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Introduction

The history of international politics is a drama whose leading charatterggat powers
and imperial states, have always occupied center stage. The varying plotaeesl the
emerge from the actions and interactions of these players. Where autonomiaed poli
units have interacted, the stage has been set by the strongest among thenmr. Whethe
through coercion or cooption, they often determine the fates of lesser states:leve
peripheral regions appear to have exercised some degree of agency atahkeadsig
powers, most notably in the era of decolonization, these developments cannot be fully
appreciated without reference to important causes flowing from the core: tllevaos
that left imperial metropoles in ruin, the new international norms propounded by
emerging hegemonic states, and so on. The point is simply this: inquiry into the nature of
international politics must be informed by an understanding of the systemisgeadi
actors, and in particular, the relations among them.

Systemic theory is premised on a single powerful insight: the leading powers i
the international system create a strategic environment in which theg|l @&swthers,
must operate. As the architects of international society, they havewviniéeules and
established the norms around which expectations have converged. Periods of relative

stability—the decades following the Napoleonic wars—or times of systemic
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convulsion—the world wars of the twentieth century—are chapters in this political
drama, whose effects have reached far beyond the confines of the great poaer ar

Today, systemic theorizing in International Relations is embattled, somd woul
say moribund. Many realists have moved away from the systemic level anddocus
greater attention on unit-level variables. Liberals have by and larg¢ectgy/stemic
thinking, instead gravitating toward unit-level or bottom-up modes of theorizing. This
overall rejection of Waltzian systemic theorizing is understandabkebtith limited in
what it claims to explain and unsuccessful in explaining those things it daaedalali
explain. However, despite our greatest efforts to move beyond systemic thinkiag we
continually drawn back because it is necessary to a complete understanding of
international politics. Bottom-up accounts paint an incomplete picture.

The distinction is not completely dissimilar to that between micro and macro
economics. The focus of systemic theory is on the whole, and not the individual parts that
comprise it. It is tempting, but ultimately wrong, to think that the whole can be
understood simply by aggregating actor preferences at a lower level. €hseitially
what liberal approaches to IR attempt to'dthe fundamental premise of systemic theory
is that the whole has properties that are different from the sum total of thdfgaitsis
true, reducing the system to its component parts cannot give us insight into the nature of
the system as a whole.

Consider a simple illustration drawn from Hardin’s “Tragedy of the Comnfons.”

Supposing there is a small pastoral community that shares a common grazikgenea

! Moravcsik, “Taking Preferences Seriously: A LileFaeory of International Politicsthternational
Organization VVol. 5, No. 4 (1997)
2 Hardin, “The Tragedy of the CommonStiencel62 (1968)



member of the community has an interest in feeding their flock but also in enaing
the pasture will be sustainable into the future. The community and common pasture form
a kind of simple system. Let’s assume for the moment that each has the Jeneaqpze
set—to use the pasture and ensure its continued viability. A preference aggregat
model would predict the following outcome: because everyone has the same pesferenc
the members will find ways to share the pasture and ensure its continued health.tBut wha
happens in a system of multiple actors is often quite different from what theudunali
preferences might suggest. Snyder sees that Jones has increased his fldc&ppens,
Snyder is pleased with his current yield of wool and meat. In the interest ofigeepi
things manageable he decides to limit the size of his flock until he realizé&®thaones
and Daniels have substantially increased theirs. Snyder decides teentresize of his
flock reasoning that if he doesn’t others are likely to do so at his expense. Theofesult
course, is that individually rational decisions have led to a collectively sulaptim
outcome—namely, over-grazing and erosion of the land. Once these actors find
themselves in a system of multiple players, individual behaviors and collectivenastc
are brought about that were not a part of anyone’s original intent. In thisaliastra
systemic approach gives us vital insight into the behavior of rational actdthe
collective outcomes that follow.

Examples in international relations abound as well. Consider the familiapkxam
of a security dilemmaAgain, let's assume that each state has the same overall
preference. They all wish to maximize their safety and security. Tteges are not

revisionist, nor are they bent on aggression, but merely maintaining the “status quo.”

3 John Herz, “Idealist Internationalism and the Siggilemma,” World Politics,Vol. 12, No. 2 (1950);
Jervis, “Cooperation Under the Security Dilemma/drld PoliticsVol. 30 (1978)
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Once multiple players with this preference form a system, behaviors arwh@as may

be vastly different from what a simple preference aggregation model maghtideto
believe. The security dilemma explains how one state’s effort to increaseutsty

often decreases the security of another, or may at least appear thredteisiheads

others to respond to state A’s initial increase in its security capacitgisasing theirs,

in turn alarming state A. In this situation, efforts to increase seaattyead to a spiral

that leaves everyone less secure. In the worst case scenario, stateisugiiy seekers

may launch a strike in order to avoid what they fear is an imminent attack on them. He
again, a systemic approach yields insight unachievable through mere preference
aggregation.

At its most basic level, systemic theory in IR involves multiple big ptaye
interacting in a strategic situation. General explanations about actoritweare derived
from an understanding of the nature of the strategic situation. There are matpwa
conceive of this strategic situation. For Neorealists this conceptuatizavolves a
specific understanding of anarchy and the distribution of capability amongehée Gr
Powers. But as we will find, there are other ways to conceive of the oveatdigstr
environment created by leading power interaction.

Though liberals have not produced a systemic theory many leading scholars do
understand its value. Keohane has argued (in agreement with Waltz) thae4lwgori
world politics that fail to incorporate a sophisticated understanding of thetiopesathe

system—that is how systemic attributes affect behavior—are bad thébRaggie also

* Keohane “Theory of World Politics: Structural Real and Beyond” in Keohane edeorealism and
its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), p. 193
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sees value in structural thinking:

...a clear understanding of the structure of any social totality, including the
international polity, is an essential ingredient in the study of its continuity o
transformatior.
Systemic theory is valuable for three broad reasons: it is a way for us tprmice the
international strategic environment and how this conditions state behavior; b#wause
focus is on the whole, systemic theory gives us the “big picture,” and therefmiel$t a
contextual understanding of actor behavior; and finally, it offers explanatory power
general in character.

Before turning to systemic theory itself, a definition of “theory” must be
provided. The act of theorizing is less a science and more an art. Unlike the photograph,
which captures the intricate details of the landscape, the impressionistingpaggks to
capture its essenéddere, much of what we see must be ignored focusing attention on
those elements that are most essential. The goal: to isolate the mosnpedusal
mechanisms. This implies that reality must be simplified. To simplify, ams abstract
from reality so as to construct a caricature of it. Simplicity is a virtuewfse, but one
which poses a danger. Like infinite complexity, oversimplification will nad keaevalued
progress in the sciences. This implies a delicate balancing act. &-akeishaved off
while leaving as much meat on the bone. While fat makes for a delicious dish, it will
ultimately clog the arteries and disrupt the efficient operation of the ma&uhéhere is

a notable difference between the two vices of complexity and oversimptific&tihere

a theory is oversimplified it will quickly run amok with reality. Rich destoin, on the

® Ruggie,Constructing the World Polity: Essays on Internatiblnstitutionalization (New York:
Routledge,1998), p. 139

® The point is made by Raymond Ard?eace and War: A Theory of International RelatiNew York:
Anchor Books, 1973), p. 3



other hand, is more pernicious. While seductive, one is always left to wonder: could the
same be accomplished with less? This vice implies that the true or most impauses
have not been isolated. Much like the ‘trashcan’ strategy, every plausilableasi
thrown at a puzzle until the false appearance of causal explanation is achieved.

Much of what passes in the literature for theory, upon closer inspection, does not
live up to the title. Of course, “theory” is a large tent. Here we are concertied w
empirical theory, most often confused with what is best classified as aaapprThe
distinction is simple: an approach may offer a conceptual taxonomy, usefultthasnc
and variables that might be important. A theory tells us a causal storyrehotitey
interact in a given area so as to yield expected behaviors and outcomesrnktional
relations, we're interested in classes of behavior and outcomes. In otheravibreis;y
of international relations accounts for behavior and outcomes by explaining how the
relevant elements and variables interact to produce them. It must include bothdileore
form—a logic specifying the operation of causes—and a substantive content. The
statementrational actors behave in ways that further their intereistaiot a theory.
Without additional content—that is, without prior knowledge of interests and how they
form—one cannot predict how actors are likely to behave. Rational choice, like
constructivism, has theoretical form but is substantively empty until actors and
preferences, for instance, are specified. Where either form or contenisaneg, one is
not operating in the realm of empirical theory.

Systemic theory is premised on a basic insight: state actors must respond to a
strategic environment. The strategic environment arises out of the iiteraicthe

system’s principal units. That actors must take into account others with pakfuiyng



preferences is not a controversial proposition in the social sciences. Sytbteonycis

not a synonym for ‘strategic interaction.” As we noted above, the interconnetttains
form among the parts produce a whole that has its own characteristics and whimh ca
be reduced to them. As Durkheim explains,

Whenever certain elements combine and thereby produce, by the fact of their

combination, new phenomena, it is plain that these new phenomena reside not in

the original elements but in the totality formed by their urion.
Once this insight is appreciated, one quickly sees how patrticular unit lewgisaate
often a reaction to system level forces. And if this is true, deriving explanafioms
behavior from internal characteristics and processes will yield an inetarptture at
best.

Systemic theory is a way for us to get at the “big picture.” The big picture is
indispensable because in many respects it guides and informs more focused acal techni
empirical research. WaltzBheory of International Politics almost entirely lacking in
empirical content yet spawned an important research program that contimfésetoce
new scholarship, including my own, nearly thirty years after its initial puldicaBig
and small picture scholarship both have their own value, each has its place. Both tasks
can rarely be accomplished at once. Big idea work implies that a lot of grocoxkied.
Theorizing allows the scholar to cover ground while not getting bogged down in the
comprehensive empirical defense of every assertion and premise aloraythe w
covering large tracts of land the precise contours of the landscape and the shiapes of
trees are not given full attention. Overall, it is similar to observing thteeglsing a
satellite. Zooming in brings objects on the ground into clearer focus but the viewing

range correspondingly shrinks; similarly, as one zooms out the range broadens, but

"Rules of Sociological Methd@lencoe: Free Press, 1984), p. xlvii
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objects on the ground become more blurred. While objects on the ground become
blurred, some of which disappear from sight, the larger image reveals a pibtcine w
cannot be seen when focused closely on a smaller area. If the field of IRsfeoledg on
the content of those small, albeit very clear, images, we run the unacceptable risk of
entirely ignoring the larger picture which can be seen only by zooming out and expanding
the viewing range. To avoid this, the field must make space for big pictureusthpl
even though it strikes one as unacceptable when judged from the vantage point of more
empirically sophisticated smaller image studies.

If properly crafted, systemic theory can offer a broad yet useful caratattion
of the system: broad because the focus is on the whole; useful because it directs our
attention at important elements. It is also a way for us to understand behakiorawit
broader context. As Keohane puts it, “systemic theory is important becausasive m
understand the context of action before we can understand the actiorff it$fdrama
of international politics does not unfold in a political vacuum. Actors must respond to the
incentives and constraints they face; some of these are domestic while some are
international.

Finally, systemic theory promises explanatory power, general iactiear
Structure influences outcomes because it conditions state behavior. It doesasibhy ¢
certain strategies to dominate over others. Some of the most important secied sci
contributions employ this theoretical form. Consider for instance the gamisoné&’'s
Dilemma or the collective action problem. In each case, the nature ofu#igosi causes
certain strategies to dominate over others. We know from these ideas thatesttaetur

not determine behavior—Ilarge groups regularly overcome the collectioa actiblem

8 “Theory of World Politics,” p.193



even where no enforcement mechanisms are present—but instead it “pushes” and “pulls”
actors in different directions. Structural theory explains regularities @telps and as

such it wields an impressive amount of explanatory power, general in characte

The state of systemic theory in IR—*a patient on fe-support’

Systemic theorizing in IR is mainly a realist enterprise. Systaml structural
thinking has a long pedigrééfhe seminal contemporary piece, and our starting point, is
Kenneth Waltz'sTheory of International PoliticiAccording to Neorealism and indeed
most variants of Realism, the international system is an ungoverned andrehy. T
international system is conceived of as a Hobbesian “state of war” tdrared by fear,
uncertainty, and ongoing security competition. Most behavioral propositions denve fr
the logic of self-preservation. It is assumed that states do the things thegadeéthese
strategies promise to maximize security and the prospects for sufvival.

For realists, the most important variable is the distribution of power. Thensgst
structure refers to a given distribution of power. With these two master eariabl
anarchy—or an ungoverned realm characterized by ubiquitous fear and miyeréaid
the distribution of capability—multi, bi, or unipolarity—realists have generated &erum
of important propositions relating to actor behavior and systemic outcomesdiertar

Neorealists, states will pursue relative over absolute daths; system will push states

° Morgenthau,Politics Among Nations: The Struggle for Power &whce(New York: Alfred A.
Knopf, 1985); Morton KaplarGystem and Process in International Polifisew York, 1957); Aron,
Peace and War

2 Waltz, Theory of International PoliticsMlearsheimerTragedy of Great Power Politid®lew York:
W.W. Norton, 2001)

" Waltz, Theory Grieco, “Anarchy and the limits of cooperatiorrealist critique of the newest liberal
institutionalism”International Organizatiorvol. 42, No. 3 (1988); Mearsheimer, The False Rserof
International Institutions,International Securityyol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95)
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toward autarky? states may balance against greater powers or thiegtsat powers
may pursue aggression so as to maximize secdtitipolarity is more stable than
multipolarity

Liberal theorizing in IR mainly develops in response to Realist tHédxgtopting
realist premises and assumptions, this liberal project set out to demomstrantrary
to Realist expectations, states can overcome the debilitating effectzrofiyand
achieve cooperative outcomes and avoid corflitiberals were mainly concerned with
explaining “cooperation under anarchy.This influential strand of liberal theory did not
offer a new framework for systemic thinking, but rather, merely sought to ynodif
Neorealism by focusing on international institutions and interdependencéédyalsl do
not seek to destroy structural realism but simply modify it, acceptingstsygtions and
premises but ultimately reaching different conclusions regarding compeaaid
conflict.

