonialism and Imperialism

From a critical theory perspective, it is hardly a coincidence that Western development
began at the same time as Western colonialism. European voyages to discover and colonize
other parts of the world began in the fifteenth century. Portugal led the way, capturing
Ceuta (today a part of Spain) on the northern coast of Africa across from Gibraltar in 1415.
By the end of that century, Portuguese explorers had worked their way down the western
coast of Africa and initiated voyages around the Cape of Good Hope to the Far East,
reaching India and China in the early decades of the sixteenth century. Along the way, they
established bases in the Persian Gulf and Malacca, on the west coast of the Malay
Peninsula.

colonialism: conquest and exploitation by the European states of poorer peoples and lands in Latin
America, Africa, and Asia.

Meanwhile, Spain carved out an empire in another direction. Columbus’s voyage in 1492
opened up the Americas, initially the various islands of the Caribbean and then the vast
interiors of Central and South America. It was not that Western technology and ideas were
that superior to those of the countries colonized. Chinese navigating techniques were as
advanced as Portuguese techniques; Chinese ships had already reached the eastern shores of
Africa in the early 1400s.8 And Western ideas that brought slavery and the righteous wrath
of Christianity to colonial shores were hardly the liberating forces of the Renaissance or
Reformation. Rather, from a critical theory perspective, it was historical happenstance and
the unusual cunning of Western adventurers that made the difference. When Spain joined
Portugal to contest foreign lands, the two monarchies literally divided the world into two
parts rather than fight one another over its boundless resources. At the Treaty of Tordesillas
in 1494, they drew a straight line south of the tip of Greenland (370 leagues west of the
Cape Verde Islands) across the middle of the Atlantic Ocean, hiving off the easternmost
section of South America. Portugal took the territories east of this line, essentially today’s
Brazil, Africa, and Macau. Spain took everything west of the line, essentially the rest of the
Americas and the Philippines. The audacity of partitioning the then-known universe
illustrated the Western mind-set of imperialism that carved up the world to dominate
other societies, militarily, economically, and politically.

imperialism: the forceful extension of a nation’s authority to other peoples by military, economic,
and political domination.
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When the English and Dutch, under the impetus of the Reformation, revolted against
Spain and the Habsburg Empire in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, these two sea
powers challenged and eventually supplanted Spain and Portugal. France, too, although
more of a land power, joined the colonization effort. The later colonial powers transformed
the character of colonization. Whereas Spain and Portugal conquered in the name of their
monarchs, England and Holland did so in the name of commercial companies, the East
India companies, that presaged the age of MNCs. In all cases, however, the motives and
methods of conquest were the same. Early colonizers bought cotton cloth in India,
exchanged it for slaves in Africa, shipped slaves to Central and South America to mine gold
and silver, and used gold and silver to purchase spices and silks in the Far East. The
imperialists ransacked the gold and silver in colonial territories and enslaved the human
population to work the mines and later the plantations—sugar, cotton, tobacco, and rubber
—that did the plundering. Altogether, some 10 million slaves were transported from Africa
to the New World. Untold millions more died en route or in the local wars among rival
tribes in Africa that supplied the slaves.

Eventually, as Map 10-1 shows, the West colonized the entire world. The devastation done
to the cultures and institutions of local societies was severe and long lasting. At the core,
according to critical theory perspectives, was the phenomenon of exploitation. Growth was
not a process of mutual benefit and gain, a non-zero-sum game; rather, it was a zero-sum
game, a process by which a dominant country or class systematically extracted profits from
a subordinate country or class and drew that country/class into a tight system of global
interconnections from which it was impossible to escape. These connections made it
possible for the dominant country/class to strip the subordinate of its just returns and
transfer these returns systematically to the dominant center. With the coming of the
industrial revolution, the phenomenon of exploitation took on even more sinister
dimensions. It led subsequently to the developments of dependency and world systems
dynamics that continue to characterize the world economy to the present day.

exploitation: the extraction of profits from the resources and labor of others in an unjust way.

Map 10-1 Colonialism in the Modern World, circa 1900
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Note: This map shows the global extent of Western colonialism, which originally
included Latin America, although Latin America was largely independent by 1900.
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Dependency

From a critical theory perspective, colonialism was not just a historical phenomenon. It cut
deeply into the fabric of local societies and established patterns of dependency and
integration that permanently yoked those societies to the objectives and needs of the
advanced world. The inequity and indeed brutality of these patterns were best expressed by
one of the leading colonizers of Africa, the Englishman Cecil Rhodes, who founded the
colony of Rhodesia (now Zimbabwe) and endowed one of today’s top prizes for academic
achievement, the Rhodes Scholarship (notice how colonialism continues to influence and
distort contemporary life):

We must find new lands from which we can easily obtain raw materials and at
the same time exploit the cheap slave labor that is available from the natives of
the colonies. The colonies would also provide the dumping ground for surplus
goods produced in our factories.9

Here, as critical theorists see it, are the trading and political patterns that characterize
globalization today, a set of dynamics they refer to as dependency theory. Comparative
advantage is not some God-given distribution of resources that confers advantages on each
country that it can then exploit in free and uncoerced trading relationships. Rather, it is a
pattern of historically determined and dominant relationships shaped by colonial
governments and raw power.

dependency theory: theory developed by critical theorists that explains lack of development in
terms of colonialism and oppression.

Colonial powers not only stripped the colonies of precious metals and other material
resources; they also converted and reorganized resources to produce cash crops that paid off
handsomely year after year. Agriculture became another large “gold mine” that colonial
powers exploited. In Gambia, colonizers replaced rice farming for local consumption with
peanut plantations for European consumption. All over Africa, the local foodstuffs that had
been grown were replaced: in Ghana and other parts of the Gold Coast of West Africa by
cocoa, in Liberia by rubber plantations, in Uganda by cotton, in Dahomey and Nigeria by
palm oil, and in Tanganyika (now Tanzania) by sisal. The same patterns prevailed in Asia.
Under French rule, rice became the dominant export crop in Indochina, rubber in
Malaysia, and coffee in Indonesia. And the great fruit companies, like United Fruit
Company, along with other agricultural and mining conglomerates, replicated these
patterns in Central and South America. Plantations became the first multinational
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“factories” in colonial countries, diverting production from local to foreign demand;
usurping the best infrastructure, such as land and water, for commercial purposes; and
forcing the peasantry onto marginal soil or into work at slave wages in the new enterprises
servicing metropole markets.

One consequence of this coerced allocation of comparative advantage was that developing
countries lost the capacity to feed themselves. As Frances Moore Lappé and Joseph Collins
note, “Colonialism destroyed the cultural patterns of production and exchange by which
traditional sectors in ‘underdeveloped’ countries previously had met the needs of their
people.”10 To this day, global trade incentives favor Western agriculture, which dumps
surpluses generated by domestic protectionist programs onto global markets and undercuts
prices for agricultural products produced in developing countries. Another consequence of
coercive comparative advantage is that most local enterprise and production activity is
forced into the informal sector—that is, the part of the economy in developing countries
that is not globalized and exists without the protection of law, subsidies, and other
privileges that flow to the formal sector. Local production in both agriculture and industry
is marginalized and can never get hooked up in a beneficial way with the globalized
economy, which dashes further and further ahead.

So indelible and enduring were these patterns of plundering that critical theorists developed
a more elaborate dependency theory, drawn from the experience of Latin America. Latin
America actually had the earliest and least recent encounters with colonialism. By the mid-
nineteenth century, most of Central and South America was independent. The Bolivarian
revolutions of the early part of that century severed colonial ties with Europe and brought
independence to Latin America a century or more before it arrived in Asia or Africa. Yet
Latin America’s experience is relevant, critical theorists believe, because it reveals the long-
lasting effects of colonialism. Despite the hundred years or more since colonialism, Latin
America still shows the deep-seated scars of dependency.

According to dependency theory, the advanced country, or metropole, relates to the
developing colonial country or satellite in the same way that a city relates to the
countryside. The metropole, like the city, organizes the satellite, or countryside, to serve its
social and political purposes. The metropole becomes an all-encompassing center of
economic, social, and political life and in the process also becomes an all-encompassing
center of exploitation. The exploitation derives from five factors.

metropole: the metropolitan (political, commercial, and military) center of imperial power.

First, the metropole is independent, but the satellite or dependent country never becomes
independent. It is permanently subordinated. The proof of this point for dependency
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theorists is the experience of the great metropolitan areas of Latin America such as São
Paulo and Buenos Aires. These metropolitan areas enjoyed nominal independence in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries. They grew significantly during this period but still at
the end of the twentieth century remained largely dependent on the outside metropolis—
first the European powers and then the United States.

Second, Latin America’s experience suggests that the satellite grows fastest when it is
isolated from the metropole. The greatest industrial development in Argentina, Brazil,
Mexico, and other countries such as Chile occurred precisely during those periods when
Europe and the United States, the metropoles, were weak and hence less dominant in the
international economy. These periods included the European wars of the early seventeenth
century, the Napoleonic Wars, World Wars I and II, and the Great Depression of the
1930s. In each of these periods, large Latin American countries enjoyed significant
economic growth confirming that colonialism impeded rather than developed indigenous
resources.

In 1915, bananas are loaded for export onto a train on the Northern Railway in
Costa Rica. The railway was owned by the United Fruit Company and was part of its
extensive infrastructure.

Paul Popper/Popperfoto/Getty Images

Third, this autonomous development of satellite regions is choked off the minute the
metropole recovers and reasserts its oppressive role in the world economy. For example,
British-led economic liberalism in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries undercut
incipient manufacturing development in Latin America. Foreign investment destroyed local
competition, the export economy absorbed the best lands and other resources, and
systematic inequality increased both between rural and urban areas and between metropole
and satellite countries.
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systematic inequality: deep-seated disparity in the distribution of wealth and/or power generated by
colonialism and dependency.

Fourth, the plantation or hacienda (latifundium) is a direct result of metropole–satellite
relationships. It is not a reflection of the natural stage of agricultural development that
subsequently leads to industrial development, as in the evolution of feudalism to capitalism
in Europe. Rather, it exists and survives solely at the will of the metropole. Plantations
produced products for the metropole country, which in turn supplied food to the satellite
country. The development of agriculture did not produce food for industrial and urban
development in the satellite country.

Fifth and finally, the proof of this dependence lies in the fact that, as industrialization
proceeds, the demand for agricultural and raw material products relatively declines. The
terms of trade—what is paid in exports for imports—turns against the satellite countries.
Because the metropole spends more on industrial goods and less on foodstuffs and raw
materials, the satellite economy produces products of declining relative value and slowly
dries up. This pessimistic view of the capability of world markets to provide the demand
that could spark development in the satellite regions led Latin American countries after
World War II to reject export-led growth strategies and turn to strategies based on
developing local industries to substitute for industrial imports. In effect, this strategy was an
attempt to break completely with the world economy in which the ancient patterns of
colonial exploitation were so irreversibly embedded.

terms of trade: relative price of exports and imports.
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World Systems

Other work by critical theorists formalized dependency theory into a world systems model.
Building on Marxism, world systems analysts emphasized the totality of social and
economic phenomena in the world economy. Consistent with critical theory perspectives,
they rejected the idea of sequential or rationalist causation. As Georg Lukács, a Marxist,
once wrote, “It is not the primacy of economic motives in historical explanation that
constitutes the difference between Marxism and bourgeois thought, but the point of view
of totality.”11

world systems: theories (updating Marxism) that explain how colonialism reinforced capitalism and
enabled capitalism to survive by exploiting the peripheral countries of the world.

A Bangladeshi boy works in a recycling facility in Dhaka, Bangladesh. Plastics
recycling workers in Bangladesh, one of the world’s poorest countries, labor in
primitive working conditions and are paid $2 per day. The waste plastics are cut in
smaller pieces and then melted in a furnace to make various products.