John Gerard Ruggie mounted the most influential critique of Waltz yet. His
central argument was that Waltz’'s model could not explain change. That the nobdel ha
no generative logic capable of explaining the formation of the anarchicrsgéttates
with which the theory is concerned; that is, it contains only a reproductive logiohet

that is generative or transformative. Ruggie insists that the defectatpre®¥éaltz’s

12\Waltz, Theory

13 Waltz, Theory Walt, Origins of AlliancegIthaca: Cornell Press, 1987)

14 MearsheimerTragedy

15 Waltz, Theory MearsheimerTragedy

!¢ Keohane and NyePower and Interdependengd Ed. (New York: Longman, 2001[1977])

" KeohaneAfter Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the \Wdblitical Economy(Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1984)

18 Oye, ed.Cooperation Under Anarch§Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1986); Aoeland
Keohane, “Achieving Cooperation Under Anarchy: fgées and InstitutionsWorld Politics8 (Oct
1985); Stein, “Coordination and Collaboration: Regs in an Anarchic World fhternational
OrganizationVol. 36 (Spring 1982)
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theory can be fixed by reintroducing the differentiation of units to account feretiites
in the medieval and modern systems and Durkheim’s conceyhamic densitgs a
source of chang®ynamic density, as we know, is the primary source of structural
change in Durkheim’s work and could be used, according to Ruggie, to account for
change if grafted onto Waltzian structural realiSrhlis analysis did not offer an
alternative to Neorealism but suggests that it should be modified, and in fact did spawn
important efforts to do s9.

In the mid-1980s Richard Rosecrance observed the following:

Since 1945 the world has been paralyzed between trading and territorial

imperatives. One group of states has largely focused on trade, keeping their

military expenditures limited; another group, particularly the superpcanes

certain Middle Eastern states, has engaged in arms races, militavetins,

and occasional war.
By the end of the century, Rosecrance was arguing that the post-war tradisg-stat
states such as Japan and Germany—were evolving into a new form of “virtel stat
epitomized by the likes of Hong Kori§According to the author, the rise of the virtual
state has ushered in a new era of peaceful forms of international politas;kheen
marked by the overall replacement of security politics with forms of peaaghpetition
among an important, powerful, and growing cluster of states.

These new forms of political intercourse, Rosecrance theorizes, deel tela

single causal mechanism: the reduced importance of land and territoriatessasir

determinants of state power. In short, “Mastery of flows is more important t

1 Ruggie,Constructing the World Politgh.5

2 Buzan, Little and JonesThe Logic of Anarchy: Neorealism to Structural R&a(Columbia: Columbia
University Press, 1993)

2L RosecranceThe Rise of the Trading Sta(dlew York: Basic Books, 1986), p. 162

2 RosecranceThe Rise of the Virtual Stagdew York: Basic Books, 1999), p. 4
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possession of large fixed territorial stocks of resourtésriderlying Rosecrance’s
theoretical apparatus lies a simple premise: the primary causes &l ata to the state’s
obsession with territorial aggrandizement. Change the incentive structurdensthie
conflict makes less sense.The Rise of the Trading Statestate’s political
orientation—conceptualized in terms of the military and territorial poléemne hand
and the trading pole on the other—largely depends upon the individual state’s*¢hoice.
While Rosecrance’s conclusions have potential implications for systemicritprias a
large number of trading state’s occupy a place in the international systers-rdien
the business of systemic theorizing because causes are located at thietheyahit.

Other notable liberal approaches have drawn attention away from the system
level—these are the so called bottom-up, unit-level, or dyadic litFérslisst
prominently, these scholars have focused on democracy, commerce, or both, as sources
of international peac®. This empirically robust body of literature challenges the realist
view that individual regime characteristics can safely be ignored whileidg the
assumption that international anarchy is inevitably an environment of “edsrs&curity
competition.” With some degree of success, others have developed various domestic
politics explanations for state behavior in the international sghatss scholarship is
significant because it challenges the dominant view that domestic politiesaions

are hopelessly descriptive and cannot be developed in a parsimonious way. But perhaps

2 |bid., p. 21

2 RosecranceRise of the Trading Statp, 22

Moravcsik, “Taking Preferences Seriously”

% Doyle, “Kant, Liberal Legacies, and Foreign AffiPhilosophy and Public Affair§Summer 1983);
Russett and Onedliangulating Peace(New York: W.W. Norton, 2001); Gartzke, “The Cafiga
Peace,’American Journal of Political Scien&l. 51, No. 1 (2007); Huth and AlleBemocratic Peace
and Territorial Conflict in the Twentieth Centuf@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003)

2" putnam, “Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The logf Two-Level GameslInternational
Organization (Summer 1988); Milnelnterests, Institutions, and Information: DomedgRialitics and
International Relations(Princeton: Princeton Press, 1997)
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the most damaging blow to systemic theorizing comes not from the liralfshe
isle, but from rank and file, self-identified realists.

In recent times Realists have been moving away from the systemic éakhd
some to ask whether “anyone is still a RealfSt®{ the 1990s a growing number of
Realists began to incorporate unit-level variables, traditionally thoughtttelmmain
of liberalism, into their analyséS.In much contemporary realist thinking, the system and
structure are doing less work than before. Alexander Wendt's sefuogll Theory of
International Politicsand John Mearsheimerigagedy of Great Power Politics
notwithstanding, the overall popularity of systemic thinking has seen a draméitie dec
In this respect, systemic theory, even among realists, has been in rétiebbdk is

partly an effort to revive systemic theory in IR.

The argument in brief

Structural realism has been on the defensive because of two glaring dmpirica
problems. Because structural realismaystemic theory, the latter has been thrown into
disarray as a result. The first problem stems from the theory’s inabilégticipate the

peaceful end to the Cold W¥The second problem results from the theory’s inability to

2 | egro and Moravcsik, “Is Anybody Still a Realistiternational Securityyol. 24, No. 2 (Fall 1999)
2. SnyderMyths of Empire: Domestic Politics and InternatibAanbition (Ithaca: Cornell Press, 1991);
Zakaria,From Wealth to Power: The Unusual Origins of Ama&iscWorld Role. Princeton: Princeton
Press, 1998); Wohlforth, “Realism and the End ef@wold War,"International Securityyol. 19, No. 3
(Winter 1994-95); SchwelleDeadly Imbalances: Tripolarity and Hitler's Strategf World Conquest
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1998); Rd¥égoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign
Policy” World PoliticsVol.51,No.1 (1998); Lobell et.al. Ed$\goclassical Realism, the State, and Foreign
Policy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008) w&tler, “The Progressiveness of Neoclassical
Realism” in Colin ElIman and Miriam Fendius Elmad, Brogress in International Relations Theory:
Appraising the Field(Cambridge: MIT Press, 2003)

%0 Lebow and Risse Kappen, ettsternational Relations Theory and the End of theédGVar, (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1995) Chaps. 1 and 2
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explain stability and the absence of security competition in the post-Careia?” In
tackling the second, realists developed new accounts of hegemonic stability.
Accordingly the post-Cold War world represents a unipolar structure in which US powe
has been the primary source of stability. Most believe that unipolarity wilasbt |
indefinitely, and because of this, security competition and balance of power befaavior
be expected to return as US hegemony decfihes.

Scholars generally agree that the nature of great power politics in*ticergliry
to a large degree hinges upon what the system’s rising powers will do—the “BRIC”
states of Brazil, Russia, India and China. Realists predict that as the Ufeslediile
these states rise, security competition will likely follow. While l#&make strong
predictions about relations among Western democracies, because thesaastats-
Western and some of them non-democratic, liberals and constructivists aeddege
on what their rise will mean. While peace is said to prevail among democraaigs, m
liberals argue that conflict between democracies and non-democracie®iikaly >
Constructivist scholarship, that emphasizes shared identity, is silent@aptivess do
not, or only partly, share in the “Western” Kantian culture founded on liberal values and
human rights> Meanwhile, liberal institutionalism will have difficulty explaining the
behavior of states that are not fully integrated into the Western institutiateal @vhile

China is partly integrated, Russia is not. Understanding the likely behavior BRtks

3 |kenberry After Victory(Princeton: Princeton Press, 2001)

32 \Wohlforth, “Stability of a Unipolar World”

33 Layne, “Unipolar lllusion Revisited”

% Doyle, “Kant, Liberal Legacies and Foreign Affdirs

% Adler and Barnett, edSecurity Communitie€Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 19g8)aps.
land 2
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is of the utmost importance. Unfortunately, non-realist theories are aitiveguous or
silent on this question.

To date, liberals have made partial, or no predictions about the likely behavior of
these states. But if power-centered realist theories are wrong abemisystiability in a
“post-American” world, how is this result to be interpreted? The systemicyttesris
developed in the pages that follow claims to account for the behavior of thesersfates a
overall predicts a continuation of systemic stability even as US refadiwver inevitably
declines.

The starting premise is that the system is no longer dominated by astagoni
great power poles but by a cohesive cluster of liberal states—the conimercia
confederacy. This grouping evolves out of a US led hegemonic subsystem following
World War 1. Its initial formation was influenced by a variety of contimgastorical
circumstances though it quickly developed a strong path-dependent, expansivétlogic
the core of this grouping are the US, Britain, France, Germany and Japan, thamaegh sc
of junior partners can be included—collectively the OECD. This cluster isatbarad
by a unique form of social cohesion that has allowed it to escape the logic d¢fyararc
the fear and uncertainty inherent in international politics. Chapter 2 sets outamexpl
why the Western order, or confederacy, is much more enduring than most have thought.
It explains how various cohesive bonds operate in mutually reaffirming ways t@amaint
group unity. The Confederacy has developed a strong path-dependent, reproductive logic,
able to withstand crises and changes in the underlying distributions of power among

constituent units.
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The Confederacy is the dominant, leading power configuration. Since the end of
World War 1l it has solidified and expanded. The most impressive feature of this
configuration is the extent of commercial interaction. This interactiog$imto being a
gravitational sphere that conditions the behavior of every actor in the systepteiCha
develops a power-centered systemic theory of international politics based upon two
premises: (1) the system is not anarchic but confederate because thg peadkn
configuration is a cohesive commercial cluster of states; and (2) in thismawnment
competition is driven by a strong prosperity motive. The structure conditions behavior
because to be competitive states must find ways to integrate themstivés iorder.
Realists strategies of autarky, balancing, and aggression have betfete¢esting.
Ratherbondinghas become the dominant strategy induced by the system. That is, states
are led to pursue internal and external strategies designed to forgmgmulstrtutional
and commercial links for the purpose of creating prosperity and enhancing
competitiveness. Those who fail to integrate find themselves at a decided tiompeti
disadvantage. The structure both rewards and punishes.

The project makes two distinct but related contributions. The first is a general
approach to the study of group cohesion in IR. The more immediate task is to explain
how the commercial confederacy came into being. It is important to note tfeattbe
numerous theoretical paths to the same result, though the theory of group cohesion has
many advantages over rival accounts. Theories of Kantian culture, democrasiofone
peace, Western security communities, and institutional theories all predictimilar
outcomes. The task of getting leverage on their theoretical claims is cataglby their

number, but not rendered impossible. | will try to make some headway in thisairecti
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though my efforts will ultimately fall short. In the end, the task of sorting @uipeting
theoretical accounts requires wide and sustained empirical examinationo@berogoal
is to advance a general theoretical framework for studying cohesion #pgtisable to
many different kinds of groups.

The second is a systemic theory of international politics that beginstiieom t
premise that the system is dominated by a cohesive league of leading.fP&ybaps the
greatest contribution of this theory is that it predicts outcomes and behaviorsgaitth re
to large, rising, non-western, illiberal countries that are not adequatedyecbby extant
non-realist theories. This renders the task of getting leverage over cugngaims more
manageable since, as | argue, the alternatives are few and strikifeyigrdi The two
theoretical projects are related but distinct. Each demands scrutiny indepafrttient
other. Finally, the entirety of the project need not be accepted to find utility iof tine
two parts. The dissertation does not push the reader to make an up or down vote on the
work as whole.

The theory challenges each of the major paradigms in important ways. It
challenges liberals to consider systemic thinking by explaining howrmistorces can
induce states to integrate and cooperate. It challenges realistsitiectms possibility
that antagonistic poles are not the only kind of great power configuration imaginable.
Second, if it is granted that states also have a strong prosperity motieejisytsieory
yields vastly different expectations under some conditions. The arguments thdtinnf
the pages that follow are both an effort at theory building and synthesis. Much of what
the reader will encounter is, on its face, paradigmatically neutral. Wiatead emphasis

is placed on different variables variously privileged by each of the schools, okl quic
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notices that the concepts contained therein—social cohesion for example—have the
potential to form the basis of much needed inter-paradigmatic debate. Thtatmsses
not an effort to defend any particular school, but rather, to move beyond all of them by

incorporating many of their variables and insights into a novel theory.

Agency, structure, and theory testing

The intended contribution of this book is mainly theoretical. It offers a denera
systemic theory with special application to the post-Cold War world. Butnsigste
theories, as all theories of international relations, have limits. The interabstructure
confronts actors as a set of distinct incentives and disincentives. Howevéneteas a
dominant strategy available does not necessarily mean that the stvdtdgypursued.
Oftentimes there are multiple ways to achieve the same goal. Sésupush and pull,
shape and shove, reward and punish. They do not determine behavior.

Structural causes are confirmed to the extent that actors respond micyste
incentives in predictable ways over an extended period of time. That is, a ssigteal
snapshot can neither confirm nor disconfirm a systemic theory. Trends in great power
grand-strategies can. A systemic theory makes claims of the Gwven a particular
systemic structure, actors are likely to pursue a family of strategies ¢ogo$iX, Y and
Z.In a confederate system, for example, states have strong incentivesge enga
commercial integration. They face strong incentives to join trade agnégradract
foreign investment, and join multilateral institutions. While the theory prethet states
are likely to pursue a family of strategies it cannot tell us preciselyttiewvill be done.
That is, the same goals are often multiply realizable. China did not libatalezmnomy

all at once, as Russia attempted to do. But rather, proceeded incrementadigtingc
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special economic zones. Systemic theory is at its strongest when explaithing a
predicting grand-strategies and macro trends. The theory is less able to delive
expectations of a more specific kind. Similarly, Neorealism predicts batabhehavior.
But it cannot tell us precisely what states will do. Will they form anred&zor build up
their own military capacity, or both? When will they balance? In building tven
military capacity are they likely to focus on air or sea power? Systi@ory cannot
answer these more specific questions because causes are found at a lbwkr leve
analysis. This is a major concession and it points toward a synthetic, orcaliat |
“complementary” approach to the study of international relations.

Following Giddens, Wendt and others, it is intuitively attractive and emibyrica
correct to think of agents and structures as co-constittifhat is, agents create
structures and structures in turn condition agents. While true, this insight camnahé
basis of a useful theory. That is, for analytic purposes these levels mupalzesd If
we insist on unifying these levels into a single theory the project willlfestead of
simplifying, infinite complexity will be introduced. At best, we could only arave
framework for descriptive history. Imperfect as it is, these laveist be isolated and
theorized separately. However, this does not imply that they need be mutchllive
or always in conflict with each other. After all, this is the basic intuitionrdyithe
emerging school of Neoclassical Realism. Chapter 4 developsitif@ementary
approachin which both bottom-up and top-down theories occupy a place in a single

research program. The idea behind the approach is that each method compensates for

% Giddens;The Constitution of SocietBerkeley: University of California Press, 1984)e¥Wdt,Social
Theory of International Politic€Cambrdge: Cambridge Press, 1999)

19



weaknesses inherent in the other. However, we must avoid combining levels in an ad hoc
manner. The approach outlines a clear division of labor.

To help illustrate the theory’s logic and render the theory amenable talcritic
evaluation, in Chapter 5 | explore China’s grand-strategy in the reform era.i€hina
the center of many important theoretical debates in the field. It is both artamipcase
and a hard case. This illustrative case is offered as a plausibility probdicarglyj, it
challenges the dominant view among China scholars that the PRC’s foreign pokesy i
explained by virtue of its domestic politics; it challenges dominant reakspnetation
that China is a revisionist power. It does not present definitive empirical “fisiding
represents a preliminary analysis using a new theoretical lensx@&toese is important
for several reasons. First, through an encounter with reality theories dendlappea
refined—their strengths and limits brought to light. Second, a plausibility probe kends t
theory some preliminary credibility. This dissertation does not purport to be a final
theoretical statement and comprehensive empirical defense. As suthutitiipreface to
a much larger theoretical and empirical exploration. The dissertation caitidieed for
being “incomplete.” This misses the point. Science is a collective engegprisshould
seek to exploit the talents and knowledge of many. Some of the best theoriesere thos
that leave something for others to do. Attempting to “exhaust” a topic is a pateggtr
Seldom is the theorist best suited to test his own theory, and seldom is an idea eést serv
by having a single mind engage it. This philosophy will be fleshed out explatitly
though the reader will become cognizant of intentional and unintentional gaps along the

way. This is both an admission of my own limits and an invitation to engage and critique.
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The Western Way—or, why the Western Order is siotigan most believe

There’s just something about the West. The story of international relations is
mainly a Western story, both in terms of the content of that story and the schdlars tha
have told it. International relations theorizing has been, with few exceptionstarwe
enterprise. From the pens of Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Rousseau, to Carr, Morgenthau,
and Waltz, modern theorizing about international relations has focused on the Western
experience, and in particular, the continent of Europe. “The theory, like the stitig8 w
Waltz, “of international politics is written in terms of the great powersafra.®’ The
theory and story of international politics, it seems, is also written in tefthe Western
powers®®

Curiously, while the Western experience gave rise to Realism, it ltaledls
many to question the paradigm’s continued relevance. The West remainstamtersis
thorn in the side of the Realist canon. Defying the laws and dominant tendencies of the
system, it is the Western states that have escaped anarchy and tity démuma. It is

the Western states, and the strongest among them, that were the ahgests\V\WII

37 Waltz, Theory of International Politicgp. 72

% Consider for instance several recent theoreticaksy almost certainly destined to become classitise
field, each focusing to lesser or greater degregb® Western experience: Ikenberkter Victory:
Institutions, Strategic Restraint, and the Rebuiidof Order After Major War@Princeton Press 2001);
John Mearsheimeimhe Tragedy of Great Power Politicd/endt,Social Theory of International Politics
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); BlabeudneyBounding Power: Republican Security
Theory from the Palis to the Global Villagerinceton: Princeton Press, 2007).
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international order. It is the Western powers that together have forged arKanti
confederation of democratic republics. As it continues to define internationapd
too does the Western order continue to define theoretical debates in the field.

This confederal Western order emerges out of a US dominated hegemonic
subsystem following WWI® The core powers within this arrangement are the US,
Britain, France, Germany and Japan. While this confederal league ceaotsrs tirese
leading states, scores of junior partners can be included: collectively the. B
arrangement has been stable. It has also been enduring. The league hasdveathe
numerous political and economic convulsions—the Suez Crisis, the fall of Bretton
Woods I, the economic turmoil of the 1970s and early 80s, the fall of the Soviet Union,
the era of US unilateralism, and most recently, the Great Rec&#igpired by the
realist baseline, several generations of pessimists have prediatechiss*! With each
new transatlantic tiff the thesis resurfaces, and so it persists, but sbedésdtern
order. But what makes this political amalgam, the confederation, so reaiign
enduring?

Whether directly or indirectly, the above question has inspired an impressive body
of scholarship; so much so, that one wonders whether anything new can be said. Each of

the main paradigms has offered explanations to account for Western unityt Realis

39 Arthur Stein, “The hegemon’s dilemma: Great Britahe United States, and the international ecoaomi
order,” International OrganizatioVol. 38, No. 2 (Spring 1984); Ikenberrifter Victory(Princeton:
Princeton Press, 2001); Daniel Deudney and G. lanberry, “The nature and sources of liberal
international order,Review of International Studiez4 (1999)

0 For a useful survey and analysis of some of theises see Anderson et.@he End of the West? Crisis
and Change in the Atlantic Ordéithaca: Cornell Press, 2008)

*1 For a sampling of this literature see Mearsheirfigack to the Future: Instability of Europe afthet

Cold War” International Securit{Spring 1990)Waltz, “The Emerging Structure of International iRc$”
International SecurityFall 1993); Robert Kaga®f Paradise and Power: America and Europe in thevNe
World Order(New York: Knopf, 2003); Charles Kupchan, “The Eafdhe West,"Atlantic Monthly,Nov.
2002; Stephen Walt, “The Ties that Fray: Why Eurapd America are Drifting ApartNational Interest,
No. 54 (Winter 1998/99); Christopher Layne, “Supevpr DisengagementForeign Policy,No. 78

(Spring 1990)
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literature explains how states unite in the face of greater power or aimgti@eat'

Liberals emphasize democracy, commercial interaction and interdepenaetce
international institution&® Constructivists talk about a shared liberal identity and Kantian
culture of peacé&’ So long as the confederation persists, it seems hopelessly over-
determined. Because it is unprecedented in the annals of history, little cowepara

leverage can be gained. We are left with numerous variables and manyi¢akoret
accounts. In the final analysis it is likely that many variables m&te if numerous

variables matter, it is difficult to assign causal weight. This, then, isdtedtthe most
momentous question in IR theory: numerous possible sources of cohesion with no way to
determine their relative importance.

To compound the problem, some variables are material, distributions of power
and economic interdependence, while others are ideational, liberal values aityl ident
Still others are institutional. Some pertain to ‘structure’ while othersrtzgss.’

Measuring each variable is one thing, comparing the relative weight of neasure
fundamentally different in kind is quite another. It is highly unlikely that thesdiqnss
can be sorted out in a satisfactory way. But again, we may be asking the wrstgngue
What makes for a consolidated, stable, and cohesive republic, like the US or Finland?

Most would agree that the answer would not involve any single master varialdie but t

2 See for example, WaltZTheory of International Politic€Boston: McGraw Hill, 1979)Walt, Origins of
Alliances(Ithaca: Cornell Press, 198ervis, “From Balance to Concert” in Oye, €boperation Under
Anarchy(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996); Joéwis GaddisThe Long Peace: Inquiries into
the History of the Cold WgOxford: Oxford University Press, 1987)

“3 KeohaneAfter HegemonyPrinceton: Princeton Press, 1984)ye, ed Cooperation Under Anarchy
Michael Doyle Ways of War and PeacRussett and Onealriangulating Peace;

4 Wendt,Social Theory of International Politig€ambridge: Cambridge Press, 1998iller and Barnett,
eds.Security Communitig€€ambridge: Cambridge Press, 1998); Thomas Ri&t® Power in a Liberal
Security Community,” in Ikenberry, edmerica Unrivaled
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operation of many. Perhaps more importantly, we might say that there ayeanables
that interact with each other to produce a greater combined effect.

Presently, we are looking at an informal confederal union that lies somewhere
right of center on a continuum which ranges from anarchy on the one end to a cohesive,
consolidate republic on the other. The literature identifies numerous sources of arder—o
unifying bonds. The literature is divided in its treatment of variables but is uryited b
common tendency of privileging a narrow set of paradigmatic variables pariaps
acknowledging the relevance of others, bringing them in on an ad hoc basis, ogignorin
them entirely. With the possible exception of the most zealous partisans, most would
perhaps agree that some combination of realist, liberal and constructivasiesuare
central to the explanation. Intuition is a useful starting point but to date, syrdfietts
have been hamstrung by the over-determined nature of the puzzle and difficulties
associated with assigning causal weight. This essay will not resolvaliffesdties.

| argue, however, that the confederal Western order is a great deal mdale dura
and stable than most have believed. The analysis is theoretical and begins/éah se
basic assumptions: First, | assume that there is truth in each of the mosamnport
paradigmatic variables. That is to say, each of these variables exertepandent
effect on cohesion or unity. | will not specifically try to answer the questiorhah
variables are most important. Second, | will assume that each of the varialitegav
create and maintain cohesion. That is to say, each works in the same overahdirect
understanding fully that variables often work in multiple directions—trads arasing
from interdependence can be a significant source of conflict for example.a8om nehy

the West may be more enduring and stable than most expect, is that theotbcally
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strong reason to believe that each of these variables has not only an indepeedgnt eff
but also a strong interactive effect. These variables do not combine to produce something
different, but something that is stronger.

This article unfolds as follows. The first section reviews literature aftedethe
conceptual framework. Part Il of the paper is devoted to a theoretical explarbthe
interactive effects of each of the variables. The conclusion discusses tfieaigriof

the analysis and its implications for IR theory.

The West, Order, and Cohesion

The West, most obviously, can be thought of in terms of geography. The problem
with this is that some states that we typically associate as being gaet\0estern Order
lie outside of the West, like Japan, Australia, and New Zealand. The West candig thou
of in terms of its historical origins in Ancient Greek and Roman civilizations. SBams
more appropriate given that Western ideas can be traced back through the modern
enlightenment project to their ancient origins. The West, and Western Order, forgsurpos
of this paper is conceived of in terms of a particular historical project. Thecpi®j
founded on a specific understanding of the most desirable form of political orgamizat
and the most appropriate modes of interstate interaction. The Western projdttis bui
democracy and limited self-government, individual political liberty, and individual
economic rights. The project claims that free-markets and relativelyenefinterstate
commerce will lead to shared prosperity and pacific relations. Finallyrofecp
maintains that a world populated by democratic republics is most conducive to peace.
The West, and Western Order, is a project. It is a project animated Ingtistnciples

and ideals. Ideas that have their origins in a particular civilization thatogeekin a
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certain geographic region comprised of certain racial and ethnic groupsuceb&ut
these ideas are also universal in so far as the project has universal aspif#tiems
speaking of Western Order we are referring to a project with Westigsins but one that
is not exclusive, but rather, seeks universality.

Western Order, most obviously, means order constructed with the building blocks
of the Western project. Order is typically, and not inappropriately, thought ofnis ter
rules and norms. Political order leads to predictable and stable patterns atiorera
Stable patterns of interaction usually imply institutional, or rule based ‘GrBet.order
implies two distinct conditions: rules, but also, stable patterns of interaktibfotlow.
However, the latter does not always follow from the former. Stable pattephgthat
rules are actually being followed. This is why order implies much more timgtysa
rule based arrangement. History furnishes a rich array of examplessteating, as did
the failed League of Nations, that rule based arrangements do not alwaysdeanted
patterns of behavior. Order depends on the way in which political relationships are
constituted, some of this necessarily being rule based, but much depending on features of
the relationship that have little to do with rules. The study of order then beduoenes t
study of political community which has elements that are rule based andtiosél, but

also dimensions that are economic and social.

*5 political order, according to one leading thedtisters to the governing arrangements among apyobu
states, including its fundamental rules, principie®l institutions.” IkenberryAfter Victory,p. 23.
Similarly, Bull conceives of a society of statesjrdernational order, as existing when “a groustates,
conscious of certain common interests and commbresaform a society in the sense that they coeceiv
themselves to be bound by a common set of ruldein relations with one another, and share in the
working of common institutions.The Anarchical SociefNew York: Columbia University Press, 1977)
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Cohesion can be thought of as a bond or §ilitimately, the bonds or ties refer
to the various “sources” of Western Ordé0r, in the now familiar phrase of John
Ruggie, “what makes it hang togethéfZ30, why not simply speak of the sources of
Western order? Why propose the concept of cohesion? Aside from the fact thiaethe la
sounds better, the term “cohesion” implies something that the term “sources” does not
“Sources of order” suggests that there are multiple but distinct causes ofQotigsion
implies that the combination of the parts creates a whole which is gieatethe
operation of the parts individually. The whole is greater than the parts not because it
produces something separate and new, but merely something that is strongée Like
strands of a rope woven together, their combination is stronger than the forbe that t
unwoven strands could together withstand. Or, translated into social sciencegparlanc
cohesion captures the ‘interactive effects’ of different variables. Waati it
ultimately does not matter, what does matter is that the chosen term succegdsringe
both the independent and interactive effects of each unifying link, or bond.