Ranak Martin/Anadolu Agency/Getty Images

The world economy—globalization—must be seen as a whole. It is a system or total
structure whose unifying metric is the division of labor. Firms and workers existed long
before the world economy expanded in 1500. But they did not exist in a total system of
multiple states and a global market. The capitalist world system dates from that moment
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when multiple states and a global market came together for the purpose of accumulating
capital. The system, as Marx made clear, is driven by the desire for more profit and capital.
This desire persists today, as illustrated by the television commercial featuring a stockbroker
who says he never thinks about how well he has done on the last trade, only about how he
can do better on the next trade. The accumulation of profits and capital, raw greed, is the
raison d’être of the system.

Ideally, any individual or country in the global marketplace would prefer to have a
monopoly, because a monopoly generates the greatest differential between the sales price
and the cost of production. However, the presence of multiple actors/states makes the
establishment of perfect monopolies difficult. Still, larger or leading actors/states can create
quasi-monopolies using patents and other market restrictions. Quasi-monopolies last long
enough to accumulate considerable profit, but they are eventually challenged by other
actors/countries and become less profitable. Once patents expire and innovations arrive in
the trailing states, the profits are far less. (There are some similarities here with the product
life cycle discussed earlier in this book, but, according to mainstream perspectives,
developing countries eventually catch up, as Japan did after World War II and the East
Asian tigers, such as South Korea, did thereafter.)

Thus, the world systems dynamic creates a division of labor between leading sectors that
generates high profits for leading products and little or no profits for lagging products.
Large and leading countries constitute the core states of the world economy; they produce
most of the leading products, which enjoy an initial monopoly. Smaller and less developed
countries constitute the peripheral states, which produce most of the low-profit or lagging
products after the monopoly qualities of these products have been substantially diminished.
Some countries fall in between. They are semiperipheral states, which produce a roughly
even mix of monopoly and competitive products.

division of labor: the division of world markets into core, peripheral, and semiperipheral areas.

core states: large and leading countries that produce most of the innovative products, which enjoy
an initial monopoly.

peripheral states: smaller and less developed countries that produce most of the competitive or
lagging products after the monopoly qualities of these products have been substantially diminished.

semiperipheral states: states that produce a nearly even mix of monopoly and competitive products.

The global economy is thus stratified and fixed. Core states have a permanent advantage in
producing monopoly products and use their clout in global markets to protect patents and
other privileges that generate disproportionate profit. Peripheral states are at a permanent
disadvantage because the dynamic of global markets makes available to them only those
products for which competition has lowered the available profit. Semiperipheral countries
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have the greatest difficulty. They struggle to keep from falling back into the peripheral zone
while using government intervention (protection, subsidies, etc.) to attempt to advance into
the core group. Unless they are of substantial size, like India, Brazil, or China, they have
little chance of succeeding.

According to world systems theorists, therefore, a global division of labor is inevitable and
largely static. There will always be the need for a division of labor. And while some
countries may rise in the hierarchy of core and peripheral states, others will fall. The
advantages lie with already developed countries. Thus, as critical theory perspectives see it,
global divisions and inequalities persist. Whereas earlier the industrial countries produced
textiles, the developing countries now do so. The same is true of steel, automobiles,
consumer electronics, and so on. Yet industrial countries retain their lead by producing an
endless stream of new products fueled by the profits of earlier products and the protection
of patents and other market restrictions. Meanwhile, peripheral states industrialize and
some even make it into the semiperipheral class of states, but they can never leap forward
far enough financially and technologically to reverse the capitalist world order. Indeed, in
return for exports of competitive (low- or no-profit) products to core countries, peripheral
countries must continue to accept the exports of core countries in monopoly products. At
the heart of Doha Round trade negotiations today, for example, is a trade-off between, on
one hand, advanced (core) countries seeking to reduce barriers to trade in developing
countries for their highly profitable products in the high-technology, pharmaceutical, and
service industries and, on the other hand, developing (peripheral) countries receiving in
return reduced barriers in advanced countries for their lower-profit agriculture and low-
technology products.
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Multinational Corporations and Exploitation of Labor

A large reason for the frozen economic hierarchy of global markets is the MNCs. Like the
trading and plantation corporations during the colonial era, the MNCs internalize the
division of labor and structure global markets to perpetuate the advantages of the core
states. Because of global dependence, states are no longer effective agents that control the
MNCs. The states lose a measure of autonomy and cannot reverse the dynamics of
capitalist world systems. MNCs hold “sovereignty at bay” and make it more difficult for
states to accomplish their domestic and foreign policy objectives.12

Although protected by law, MNCs, critical theorists argue, operate outside the law. They
circumvent laws in advanced countries by relocating factories to developing countries. And
they circumvent laws in developing countries by exploiting the desperate conditions of the
local poor. If MNCs don’t violate the laws directly, they frequently do business with local
enterprises and entrepreneurs who are little more than common criminals. The most
egregious offenses involve child labor and discrimination against women.

Iqbal Masih, the boy who won international acclaim for highlighting the horrors of
child labor in Pakistan, was shot dead in 1995, allegedly because of his campaign
against child labor.

AP/Gunnar Ask
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An oft-cited example is a brave young Pakistani boy named Iqbal Masih. Iqbal was
indentured to work in a locally run carpet factory at age four for a payment, essentially a
loan, of $16 to his parents. Shackled to a loom for twelve hours a day, seven days a week,
Iqbal earned so little that at the end of six years his parents owed $400 rather than the $16
they got for his original servitude. At age ten, Iqbal, learning that bonded labor was no
longer permitted, stole away one day to attend a rally sponsored by a nongovernmental
organization (NGO) known as the Bonded Labour Liberation Front. He returned to the
factory to free his fellow laborers, infuriating the factory owner, and then became a
spokesman on behalf of more than 100 million children under the age of fifteen who
worked in peripheral countries in 1994 essentially as slaves. Three years later, he was killed,
many suspect by henchmen of the Pakistani carpet industry.13

bonded labor: a form of unfree or indentured labor, typically a means of paying off loans with
direct labor instead of currency or goods.

Through Iqbal’s efforts and NGOs such as the college student organization United
Students Against Sweatshops, corporate codes have improved labor conditions in a range of
low-tech developing-country industries such as textiles, apparel, footwear, forest products,
coffee, and toys. RugMark, a consortium of carpet manufacturers and exporters in India,
Nepal, and Pakistan, inspects factories and certifies with the RugMark label rugs that are
made without child labor. Reebok, Nike, and other apparel firms have developed similar
codes. However, abuses continue and, from some critical theory perspectives, abound.
From this perspective, exploitation lies at the heart of the global development process; when
confronted in one area, such as slavery, it pops up again in another area, such as child labor.

From the point of view of mainstream perspectives, abuses by MNCs can be corrected and
even abolished. From a critical theory perspective, however, MNCs are not the primary
cause. There is no single cause; the global system itself is at fault. Competitive processes
compel all states to remain open, including core states. Consider the following. If countries
want to survive in a highly competitive global economy, they can’t tax their MNCs more
than other countries do, impose pension and welfare costs that disproportionately burden
their industries, or pile up regulations that prevent their firms from adapting to rapid
changes in technology and other market conditions. If they do, the MNCs will cut back
operations at home and relocate them abroad, where costs and regulations are less onerous.
The system, in short, gives MNCs carte blanche.

Countries also lose control of fiscal and monetary policies. They may expand government
spending to create jobs and exploit resources, but because they import a large percentage of
their consumption, as many developing countries do, much of this added domestic
spending goes into imports. It leaks out, in effect, to foreign firms and does not increase
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domestic jobs. So domestic spending has to be increased even more to create jobs.
Profligate spending and fiscal deficits in developing countries are not the consequences
primarily of bad governance, corruption, or incompetent leaders in those countries; rather,
they are the consequences of world system constraints. Local government officials have to
pump more and more fiscal gas into the domestic economic car because the gas line of the
car is leaking fuel out to foreigners on its way to the engine. Or consider monetary policy.
As noted in earlier chapters, governments raise interest rates to slow money growth. But
raising interest rates more than other countries only attracts capital from abroad, requiring
local central banks to raise interest rates still more by selling bonds (reducing bond prices
and raising interest rates) to absorb the excess money coming in from abroad.

Mainstream perspectives focus on only specific aspects of this phenomenon of
globalization. Liberal perspectives, for example, which emphasize interactions rather than
power or ideology, conclude that, because of spillover, governments have no choice but to
integrate monetary policies and coordinate fiscal policies, as EU members, for example, are
doing today. Their only other alternative is to leave their countries at the mercy of the
biggest central banks and government spenders in the global economy—today these are in
the United States and the European Union. The effect of expanding the reach of
globalization to more and more sectors, however, is ultimately beneficial. The scope of
governance expands, and global society as a whole becomes more like domestic societies.

But from the critical theory perspective, the situation is actually much worse and cannot be
easily corrected by any one measure. There is no way to escape the dependence and
relentless division of labor that lies behind these global inequities. The effects of
globalization are total. They go well beyond economic policies and weaken the
psychological and political will of peripheral countries. Countries lose control of their
national media and entertainment industries and, indeed, of their local languages and
cultures. Small countries, in particular, are defenseless. McDonald’s Golden Arches descend
on these countries, and Hollywood movies and music dominate their airwaves. Slowly,
local-language broadcasts and artistic opportunities dwindle. Ancient languages disappear.
Cultural diversity is the victim, and the whole world is the loser.

Except perhaps for the big countries. The United States, Japan, and the MNCs of the
advanced world may be the winners. As Thomas Friedman explains, the Lexus
(representing the culture of modernity) drives out the olive tree (representing the culture of
tradition). “Olive trees,” Friedman writes, “represent everything that roots us, anchors us,
identifies us and locates us in this world—whether it be belonging to a family, a
community, a tribe, a nation, a religion or, most of all, a place called home.”14 The Lexus,
built for export with ultramodern robots, on the other hand,

represents all the burgeoning global markets, financial institutions and computer
technologies with which we pursue higher living standards today. The biggest
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threat today to your olive tree is likely to come from the Lexus, from all the
anonymous, transnational, homogenizing, standardizing market forces and
technologies that make up today’s globalizing economic system.

Friedman, however, is a mainstream analyst, seeing the world, as we have noted previously,
largely from a liberal perspective. Unlike some critical theory perspectives, he can imagine
that globalization has a liberating side:

There are some things about this system that can make the Lexus so
overpowering it can overrun and overwhelm every olive tree in sight. . . . But
there are other things . . . that empower even the smallest, weakest political
community to actually use the new technologies and markets to preserve their
olive trees, their culture and identity.

Witness the upsurge today of nationalism, ethnicity, religion, local pride, and interest in
personal roots that belie the notion that globalization homogenizes culture. Maybe, as
Friedman concludes, the Lexus and the olive tree need one another.

That’s the mainstream view of globalization, that it benefits, not destroys, national
sovereignty and culture. Countries choose to join the global economy, and globalization
gives them more options. No country has developed in isolation. The communist countries
were the last to try, and they did not preserve their sovereignty and cultures but eventually
lost them. Modernization has been going on for a long time, yet people have retained their
identities, their homes, and their communities. Technology benefits local languages and
arts by making people aware of diversity and, through the Internet and other information
technologies, better able to defend their cultural heritage.

Some critiques of conventional ways of thinking about social movements in the
contemporary world have emerged. Sociologist Kevin McDonald argues that Western
thinking leads us to analyze social movements, such as protest groups or religious sects,
through the lens of antagonistic relationships, dialectical processes, and individuals versus
the collectivity. McDonald bypasses even constructivism in favor of a more radical
alternative that liberates oppressed groups in the future but does not threaten other groups.
The alternative he proposes is resonance, where groups that are different resonate or feed
off one another rather than conflict with one another. He writes that

[a]n older international context, where social life largely took place within the
borders of nation-states, and where states were the main actors on the
international stage, is increasingly giving way to a context involving new global
actors, from NGOs, organized crime, or terror networks, and with it, to a whole
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series of debates attempting to interpret the nature of this emerging global world.
. . .