The Western Order, resting as it does on a particular combination of cohesive
bonds, can be thought of as a type of political confederation. The present Wes&rn Ord
emerges as a US led hegemonic subsystem following WWII and has sincly steadi
deepened and expanded. This league is best thought of as a type of confederation. Unlike

a federation, in which member states cede sovereignty to a formal politigaltiisds

6| am aware of a large body of literature on “sbcihesion” mainly in sociology and social psychmlo
After reflecting on this literature | do not feeékerves as a particularly useful vehicle for tirigkabout
Western Order. For a sampling of this literature: &mmel, “The Sociology of Sociability,” American
Journal of Sociology, Vol. 55, No. 3 (Nov. 1949)bb, Measuring Group Cohesiveng#gan Arbor:
Institute for Social Research, 1953); Lott and | @®roup cohesiveness as interpersonal attraction,”
Psychological Bulletirb4 (1965); Cartwright and Zander, e@oup Dynamics: Research and Theory
(London: Tavistock, 1968); Friedkin, “Social Cohasi’ Annual Review of Sociolo@p (2004); Hogg,
The Social Psychology of Group Cohesiverfesv York: New York University Press, 1992)
*"Deudney and Ikenberry, “The nature and sourcéiberfal international order”

“8 Constructing the World PolitfNew York: Routledge, 1998) Introduction
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an informal league in which states retain formal sovereignty. The leatgssi
supranational in that institutions have little autonomy and authority independent of
member states. To be sure, a layer-cake of institutions has reduced state auaodomy
though the EU has many properties of a federal government, these instiéné et
primarily intergovernmental in that authority still mostly resides iminer governments.
Western Order is noteompound federal republlout a loose confederal leagftie.
Western Order is not easily understood as a single entity. Rather, iteohsis
web of institutionalized relationships. To add yet another layer of confusion, nsmpber
often varies. As a useful starting point, we might think of Western Order astoaneis
a “core”—the transatlantic alliance or NATOIf we include the scores of extra-regional
leading powers and junior partners we might consider the OECD. But as one begins t
consider other important layers in the politico-institutional web—WTO, IMBrlaV
Bank, G-7—one begins to realize that certain important states that we think ai@s bei
part of the Western Order are in fact not members of some of these other instikdgrons
instance, though Japan has strong security ties with the US it is not a memB&icaf N
Moreover, Western Order exhibits a strong expansive tendency. Membership in
institutions has grown to include, in many instances, states that were fommte
eastern Soviet Bloc. To further complicate things, there is the questionafaieg

institutional arrangements, most notably the EU and NAFTA, which are cleatlgfpa

“90n federations and confederations see Vinceno@sfrhe Political Theory of a Compound Federal
Republic: Designing the American Experimefft,e8l.(Lexington Book, 2007); Murray Forsytbnions of
States: The Theory and Practice of Confederatiéoimes and Meier, 1981); Daniel ElazBxploring
Federalism(University of Alabama Press, 1987)

*0 |kenberry, “Explaining Crisis and Change in AtiariRelations,” in Anderson, et.dind of the West}.
9
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the Western project but limited in their geographic reach. Western Ordedisval in
many respects, consisting as it does of multiple overlapping institutionaéspher

Ikenberry captures this complexity when he notes that “Postwar institcaoms
in many guises—regional, global, economic, security, multilateral, andrhllate
Western Order is a patchwork quilt. With the possible exception of European
integration—Monet’s ‘United States of Europe’—order building did not take place
pursuant to a grand design aimed at building political community. Rather, order building
to a large degree was problem driven. NATO was formed to ‘keep the Americans in, the
Germans down, and the Soviets out.” The IMF was formed to create stabilitygloliaé
economy by providing aid to states experiencing balance of payments deégcdlkbie
GATT was designed to promote freer trade. Thus, order building proceeded wyh an e
toward specific problems and particular areas of governance. Western Ordeiltis a qui
comprised of these many diverse, overlapping, patches.

There is a discernible tension in that Western Order must be defined, and its
membership identified, without creating overly restrictive categteesuse of the
overlapping nature of the order and because it continues to develop and expand. With
these caveats in mind, the Western Order might be summarized according to the

following schematic:

Table I. The contours of Western Order

Membership (“the Core + Junior OECD Countries

Partners”)

Regional bodies EU, NAFTA

International bodies NATO, WTO, World Bank, IMF, G-7,
OECD

*1 |[kenberry After Victory,p. 9
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How resilient and enduring the order is, the question with which we began,

depends upon the level of cohesion. In the table below | have identified six prominent

hypotheses drawn from the literature which fit under three broad ruintiesests,

values,andinstitutions.One can certainly think of other unifying bonds that deserve

consideration. My objective is not to exhaust the subject but to select the most important

variables and theoretically explore how these might exhibit interacteetsf

Table Il. Six propositions regarding cohesion within the Western Orde

Interest I. Commerce  Shared commercial interests contribute to peace and
lead to the stable reproduction of Western Order.

Intererstll.  Threat External security threats, like the Cold War, solidify
Western Order by encouraging cooperation.

Values I. Identity A liberal identity reduces fear and suspicion within the
order, creating stable expectations of peaceful change.

Values Il Liberalism  Shared liberal values form the normative basis for

Institutions |. Democracy

Institutions |II.
Multilateralism

cooperation within the Western Order, contributing to
overall stability.

Transparency and the externalization of democratic
norms contribute to peace and stability within the
Western Order.

Multilateral institutions create predictable patterns of
behavior by facilitating cooperation and reducing the
returns to power.

15 Interactive
Combinations

Commerce-Threat, Commerce-ldentity, Commerce-
Liberalism, Commerce-Democracy, Commerce-
Multilateralism, Threat-ldentity, Threat-Liberalism,
Threat-Democracy, Threat-Multilateralism, Identity-
Liberalism, ldentity-Democracy, ldentity-
Multilateralism, Liberalism-Democracy, Liberalism-
Multilateralism, Democracy-Multilateralism

Part Il of this paper is devoted to a theoretical exploration of these fifteeacinte

combinations in the context of the Western Order.
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Cohesion and Interactive Effects

Threat-Commerce

In general, states will lay their differences aside when faced with a@omm
threat>® A spirit of unity is easily forged in the face of dire circumstance-\leés
quickly found when confronted with a menacifigem.Within an alliance, common
threat is the unifying bon¥f. The Soviet threat directly contributed to the creation of
NATO and overall US engagement of Europe. To contain the spread of communism a
united Western front was necessary. The security imperative quickly spillechtov/dre
commercial realm.

Commerce refers to the primary forms of interstate economic intamatiade,
capital, and monetary flows. While its forms have changed, commerciaktietdike
war, has been a feature of international politics throughout the ages. Hilstowea and
commerce have been closely linkéd-he complex historical record notwithstanding, an
important strand of liberal theory claims that commerce creates Peatmy did
commerce work to create cohesion within the confederacy? Immediatelyifalow
World War Il, peace within the Western bloc is not particularly surprisingiétous

factors, most notably US hegemony and Cold War bipolarity, converged to keep the

2 For an excellent review of the ‘conflict in-grothpesis’ see Arthur Stein, “Conflict and Cohesion”
Journal of Conflict Resolutio0 (1979)

%3 Stephen WaltQrigins of Allianceglthaca: Cornell Press, 1987)

** See for example, Paul Kennedye Rise and Fall of the Great Powékew York: Vintage, 1989);
Ronald Findlay and Kevin O’RourkPpwer and Plenty: Trade, War, and the World Econamnthe
Second MilleniungPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 2007)

5 See Erik Gartzke, Quan Li and Charles Boehmere$ting in the Peace: Economic Interdependence
and International Conflict,International Organization55 (2001); Bruce Russett and John Oneal,
Triangulating Peace: Democracy, Interdependence latefnational OrganizationfNew York: W.W.
Norton, 2001); Stephen Brook8roducing Security: Multinational Corporations, Glalization, and the
Changing Calculus of Confli¢Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005); RidhRosecrancdhe
Rise of the Trading Stafdlew York: Basic Books, 1986)
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Western bloc united. In the West, peace is hopelessly over-deterthint is more
interesting is how the commercial confederacy has steadily growmaeghaand
withstood a number of convulsions. The question is not peace, but rather, how cohesion
has been maintained and cooperation sustained. It is conceivable that stheatca
peace, but not engaged in the kinds of cooperative relations we associateeanath li
international orders. Peace is the absence of armed conflict; cooperatios pogiig/e
interaction. The latter does not necessarily follow from the former. Thish#asase
during the years leading up to World War Il. A number of democratic republstedx
they were at peace, but relations were nevertheless characterizethtignsm and
competitive protectionism. The point is simply that a non-violent status-quo, eveg amon
democracies, does not necessarily involve stable institutionalized cooperation and
interstate commerce.

Economic self-interest, and the prospect of making gains, has the effect of
drawing states into commercial arrangements. As interstate ecombencourse grows
in volume and density and expands beyond trade into areas of investment, finance, labor
and production, cohesion among states is solidified. Where this type of interdependence
grows states become more sensitive to changes taking place in other ceuntiaas
nothing better illustrates this than how financial markets react to chaogess the
globe. Sensitivity is itself not a measure of cohesion but it does highlightttre &x
which states are tied to each other. Put another way, their economic fargsrasened
one with the other. It is difficult to calculate one’s own interest withoutidenag the

predicament of one’s rival. The longer the confederacy persists, thergreatiegree to

%% Realists talk about bipolarity, nuclear deterrermrel hegemonic stability; liberals prefer demograc
interdependence, and institutions; constructivask&antian culture and security community.
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which the interest of the part is tied to the continued viability of the whole. If the
commercial confederacy sinks, its core members will sink.

The Cold War threat and commercial interest contributed to cohesion
independently but also interacted in important ways. Reconstruction and European
integration were primarily driven by the need to rebuild and create a bhgterst
possible Soviet aggression. For President Truman, the Marshall Plan and the Truman
Doctrine were ‘two halves of the same walnut.” At Harvard University in 1947, George
Marshall outlined the main objectives of the US plan for European reconstruction. One of
the central themes was to create European unity through economic and political
cooperation so as to counter communism and Soviet expansionism. Aid was made
conditional upon cooperation on the continent. The European’s preferred a more national
approach to recovery; the Marshall Plan insisted that they develop a comprehensi
cooperative plan’ Aid recipients formed the Organization for European Economic
Cooperation in 1948. The more important organization turned out to be the European
Coal and Steel Community, designed to manage vital strategic resdorggthe
Franco-German border. Threat led to deeper forms of economic interaction iéindl pol
cooperation across the Atlantic, as institutions took hold and the US permitted trade on an
asymmetrical basis. Regardless of original intent, the Bretton Woods dystame an
important instrument in solidifying Western cohesion, bringing about recovery and the
German and Japanese economic miracles, and in general, raising etapitahrk

against communism.

" For a useful account of early European integragiem Walter Lipgeng) History of European
Integration(Oxford: Clarendon, 1982)
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The commercial order was an integral part of the security strategpnNotvas
an open commercial order believed necessary to prevent the recurrence of theeconomi
nationalism and competitive protectionism that exacerbated the great depesgswere
believed to have contributed to the rise of fascism, but also, economic cooperation was
understood to be one important means by which Western allies would be rebuilt
economically, newly democratic countries like Japan and West Germany would be
consolidated and integrated, and overall, a strong barrier to the spread of communism
would be raised. Threat perception encouraged economic cooperation, whilesrapitali
accentuated the differences between East and West and contributed to a heightening
mutual suspicion.

East-West competition during the Cold War amounted to a massive race; each
side responding and trying to outpace the other. The Soviet Union was not simply facing
the US, it was contending with an open bloc and global production network. This gave
the West a significant advantatjelo the extent that the West's power and dynamism
was linked to open commerce, it exacerbated the threat, at least as seen fromethe S
side. The Soviet response in turn exacerbated the level of threat as seen fragstthe W
Second, as the Soviets squared off against a commercial bloc and militgargealhow
this group was faring as a whole mattered. During the Bretton Woods yeagsdhday
powers—an integrated and rearmed West Germany for example—were sbaadg a
Third, the prospect of economic aid, foreign investment, and market access are the

primary means by which outsiders have been drawn in and integrated into the Western

®8 Eor more on this see Stephen Brooks and William Ngah, “Power, Globalization and the End of the
Cold War: Reevaluating a Landmark Case for Idelagernational Securitywol. 25, No. 3 (Winter
2000/2001),
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commercial order. The spread of capitalism was inimical to the so@edject just as
communism was incompatible with free market capitalism.

Identity-Commerce/Liberalism

In the tradition of Kant and Wilson, the commercial confederacy can be thought
of as a league of liberal republics. Totalitarianism had been defeated ineatavarrs;
freedom and democracy, it was believed, could deliver peace. John Owen offers a
persuasive account about how liberalism should be seen as underlying the democratic
peace. States must perceive each other as liberal in order for them to truspant re
fellow democracied? In this regard, liberalism has the effect of creating a certain
ideological solidarity among states and societies. This leads to a moreantdukirable
relationship. Indeed, there are strong theoretical reasons for this:eyatdrto virtually
any human relationship, longevity and stability are most often secured when ite iedif
built on a shared ideational foundation. Workers are more productive when they believe
in the company and product; lawmakers are better public servants when theg ioelie
the legislative tradition and the public good; homegrown soldiers make for a better
defense than do mercenaries, and so on. Where cooperative relationships are premise
self-interest alone, the resulting relationship is less stable. To & éxat there might
be athin “Kantian” identity, it is premised on liberalisff.

This thin layer of identity is a unifying forcBut by itself it is weak, altogether

prone to disruption. While identity may be a source of cohesion because itteilita

*9“How Liberalism Produces Democratic Peabetérnational SecuritfFall 1994); see also,
“Transnational Liberalism and American Primacy;Benignity Is in the Eye of the Beholder” in
Ikenberry, edAmerica Unrivaled

% |In Social Theoryinitially it appears that collective identity rests pro-social behavior and friendship.
Later though, homogeneity is raised to the level aécessary condition: “Even if in theory one can
imagine a community of infinite diversity, in prag communities requireomeconsensus on values and
institutions.” p 357.
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agreement and mutual understanding, the greatest conflicts are oftendougirmong
kin and compatriot. If cultural or ideological affinity were all that is neettexlproblem
of international politics would have been solved long ago. This notion is contradicted by
millennia of political experience. The case of the Greek citysstatastructive. The
Greeks prayed to the same Gods. The Amphictyonic Council, a primitive IGO, was
created to effectuate common religious traditions and secure the shriekplait Dhe
Greeks fended off a mutual enemy in the Persians. They participated iménga@aes
and shared numerous cultural traits. Plato refused to label violence amongeke Gre
“war” but preferred the term “civil strife,” suggesting that Greeks shouéd &&ch other
not as foreign enemies but “men who will some day be reconé&talall accounts,
there was something like a pan-Greek identity. Tragically, these saircelsesion
notwithstanding, the city-states were continually mired in conflict. Fromntierat
Greeks to the Arab world today, history furnishes a rich array of evidencecimsdesf
this general proposition.

But while generally weak, ideological compatibility and identity are nbetrss
significant, especially when they combine with other mechanisms. Iis @drgreat
power relations, this variable helps to account for cohesion within other important
historical arrangements. For example, cohesion among the Spanish and Austrian
Hapsburgs, a dynasty which threatened to dominate Europe for a century andsalf, w
maintained not only by mutual political-military interests but famag tiCatholicism and
the counter-reformation as well. Theé™@entury Concert of Europe was a league of
monarchs whose aim was not only to keep imperial France from reasseslf)diit

more generally, it sought to keep the people down. Popular revolution was feared, the

®1 RepublicTranslated by Francis Cornfor@xford: MacDonald Oxford Press, 1945), p. 173
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Concert could keep these conflagrations from spreading across Europe. The monarchic
creed was an important source of cohesion. After World War Il, the cohesion thighi
coalition of the victors was short-lived precisely because two hegemonicgpower
espoused ideologies which were the very antithesis of each other. A purely pow
centered analysis misses these important ideological dimensions.