We need to grapple with forms of sociality transforming the relationship between
individual and collective; with grammars of movement that are better understood
in terms of cultural pragmatics . . . and personal experience . . . than organization
building and collective identity; with new forms of complexity and fluidity.

He goes on to advocate “a radical paradigm shift” that emphasizes “embodiment and the
senses.” Instead of action among separate or disembodied groups, in which one group
encounters or confronts another, he wants to talk about actions that resonate among groups
and reinforce them such as we experience when we encounter “dance, music, drumming,
bicycle riding, experiences of vulnerability.” These experiences, he writes, “allow us to break
out of often repeated debates framed in terms of individual versus the community.” He
then studies protest and religious groups (NGOs), such as the Falun Gong movement in
China, that are searching for more fluid and resonating ways to deal with global differences
that do not automatically separate people into disembodied and, hence, antagonistic
groups.15 McDonald’s prescriptions are often abstract and difficult to apply, but they
reflect attempts by critical theorists to escape the totality of existing systems.
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Marginalized Minorities: Global Injustice

From a critical theory perspective, nothing is more evident from the assault of globalization
than the marginalization of indigenous peoples and women. Colonialism, imperialism, and
then open world markets ran roughshod over native peoples and forced women into what
are in effect ghettos. Think of the plight of the Native Americans, who fell like weeds
beneath the scythes of white men expanding across the American continent. Land, the most
cherished possession of indigenous peoples, was systematically appropriated or, more
accurately, stolen from them. Indigenous tribes were stripped of their livelihood and, even
worse, of their culture, identity, and dignity. They were dismissed as primitive, uncivilized,
and uneducable. The indigenous peoples of Latin America and Asia suffered no less. And
the legacy of such material and moral looting goes on to the present day.

marginalization: the social process of making unimportant or powerless certain groups within a
society, especially indigenous peoples and women.

Let’s listen to Subcomandante Marcos, a leader of the indigenous people of the southeast
Mexican state of Chiapas, as he talks about his eviscerated homeland:

Chiapas loses blood through many veins: . . . petroleum, electricity, cattle,
money, coffee, banana, honey, corn, cacao, tobacco, sugar, soy, melon, sorghum,
mamey, mango, tamarind, avocado, and Chiapaneco blood all flow as a result of
the thousand teeth sunk into the throat of the Mexican southeast. These raw
materials, thousands of millions of tons of them, flow to Mexican ports,
railroads, air and truck transportation centers. From there they are sent to
different parts of the world—the United States, Canada, Holland, Germany,
Italy, Japan—. . . to feed imperialism. . . .

In 1989 these businesses took 1.2 trillion pesos from Chiapas and only left
behind 616 million pesos worth of credit and public works. More than 600
million pesos went to the belly of the beast.

In Chiapas . . . Pemex [the Mexican state oil company] has eighty-six teeth sunk
into the townships of Estacion Juarez, Reforma, Ostuacian, Pichucalo, and
Ocosingo. Every day they suck out 92,000 barrels of petroleum and 517 billion
cubic feet of gas. . . .

Chiapas also bleeds coffee. Thirty-five percent of the coffee produced in Mexico
comes from this area, . . . 53 percent is exported abroad, . . . more than 100,000
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tons of coffee are taken from the state to fatten the beast’s bank accounts: in
1988 a kilo of pergamino coffee was sold abroad for 58,000 pesos. The
Chiapeneco producers were paid 2,500 pesos or less.

Three million head of cattle wait for middlemen . . . to take them away to fill
refrigerators in Arriasga, Villahermosa, and Mexico City. The cattle are sold for
400 pesos per kilo by the poor farmers and resold by middlemen and
businessmen for up to ten times the price they paid for them.

The tribute that capitalism demands from Chiapas has no historical parallel.
Fifty-five percent of national hydroelectric energy comes from this state, along
with 20 percent of Mexico’s total electricity. However, only a third of the homes
in Chiapas have electricity. . . .

The plunder of wood continues in Chiapas’ forests. Between 1981 and 1989,
2,444,777 cubic meters of precious woods, conifers, and tropical trees were taken
. . . to Mexico City, Puebla, Veracruz, and Quintana Roo. . . .

The honey that is produced in 78,000 beehives in Chiapas goes entirely to the
United States and European markets.

Of the corn produced in Chiapas, more than half goes to the domestic market. . .
. Sorghum grown in Chiapas goes to Tabasco. Ninety percent of the tamarind
goes to Mexico City and other states. Two-thirds of the avocados and all the
mameys are sold out of state. Sixty-nine percent of the cacao goes to the national
market, and 31 percent is exported to the United States, Holland, Japan, and
Italy. The majority of the bananas produced are exported.16

The indictment is total. And Chiapas is but one example. In the Philippines, indigenous
peoples totaling 16 to 18 percent of the population, mostly Muslims, face expulsion from
their native lands to accommodate power-generating facilities from hydroelectric dams to
wind and solar plants. The increased energy supply is designed to encourage foreign
investment, not local entrepreneurs. In Peru, Colombia, and elsewhere in Latin America,
landless peasants join guerrilla movements to reclaim land and natural resources. In Cuba
and Venezuela, Fidel Castro and Hugo Chávez and their successors have championed a
new revolutionary-style politics to empower the poor and indigenous peoples. In Botswana,
the San Bushmen, an indigenous people, were evicted from land that became the Central
Kalahari Game Reserve, one of the largest such reserves in the world, which attracts tourists
and earns revenues for the central government.

Altogether, the United Nations estimates that some 370 million indigenous people live in
more than seventy countries around the world. Through efforts by NGOs, the African
Commission on Human and Peoples’ Rights, and the first UN International Decade of the
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World’s Indigenous People (1995–2004), the United Nations adopted in September 2007
the landmark Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, emphasizing their rights to
culture, identity, language, employment, health, education, and other benefits and
outlawing discrimination against them. Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and the United
States voted against the declaration, arguing that the language was unclear and the
negotiating process had not been transparent.

Women are the other main victims of marginalization. Globalization has marginalized
women in four principal ways: through low wages to fuel export zones; through neglect of
the informal economy, where most women work; through increased unpaid labor by
women in the household sector; and through damage to the environment where most
women live.

Women constitute most of the workforce of the globally oriented trade activities imposed
on developing countries by colonialism. Export sectors have to maintain low wages to
service metropole markets, and women are the cheapest source of labor. Women constitute
up to 90 percent of the workforce in export-processing zones throughout the developing
world. They assemble garments, electronics, and other items that require tedious and
repetitive manual skills. Women, so the rationalization goes, have the natural dexterity and
nimble fingers needed to carry out repetitive tasks at very high rates of speed. In export
zones, women work fifty to eighty hours a week and earn less than $1 per hour, generally
30 to 40 percent less than men are paid for comparable work. They enjoy few basic job or
social protections and are sometimes subjected to physical and sexual abuses. Practices used
in recruiting and housing women have led in some cases to kidnapping and prostitution
rings. Women have been lured to fill jobs and then forced into prostitution either directly
or indirectly to pay off loans. A sex trade has developed, often associated with other low-
wage service industries such as tourism and hotels.17

The systematic marginalization of women in developing countries was dramatized in 2012
by the shooting of a fifteen-year-old Pakistani girl, Malala Yousafzai, for seeking an
education. While riding the bus home from school, she was shot in the head at point-blank
range. In this case, Muslim extremists are the culprits. They consider it an affront to their
religion to educate girls and regard Malala as a pawn of Western imperialists who seek to
destroy their culture. Miraculously, Malala recovered and initiated a global campaign to
promote education for women. She wrote a book, spoke at the United Nations, and
became a symbol of the battle against discrimination of women throughout the world.18 In
2014 she won the Nobel Peace Prize, and in 2017 she entered Oxford University to study
philosophy, politics, and economics.

Discrimination, on a smaller and less exploitative scale, also affects women in industrialized
countries. In these countries, the employment of women is concentrated in the garment
and low-wage sectors, and these sectors are usually the first affected by job losses when
consumers buy the still-cheaper garment and toy imports produced by women in
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developing countries. When jobs are lost in advanced countries, women, families, and
sometimes whole regions are devastated.

Exploited and then just as quickly neglected by the global economy, women work mostly in
the informal sector of developing countries. They do jobs that mimic housework, such as
cleaning, sewing, and cooking, and are paid far less than even the low wages they would get
in the formal sector. For this reason, some mainstream perspectives argue that the formal,
or export-centered, global economy is still a step up for women. But critical theory
perspectives emphasize the few opportunities that women have to move up within, or to
break out of, the export-oriented global economy. Women in developing countries and
among the poor in advanced countries are either exploited by the global (modern) economy
or left to work in a ghettoized informal economy where there is little support in the form of
credits (loans), child care, educational incentives, or health care. As in the case of
developing countries more broadly, the patterns of global dependency and world systems
involve a dynamic that does not lift individuals, especially women and minorities, from the
bottom to the top but rather exploits them for the benefit of those who are already at the
top.

Globalization further de-emphasizes the valuable work that women do in the home, even in
the most advanced economies. By stressing modernization and the transformation of
traditional tasks and communities, globalization values home care even less than traditional
societies do. Bearing children and caring for them, maintaining a household that often
takes care of elderly members, and sustaining village and community relations are all tasks
that are invaluable, indeed priceless, for any society. Yet they are unacknowledged and
unpaid in a modern globalized world. The United Nations recently estimated that the
unpaid work that women in Mexico did in the home in a year amounted to about $200
billion—a full 23 percent of Mexico’s gross domestic product (GDP).19 Even that estimate
seems low, because the value of raising healthy, educated children cannot really be
measured.

Finally, globalization has devastating impacts on the environments in which most women
live. As Manisha Desai points out,

Whether it is the destruction of the rainforest in Latin America, the felling of
trees in the Himalayan Mountains in India, desertification in Africa, or toxic
dumping in the United States, the environmental desecration caused by global
economic policies has led to increasing material and cultural hardships for
women.20

Women, who have the primary responsibility for home care, have to work harder to fetch
wood, find drinking water, feed cattle, and care for children afflicted by poisons and
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deprivation. And they do so while seldom owning the land. Overall, only a small
percentage of the world’s landowners are women, although the percentage is higher in
individual countries. They work the land with less and less help because globalization not
only strips the environment of natural resources but also strips the village of their husbands
and children. These vital human resources are drawn increasingly from the countryside into
the urbanized and globalized economy. This movement of human beings from rural to
urban areas (at least 13 million each year in China alone) creates transient and often
impoverished communities where criminal organizations lure young men and women into
the sex industry and drug trafficking.

Migrant Bangladeshi women and children haul stones in a quarry in the northeastern
Indian state of Assam, earning less than $1 per person per day.

AP Photo/ Shib Shankar Chatterjee
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Persisting Global Inequality

Despite all the development of the past 500 years, why do all these shocking inequalities
still exist? Mainstream perspectives don’t have a good answer or even agree on the main
questions.

From a realist perspective, for example, the key question is who gains most? Does
globalization spread economic benefits or concentrate them? Does the hegemon stay on
top, or do other countries—China, India, and oil-producing states—gain more and close
the gap? From the individual and domestic levels of analysis, do individuals and minorities
eventually work their way up the income ladder? Or are workers and minority groups stuck
at the lower end and capitalist managers and financiers ensconced at the upper end?

Moreover, as we’ve noted, realist perspectives don’t always agree with one another. The
power transition school believes hegemons endure because some kind of hierarchy is
necessary to promote development. Inequalities persist. The balance-of-power realist school
expects other states or classes and individuals to rise eventually and counterbalance the
hegemon. Inequalities diminish.

Liberal perspectives don’t have a single answer either. Let’s listen first to economists who
fear that globalization increases inequalities. According to Joseph Stiglitz, a Nobel Prize–
winning economist,

[a] growing divide between the haves and the have-nots has left increasing
numbers in the Third World in dire poverty, living on less than a dollar a day.
Despite repeated promises of poverty reduction made over the last decade of the
twentieth century, the actual number of people living in poverty has actually
increased by almost 100 million. This occurred at the same time that total world
income increased by an average of 2.5 percent annually.