Commercial intercourse reinforces a liberal ideology and works to consiitdte
reproduce a thin liberal identity. The simple fact is that ideas are populartiée
work, or appear to work. The orthodoxy usually prevails and is reinforced as ldng as i
delivers. For example, Jeffrey Legro argues that collective ideas atky uspkaced by a
new orthodoxy only after they experience a shock and colfaiseannot be the case
that ideas exist independently of material conditions. It's hard not to be d \ilbena
you’re getting rich. Similarly, it's hard to remain a commie when yosta@ding in a
breadline. To the extent that communist countries had a communist identity, this never
prevented its demise once confronted with a blitzkrieg of material rediss land
identity are intimately connected to the material world.

Constructivists acknowledge that commercial interaction and interestedasyi
to the formation of a shared identity. For Wendt, commercial interdependence is a
“master variable” while for Adler and Barnett, commerce is a pretipgtéactor leading
to the formation of a security communffThe problem is that once an identity or
culture is formed, it is supposed to supersede other factors like economic
interdependence. This is a mistake. Commercial interest and interactiondpefuice

and sustain a shared identity once formed. Social constructivism, withditiy st

%2 Rethinking the Worldithaca: Cornell Press, 2005)
8 Adler and BarnettSecurity Communitiegp.27-40; WendtSocial Theorypp. 243-349
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ideational ontology, has difficulty appreciating the role that matestakt play in the
construction and reproduction of identifyidentities are not only constructed through
intersubjective interaction but also through various material activitiesdtwatsare
engaged in. In this way, commerce reinforces identity.

Commercial relationships create mutual dependencies. Realists havegoed a
that dependency and losses in autonomy endanger sécB#gause identity and
ideational solidarity can contribute to ‘stable expectations of peacefujehstates are
more likely to accept mutually dependent relationships. European institutional aeepeni
has proceeded, even after the Cold War, partly because leading statesiilecafch
Germany no longer fear one another. While French are French and Gernhans stil
Germans, European politics seems to be animated by a “Kantian culturiehdship®®
This is not to say that politics is harmonious, but that states are willing @aeper
peaceably and cooperatively within a shared regional political systened3tdantity
contributes to each state’s willingness to accept losses in autonomy and thenattenda
risks that accompany economic integration. Second, identities are tied tolé® that
actors play’ These roles are defined intersubjectively. To be a “trading state,” part of
trading order, is to be engaged commercial interaction with others. Or putlifyea
state’s liberal identity is tied to the very act and process of engaging mtltersmerce.

Hence, shared identity and commerce tend to operate in mutually reaffir@ysg w

% For more on this see Latha Varadarajan, “Constisat, identity and neoliberal (in)securityReview of
International Studie80 (2004)

85 Waltz, Theory of International Politics

5 Wendt,Social Theory

67 Jeffrey Checkel, “International Institutions anocglization in Europelnternational Organization
(2005)
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Liberalism-Commerce

Liberalism is an ideology, or a system of ideas. It is often associatechimigjs t
like individual rights and liberties, limited self-government, and free nimrkéeralism
makes strong normative claims about what is right and just. It provides ptiesrifor
action. And finally, and perhaps most importantly, it promises particular outcames (
justice, peace and plenty). It would be unhelpful to produce a detailed account of the
content and evolution of the liberal tradition. Here, we will confine our analysis to the
role liberalism plays in the commercial confederacy.

Independently, liberalism contributes to cohesion most obviously because it forms
the ideological foundation of the group. Among these states, agreement on values and
first principles has contributed to overall group cohesion. Liberalism therelates
most directly to the values dimension of cohesion although it also implicates tinesinte
dimension as well. Throughout the ages—from Athens to America—leading powers have
shown a striking propensity to spread their ideas and values. Not surprisingly, #mel US
its allies shared an important interest in promoting the ‘liberal model.” Authiarit
states, it was believed, were more inclined toward aggression. Democracy and ope
commercial cooperation were the answer. For liberal internationi#testé/ilson and
Roosevelt, liberalism not only served US interests but was to form the basis of a new
world order conducive to general peace and prosperity. Liberalism coegrifout
cohesion because of agreement on basic values and a thin identity, but also, it forms the
basis of an important common interest: spreading liberal values and ideaso€@hes
enhanced to the extent that actors share the conviction that their values aralusiivers

should be universalized.
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Economic liberalism prescribes specific means and ends. Ricardols @ttac
Mercantalism established a strong theoretical foundation for free nesdedmics.
According to this school, the best way to increase national wealth is to exploit
comparative advantage and encourage divisions of labor by imposing as fewaastricti
on trade as possible. This openness, liberals assert, does not only lead to ptmgperity
peace as well. According to the liberal normative view, the appropriate fontecstate
rivalry is open economic competition. After World War I, the US and its aliemsd
ripe for this new experiment. The isolationism of the 1920s and 30s combined with
strong protectionist policies failed to deliver neither peace nor prospdmgyU¥$ was
founded a commercial republic, and after World War Il it had the relative podexid
to rebuild the world in its own image. Not surprisingly, the American vision of post-war
order features two liberal pillars: commercialism and constitutionalism.

The commercial confederacy is partly premised on a mutually reinforcing
congruence between the logics of appropriateness and consefflienaeis, the
instrumental and normative are in substantial harmony. Liberalism does notghanife
itself because of selfless adherence to a system of normative idedsliké the
“protestant ethic” it encourages behavior which is very much in the instrunreatast
of actors. To the extent that actors reap benefits, liberalism is reidféroeinstance,
after World War 1l, West Germany’s turn to democracy and overall integraito the
Western bloc was reinforced by the economic miracle brought on by these devetgpment
just as China’s turn to market reform today has been reinforced by severalsdafcade

stunning growth. While the post-war boom among the countries of, what would become,

% For a discussion of these logics see March andQIF he Institutional Dynamics of International
Political Orders,International Organizationyol. 52, No. 4 (1998)
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the OECD was dramatic across the board, nowhere was this truer than in Japan where
output grew eightfold in twenty five years!

Democracy-Commerce

Democracy is limited self-government. In general, democratic cos@resthose
in which the executive and legislature are chosen through contested el&cfions.
substantial body of literature supports the conclusion that democracies do not, or only
rarely, fight wars against other democracf&shrough mechanisms of institutional
restraint and externalization of democratic norms, democracies havedaetaeéorging
a zone of peace. Hence, democracy has been a fundamental source of stabilithevithi
Western order.

Democracy does not automatically lead to interdependent commercial tiesy Dur
the interwar years democratic states found themselves participantsious \aycle of
competitive protectionism as trade decline precipitously. But democracyatiéate
commercial ties once states make the decision to enter into such relationschvitiireer.

As Russett argues, “...democratic states presumably feel their gdessithreatened by
other democratic states, and hence can enter into relationships of economic

interdependence for absolute gain without worrying as much about the relativéhgains

9 Adam Przeworski, et.aDemocracy and Development: Political Institutionsia/Nell-Being in the
World, 1950-199@Cambridge: Cambridge Press, 2000) Chap. 1

"0 Russett and Onealriangulating Peace: Democracy, Interdependenc, laternational Organizations
(New York: W.W. Norton, 2001)Huth and Allee, The Democratic Peace and Territorial Conflict ireth
Twentieth CenturyCambridge: Cambridge Press, 2003); Michael Ddjays of War and Pea¢Blew
York: W.W. Norton, 1997) Chap. 8; John Owéiheral Peace, Liberal War: American Politics and
International Securitylthaca: Cornell Press, 2000)
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so centrally impact the realist model of relationshigs\ot surprisingly then, greater
levels of trade are found between democratic sfates.

Democracy also facilitates economic linkages by allowing democratessio
make more credible commitmerifsDemocracies are better able to make credible
commitments because of transparency and, in general, it is institutiorakydifficult
for democracies to abruptly change poli¢yVhere commitments are greater, the
“shadow of the future” can be expected to operate with greater effect. Compéarat
present rounds is more likely when actors anticipate relations to continue long into the
future”

The democracy-commerce nexus is important in understanding the ways in which
the Western order operated in practice, but it is also crucial to understandingythe ve
process of order building itself. In the tradition of Woodrow Wilson, post-World War |
order building proceeded according to a liberal blue-print, first outlined in thetiktla
Charter, in which democratic states together formed a commercial leagomatiag free
trade was critical to avoiding the economic turmoil of the 1930s, but development and
trade were also important for ensuring the success of democracy and digdedios in

West Germany and Japan.

"L«A Neo-Kantian Perspective,” in Adler and Barn&ecurity Communitiep. 375

2 Bliss and Russett, “Democratic Trading Partnehe Tiberal Connection Journal of PoliticsVol. 58,
No. 4 (1998)

3 On democracies and commitment see Kurt Taylor @aybDemocratic States and Commitment in
International Relationsfhternational Organizationyol. 50, No. 1 (Winter 1996)

" Lisa Martin,Democratic Commitments: Legislatures and InternaicCooperation(Princeton:
Princeton Press, 2000)

> Keohane and Axelrod, “Achieving Cooperation undearchy: Strategies and Institution¥\orld
Politics 38 (1985)
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Multilateralism-Commerce

Institutions are sets of rules and procedures that govern behavior. In recent
history, international institutions and organizations have been a regular and imhporta
feature of international life. Unfortunately, major institutions and orgdioizs have too
often failed to deliver lasting order among the system’s leading powers.ortverCof
Europe faded after some decades; the League of Nations faltered. Though the U
persists, its record is mixed. After World War Il, as many have arguadpsgsstability
probably rested on bipolarity and nuclear deterréh@&e Security Council can hardly
be credited for maintaining great power peace in the Cold War era. Quital\dius
historical record has led many realists to marginalize the importamcteofational
institutions’’ Yet this wholesale dismissal has been altogether too hasty.

When they work well, institutions regulate interaction and produce predictable
and stable outcomes. We are specifically concerned with the ‘layéeretakaltilateral
institutions which include, or center around, the system’s core commercial powers
specifically, the ‘Bretton Woods Sisters’ (IMF, World Bank, GATT/WTO), the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD), the European Union,
NATO and to a lesser degree regional organizations like NAFTA and APEC.
Multilateralism, as Ruggie has defined it, is an arrangement that “coosilvettavior
among three or more states on the basis of generalized principles of cdfiduct.”
Multilateral institutions are general in character; they goverdwcirby specifying rules

over classes of actions; they do this on a non-arbitrary basis.

6 See for example John Lewis Gaddis, “The Long Pealeenents of Stability in the Postwar Internationa
System,”International Securityyol. 10, No. 4 (Spring 1986)

"See for instance Mearsheimer, “The False Pronfifigernational Institutions,International Security,
Vol. 19, No. 2 (Winter 1994/95)

8 Ruggie Multilateralism Mattersp. 14
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Scholars first began to give serious attention to rules and procedures in the
context of regime theor¥. Liberal institutionalism, which grows out of regime theory,
has developed into an important paradigm and research program. Libenafiamstitsm
is a functionalist perspective; states seek out institutional solutions belcassgtovide
functional benefits. Institutions reduce uncertainty, provide information, reduce
transaction costs, increase transparency and allow actors to signangenmtovide
enforcement mechanisms and create incentives for future cooperation through sink cos
and the “shadow of the futuré® Liberal institutionalism developed in response to
realism’s pessimism about the prospects for cooperation. The central tasktofional
theory was to demonstrate how cooperation was possible in anarchy and evée after t
decline of a hegemon. Scholars have focused a great deal of attention on how the
collective action problem is solved and the suboptimal outcomes of a Prisoner'sm@ilem
avoided® In so doing they have produced an impressive arsenal of theoretical ideas that
show why self-interested state actors will gravitate towardurnistnal solutions so as to
more efficiently reap cooperative gains. Institutions and institutmeghlielations are not
only path-dependent and “sticky,” they tend to gather momefft&ior. those on the

outside, it may be difficult to be economically competitive if you remaatuebed®® For

9 Stephen Krasner ethternational Regime@thaca: Cornell University Press, 1983)

8 Arthur Stein, “Coordination and Collaboration: Regs in an Anarchic World Ihternational
Organization,36 (Spring 1982); Robert Keohane and Robert AxeltAdhieving Cooperation Under
Anarchy: Strategies and Institution&Yorld Politics38 (October 1985); Robert Keohawdter Hegemony;
Kenneth Oye, edCooperation Under AnarchyRobert Axelrod,The Evolution of CooperatiafBasic
Books, 1984)

8 Oye, edCooperation Under Anarchy

8 For an excellent discussion on logics of path-depace see Paul Piersélitics in Time: History,
Institutions, and Social Analysi{Brinceton: Princeton University Press, 2004)

8 Lloyd GruberRuling the World: Power Politics, and the Rise opnational InstitutiongPrinceton:
Princeton University Press, 2000)
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those on the inside, “As the cost of leaving a group rises, so does the net benefit of
remaining in it.**

Stability is enhanced to the extent that the commercial confederacy te able
resist undesirable changes that may threaten to dissolve it. There aat i3atedle ways
in which multilateral institutions accomplish this. First, multilateralis characterized
by “diffuse reciprocity”—a loss today may be cancelled out by tomorrowtsgai
While benefits are more diffuse they are not distributed evenly. It may not etiea be
case that actors have an equal voice. For instance, IMF voting is weightedragtordi
the amount each state contributes. What multilateralism does mean is tiggsiof the
game are not arbitrarily stacked in favor of one or the few. It does not pramiséyeof
results, but it does promise a fair process.

The principle of multilateralism has intrinsic normative appeal but it also
represents an order in which both the strong and weak remain relatively cdrdeas |
not preclude the powerful from getting theirs, nor are the weak subject to arbitrary
domination. Multilateral institutions have the effect of “reducing the retarpswer” by
decreasing state autonomy. Put simply, institutions can help prevent domination by
strong states over weaker parti&rghis insight flows from the general character of
multilateral rules which limit the arbitrary use of power. In restrgjriheir power,
through institutional mechanisms, strong states abandon an imperial posturg, fieall

multilateral order accommodates rising powers by integrating them.nlikely

8 Hechter Principles of Group Solidarityp. 48-9

8 Ruggie Multilateralism Matters

8 |kenberry After Victory; Daniel DeudneyBounding Power: Republican Security Theory fromRbés
to the Global VillaggPrinceton: Princeton Press, 2007); Joseph Gri&tate Interests and Institutional
Rule Trajectories: A Neorealist Interpretation lvd Maastricht Treaty and European Economic and
Monetary Union” in Benjamin Frankel, eRealism: Restatements and Reneflvahdon: Frank Cass,
1996)
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brilliance of the principle of multilateralism enables the strong to reabeluefits while
allowing the weak to retain formal equality and autonomy. The multilateral asdens
to each according to capability. To a limited extent it reflects the adyestd greater
strength. Granted, multilateralism can never quench the thirst of the trolyaams, but
again, never are their mouths so dry as to motivate aggression.