In Africa, the high aspirations following colonial independence have been largely
unfulfilled. Instead, the continent plunges deeper into misery, as incomes fall and
standards of living decline. The hard-won improvements in life expectancy
gained in the past few decades have begun to reverse. While the scourge of AIDS
is at the center of this decline, poverty is also a killer. Even countries that have
abandoned African socialism, managed to install honest governments, balanced
their budgets, and kept inflation down find that they simply cannot attract
private investors. Without this investment, they cannot have sustainable
growth.21
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On similar grounds, economist Dani Rodrik agrees and notes that globalization is leading
to a new “digital divide, . . . a deep fault line between groups who have the skills and
mobility to flourish in global markets” and groups that don’t, “such as workers, pensioners,
and environmentalists.”22 The information age, in short, has opened up further
inequalities, a digital divide between advanced and developing countries with respect to
access to computers, cell phones, and other telecommunication devices.

digital divide: the gap between advanced and developing countries in terms of access to the digital
devices of the information age.

But now let’s listen to an economist who sees globalization as reducing inequalities.
According to Martin Wolf, a distinguished economist and journalist at the Financial Times
in London,

[B]etween 1980 and 2000, India’s real GDP per head more than doubled. . . .

China . . . achieved a rise in real income per head of well over 400 per cent
between 1980 and 2000. China and India, it should be remembered, contain
almost two-fifths of the world’s population. . . .

Never before have so many people—or so large a proportion of the world’s
population—enjoyed such large rises in their standards of living. Meanwhile,
GDP per head in high-income countries (with 15 per cent of the world’s
population) rose by 2.1 per cent a year between 1975 and 2001 and by only 1.7
per cent between 1990 and 2001. . . . [T]he incomes of poor developing
countries, with more than half the world’s population, grew substantially faster
than those of the world’s richest countries. . . .

What . . . has this progress to do with international economic integration? . . .
[T]he World Bank divided seventy-three developing countries . . . into two
groups, the third [or twenty-four countries, including China, India, Brazil,
Bangladesh, Mexico, the Philippines, and Thailand, which alone make up 92
percent of the population of the twenty-four countries] that had increased ratios
of trade to GDP, since 1980, by the largest amount and the rest. . . .

The average incomes per head of these twenty-four globalizing countries rose by
67 per cent . . . between 1980 and 1997. . . . [T]he other forty-nine countries
managed a rise of only 10 per cent . . . over this period. . . .

[T]he notion that international economic integration necessarily makes the rich
richer and the poor poorer is nonsense.23
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Are these economists talking about the same planet? Some see more people living in
poverty than ever before; others see more people climbing out of poverty than ever before.
Can both views be right? Well, yes, they can. It depends on which statistics economists use
and what they emphasize. The absolute number of people living on less than $1 per day did
go up between 1990 and 1998. But, as a ratio of total population over a longer period of
time, this number has gone down from 50 percent in 1950 to 32 percent in 1980 to 24
percent in 1992.24 By more recent estimates, the ratio dropped to 18 percent in 2004 and
14 percent in 2014.25 Thus, Wolf looks at ratios, a longer time period, and the populated
countries of India and China. Stiglitz and Rodrik focus on absolute numbers, the most
recent period, and the poorest countries of Africa. Reality is different depending on the
perspective you bring to bear on it.

Measuring inequality is very tricky. Are we talking about inequality between countries or
within them? For example, between 1820 and 1980, global inequality increased among
countries, but inequality actually went down within countries.26 So, from 1960 to 1997,
the ratio of incomes of the 20 percent of the world’s population living in the richest
countries to that of the 20 percent living in the poorest countries went up from 30:1 in
1960 to 74:1 in 1997, while it increased from 7:1 to only 11:1 in the previous era of
globalization before World War I (1870–1913).27 During the same period, however, a
burgeoning middle class reduced income differences within countries, ending the appeal of
class warfare ideologies such as Marxism and communism. Are we talking about ratios or
absolute numbers? From 1980 to 2000, Chinese average real income per head rose by 440
percent; U.S. income per head rose by 60 percent. But the absolute per capita income gap
between China and the United States increased from $20,600 to $30,200 per head. China
grew faster than the United States but from a much smaller base. It would have had to
grow thirty, not seven, times faster to reduce the absolute gap.28 Closing relative gaps thus
takes time and accelerates only toward the later phases of catch-up. Moreover, are we
talking about just incomes or the quality of life, which includes life expectancy, education,
and health care? Life expectancy and other measures of the quality of life in most
developing countries grew steadily from 1950 to 2000, even as incomes grew less in some
countries or stagnated in others.

What governs these interpretations and methodological preferences among economists?
Perhaps their views are determined not just by wealth and markets (relational or liberal
aspects of reality) but also by substantive or ideational issues (identity) such as what they
consider to be the rate of sustainable development, the preferred quality of life, or the best
mechanism for political life—redistributive versus decentralized political practices. Or
maybe, as critical theory would argue, they are caught in the time warp of their own
historical era and cannot escape their own prejudices. Is it ideologically acceptable that
some people remain poor and perhaps even get poorer, at least relatively, as long as more
(other) people leave poverty and get richer? Is it acceptable that some people become many
times richer than others as long as still others also get richer? For example, is it immoral for
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Bill Gates to make billions while average middle-class incomes have gone up much less?
After all, Gates did create a whole new industry and millions of jobs. Would anyone take
such big risks if he or she could not reap big rewards? Should limits be applied to multiples
of wealth until every individual, group, or state in the world has reached a certain minimal
level of development? If so, what is that minimal level for all participants, what is the
multiple limit of wealth that must be enforced until everyone reaches the minimal level,
and how do we know what degree of redistribution of resources is still consistent with
overall growth and does not result only in the redistribution of the wealth that already
exists? These are not easy questions to answer—or they are questions that can be answered
only from different ideational, material, institutional, or critical perspectives.

Figure 10-2 summarizes the critical theory perspective and reminds us that it deals with
reality as a whole, not with separate hypotheses or distinct levels of analysis.

Figure 10-2 The Causes of Globalization and Development: The Critical Theory
Perspective and Levels of Analysisa

a. Recall that critical theory perspectives do not separate reality into distinct causes,
perspectives, and levels of analysis.

Summary

Critical theory perspectives remind us that questions of causality may not be answered at all given the
totality of the world in which all participants, including scholars, are trapped. Our perspectives and
preferred methods (including levels) of analysis are themselves the products of the social reality that we seek
to examine. We can’t escape that reality. Today’s world is a legacy of deep and powerful historical forces
that emerged around 500 years ago and produced a developed world economy dominated by western
European institutions (states), ideas, and power. History represents only one alternative that privileged
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Western peoples and subjugated and marginalized non-Western peoples. We cannot apply it to the future
without perpetuating the legacy of Western dominance. From a critical theory perspective, we need to
search continuously for other alternatives by listening to the narratives and voices of the dispossessed. The
purpose of scholarly research has to be not problem solving in terms of applying existing perspectives to
present and future issues but a broader, more holistic understanding of the historical structures that have
brought us to the present point. That understanding will raise human consciousness about the marginalized
groups that have borne the brunt of historical imperialism and bring them into the dialogue, emancipating
them to participate and lead the world toward future policies of greater global justice and harmony.

Want a better grade?

Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Study Questions
1. How do critical and mainstream perspectives differ on the causes of and solutions for globalization? How

do they see the past as it relates to the future?
2. How has colonialism affected today’s trading patterns among advanced and developing countries in the

agriculture and high-tech industrial sectors?
3. What perspective does the following analysis reflect? “The mercantilists compelled their subjects to sell

many goods only to them, paying the colonies less than world market prices for crops and raw materials. .
. . Mercantilist policy also required the colonies to buy many products from the mother country, ensuring

that the homeland could sell to its subjects at above world market prices.”29

4. In what ways are multinational corporations like the raw materials plantations of the colonial era? How
have they marginalized indigenous peoples and women?

5. Has global inequality increased or decreased? What is the difference between changes in inequality within
countries and changes in inequality between countries?
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Conclusion Applying Perspectives and Levels of
Analysis: The Case of the Democratic Peace

Participants arrive at 7th Ministerial Conference of the Community of Democracies in the
Parliament Building in Ulan Bator, Mongolia, April 27, 2013.

REUTERS/B. Rentsendorj

In an interview with the Wall Street Journal in April 2006, George Shultz, secretary of state under
President Ronald Reagan, spoke about the U.S. effort “to spread open political systems and
democracy”:

I recall President Reagan’s Westminster speech in 1982—that communism would be
consigned “to the ash heap of history” and that freedom was the path ahead. And what
happened? Between 1980 and 1990, the number of countries that were classified as “free” or
“mostly free” increased by about 50 percent. Open political and economic systems have been

gaining ground and there’s good reason for it. They work better.1

In the 1990s, President Bill Clinton and Madeleine Albright, ambassador to the United
Nations during Clinton’s first term in office and secretary of state during his second, went
one step further. In his State of the Union message in 1994, Clinton tied the spread of
democracy directly to national security interests: “The best strategy to ensure our security
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and to build a durable peace is to support the advance of democracy everywhere.
Democracies don’t attack each other. They make better trading partners and partners in
diplomacy.”2 In 2000, Albright, who had fled Czechoslovakia as a small girl when German
forces invaded in 1939, helped establish the Community of Democracies, a group of some
100 democracies that meets biannually at the ministerial level to promote the core values of
democracy. In 2010, the Community of Democracies celebrated its tenth anniversary in
Warsaw, Poland, where it also began.

Is this support for what some call the democratic peace just American chauvinism and
idealism? Critical theory perspectives might think so. Or is there something to Reagan’s
and Clinton’s belief that the spread of democracy is a national security interest because
democracies do not fight one another? The mainstream perspectives investigate correlations
between democracy and war and test for various causes. The evidence that democracies
don’t fight one another began to emerge in the late nineteenth century when the United
States and Great Britain, then the two dominant powers, did not go to war with one
another despite several serious conflicts, such as the boundary dispute in 1895 between
Venezuela and what was then British Guiana. This outcome contradicted realist
expectations. Was it an anomaly? Perhaps. It was only one case. But as the number of
democracies and opportunities for conflict between them multiplied, gathering evidence
tended to support the proposition that democracies rarely if ever go to war with one
another. Still, the proposition remains contentious, subject to debate even among adherents
and open to critique from skeptics. In this conclusion we look at the evidence for the
democratic peace, including some of the statistical problems associated with it, and explore
the major explanations that researchers have offered.

democratic peace: the theory that democratic nations for the most part do not go to war with one
another, making the spread of democracy desirable.

The democratic peace is a good topic for us to address in wrapping up our discussion of
international relations because it illustrates nicely the perspectives, levels of analysis, and
causal arrows we have studied throughout this book. It also illustrates methodological issues
and, hence, the potential as well as the limits of social science when we study human
subjects, who are self-conscious and change their minds. Last, it reminds us that all
knowledge is biased and incomplete in the sense that we select certain facts and cannot
know all the facts, so we have to make judgments and trust our values. The democratic
peace argument may be self-centered and perhaps even self-righteous for those of us who
live in democracies. But do we dismiss the facts because we want to be tolerant of all values,
including nondemocratic ones? Or do we test the facts further because we believe
democracy may offer a better way to organize human life? Either way, we admit that
knowing something is an exercise of both our intellect and our values.
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Evidence

Statistical findings about democracies and war demonstrate a regularity that, as the political
scientist Jack Levy concludes, “comes as close as anything we have to an empirical law in
international relations.”3 Democracies do not, or at least only rarely, go to war with one
another. They are also slightly less inclined than other states to go to war with any state,
whether democratic or nondemocratic. To be sure, democracies still fight nondemocracies,
but they do so less often than nondemocracies fight one another. This empirical finding, if
it holds up, has revolutionary implications for international affairs because it suggests that,
even if countries remained separate and sovereign, war could be eliminated through the
spread of democracy. Anarchy persists, but democracy trumps the security dilemma. That
conclusion might seem convenient for political scientists and politicians who believe in
democracy. But it may also be true. The best explanation to date of this democratic peace
points to the internal characteristics of democracies as they interact with one another in the
international system. Reviewing democratic peace studies in 2002, Levy concludes that
ideational causes—the joint practice of democracy, that is, a dyad or two democracies
interacting at the systemic process level of analysis—appear to trump liberal and realist
causes in accounting for the absence of war:

This empirical regularity cannot be explained by the geographic separation of
democratic states [a realist factor], by extensive trade among democratic dyads [a
liberal factor], by the role of American hegemonic power in suppressing potential
conflicts between democracies in the period since the Second World War [a
realist factor], or by other economic or geopolitical factors correlated with
democracy. . . . There is a growing consensus that the pacifying effects of joint
democracy are real [an identity factor].4

Despite Levy’s confidence, debates about the findings of democratic peace studies continue.
The criticisms cluster in two areas: (1) technical factors associated with the definitions of
democracy and war and the validity of the statistical correlation between them and (2)
theoretical factors dealing with explanations of this correlation. As we noted in the
introduction to this volume, a correlation is not an explanation. It tells us only that two
variables appear together with certain regularity over a large number of cases. War does not
appear in relations among democracies, but such a correlation does not tell us why war does
not occur among democracies. Democracies might not go to war with one another because
they share internal democratic norms and practices—identity factors. Or they may not go
to war because they trade, participate in lots of international institutions, and negotiate
with one another in unique ways—liberal factors. Or they may act peacefully toward one
another because they are allies and avoid war among themselves to balance power against
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other alliances—realist factors. In addition, each of these explanations may come from a
different level of analysis.

One of the problems confronting democratic peace studies is that relatively few
democracies existed before World War II, limiting the total number of cases available for
study. The larger the number of cases—the sample size, as scientists say—the stronger and
more reliable the statistical correlation. Large numbers of cases enable researchers to
discover stronger patterns among the variables. If we have only five cases, for example, the
chance that no war may occur is greater than if we have fifty cases. With fewer cases, the
finding is less reliable and may be a product of chance, a statistical anomaly that would
wash out over time in a larger sample.

sample size: the number of cases used for testing correlations.

How do researchers deal with this problem? One way is to define democracy and war more
loosely to obtain more cases. If the proposition then still holds, the evidence is more
persuasive. For instance, let’s relax the definition of democracy to include young or weak
democracies. Now we find more wars among democracies, such as the War of 1812
between Great Britain and the United States. The correlation is weaker, but so is
democracy. Neither country could be characterized at the time as a particularly robust
democracy. In Great Britain, less than 20 percent of white males were eligible to vote, while
in the United States almost all white males could vote, even though two-thirds of the adult
population—slaves and women—still could not. Similarly, if we relax the definition of war
to include any border incident that involves violence rather than any border conflict with a
specific threshold of battlefield deaths (say, 1,000, the number used in many democratic
peace studies), we find again more wars between democracies, such as the border skirmishes
between British Canada and the United States in the late 1830s. Researchers loosen
definitions and multiply cases to test the democratic peace proposition more and more
rigorously.

As this discussion reminds us, however, the labeling or definition of variables can be very
important and may not be completely divorced from biases introduced by the scholar. This
is why constructivist scholars remain skeptical of rationalist methods used in democratic
peace studies. They doubt whether it is possible to identify separate dependent and
independent variables and say that one variable in a correlation causes the other. Maybe the
two variables, instead, constitute or mutually cause one another. Causation is continuous
and interactive, not segmented and sequential. Critical theory perspectives go one step
further. Not only are the variables inseparable, but the historical evolution of capitalism
obscures the unrelenting power that spreads democracy by coercion, not consent. As one
critical theorist writes, “‘Democratic’ in this context can only be a code word designating
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anyone who can be bought or persuaded to work with the penetrating power’s foreign
policy.”5 The democratic peace is the peace of the democratic hegemon, which in turn is a
product of historical circumstances.

Nevertheless, democratic peace researchers are not deterred. By relaxing the definition of
democracy, they find that strong democracies not only do not go to war with one another
but also do not enter into militarized disputes that threaten war. New or relatively weak
democracies may do so more often but still less so than with nondemocracies.6 And by
relaxing the definition of war to include threats of war, they conclude that “pairs of
democracies are much less likely than other pairs of states . . . to threaten each other in
militarized disputes less violent than war.”7 Statistically, the democratic peace seems quite
robust.
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Explanations

What about explanations of the democratic peace? Because a sufficient number of strong
democracies have existed only since World War II, the fact that they do not go to war or
engage in militarized disputes with one another may be a lingering effect of their Cold War
alliance against the Soviet Union. If this realist explanation holds, we may be right back to
square one, and the democratic peace would have no significant implications for the future
of international relations.

At the headquarters building (known as Berlaymont) of the European Union in
Brussels, Belgium, a regional grouping of strong democracies pioneers the way to a
democratic peace.

AP Photo/Yves Logghe

Let’s look at different possible mainstream explanations of the democratic peace. By this
point (now comes the payoff for all our efforts) you should be able to detect the primary
perspective and level of analysis reflected in each explanation. Three major independent
variables are involved: democracy, trade and international organizations, and alliances.
They correspond with the causes emphasized by our three mainstream perspectives:
identity, liberal, and realist. And three major levels of analysis are involved: systemic
structure, systemic process, and domestic. In each explanation, we identify both the
primary perspective and the primary level of analysis, showing how the causal arrows run
between them. Once you’ve read the explanations below, see Map Conclusion-1 for a
graphic representation of the democratic peace.

Explanation 1: Democracies are more peaceful than all other states.8
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The statement that democracies are more peaceful than all other states clearly suggests that
democracy or identity factors are the cause of the peaceful behavior. Democracies are not
only more peaceful toward one another, but they are also more peaceful toward
nondemocratic states. So the cause does not derive from the interactions between countries
(systemic process) because interactions between democracies alone and between
democracies and nondemocracies produce the same results. Nor does it derive from how
countries are positioned ideologically with respect to one another (relative identity at the
systemic structural level) because democracies are more peaceful toward both other
democracies and nondemocracies. Relative identities, in other words, also cannot be the
cause. Instead, the primary cause comes from inside the democratic country itself and
affects that country’s behavior in all interactions and all relative ideological configurations
—with democracies and nondemocracies. Hence, the level of analysis is domestic.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

Explanation 2: Democracies do not go to war with one another because they share
common domestic norms and institutions.9

With its emphasis on common norms and institutions, this statement again suggests that
identity factors are the cause of the democratic peace, but this result now requires at least
two states that are both democratic. It’s not enough that just one state is democratic. So the
primary cause is no longer coming from inside one country alone, or the domestic level of
analysis. It is coming from the systemic level. But is it the process or the structural level?
The statement tells us how the two countries are positioned with respect to one another—
they share common democratic norms and institutions. It does not tell us how they interact
with one another and whether democratic norms matter most in that process. Thus, the
explanation is from the systemic structural level of analysis, not the systemic process level. It
depends on the countries’ relative or shared identities as democracies.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives
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causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Explanation 3: Democracies do not go to war with one another because they trade more
with one another and do not want to forfeit the mutual gains from trade.10

Now the explanation shifts from an identity to a liberal perspective. The statement says
democracies do not fight not because they share common values but because they trade
more with one another than with other countries. More trade creates a stake in non-zero-
sum gains and a reluctance to forfeit those gains by going to war. Why democracies trade
more with one another is another question that may have something to do with their
democratic nature. But it is also possible that trade creates peace and that peace then
encourages democracy. Democracy may be a consequence, not a cause. (Notice, again, the
importance of the direction of causal arrows.) The level of analysis is clearly systemic
process because countries have to trade or interact a lot with one another before they
experience the outcome of peace.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Explanation 4: Democracies do not go to war with one another because they belong to
the same international institutions, whose laws and practices they follow.11

Again the explanation is liberal because the outcome depends on interactions, this time
within international institutions rather than through trade. The level of analysis is systemic
process if the outcome depends on processes within international institutions, and systemic
structural if it depends on the rules of the institutions or the specialized roles that states
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play within these institutions.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Map Conclusion-1 Measures of the Democratic Peace: Democratization, Trade, and
Participation in International Organizations

Source: Freedom House, “Freedom in the World, 2017: Populists and Autocrats: The
Dual Threat to Global Democracy,”
https://freedomhouse.org/sites/default/files/FH_FIW_2017_Report_Final.pdf. Data
on membership in international organizations are from Jon C. Pevehouse, Timothy
Nordstrom, and Kevin Warnke, “The COW-2 International Organizations Dataset
Version 2.0,” Conflict Management and Peace Science 21, no. 2 (2004): 101–19.
Version 2.3, on which this figure is based, is available at
http://www.correlatesofwar.org. All trade data are derived from Kristian S. Gleditsch’s
“Expanded Trade and GDP” data set,
http://privatewww.essex.ac.uk/~ksg/exptradegdp.html.

Note: Data for membership in international organizations (IOs) for the year 2005
include all three types of membership coded for in the Correlates of War database:
full, associate, and observer. Differences would be more pronounced but for the fact
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that the data weigh IOs and the quality of participation by each state in IOs equally,
even though some IOs are more important than others and strong democracies clearly
play a more important role in the most important IOs. Trade data given here show
the amount of trade that countries in each democracy category do with one another,
expressed as a percentage of the total trade those kinds of countries conduct. For
instance, strongly democratic countries conduct 36 percent of all their total trade
worldwide with other strong democracies, whereas strongly undemocratic countries
conduct only 3 percent of their total trade with other strongly undemocratic
countries. This result suggests that trade may also be a cause of peace among strongly
democratic countries because these countries risk a greater loss of trade, and hence
wealth, by going to war with one another.

Explanation 5: Democracies do not go to war with one another because they have
unique contracting or negotiating advantages that allow them to settle disputes without
war.12

This explanation suggests that negotiations or diplomatic efforts (liberal factors) cause the
outcome, although it still doesn’t explain why democracies have such unique negotiating
advantages. If we argue that democracies have these advantages because they are
democracies, identity factors become the primary independent variable and diplomacy is an
intervening variable. But negotiating skill may be the primary independent variable
producing peaceful outcomes, which in turn encourage democracy. Once again, the
direction of the causal arrows matters. The level of analysis is systemic process because
diplomacy involves interactions and democracies achieve peace only through these
interactions, not alone or as a result of their relative or shared positions.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Explanation 6: Democracies do not go to war with one another because they belong to
the same alliances counterbalancing or fighting other alliances.13

Now the explanation shifts to a realist perspective. Alliances and the balance of power
explain the outcome, not democracy, trade, or diplomacy. The level of analysis is systemic
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structural if we emphasize the relative positioning of opposing alliances within the system,
and systemic process if we emphasize the interactions by which alliances form and change.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Explanation 7: Democracies do not go to war with one another because they
successfully use balance-of-power politics to avoid war.14

Perhaps democracies do not go to war with one another because they are effective at
balancing power and avoiding war. This is a realist explanation because peace is a product
of balance-of-power politics, not of democracy or institutional factors. Of course, the
question remains why democratic states are so good at balancing power compared to
nondemocratic states. If the answer is because they are democratic, the explanation becomes
identity, and policies to balance power are intervening variables. On the other hand, if the
peaceful behavior is a product of policies to balance power and peaceful behavior in turn
leads to more democracy, the explanation is realist. The level of analysis is systemic process
because the outcome is achieved through policy interactions between democracies, not
through their relative positions or internal attributes.