Stability is created because power is restrained and the behaviostbiing is
rendered more predictable; it is also created because institutionghinsiburces of
possible contention. We have already noted how institutions can produce a convergence
of interest, but interests will not always converge. ldeological affanty identity may
also limit dissension. But regardless, disputes are a part of any ‘normatsdi
disputes and wrangling prevail in domestic politics, how can we expect theaimesal
realm to be any more harmonious? It is not the presence of disputes, but how they are
dealt with which is of greatest concern. Where there is order, rules goaron®l In
theory, rules should preempt many sources of disagreement, or change the nature of
disagreement. Institutions also limit disputes by creating transpaa@dgyroviding
reliable information. They can offer a forum in which dialogue and diplomacy féght
pursued. Some institutions are even equipped with mechanisms to manage disputes once
they have erupted. The reason why the WTO is perhaps the most important international
institution is because it is armed with a powerful dispute settlement mgchahich
adjudicates trade disputes and in certain cases legitimizestogtatiseasures where
violations occur. What is important is that disputes are channeled through a ruleegove
institutional process. In general, enforcement and dispute settlement nsethani

facilitate cooperation. Information can help identify defectors and redoedi&elinood
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of miscalculation. State commitments are all the more reliable and eredikre neutral
monitoring and enforcement mechanisms raise the risks and costs of defection and
cheating.

Finally, any system is vulnerable to a sudden shock. Often these shocks are
difficult to foresee and they may threaten to derail cooperation. Shocks canngt béva
prevented but institutions can help the system absorb or weather them. The cammerci
confederacy is unique in that states are highly interdependent. Economic shock or
collapse in one state or region will have far reaching reverberations—trecaiisian
contagion” of the late 90s and the more recent “American contagion” of 2008 which has
affected virtually every market in the world. Indeed, the IMF was edefatr the very
purpose of bailing out troubled economies so that heavy weather in one country would
not threaten the viability of the whole. Today’s ongoing crisis, as it began in the most
powerful state, and has spread to every other, is clearly of a vastlymiffeagnitude.
Regardless, the point is, institutions can work to manage both diplomatic crisdbass we
economic shocks.

The institutional dimension interacts directly with the commerciakrAf¢orld
War Il, economic cooperation and integration was to be pursued through institutional
means. The Bretton Woods ‘sisters’ were specifically designed towgftedhese goals.
Just as commerce has encouraged institutional development, institutions hawédd tur
to an impressive expansion of the global economy. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine t
level of economic openness in the absence of multilateral institutions like the

GATT/WTO, or in Europe, the EU.
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Threat-Identity/Liberalism

Threat and identity interact in several important ways. Many constristagsee
with the proposition that a common enemy or threat contributes to collective identity
formation®’ That is, the “We” is more easily found when confronted with a menacing
“Them.” Group identities often develop around shared characteristics and 8)tbtgst
also, identities are defined by the “other.” Groups are identified by whaatbkenot.
Members of the Western order shared common characteristics: the “Wesides were
democratic and shared a liberal value commitment. They also had important group
interests, commerce and development. But these shared liberal charest@nidti
interests were all the more significant because they stood in such stadsttmthose
embodied by the Soviet Bloc.

The Soviet threat solidified Western cohesion around a shared commitment to
liberalism, democracy, and capitalism, thus leading to identity formation. Buririyying
East-West differences into such sharp focus, the liberal-identity hadehbeadf
exacerbating the Cold War conflict itself. Like nationalist fervorynadl around the
democratic-capitalist flag had the effect of enflaming Cold War featbid way, threat
helped solidify a liberal identity while the development of a liberal idemntiturn
worsened threat perception. Heightened threat perception further contributed @onWest

cohesion.

Threat-Democracy/Multilateralism
The need to contain Soviet aggression drove important post-WWII developments.

Franco-German reconciliation and German rearmament proceeded frormardasingly

87 For example, see Wendt's discussion of “commoel f&ocial Theorypp. 347-353
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urgent need to forge a stable and strong Western European front. America’s proactive
involvement was itself a necessary condition of success. In 1919 Britain an8l the U
refused to give France a security promise in the event of another Getatkn lat 1947,

the Dunkirk Treaty not only created a self-defense pact, but more importantly, grovide
France with security assurance that proved vital to integration and Gezaranament.

US security guarantees and leadership were driven by an interest in cauateti
containing the Soviet Union.

Most directly, the Soviet threat led to US support of the Marshall Plan and
European Integration. Between 1947 and 1951, the US spent about $12.5 million on the
European Recovery Program. Most significantly, it led to the creation of NAT&Dmalf
treaty alliance, embodying the policy of the “double containment” of Germathyhe
Soviet Union. The Soviet threat was an important reason, and political jusiricimi
costly US commitments. The threat was symbolized in Churchill’'s 1946 speech which
warned that a great Iron Curtain lay across Europe. In 1947, Truman introduced the
doctrine whereby the US would assume leadership of the “free world” and assis
countries like Greece and Turkey in their efforts to resist communism.tA&er948
blockade of Berlin, the North Atlantic Treaty was signed in 1949 indicating that3he U
was not merely willing to use economic aid but military might as well.

Threat and democracy interacted insofar as democracy was important to the
success of multilateral security cooperation while the success glifigdlemocracies in
the Western block critically hinged on US security guarantees. Democrdugcttize
US to make binding commitments and to render these commitments less thré&tening.

Meanwhile, the US security guarantee was a necessary condition for thedbuQuyze

8 |kenberry After Victory,pp. 75-79
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and Steel Community to take hold; in guaranteeing German security and assuaging
French fears, democracy was consolidated in West Germany.

Identity-Liberalism/Democracy

Identities emerge and evolve through a process of intersubjective imteficti
During repeated rounds self and other cast each other and in so doing develop
understandings of self and other. Shared identity involves in-gh@fpelings that
create group cohesion among actors and may lead to altruistic behavior—ttst aftere
the individual becomes tied to the collective well-being of the group as a whdies In t
way, identities can influence the way actors conceive of themselves and #reistsin
relation to others.

Identity involves how actors understand self and other. It is partly about a
subjective feeling: do | understand myself to be a part of a particular gBotigPoup
identity also involves certain objective features. Groups are often definedduatze,
shared experience, race, and so on. ldentity not only rests on mutual trust agd téelin
attraction, but also objective features, commonalities, or interests that sttéoe.

Within the Western order, shared identity primarily rests on liberal vahes
democracy. As Adler and Barnett note, “At the present moment if scholars of
international politics are likely to identify one set of political ideas anainngs that are
related to a security community it is liberalism and democratytese were the

defining features of in-group identification in the West. In his 1947 address to Gangres

8 Ruggie, “What Makes the World Hang Together? Neitarianism and the Social Constructivist
Challenge,International Organizationyol. 52, No. 2 (1998)
% Adler and BarnettSecurity Communitieg, 40
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Truman explained that:

At the present moment in world history nearly every nation must choosedrebMernative
ways of life. The choice is too often not a free one. One way of life isl g the will of
the majority, and is distinguished by free institutions, representatiwgoent, free
elections, guarantees of individual liberty, freedom of speech andrelayid freedom
from political oppression. The second way of life is based upon the will of a tginori
forcibly imposed upon the majority. It relies upon terror and oppression, a ceeipodiss
and radio; fixed elections, and the suppression of personal freétoms.

Those committed to the first way of life are good, part oMieethose committed to the second
way of life are bad, part of thEhem.dentity was not only based upon We feelings but perhaps
more importantly on the objective fact that members of the Western bleccarmmitted to

liberalism and democracy, defining features of group membership.

Identity-Multilateralism

Constructivists have claimed that institutions are sites of social lgaanoh
identity formation. Constructivist international theory has produced a growingdfody
literature on the role of institutions in the construction of state identities aextdaysion
state interest® There is a common pattern of thinking among constructivists on the
guestion of identity formation. Identity evolves through stages where init@bysaare
motivated by instrumental concerns or logics of consequences but through continued
institutionally directed interaction and socialization, identities chandetbat interests
no longer rest on self-interest alofi&Recently, scholars have claimed latgsupport

for the constructivist thesis by establishing a relationship between pohegigence

9L Full speech available at http://avalon.law.yala/80th_century/trudoc.asp

92 See for example Alistair lain Johnston, “Treatinernational Institutions as Social Environments,”
International Studies Quarterl2001); Jeffrey Checkel, “International Institut®band Socialization in
Europe”International Organizatiorf2005)

9 Checkel, “International Institutions and Socialiaa in Europe”; March and Olson, “The Institutidna
Dynamics of International Political Orders”
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and 1IGO membershiff. However, it is unclear why policy convergenceiisna facie
evidence for the constructivist thesis when rationalist models predict &lB% w
Constructivists are correct, however, in highlighting the importance of instisun
socializing members and building identities. Institutions help constitute membe
participants of good standing in a liberal order. Even if actors are not fulblizedi
institutions may cause actors to “role play” or behave as if they Weéreerall, there is
strong theoretical reason to believe that interaction within institutcorgexts has some
effect on the way states understand themselves, and their interestgian telathers.

Liberalism-Multilateralism/Democracy

As was discussed above, the Cold War security imperative was a major force
driving the US policy of engagement, assistance, and cooperation with it®alties
continent and in Asia. While acknowledging the importance of this security iiyeera
we are here interested in the internal dynamic of the Western subsystenvid& ke
has suggested, states must choose among a number of possible relations lying on a
continuum?’ However, his contracting theory seems to ignore an obvious possibility:
great powers tend to create the world in their own infagéter World War 11, order

building flowed from a liberal system of ideas. It would certainly be odd if the Sovie

% David Bearce and Stacy Bondanella, “IntergoverraléBrganizations, Socialization, and Member-State
Interest Convergencéhternational Organization(Fall 2007)

% Lisa Martin and Beth Simmons, “Theories and EnepirStudies of International Institutions” in Peter
Katzenstein, Robert Keohane and Stephen KrasneEgpbrations and Contestation in the Study of
World Politics(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1999)

% Checkel, “International Institutions and Socialiaa in Europe”

7 «“Anarchy, Hierarchy, and the Variety of Intermatal Relations'International OrganizatiorffWinter
1996)

% |In After Victory,lkenberry argues that constitutional bargains bezorore attractive where large
asymmetries of power exist and the leading statedismocracy (Chap. 3). These variables are immiorta
But if we're interested in the evolution of postwezttlements, the emergence of liberal-republideas
seems to be central. For more see Hudson MeadWh#,long nineteenth century in Europe,” in Michael
Cox, Tim Dunne and Ken Booth, edsnpires, Systems and States: Great Transformatiohmgernational
Politics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001).
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Union had pursued a policy of multilateral engagement with junior partners intésneas
sphere of influence.

Realists often assume that the content and character of a liberal ioterhatder
flows directly from the overwhelming concentration of power in a single Attor
However, it is difficult to infer from the presence of power, exactly howgbaer will
be used. It is reasonable to suppose that great powers will take on ambitious tasks. But
the nature and content of these undertakings cannot be explained by power alone. As
Ruggie points out,

...to say anything sensible about ttententof international economic orders and

about the regimes that serve them, it is necessary to look at how power and

legitimate social purpose become fused to project political authority into the
international systerft’
In the case of the commercial confederacy, legitimate social purposefitows
liberalism.

The post-war institutional order is manifestly liberal. It was not enouglthibat
Western order was to be animated by a set of liberal aspirations; they had to be
effectuated by a range of new international institutions. The ends were torbedr
so the means as well. The multilateral order exhibits a number of importaat liber
features. States are recognized@gureequals, that is, none is formally superior.
Second, constitutionalism is a ‘reign check.” The institutional order not only teghec
inviolability of state sovereignty, it is designed to reduce domination and theagrbit

exercise of power through a system of rules. Non-domination has been a corner stone of

liberal republican political theory from Machiavelli on. After the war, adgygrt of the

% Stephen Krasner, “State Power and the Structuheternational Trade,World Politics28 (1976)
19 john Gerard Ruggie, “International regimes, tratisas, and change: embedded liberalism in the
postwar economic order” in Krasner, éaternational RegimegIthaca: Cornell Press, 1982), p. 198
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institutional strategy was designed to reduce the likelihood of domination. As itkenbe
explains:

...the array of institutions and practices of the order serve to reduce the returns t

power—or more precisely, to regularize that power and extend the returns on

power further into the future—which lowers the risks of participation by strong
and weak states aliké"

Third, multilateral rules are general in character, applying equally pardies
involved!®? That is, the rules are not overtly stacked in favor of one or a few. This
conception of multilateral rules mirrors the liberal conception of the ruofllaws
should be both general in character and non-arbitrary; the similarly ditatald be
treated in a like manner. To be non-arbitrary, outcomes must flow from an objeda
guided process and not free discretion. The principles embodied in the multilbezed!
international order were a generalized adaptation of the animating prinafpteost
member governments. The democratic form of government finds its originsrad libe
modern thought; success of the liberal project in many countries, most notably, the US
paved the way for its application to the international realm. It is no coincidence tha

building of liberal international order was led by liberal democratic statekin

particular, the strongest among them.

Conclusions: virtues and vices of holistic thinking

Mono-causal explanations have the virtue of being parsimonious. They are also
more amenable to empirical testing. The problem with mono-causal explanatibas i
they're usually incomplete. More often than not, mono-causal predictions prove to be

wrong. The Western order was supposed to fade along with the Cold War. In the 1980s,

191 After Victory,p. 269
192 3ohn Gerard Ruggie edultilateralism MattergColumbia: Columbia University Press, 1993)
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the waning of US hegemony was thought to spell the end of the West. The end of Bretton
Woods in the early 1970s and more recently the tumult surrounding the great recession
were believed to mark the beginning of the end. Nor is identity a sufficient amfiiti
cohesion: in the early years of the Cold War, before Franco-German recmmchiad
taken place, order was maintained by US hegemonic power and the Cold War threat.
Similarly, it is unclear how much of an independent role institutions playedaarijhe
World Bank was eclipsed by the Marshall Plan while the resources of the IMhote
impressive. Institutions take time to develop.