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Explanation 8: Democracies do not go to war with one another because leaders have to
appeal to larger domestic coalitions to survive politically and therefore choose wars only
with nondemocratic countries where democracies enjoy an advantage in mobilizing
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military resources.15

This explanation focuses on leaders and appears at first glance to reflect a decision-making
level of analysis. But notice that the causal factors do not emanate from the leaders or the
decision-making process itself. They come from the larger domestic political system that
requires democratic leaders to assemble and sustain a broader coalition of support for war
than leaders in nondemocratic countries. Domestic coalition politics dictate systemic
outcomes, namely the countries democracies go to war with. So, in causal terms, the
domestic level of analysis is paramount. The perspective involved may appear to be realist,
and if the leaders were fighting for their physical, not political, survival (they faced
execution if they lost), we could say that material forces are determinative. But the objective
of leaders is political survival in a domestic system that enfranchises a wider electorate. The
institutions of a democracy are paramount. So the perspective is liberal (hence, too, the
word institutional in the title of the footnoted article).

Causal Arrow: Perspectives

causal arrow: Levels of analysis

Summary

As you can tell, sorting through so many variables and explanations from democratic peace studies is
difficult, to say the least. Analysts change their minds as the work proceeds. Bruce Russett, a pioneer of
democratic peace studies, concludes in an early work that “even when controls for physical distance,
alliance, wealth, economic growth, and political stability are incorporated into the analysis, an independent

explanatory role for democracy remains.”16 In a later study, however, he finds that trade and international

organizations also make democracies more reluctant to go to war.17 As Map Conclusion-1 shows,
compared with nondemocracies, democracies tend to trade more with one another and to participate more
fully and aggressively in international organizations. But do trade and international organizations affect the
outcome independently, or do they affect peace because democracies are more inclined than other states to

trade and to join international organizations?18 Russett, who believed domestic norms and institutions were
the best explanation in his early work, now concludes that all three factors—domestic norms and
institutions, trade, and international organizations—shape the outcome of the democratic peace. Russett
combines identity factors (democracy) and liberal factors (trade and institutions) while rejecting realist
explanations of the democratic peace. His explanations come primarily from the domestic and systemic

process levels, not the systemic structural level of analysis.19

In his conclusion, Russett acknowledges that overlapping and multiple explanations of the democratic peace
can lead to an overdetermined outcome. Political scientists worry about the interaction of independent
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variables, or what they call colinearity (two variables) and multicolinearity (multiple variables). We can’t say
which variable may be the most important; they all seem to be necessary to produce the outcome. Critical
theory perspectives and constructivist methodologies might respond, “I told you so.” The causes are
interactive and cumulative. Peace is caused not by democracy but by the overweening presence of hegemony
(critical theory perspective). Or peace is an appropriate or more persuasive outcome associated with social
discourse among democracies (constructivist methodology). Notice that this issue is our old problem of the
need to select facts and make judgments without ever having all the facts in hand to make a definitive
judgment. If everything causes something, nothing does. Or, at least, we can’t know what does. Science has
reached its limits.

overdetermined outcome: an outcome caused by multiple independent variables, the
separate and interactive effects of which are not clear.
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CODA
Well, we’ve finished our introductory exploration of the field of international relations. The short excursion
through the studies of the democratic peace brings together many of the factors stressed throughout this
book: the roles of perspectives, levels of analysis, causal arrows, methodological issues, judgment, history
(compiling historical cases of relations among democracies), and, ultimately, moral values. Why do we study
the democratic peace? Are we being neutral and unbiased, or are we perhaps hoping that the democratic
peace is true and that we may work, therefore, toward a world in which democratic values and a democratic
way of life prevail? Would we be as enthusiastic if the evidence showed that nondemocracies were more
peaceful toward one another than democracies? But, then, maybe we are just taking the facts as we can best
assess them. George Shultz says democracies work better, and the most advanced countries, if wealth is one
measure of what works, are indeed all democracies. And President Clinton felt strongly that democracies
not only work better but also are more peaceful.

Take two thoughts away with you as you put this book on the shelf for future reference. The ability to
know things for sure is very difficult. Science encourages us to think rationally and test our perspectives
against the facts as systematically and objectively as possible. That’s good. But critical theory cautions us
against such rationalist approaches, and science is not an answer; it is a method. Always be modest about
what you think you know. Take a course in the philosophy of science, and you’ll learn that even natural
scientists, who study inanimate objects without minds of their own, can never know the way the natural
world really works. They can only know, when their model tests out positively, that the world works in
ways consistent with that model. But the world may also work in ways consistent with other, totally
different models that have yet to be (and may never be) discovered. So, at a minimum, be prepared to spend
the rest of your life learning. Keep an open mind, listen to others, be modest enough not to impugn others
who disagree with you as being stupid or evil. They may be both (happy thought, right?). Ignorance and
evil do exist. But they may also be emphasizing another perspective that is consistent with the facts. We
should be aware of our own ignorance and potential for evil if we wish to work for a better world.

And that’s the second thought. You still have to make judgments, almost always without complete
information or knowledge. Don’t shy away from making decisions. If you fail to choose—if you always wait
for more information—the world may pass you by. Develop trust in your own judgment. Learning and
growing, as someone reminded me early in my teaching career, are a full-body exercise. You need your head,
but you also need your heart and maybe, most of all, your spirit and values. Because we are dealing with
other human beings, not just with physical phenomena, we need a basis that goes beyond physical
phenomena even if we ultimately find out that we humans—our minds, spirits, and even our humanity
itself—can be understood in purely physical (chemical, biological, and electrical) terms. How will we treat
one another if and when we discover that? And if it depends on which electrode we stimulate or which drug
we take, who decides what must be done, and who administers these remedies? If no one does, if we are all
simply products of our physical sensations, what does it mean to be human?

Think now, at the end of this book, about where we began—the situation with ISIS in Syria and Iraq. We
can’t act responsibly until we know something about this part of the world. But we can’t read everything
about the Middle East and beyond because that would require too much time and we may never act,
especially in a timely way to affect events while they are still fluid. So we study with diligence and act with
modesty using what we know, being aware that we don’t know it all, and maintaining a reverence for what
we all are—human beings who think and change even as we study and seek to influence one another.

Want a better grade?
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Get the tools you need to sharpen your study skills. Access practice quizzes, eFlashcards, video, and
multimedia at edge.sagepub.com/nau6e.
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Study Questions
1. What is the primary level of analysis of these two statements? (a) Democracies rarely fight one another

compared to other states. (b) Democracies fight less against all states.
2. How would constructivist methodology and critical theory critique democratic peace studies?
3. How do researchers generate more cases to test the correlation between democracy and no war?
4. Give an explanation of the democratic peace from each perspective and level of analysis.
5. Why, in your judgment, should the evidence of the democratic peace either play a role or not play a role

in American foreign policy?
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Glossary of Key Concepts
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A

acid rain:
condensation-borne pollutants that may be transported through the upper
atmosphere over long distances.

Afghan War:
costly war fought by both the Soviet Union in the 1980s and the United States in the
2000s.

agent-oriented constructivism:
an identity perspective that attributes greater influence to independent rather than
collective actors.

alliances:
formal defense arrangements wherein states align against a greater power to prevent
dominance.

American Declaration on the Rights and Duties of Man:
the world’s first international human rights instrument of a general nature, adopted
by the nations of the Americas in April 1948.

anarchy:
the decentralized distribution of power in the international system; no leader or
center to monopolize power.

Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty:
a 1972 treaty between the United States and the Soviet Union limiting antiballistic
missiles.

appeasement:
a policy of making concessions to a stronger foe because one is unwilling to consider
the use of force.

arms race:
the competitive buildup of weapons systems.

ASEAN:
the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, the principal Asian IGO.

ASEAN Intergovernmental Commission on Human Rights (AICHR):
Asian human rights commission established in 2009.
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Asian values:
the Confucian ideas emphasizing authority over individualism that motivated
economic success in Asia.

asymmetric threat and warfare:
the exploitation of technology and psychology to target the peripheral vulnerabilities
of a larger foe.
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B

balance of payments:
a country’s current and capital account balances plus reserves and statistical errors.

balance of power:
the strategy by which states counterbalance to ensure that no single state dominates
the system, or an outcome that establishes a rough equilibrium among states.

balance of terror:
a situation in which two or more countries use the threat of nuclear weapons to deter
conflicts.

bandwagoning:
the aligning of states with a greater power to share the spoils of dominance.

bargaining:
negotiating to distribute gains that are zero-sum (that is, what one side gains, the
other loses).

Baruch Plan:
proposal by the United States in 1946 to create a United Nations agency to control
and manage nuclear weapons cooperatively.

basic human needs:
necessities such as clothing, shelter, food, education, and health care.

belief systems:
ideas about how the world works that influence the behavior of policy makers.

beliefs:
ideas about how the world works as emphasized by identity perspectives.

Berlin Blockade:
the first physical confrontation of the Cold War, taking place in 1948–1949, in
which Stalin blocked the land routes into Berlin.

biodiversity:
the diversity among the multiple species of plant and animal life found in nature.

Biological Weapons Convention (BWC):
international agreement made in 1972 to ban the production and use of biological
weapons.
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bonded labor:
a form of unfree or indentured labor, typically a means of paying off loans with direct
labor instead of currency or goods.

brain drain:
the emigration of educated people from developing countries.

buckpassing:
a free-riding strategy wherein a country allows other countries to fight conflicts while
it stays on the sidelines.
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C

capital account:
the net flows of capital, both portfolio and foreign direct investment, into and out of
a country.

capital flight:
the movement of money out of the local currency and country because of inflation
and economic or political instability.

causal arrow:
an indicator of which perspective or level of analysis influences the other perspectives
and levels of analysis more than the reverse.

causation:
explaining events in terms of one another rather than just describing them.

chain-ganging:
the creation of a rigid defensive alliance.

Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC):
international agreement made in 1993 to ban the production and use of chemical
weapons.

civic identity:
identity constructed when people are willing to submit to the laws of a common
government rather than those of separate ethnic or religious groups.

civil society:
the nongovernmental sector.

clash of civilizations:
a thesis advanced by Samuel Huntington that past and future global conflicts can be
traced along the fault lines between nine major world civilizations.

climate change:
the warming and cooling of the Earth’s temperature in cycles over centuries.

Cold War:
the global, putatively bloodless (hence cold, not hot) conflict between the United
States and the Soviet Union that resulted in massive arms buildups, international
conflicts, and proxy wars.
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collective goods:
benefits, such as clean air, that are indivisible (they exist for all or for none) and
cannot be appropriated (their consumption by one party does not diminish their
consumption by another).

collective security:
the establishment of common institutions and rules among states to settle disputes
peacefully and to enforce agreements by a preponderance, not a balance, of power.

colonialism:
conquest and exploitation by the European states of poorer peoples and lands in
Latin America, Africa, and Asia.

comparative advantage:
a relationship in which two countries can produce more goods from the same
resources if each specializes in the goods it produces most efficiently at home and the
two trade these goods internationally.

compellence:
the use of force to get another state to do something rather than to refrain from doing
something.

competitive advantage:
a trade advantage created by government intervention to exploit monopoly rents in
strategic industries.

Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT):
international agreement reached in 1996 to stop the testing of nuclear weapons both
above- and belowground.

concessional loans:
loans made to developing nations at subsidized interest rates.

construction of identities:
a process of discourse by which actors define who they are and how they behave
toward one another.

constructivism:
a perspective that emphasizes ideas, such as the content of language and social
discourse, over institutions or power.

constructivist methods:
methods that see events as a whole as mutually causing or constituting one another
rather than causing one another sequentially.
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containment:
the policy of the United States during the Cold War that checked aggressive Soviet
actions through military alliances.

cooperation:
working to achieve a better outcome for some that does not hurt others.

core states:
large and leading countries that produce most of the innovative products, which
enjoy an initial monopoly.

correlation:
a situation in which one fact or event occurs in the same context as another fact or
event but is not necessarily linked to or caused by it.

Council of Europe (CE):
organization founded in 1949 to promote human rights in Europe.

Council of the European Union:
the assembly that brings together the member states of the European Union.

counterfactual reasoning:
a method of testing claims for causality by asking what might have happened if one
event had not occurred.

critical theory perspective:
a perspective that focuses on deeply embedded forces from all perspectives and levels
of analysis.

crony capitalism:
noncompetitive lending and investment relationships between government financial
institutions and private industry.

cult of the offensive:
a belief in the advantage of using military power offensively.

current account:
the net border flows of goods and services, along with government transfers and net
income on capital investment.

cyber warfare:
software attacks against countries’ computer systems controlling defense and other
strategic operations.
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D

debt relief:
the rescheduling of loans to developing nations to stretch the loans over longer
periods of time or the forgiving of the loans altogether.

decolonization:
the UN-led process by which former colonies in the third world gained their
independence.

defense:
the use of force to defend a country after an attack.

defensive realism:
a school of realism that says states seek enough power to be secure.

democratic deficit:
the criticism made of the European Union that it is not directly accountable to the
people it represents.

democratic peace:
the theory that democratic nations for the most part do not go to war with one
another, making the spread of democracy desirable.

demographic transitions:
periods of accelerating population growth as living standards increase because death
rates decline faster than birthrates.

dependency theory:
theory developed by critical theorists that explains lack of development in terms of
colonialism and oppression.

derivatives market:
the market that exchanges instruments derived from existing loans and financial
assets, hedging them against future changes in prices, earnings, or interest.

détente:
a phase of the Cold War beginning in the 1960s when the West initiated diplomatic
overtures to Moscow.

deterrence:
the use of threatened retaliation through force to deter an attack before it occurs.
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development:
the process of material, institutional, and human progress in a particular country or
region.

digital divide:
the gap between advanced and developing countries in terms of access to the digital
devices of the information age.

diplomacy:
discussions and negotiations among states as emphasized by the liberal perspective.

distribution of identities:
the relative relationship of identities among actors in the international system in
terms of their similarities and differences.

division of labor:
the division of world markets into core, peripheral, and semiperipheral areas.

Doha Round:
the ninth and most current round of trade talks, which offers significant potential
benefits to developing countries in agriculture, medicines, and infrastructure.

domino theory:
a theory held by the superpowers that if one country in a developing region went over
to the other side, other countries in the region would follow, falling like dominoes.

821



E

East Asian Miracle:
a period of unprecedented economic growth and development in East Asia between
1965 and 2010.

economies of scale:
cost advantages whereby the larger the amount of a good that is produced, the lower
the average cost of production.

ejido system:
Mexican land reform project that redistributed some land to peasants.

elite manipulation:
leaders’ exploitation of people’s fears to wage ethnic conflict for the leaders’ own
personal and group interests.

end of history:
an idea advanced by Francis Fukuyama that the spread of democracy had brought an
end to the violent struggle among nations for equal recognition.

endogenous variables:
causal variables that are included in a theoretical model or framework.

Entente Cordiale:
an agreement signed in 1904 between Great Britain and France that settled colonial
disputes between them and ended a century of British isolation from conflicts on the
continent.

epistemic communities:
communities of individuals or countries that share a broad base of common
knowledge and trust.

ethics and morality:
standards of good conduct for human behavior.

ethnic cleansing:
the systematic persecution, torture, and killing or removal of a religious or ethnic
group with the intent to take over the territory of that group.

ethno-national communities:
groups of people in which ethnic and national identities overlap substantially.
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European Central Bank (ECB):
the banking institution whose Governing Council controls the money supply and
sets short-term interest rates for the European Union.

European Commission:
the organ of the European Union that has the exclusive authority to initiate
legislation and pursue the goals of an ever-closer union.

European constitution:
a 2004 European Union document, not yet ratified, that significantly increased the
extent of European unity.

European Convention on Human Rights:
the convention (formally the Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms) adopted by the Council of Europe in 1950 to protect
citizens’ rights to due process and political participation.

European Council:
summit meetings of the Council of the European Union, involving heads of state and
government, that deal with crosscutting and controversial issues.

European Court of Human Rights:
the court that administers European human rights law.

European Court of Justice (ECJ):
the judicial body that has the power to interpret and enforce European Union treaties
and law.

European Parliament:
the only directly elected institution in the European Union.

European Union:
a supranational organization that in 1993 superseded the European Communities
and now unites European democracies in specific policy areas.

exceptionalism:
the view that a particular state, and especially the United States, is distinct from
others because of its specific history and unique institutions.

exchange rate:
the value of a country’s currency in terms of a foreign currency.

exogenous variables:
autonomous factors that come from outside a theoretical model or system and that
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cannot be explained by the system.

exploitation:
the extraction of profits from the resources and labor of others in an unjust way.

extended deterrence:
a strategy of deterrence in which one country uses nuclear weapons to deter an attack
on the territory of an allied country.

external identity:
the identity of a country that is determined by its historical and external dialogue
with other states.
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F

failed states:
states whose domestic institutions have collapsed.

federalism:
a method of decentralizing power to accommodate tribal and regional differences.

feminism:
a theory that critiques international relations as a male-centered and -dominated
discipline.

financial repression:
a policy in which states extract savings from one sector, such as agriculture or labor,
to benefit another sector, such as industry.

foreign direct investment (FDI):
capital flows to a foreign country involving the acquisition or construction of
manufacturing plants and other facilities.

fossil fuels:
coal, oil, and natural gas.

freedom fighters:
U.S. term for local forces resisting communist revolution in developing countries.
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G

genocide:
the systematic persecution and extermination of a group of people on the basis of
their national, ethnic, racial, or religious identity.

geopolitics:
a focus on a country’s location and geography as the basis of its national interests.

global governance:
the system of various international institutions and great powers groups that in a
loose sense govern the global system.

global war on terror:
a worldwide military campaign to defeat nonstate terrorist groups such as Al Qaeda
and the rogue states that support them.

global warming:
the heating up of the Earth’s atmosphere caused by greenhouse gas emissions.

globalization 1.0:
early period of globalization, from 1492 to 1800, driven by mercantilism and
colonialism.

globalization 2.0:
later period of globalization, from 1800 to 1950, driven by global market institutions
such as multinational trading and manufacturing corporations.

globalization 3.0:
latest period of globalization, starting in the second half of the twentieth century,
driven by the flattening of the global playing field and the knowledge economy rather
than by imperialism or manufacturing conglomerates.

graying population:
a demographic pattern in which the percentage of a country’s population older than
sixty-five increases.

great power groups:
assorted informal groupings of the major economic and financial powers known as
the G7, G8, and G20.

greenhouse gases:
emissions from fossil fuels and other sources that can cause climate change.
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H

hegemony:
a situation in which one country is more powerful than all the others.

Helsinki Accords:
a series of agreements between East and West in 1975 concerning arms control,
trade, and human rights.

human rights:
rights concerning the most basic protections against human physical abuse and
suffering.

human security:
security concern that focuses on violence within states and at the village and local
levels, particularly violence against women and minorities.
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I

ideal types:
perspectives or simplified characterizations of theories that emphasize the most
important aspects of reality, not all of its intricacies and variations.

identity perspective:
a perspective that emphasizes the causal importance of the ideas and identities of
actors, which motivate their use of power and negotiations.

IMF quota:
the share of money that each country provides to the International Monetary Fund
for lending, which determines its voting power.

imperialism:
the forceful extension of a nation’s authority to other peoples by military, economic,
and political domination.

import substitution policies:
policies developed in Latin America that substitute domestic industries for imports.

individual standing:
the right of civilians, as well as states, to bring cases before a court, uncommon in
international law until recently.

infant industries:
developing industries that require protection to get started.

informal sector:
business activities that take place outside the legal system of a country because of
excessive regulations.

Inter-American Convention on Human Rights:
an international human rights instrument adopted by the nations of the Americas in
1969.

Inter-American Court of Human Rights:
the court charged with implementing the Inter-American Convention on Human
Rights.

interdependence:
the mutual dependence of states and nonstate actors in the international system
through conferences, trade, tourism, and the like.
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intergovernmental organizations (IGOs):
formal international organizations established by governments.

internal identity:
the identity of a country that derives from its unique national self-reflection and
memory.

International Court of Justice (ICJ):
the UN’s main judicial institution to arbitrate disputes among nations.

International Criminal Court (ICC):
a permanent tribunal started in 2002 to prosecute war crimes.

international institutions:
formal international organizations and informal regimes that establish common rules
to regularize international contacts and communications.

international law:
the customary rules and codified treaties under which international organizations
operate; covers political, economic, and social rights.

international regime:
a network of international institutions or groups not under the authority of a single
organization.

iron and rye coalition:
a domestic coalition of military and agricultural interests that dominated German
politics before World War I.

iron curtain:
a metaphor for the political, ideological, and physical (no man’s land) separation of
the Soviet Union and Western countries during the Cold War.
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jihad:
war waged for holy or religious reasons.

judgment:
the broader assessment of what makes sense after one accumulates as many facts and
tests as many perspectives as possible.
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Korean War:
a proxy war on the Korean Peninsula in the early 1950s between Soviet-backed
North Korean and Chinese forces and a United Nations force led by the United
States.

Kyoto Protocol:
an agreement reached in 1997 that set deadlines of 2008–2012 for industrial
countries to cut their greenhouse gas emissions.
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L

land reform:
domestic policies to redistribute land for the purposes of equity and development.

League of Nations:
a universal institution, founded after the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, that
embodied the collective security approach to the management of military power.

Lebensraum:
Hitler’s expansionist ideology that proposed a larger living space for the German
racial community.

legitimacy:
the right to use power in international affairs.

level of analysis:
the direction, or “level,” from which the primary cause of events is coming.

liberal nationalism:
a form of nineteenth-century nationalism that focused on political ideologies and
called for wider participation and the rule of law in both domestic and international
politics.

liberal perspective:
a perspective that emphasizes repetitive relationships and negotiations, establishing
patterns or institutions for resolving international conflicts.

Lisbon Treaty:
a 2009 treaty that implements many of the provisions of the unratified European
constitution by intergovernmental agreement.

long telegram:
George Kennan’s diplomatic telegram of 1946 outlining the U.S.–Soviet conflict and
arguing for the policy of containment.

lost decade:
a period of economic stagnation in Latin America brought on by domestic policies,
the oil crises, and high debt, lasting from the early 1970s to the late 1980s.
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M

marginalization:
the social process of making unimportant or powerless certain groups within a
society, especially indigenous peoples and women.

Marshall Plan:
the Western plan to rebuild Germany and the rest of Europe after World War II.

Marxism:
a theory that emphasizes the dialectical or conflictual relationship between capitalist
and communist states in the international system, leading to the triumph of
communism, not democracy.

massive retaliation:
the strategy of threatening to unleash a general nuclear war.

maximum deterrence:
a strategy that relies on many nuclear weapons to deter both conventional and
limited nuclear attacks.

methods:
the formal rules of reason (rationalist) or appropriateness (constructivist) for testing
perspectives against facts.

metropole:
the metropolitan (political, commercial, and military) center of imperial power.

microfinancing:
the provision of small loans to individuals, especially women, in developing
countries.

militant nationalism:
a form of nineteenth-century nationalism that focused on cultural and racial
differences and advocated an aggressive, heroic approach to international relations.

Millennium Development Goals:
UN program initiated in 1996 to achieve ambitious development objectives by 2015.

minimum deterrence:
a strategy of deterrence that relies on a few nuclear weapons to retaliate and inflict
unacceptable damage on the adversary.
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modernization:
the transformation of human society from self-contained autarchic centers of agrarian
society to highly specialized and interdependent units of modern society.

Montreal Protocol:
an international agreement reached in 1987 that set the specific goal of reducing the
use of chlorofluorocarbons by 50 percent by 1998.

most-favored-nation (MFN) principle:
a principle under which nations that negotiate tariff reduction offer the same low
tariff to all nations that they offer to the most favored nation, meaning the nation
that pays the lowest tariffs.

multilateral trade rounds:
trade negotiations in which multiple countries participate and reduce trade barriers
simultaneously.

multilateralism:
the inclusion of all states in international diplomacy.

mutual assured destruction (MAD):
the nuclear deterrence strategy that called for the dominance of offensive over
defensive weapons.

mutual assured protection (MAP):
the nuclear strategy, proposed by Reagan, to build up defensive systems and reduce
offensive weapons.

mutual recognition:
a way of reconciling different regulatory standards across nations by requiring that
product standards accepted in one country be recognized by all participants.
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N

nation building:
the process through which ethnic groups evolve toward nationhood.

national wars of liberation:
Soviet term for proxy wars against Western colonialism in developing countries.

nationhood:
a status acquired by states strong enough to protect their borders and command the
loyalty of their citizens.