The main virtue of thinking in terms of interactive effects is that it overcomes
many of the pitfalls associated with oversimplification. Above, | have taed t
demonstrate that there is strong theoretical reason to believe that maahigmatic
variables interact with each other and in so doing produce greater combinesl éffect
also likely to be true that variables operate differently in different ctmtBxiring
Détente, the Soviet threat was relaxed; after 1991 it had vanished. During the Bret
Woods years the Western bloc was making astonishing economic gains; the 1970s and
80s were marked by economic turmoil. The effect of shared identity may alsmgglt
cycles; during the era of US unilateralism and the Bush Doctrine, tamsatelations
were heavily strained. Senior American officials began to talk about a ENeape” and
an “Old Europe” while European public opinion of the US was low. Because of
interactive effects cohesion may be maintained even if one of the dimensiongbecom
strained. This, in part, helps to explain the impressive resilience of the Wester.

The problem with complexity is complexity. Given the complexity of the pdtur

have painted, it seems nearly impossible to determine the relative weighhaffehe
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variables and their interactive combinations. If everything is importaahything
important? Of course, not everything has been included, but much has. The challenge is
to introduce enough complexity so that an accurate explanatory picture emihges w
introducing too much. This requires sustained empirical scrutiny. There isivalue
exploring complexity>® | have assumed that each of the paradigmatic variables is
important. The exercise is not intended to offer a comprehensive theoretical afcount
cohesion within the Western order, but rather, to explore new theoretical possititi
focusing on interactive effects the analysis yields a range of novel gropssvhile
surveying and bringing together many existing propositions found in thedrterd#tis

my hope that many who conduct empirical research in this area will find sotmesef t
propositions worth examining.

The paradigmatic debates that have taken place in the field seem to have taken
place pursuant to the assumption that one paradigm can in fact be judged superior to
another. The tendency is to privilege a narrow set of paradigmatic vamndbles
perhaps bringing in others on an ad hoc basis to mop up remaining explanatory messes.
But in thinking, for instance, about the question of why groups of states cohere or ‘hang
together’ it becomes evident that no single variable is in fact sufficienidtie early
Cold War years in the West, unity existed despite the fact that a commoryitdedtiet
to develop, exemplified by strong mutual suspicions between the French and Germans
Common threat cannot be a sufficient condition seeing as the Western order emdares
after the Cold War comes to an end. Institutions cannot be sufficient, epitomitesl by
fact that the League of Nations never prevented World War Il while thedJN@&tions

was ineffective in preventing or managing East-West conflict during tlee\Rar.

103 Jervis,System Effects: Complexity in Political and Sotige (Princeton: Princeton Press, 1997)
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Commercial interdependence is not sufficient as manifest in the faGlttzdlization |
never did prevent World War I. While democracy may be sufficient to preventiarme
conflict, it failed to prevent deterioration in relations during the 1930s, charactdy
competitive protectionism and the like.

A ‘holistic approach’ begins not from the premise that empirical scholarship
should not set out to confirm the superiority of a given paradigm, but rather, accepts the
possibility that certain paradigmatic variables and propositions are agcpasts of a
larger puzzle. Often, empiricists zoom in on particular empirical questionsydis
things, and then proceed to draw general conclusions about the superiority of a given
theoretical paradigm. But as | have endeavored to show, the superiority of a given
paradigm often depends on the specific historic context—Realism may besuperi
explaining the early Cold War years but less useful in explaining thepestyCold War
years > Empirical work should still focus on specific pieces of the jigsaw puzzle,
keeping in mind that these pieces are connected to the larger image. Thinking about
interactive effects is a useful way to study the ways in which each ofebesgo the
jigsaw puzzle is connected. Researchers should therefore strive to be coginmwant
their specific research fits together in a larger puzzle.

Now, it may in fact be the case that some of the above theoretical propositions are
wrong. Thinking holistically does not mean that anything that is logical or tineihe
attractive is right. It does suggest that we should not begin from the premiaegthan
paradigm is superior, though it may be more useful depending upon the question and

context. In this respect, this article is inter-paradigmatic, but in otheriampoespects,

194 Norrin Ripsmann, “Two Stages of Transition frorRagion of War to a Region of Peace: Realist
Transition and Liberal Endurancdhternational Studies Quarterlg9 (2005)
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it is post-paradigmatic. A post-paradigmatic science does not aim to dafgadting
paradigms but to discover the circumstances and contexts in which differeartagiqis

are more appropriate and useful. In the process, some propositions and explanations w
be defeated, others marginalized. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, tbaims

discover the ways in which different variables interact so as to produce comti@utsl e
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A Systemic Theory of International Relations

International relations theory aspires to explain political events, but asisté case,
theories adjust and develop in response to events as they unfold. In the early tears of
Cold War it was believed that multipolar structures were generally mdnre ghan those
that were bipolat® but as years passed, and the Cold War failed to turn hot, new
accounts of bipolar stability develop&d After the Cold War ended, and the system
entered a new phase of “unipolar stability,” systemic theory evolved to acootiné f
new political reality*®” Developments have now unfolded such that power-centered
systemic theory must confront two momentous questions: (1) is US hegemony declining,
and (2) how are rising powers—China and India most prominently—likely to behave in a
“post-American” world? Or put differently, what do waning US preeminamckthe rise
of non-Western great powers mean for systemic stability, defindu @absence of
conflict and security competition?

Up until quite recently, the dominant view among IR scholars was that the US

was indeed an unrivaled superpower, or unip&i&cholarly debate largely centered on

195 Raymond AronPeace and War: A Theory of International Relati@dsw York: Anchor Books, 1979)
198 Kenneth Waltz, “The Stability of a Bipolar Worl@aedalus 93Summer 1964); see also, John Lewis
Gaddis, “The Long Peace: Elements of Stabilityhie Postwar International Systeimternational
Security Vol. 10, No. 4 (1986)

197 william Wobhlforth, “The Stability of a Unipolar WHIl,” International Security1999

1% Brooks and WohlforthWorld Out of Balancelkenberry et. al. “Introduction: Unipolarity, State
Behavior and Systemic Consequencd@&irld PoliticsVol. 61, No. 1 (January 2009); Ikenberry et. al.
America Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Rofithaca: Cornell University Press, 20032pseph
Nye, The Paradox of American Power: Why the World’'s GBiperpower Can't Go It Alon@ew York:
Oxford University Press, 2002); Stephen Wa#tming American Power: The Global Response to US
Primacy(New York: W.W. Norton, 2005)
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how enduring and stable the unipolar systelff;isshether secondary powers are hard-
balancing, soft-balancing, or not balancing at all against tH&”Uid whether or not a
coming multipolarity can be stabl&' But even as the nature of the unipolar system was
being debated, many were already anticipating the decline of US hegenmweasvas
increasingly shifting east? In the wake of the economic collapse that began in 2008, the
case for American decline seems to have gained added monmentughdecline is a

hotly debated question, the answers to which are not at alf‘tfétowever, even the

most vocal proponents of the unipolar stability theory believe that unipolarity cannot
endure indefinitely**What this means is that sooner or later, perhaps sooner, systemic
theories of IR will be put to a critical test. As the leading power dramadsfible

discipline should focus on two central, related, tasks. First, there is the ehgpigsion

199 For a sampling of this debate see Wobhlforth, “Sitgtof a Unipolar World”; Layne, “The Unipolar
lllusion: Why New Great Powers Will Risdfiternational Securityyol. 17, No. 4 (Spring 1993); Kenneth
Waltz, “The Emerging Structure of International iRcs,” International Securityy/ol. 18, No. 2 (Fall
1993); John Mearsheimer, “Back to the Future”; MiehMastanduno, “Preserving the Unipolar Moment:
Realist Theories and US Grand Strategy After thiel @éar” International Securityyol. 21, No.4 (Spring
1997); John lkenberry, “Liberalism and Empire: Lagyof Order in the American Unipolar AgReview of
International Studie¥ol. 30,No. 4 (2004)

10 Robert Pape, “Soft-Balancing Against the Unitealt&t,”International Securityy/ol. 30, No.1

(Summer 2005); Stephen Brooks and William WohlfotHhard Times for Soft Balancing/hternational
Security,Vol. 30, No.1 (Summer 2005); Stephen Walt, “Tamiugerican PowerForeign Affairs
(Sept/Oct 2005); Michael Mastanduno, “Preservirggtmipolar Moment”; T.V. Paul, “Soft Balancing in
the Age of US Primacy hternational Securityyol. 30, No.1 (Summer 2005)

M upchan, “After Pax Americana: Benign Power, Regidntegration, and the Sources of a Stable
Multipolarity” International Security, Vol. 23, No. 2 (Fall 1998)

12| ayne, “The Unipolar lllusion Revisited: The ComiEnd of the United States’ Unipolar Moment,”
International Securityyol. 31, No.2 (Fall 2006); Fareed Zakargst-American Worl@W.W. Norton,
2008); Kishore Mahbubarnihe New Asian Hemispheffeublic Affairs, 2009); Parag Khanna, “The
Second World: Empires and Influence in the New @ldrder (New York: Random House, 2008)

113 paul Kennedy, “American Power Is on the Waride Wall Street Journglanuary 14, 2009) p. A13;
Robert Pape, “Empire FallsNational Interes{Jan/Feb 2009); Roger Altman, “The Great Crash8200
Geopolitical Setback for the WesEbreign Affairs,Vol. 88 No. 1 (Jan/Feb 2009); Layne, “The Waning of
US Hegemony—Myth or RealityIhternational Securityyol. 34, No. 1 (Summer 2009); Leslie Gelb,
“Necessity, Choice, and Common SenBeteign Affairs (May/Jun 2009)

14 The most recent iteration of the decline thesisnwt gone undisputed. See for example, Josef, Joffe
“The Default Power,’Foreign Affairs,Vol. 88 Issue.5 (Sep/Oct 2009); Minxin Pei, “Asi&e,” Foreign
Policy, Issue 173 (Jul/Aug 2009)

15 For example, in 1999 Wohlforth estimated that Wialar preeminence could last as long as 20 years.
See “Stability of a Unipolar World.”
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of whether or not and how fast the US is declining. And second, in the interest of
properly determining the significance of the empirical record, and in avadimhgc
adjustments to extant theories, it would serve us well to line up existing syshemiies
and review the competing predictions generated from them. This chapter focuses on the
latter.

In the debate taking place among power-centered systemic theoristsomite
mainly focused on two possibilities: In the first, the US succeeds in arrdstiegative
decline and maintaining primacy for some time. Systemic stability carected to
continue!'® In the second, the US declines relative to its rivals and systemic instability
follows.**” For theorists of unipolar stability, declining hegemony is likely to bring with it
increased security competition among the system’s leading playersttut scenario
exists which power-centered systemic theory, to date, has largely igataieidity
prevails at the system’s core, even as the US declines relative to #gswiadé rising
secondary states continue to pursue strategies of integration and cooperatiow. As
formulated, power-centered systemic theories could not explain this (not unlikely
outcome.

In the early 90s, Japan and Germany’s rise to great power status was being
debated® Today, the future of great power relations may crucially hinge on the behavior
of rising powers—most importantly, that of Chitan the field at large, great

controversy surrounds, and less theoretical leverage is available, whenidmstuss to

16 The case for this scenario is most forcefully mbyg Brooks and Wohlforthiorld Out of Balance:
International Relations and the Challenge of Amemi®rimacy(Princeton: Princeton Press, 2008).

17| ayne, “The Unipolar lllusion Revisited”

M8 \altz, “The Emerging Structure”; Layne, “The Uniaolllusion”; Mearsheimer, “Back to the Future”
119 |kenberry, “The Rise of China and the Future ef\est: Can the Liberal System Surviv&dteign
Affairs (Jan/Feb 2008); Thomas Christensen, “Fosteringil@yadr Creating a Monster? The Rise of China
and US Policy toward East Asidriternational Securityyol. 31, No. 1 (Summer 2006)
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the system’s rising, or secondary, powers—Brazil, Russia, India and Chit@)(B&t
instance'?® For example, identity based theories find less traction as some of these
players do not, or only partially share in the “Western,” or Kantian identity, founded on
ideas of popular self-government, human rights , and free-market capitalisifarigjm
theories of democratic peace are not helpful in explaining the behavior of @dina a
Russia. While liberals are mostly silent, power centered systemicabedmost
universally predict trouble. However, similar realist predictions, madeeiearly 90s, of
impending security competition and conflict were disconfirmed by two decédes
stability at the core of the systeéft.But what if extant power-centered systemic theories
are again wrong about stability and the behavior of secondary, or rising, powsas# W
stability again prevails in a post-American world? This is preciselydbult predicted by
a variant of power-centered systemic theory developed below.

Systemic theory is premised on the idea that competitive dynamicsgeby lar
conditioned by the prevailing configuration of great, or leading, pott&f@day, at the
core of the system, we find a commercial league of leading states.d\tamyy
prognostications to the contrary, relations among the core Western powerspplus Ja
have endured and remain remarkably stable. A theory of systenfiederacyexplains
stability by virtue of the overwhelming concentration of power in a cohesiveneotral
league centered around the strongest Western powers plus Japan. This leagueris a maj

power configuration that has altered competitive dynamics such that coraime

120 Andrew Hurrell, “Hegemony, Liberalism and Globaid®r: What Space for Would-be Great Powers?”
International Affairs\Vol. 82, No. 1 (January 2006)

2L Eor various predictions see Layne, “Unipolar litug; Waltz, “Emerging Structure”; Mearsheimer,
“Back to the Future”

122\Waltz, Theory of International Politics
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integration, obonding not military opposition and revision, has become the dominant
competitive strategy for outsiders like China and India.

The theory of confederacy gains confidence to the extent that its main rival,
hegemonic theory, appears less and less persuasive. Both unipolar stabilitytaadrghe
of confederacy gain traction in the post-Cold War world. Each theory exphains t
absence of security competition and balancing behavior. Each predidés sasilts, but
for vastly different reasons. The crux: how can we get leverage on these divergent
claims? The difference is that the logic of unipolarity will cease to apédrtite
distribution of power becomes multipolar, which seems inevitable in the long run; or, if
the US ceases to perform hegemonic functions, a likely outcome in the short-run. Were
either of these two scenarios to materialize, hegemonic theory predicte troé|
theory of confederacy expects that the basic systemic trajectorgowtlhue, as its logic
does not rest on US power alone but the combined interaction of a core of leading states
According to this theory, it will persist, much as it has since the end of the Gold W
because the international system is but a generalized version of the Utatgaimi
Western subsystem that has evolved along a steady path since the end of Wakldt War
has a strong reproductive logic that will continue to operate despite underlyiisgrshi
the distribution of power among constituent units. In short, an exciting political
experiment of epic proportions is unfolding.