New Thinking:
Gorbachev’s ideas of domestic reform known as glasnost and perestroika.

nonaligned movement:
a coalition led by India, Yugoslavia, and Egypt that stressed neutrality in the Cold
War.

nongovernmental organizations (NGOs):
nonstate actors such as student, tourist, and professional associations that are not
subject to direct government control.

nontariff barriers (NTBs):
policy instruments other than price, such as quotas and qualitative restrictions,
designed to limit or regulate imports and exports.

norms:
ideas that govern the procedural or substantive terms of state behavior, such as
reciprocity and human rights.

North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO):
Western alliance in the Cold War.

nuclear triad:
the combination of nuclear land-, sea-, and air-based retaliatory weapons.
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O

offensive realism:
a school of realism that says states seek dominant power.

official development assistance (ODA):
aid from advanced governments to developing nations.

opportunity costs:
the costs of alternative uses of resources based on competitive prices.

Oslo Accords:
a series of agreements reached in 1993 between the Palestine Liberation Organization
and Israel that Israeli troops would withdraw from Gaza and areas of the West Bank
and that the PLO and Israel would recognize one another.

overdetermined outcome:
an outcome caused by multiple independent variables, the separate and interactive
effects of which are not clear.

ozone layer:
the outer layer of the Earth’s atmosphere that protects the planet from solar radiation.
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P

pandemics:
outbreaks of infectious diseases such as AIDS, avian flu, and SARS that spread or
threaten to spread worldwide.

partition:
the separation of hostile ethnic or religious groups into different territories or states.

paternalism:
a system in which institutions such as the church or state provide for the needs of
individuals or groups while stifling individual initiative and entrepreneurship.

path dependence:
a process emphasized by liberal perspectives in which decisions in a particular
direction affect later decisions, accumulating advantages or disadvantages along a
certain path.

peace research studies:
scholarly inquiry dedicated to the study of the potential for international peace,
emphasizing collective and common-humanity approaches rather than balance of
power.

peace-enforcement activities:
UN actions intended to compel countries by force or threat of force to follow the
terms of UN resolutions.

peacekeeping activities:
UN actions devoted to monitoring cease-fires and separating combatants in third-
world conflicts.

peripheral states:
smaller and less developed countries that produce most of the competitive or lagging
products after the monopoly qualities of these products have been substantially
diminished.

perspective:
a statement or hypothesis that explains the primary cause of what is happening—for
example, a struggle for power causes conflict and sometimes wars.

piracy:
acts of violence at sea carried out to exact ransom or policy changes to support
terrorism.
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polarity:
the number of states—one (unipolar), two (bipolar), three (tripolar), or more
(multipolar)—holding significant power in the international system.

portfolio investment:
transfers of money to buy stocks, bonds, and so on.

postconflict reconstruction:
activities aimed at resettling displaced populations and rebuilding areas ravaged by
ethnic conflict.

postmodernists:
theorists who seek to expose the hidden or masked meanings of language and
discourse in international relations in order to gain space to imagine alternatives.

Potsdam Conference:
the meeting among wartime allies in July 1945 that produced no agreement on the
unification of Germany and other issues.

power:
the material capabilities of a country, such as size of population and territory,
resource endowment, economic capability, and military strength.

power balancing:
a school of realism that sees hegemony as destabilizing and war as most likely when a
dominant power emerges to threaten the equilibrium of power among other states.

power transition:
a school of realism that sees hegemony as stabilizing and war as most likely when a
rising power challenges a previously dominant one and the balance of power
approaches equilibrium.

pragmatism:
the idea that morality is proportionate to what is possible and causes the least harm.

preemptive war:
an attack by one country against another because the second country is preparing to
attack the first.

preventive war:
a war by one country against another that is not preparing to attack the first country
but is growing in power and may attack in the future.

prisoner’s dilemma:
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a game in which two prisoners rationally choose not to cooperate in order to avoid
even worse outcomes.

process tracing:
a method of connecting events in sequence to identify cause and effect.

productivity:
output per unit of input.

proxy wars:
conflicts in peripheral areas in which nuclear powers tested each other’s military
capabilities and resolve.

psychological studies:
studies that emphasize ideas that define actor personalities, although the ideas may be
not conscious but subconscious and sometimes irrational.
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Q

qualified majority voting (QMV):
the principle that decisions by international organizations are made by weighted
majority votes, as in the European Union today.
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R

rationalist methods:
methods that disaggregate and explain events sequentially as one event preceding and
causing a second event.

realist perspective:
a perspective that sees the world largely in terms of a struggle for relative power in
which strong actors seek to dominate and weak actors seek to resist.

reciprocity:
the behavior of states toward one another based largely on mutual exchanges that
entail interdependent benefits or disadvantages.

regional organizations:
organizations whose members come from and are limited to specific geographic
regions of the world.

relative identities:
identities that position actors’ self-images with respect to one another as similar or
dissimilar.

relativism:
a position that holds that truth and morality are relative to each individual or culture
and that one should “live and let live.”

rent-seekers:
firms that lobby to limit competition, extracting monopoly rents by producing at low
costs while selling at high prices.

resource curse:
a phenomenon in which an abundance of natural resources inhibits development in
other sectors.

responsibility to protect:
the idea that sovereign states have a responsibility to protect their own citizens from
avoidable catastrophe and, if they cannot or will not, the international community
must bear that responsibility.

revisionist interpretation:
an interpretation of the origins of the Cold War that emphasizes American
ideological or economic aggression against the Soviet Union and its allies.
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rogue states:
states that seek systematically to acquire nuclear weapons with the possible intent of
passing them on to nonstate terrorists.

rollback:
John Foster Dulles’s policy in the 1950s of liberating the eastern European countries
from Moscow’s control.
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S

sample size:
the number of cases used for testing correlations.

Schlieffen Plan:
Germany’s mobilization plan that called for an attack on France first, by way of
Belgium, followed by an attack on Russia.

security dilemma:
the situation that states face when they arm to defend themselves and in the process
threaten other states.

self-determination:
nations’ right to autonomy in deciding their own domestic identities.

self-help:
the principle of self-defense under anarchy in which states have no one to rely on to
defend their security except themselves.

semiperipheral states:
states that produce a nearly even mix of monopoly and competitive products.

shared identities:
identities that overlap and fuse based on norms and images that cannot be traced
back to specific identities or their interrelationships.

Shiites:
members of the minority sect of Islam that identifies with a seventh-century renegade
group that advocated divine rather than elective succession.

social constructivism:
an identity perspective in which states and other actors acquire their identities from
intersubjective discourses in which they know who they are only by reference to
others.

Social Darwinism:
a nineteenth-century worldview that saw a struggle among nations for survival of the
fittest.

social media:
the use of new individualized communications technologies to organize and promote
political protests and activism in the public arena.
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socialist nationalism:
a form of nineteenth-century nationalism that sought greater economic equality and
social justice, especially in class and colonial relationships.

soft power:
the attractiveness of the values or ideas of a country as distinct from its military and
economic power or its negotiating behavior.

sovereignty:
an attribute of states such that they are not subordinate to a higher power either
inside or outside their borders and they agree not to intervene in the domestic
jurisdictions of other states.

spheres of influence:
areas of contested territory divided up and dominated by great powers, which agree
not to interfere in one another’s areas.

states:
the actors in the contemporary international system that have the largest capabilities
and right to use military force.

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT):
U.S.–Soviet talks held in the 1970s to limit offensive weapons systems.

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START):
U.S.–Soviet talks held in the 1990s to reduce offensive weapons systems.

Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI):
the space-based antimissile systems that formed the core of Reagan’s program to
enhance U.S. missile defenses.

Sunnis:
members of the majority branch of Islam that identifies with the caliphs, the elected
successors of Muhammad dating back to the seventh century.

supranational institutions:
institutions above the level of the state, like the European Commission, that are
motivated by common, rather than state-specific, goals.

systematic inequality:
deep-seated disparity in the distribution of wealth and/or power generated by
colonialism and dependency.
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T

tariffs:
taxes on goods and services crossing borders.

technological change:
the application of science and engineering to increase wealth and alter human society.

terms of trade:
relative price of exports and imports.

terrorism:
the use of violence against innocent civilians to advance political aims.

trade adjustment assistance:
cash benefits or retraining programs for workers displaced by trade.

transnational nongovernmental organizations (TNGOs):
international commercial or not-for-profit advocacy organizations, typically
independent of and not founded by governments.

transnational relations:
relations among nongovernmental, as opposed to governmental, authorities.

Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe (CFE):
treaty signed in 1990 reducing and establishing a roughly equal balance of major
conventional weapons systems and troop strength in Europe.

Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT):
a 1968 treaty that seeks to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and materials while
fostering the civilian development of nuclear power.

Triple Alliance:
an alliance first formed between Germany and Austria-Hungary in 1879, then joined
by Italy in 1882, that accounted for 50 percent of all European wealth in the early
twentieth century.

Triple Entente:
an agreement signed in 1907 in which Great Britain and France expanded the
Entente Cordiale to include Russia.

Truman Doctrine:
U.S. policy that defined the Cold War in ideological terms.
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U

UN Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women
(CEDAW):

the 1979 UN convention broadly prohibiting all discrimination against women.

UN Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC):
the UN convention adopted in 1989 to protect the rights of children.

UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC):
a major organ of the UN General Assembly that until 2006 elected members of the
UN Human Rights Commission based on geographic representation.

UN Human Rights Commission:
the commission that drafted the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and
implemented it until the UNHRC disbanded in 2006.

UN Human Rights Council:
the organization that replaced the UN Human Rights Commission in 2006.

unanimity:
a principle in international affairs that all nations, regardless of size or identity,
participate in global institutions and decision making.

unfair trade:
trade that violates an international trade agreement or is considered unjustified,
unreasonable, and discriminatory.

unilateralism or minilateralism:
action by one or several states but not by all states.

United Nations:
the principal general-purpose intergovernmental organization that deals with
collective security, economic and social development, and international law and
human rights.

Universal Declaration of Human Rights:
a UN declaration approved in 1948 prescribing the obligations of states to
individuals rather than of individuals to states.

universal human rights:
rights inherent in all human beings that are often expressed and guaranteed by law in
the forms of treaties, customary international law, general principles, and other
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sources of international law.

universal jurisdiction:
the claim of a single state that it can prosecute perpetrators of war crimes anywhere in
the world.

universalism:
a position that holds that truth and morality are universal and cannot be adjusted to
specific circumstances.
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V

values:
ideas that express deep moral convictions.

Vietnam War:
costly war fought by the United States in Southeast Asia to contain communism.
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W

Wahhabism:
a rigid and puritanical form of Islam originating in the eighteenth century with the
Arabian spiritual leader Muhammad ibn Abd al-Wahhab.

Warsaw Pact:
communist alliance in the Cold War.

world systems:
theories (updating Marxism) that explain how colonialism reinforced capitalism and
enabled capitalism to survive by exploiting the peripheral countries of the world.
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Y

Yalta Conference:
a wartime conference held in February 1945 where the United States, the Soviet
Union, and Great Britain agreed on the unconditional surrender of Nazi Germany
and postwar occupation of Europe, including a Soviet sphere of influence in eastern
Europe.

youth bulge:
a demographic pattern in which a substantial percentage of the population in a given
country is young, typically below the age of fifteen.
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Z

Zollverein:
a customs union created by Prussia involving other German states that lowered
barriers to trade and ignited rapid industrial development beginning in the 1830s.
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