This chapter sets out to accomplish two ambitious goals. First, it will retiew
unipolar stability theory in order to clarify the underlying logic and the d¢apens
generated. The more important, and original, goal is to fill a large gap itetfaure.

Section three will lay out the logic and behavioral propositions of a novel systerary t
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which accounts for both systemic stability and the behavior of rising (norekist

powers.

Unipolarity and Hegemonic Stability Theory

Neorealist theory predicts that weaker states will flock to each other facdhef
stronger actor§?® This has not happened. Why? The strongest realist argument derives
from the logic of unipolarity. The ‘puzzle of the missing balance’ is apparesgbived
if a unipolar distribution of power precludes the emergence of an effective ibglanc
coalition. Unipolarity also leads to stability because no combination of secondamspowe
is able to effectively challenge it. And second, rivalry among the secondaryspowe
themselves is muted because once a world hegemon takes sides, the game is over.
Further, the hegemon maintains stabilizing regional security arrangeareht
institutions*?* The US may simply be so strong that balancing is rendered futile.\Clear!
US military and economic might is impressive, but is the US so dominant that no
combination of powers could reasonably balance it? This raises an apparent dilemma for
the unipolar thesis: clearly one can conceive of a combination of states whosgate
force could balance US power. Wohlforth argues that a balancing coalitioa, whil
perhaps imaginable, is highly unlikely because the US is an offshore power, icigdtdiff

to coordinate counter-hegemonic alliances, and finally, challengers amtehd with an

12Z3\Waltz, Theory of International Politics
124 For the authoritative articulation of these argntaesee, Wohlforth, “The Stability of a Unipolar it
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extant hegemonic bandwagtfi There is theoretical reason to believe that unipolarity is
stable, and potentially endurind.

As with stability in the security realm, at first glance, hegemdm@ory seems to
resolve questions about the persistence of economic cooperation. Hegemonic stability
theory posits that cooperative, liberal trading orders are created andinerity a
preponderant power—Great Britain in théhmntury and the US in the & The
hegemon does not eliminate the logic of self-preservation but temporarilyscaeate
environment in which its effects are subdued. Because secondary powers can nske gai
under an arrangement managed by a superpower, the hegemon solves collective action
and enforcement problems that plague cooperation under anarchy, and in any event, no
one is capable of challenging the order, states are inclined to pursue &conom
cooperation. Unipolarity changes the relative gains logic. Becausedgkenbn feels
invincible it is less concerned about relative loss; only when second tier poweas @ppe
be overtaking it does it grow nervous. For their part, secondary great powers go along
because they are gaining at the expense of the hegemon. And in any event, the Begemon’
game is likely to be the only one in town.

Crucial to hegemonic stability theory is that the hegemon provides benefits. For
example, Keohane has argued that after World War Il the US provided threesatajof

benefits in the area of international political economy: First, it provided astabl

125 |bid. pp. 28-30

126 Charles Kupchan agrees that unipolarity is sthbtds less optimistic about how long it will laSee
“After Pax Americana: Benign Power, Regional Intgm, and the Sources of a Stable Multipolarity,”
International Securityyol. 23, No. 2 (Fall 1998)

127 Charles Kindlebergefhe World in Depression, 1929-19@erkeley: University of California Press,
1973); Stephen Krasner, “State Power and the $ticif International TradeWorld Politics,Vol. 28,

No. 3 (April 1976); Robert Gilpinywar and Change in World Politig€ambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1981), esp. Chap. 3; Robert Keohafier HegemonyPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1984).
Chap. 3
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international monetary system that facilitated trade and payments; séqmogided a

market for goods and permitted trade on an asymmetrical basis; and third, thipédéS he

its allies gain access to Middle Eastern oil at stable pté&adly, all good things must
come to an end. Central to the theory of hegemonic stability is that the arrangement is
ultimately unsustainable. The hegemon cannot maintain its dominance in the face of
mounting costs, losses in relative power, and inevitable overextension. Challerigers wi
rise. The hegemonic cycle usually ends in war, and thereafter begins ahew: “T
conclusion of one hegemonic war is the beginning of another cycle of growth, expansion,
and eventual decliné? Virtually no realist believes that hegemony can persist
indefinitely.

Whether system-wide economic cooperation rests on US preeminence raises two
important questions for hegemonic theory: First, how much hegemony is required to
maintain cooperation? In the 1970s it indeed appeared that the US led economic order
was crumbling—the symbolic event occurred when Nixon dismantled gold conwugrtibil
in 1971. The shrinking of the economic gap between the US and its allies was partly a
function of post-war recovery; it was also brought on by the asymmetric médtiine
Bretton Woods systeri° Of course, an energy crisis and a stagnating US economy made
matters worse. During the 1970s and early 80s protectionist pressures weragnaiati
time when US hegemonic leadership was not forthcoming. As the hegemon was seen to

be declining and protectionist pressures were mounting, many thought the global

128 After HegemonyChap. 8

129 Gilpin, War and Change in World Politic€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991210. For
full analysis see Chaps. 4-5.

130 Arthur Stein, “The Hegemon’s Dilemmériternational Organizatiorvol. 38, No. 2 (Spring 1984)
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commercial order was on the verge of collaf$&ince then, while the US has been the
leading player—with a GDP that dwarfs every competitor— within the internadt
economic order, cooperation has been less hegemonic and increasingly mulatateral
symmetric. While America’s role as system maintainer and undenetbecome less
pronounced, cooperation has accelerated, expanded and deepened. Curiously, even as the
US’ role has changed from system underwriter to participant; even aaihbe
increasingly intolerant of asymmetric trade and free riding, nevedhehe order
persists. These developments seem peculiar when approached from a hegeaiwibtyic st
perspective.

Second, the functioning of a world market implies that at its center sits afplowe
hegemor®? Today, the US is not the only center of economic cooperation. Granted, the
US is the biggest player, but multilateral cooperation is most pronounced at tralegi

level *? Institutionalization, integration, and economic cooperation in Europe have

131 For a range of views on the debate that took plmeh of which centered on the question of US
hegemony and the future of economic cooperatian, Rebert Keohandfter HegemonyCharles
Kindleberger, “Dominance and Leadership in therimigional Economy,International Studies Quarterly
25 (June 1981); Stephen Krasner, “State Powerlan&tructure of International Trade”; Duncan Snidal
“The Limits of Hegemonic Stability Theorylhternational Organizatior89 (Autumn 1985); Beth
Yarborough and Robert Yarborough, “Cooperatiorhmltberalization of international trade: after
hegemony, what?hternational Organizatiorvol. 41, No. 1 (Winter 1987); Paul Kennedyhe Rise and
Fall of Great Powers

132 Gilpin, War and Changep. 151

133 Since the early 90s there has been an explosifreefrade agreements (FTAs). For example, irdfee
there were virtually no FTAs in the Asia Pacifigi@n. In January of 2007, the Asian DevelopmentiBan
reported a total of 192 FTAs. Richard Baldwin, “Thgoke Trap: Hub-and-Spoke Bilateralism in East
Asia” in Eichengreen et.al. EdShina, Asia, and the New World Econof@®xford: Oxford University
Press, 2008) p. 51. For a sampling of literatureegionalism and FTAs see Bhagwati et.al. Efigding
Blocs: Alternative Approaches to Analyzing PreféisdiTrade Agreement&Cambridge: MIT Press, 1999);
Frankel,Regional Trading Blocs in the World Economic Syqfashington: Institute for International
Economics, 1997); Mansfield and Milner, “The New Waf Regionalism,International Organization,
Vol. 53, No. 3 (1999); Edward Mansfield, “The Pfetation of Preferential Trading Arrangements,”
Journal of Conflict Resolutiowol. 42, No. 5 (1998).

67



steadily expandetf* While less institutionalized, economic cooperation in Asia has also
acceleratetf> at times the US has played a role, at times it has observed from the
sideline’*® Regional hegemony may explain NAFTA. But since the end of the Cold War,
the role US hegemony has played in the evolution of regional economic cooperation
elsewhere is not exactly cledf.That cooperation has been most pronounced at the
regional level challenges the view that US power is the driver of these deeglizphn
economic affairs, the US is not the epicenter of action, but behaves like a goegt am
lesser equals. It does not outright dominate the economic game.

What the above suggests is that hegemony in the military-security context has
been rather different from US hegemony in the context of the world econasteosyn
the former, the US has maintained important security ties with Europe and Japan; US
involvement has probably worked to manage regional security dilemmas. For instance
US security guarantees have played an important role in German and Jalesissas
not to build military capability befitting of a great power, developmentsabald
certainly change regional security dynamics. In security afftiesUS has tolerated free
riders and shown a willingness to foot the bifiBut in the economic realm, since the

1970s, the US has become increasingly intolerant of asymmetry and unwilling to

134 For a useful history see John GillinghdBuropean Integration, 1950-2003: Superstate or Néavket
Economy(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2003); d&mny, GinsbergPemystifying the European
Union: The Enduring Logic of Regional IntegratiRowman and Littlefield, 2007)

135 See Eichengreen et. al. E@$jina, Asia, and the New World Econof@®xford: Oxford University
Press, 2008); Fujita et. al. E@&s;onomic Integration in East Asia: PerspectivesrfrBpatial and
Neoclassical EconomidEdward Elgar Publishing, 2008).

1381t has even been suggested that cooperation migsin example of a certain type of “institutional
balancing” against the US and Western economidutisin: “For the ASEAN states, APT cooperation
aims at helping balance the economic dominatiath®US and Western financial institutions, like thi-
and the World Bank.” Kai He, “Institutional Balang and International Relations Theory: Economic
Interdependence and Balance of Power Strategigeutheast Asia,European Journal of International
Politics, Vol. 14, No. 3 (2008) p. 509.

137 Of course, following World War 1, US hegemony adndolvement was absolutely instrumental in
giving rise to and nurturing nascent forms of imgign on the European continent.

138 Wohlforth, “Stability of a Unipolar World”
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underwrite the systeri® This became evident when Nixon ended the gold standard and
instituted an import surcharge. US impatience with its allies was also apetiee
trade conflicts between the US and Japan throughout the 1980s and into the 90s. Since
the 1970s the economic order appears much less hegemonic when viewed from the lens
of political economy than it does when viewed with an eye toward security.
At the turn of the century it appeared as if we were living through a *hegemonic
age. ™ But recent developments might justify a reevaluation of this concltSigtith
its armed forces over-extended, and resources stretched, the US appears much weake
today than it did five years ag®’. The classic Gilpinian dilemma provides insight into
the present predicament the US finds itself in:
This three-way struggle over priorities (protection, consumption, and investment)
produces a profound dilemma for society. If it suppresses consumption, the
consequence can be severe internal social tensions and class conflict...If the
society neglects to pay the costs of defense, external weakness vitidlbhelead
to its defeat by rising powers. If the society fails to save and reinvafiaent
fraction of its surplus wealth in industry and agriculture, the economic basis of the
society and its capacity to sustain either consumption or protection will d&€line.
Thus far the US has maintained a massive defense budget while consumption and
investment have been sustained by deficit spending. It is unclear how longrthisafor

will work. 144

139 Stein, “The Hegemon'’s Dilemma”

140 3ohn Ikenberry, “Liberalism and Empire: Logics@rder in the American Unipolar Ag&Review of
International Studie80, 4 (2004)

141 ayne, “The Waning of US Hegemony—Myth or Reality?

142 pape,”Empire Falls”; Paul Kennedy, “American Poveeon the Wane,The Wall Street Journal
(January 14, 2009)

143 Gilpin, War and Changey. 167

144 Niall Ferguson and Laurence Kotlikoff warn of @stfal overstretch”. See “Going Critical: American
Power and the Consequences of Fiscal Overstrettie National InterestNo. 73 (Fall 2003). The budget
and deficit crisis seems to be even more alarnidgyt. Jackie Calmes, “US Budget Gap is Revised to
Surpass $1.8 Trillion,New York Time&Vay 11, 2009).
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The problem does not only stem from fact that the US is bogged down in two
wars, it is also in the throes of a serious economic downturn. Of course, everyone is
getting hit. Because all are suffering, the US is still a giant in tefmedative power
differentials'*> Relative power is important, but so is the hegemon’s ability to actually do
things. It is unlikely that the US will have either the political will or caligito take on
major international undertakings. It is unclear when the US will fully witkdram Iraq
and Afghanistan; however, these projects will gobble up massive amounts of resources
and treasure at a time when America’s own recovery is being partly dadKoglforeign
powers like Chind?® For the time being, the dollar is still the main reserve currency
though there are signs that this may be chantfifithe broader point is that America’s
hegemonic assertiveness on the international scene is chaffdit®security guarantees

may prove less credible than they once were, leading allies to enhance thenlibavy

145 Though some have argued that the crisis will laésiag powers, like China, in a relatively stronge
position. Altman, “The Great Crash, 2008”; At theidht of the crisis China was still growing at a
substantial pace, though not nearing the doublitd@igels of years past. In the first quarter 0620
China’s output did grow 6.1%. Keith Bradsher, “GiimEconomic Growth Slows in First Quartééw
York TimegApril 16, 2009). China’s economic strength casodbe seen in the fact that China economic
tide has lifted many boats in the region. See, tNelBchwartz, “Asia’s Recovery Highlights China’s
AscendanceNew York TimegAugust 23, 2009)

146 Estimates of long-term costs vary between $1 @ntfifion. See David Herszenhorn, “Estimates aiolr
War Cost Were Not Close to Ballparlyew York TimegMarch 19, 2008); Bilmes and Stiglitz estimate
the cost at $3 trillion. Se&@he Three Trillion Dollar WafW.W. Norton, 2008). For a summary analysis of
how war costs have impacted the US economy seélldson Teslik, “Iraq, Afghanistan, and the US
Economy,” Backgrounders: Council on Foreign Relaigarch 11, 2008);

147 Though there are signs that this may be changlegently, China called for the creation of a new
reserve currency while Gulf states are explorirggbssibility of replacing the dollar with a baskét
currencies for trading of oil. See, “Dollar falla oil plan report,/BBC (October 6, 2009); David Barboza,
“China Urges New Money Reserve to Replace Dolldeiv York TimegMarch 23, 2009)

148 From Europe to the Mideast, the Obama adminisimdias employed a more conciliatory, diplomatic
and pragmatic tone. See for example, Michael SaedtScott Wilson, “On European Trip, PresidentJrie
to Set a New, Pragmatic Ton@/ashington PogtSunday, April 5, 2009) p. A10; In his June 4, 2@4ro
speech, Obama spoke: “I have come here to seek eginning between the United States and Muslims
around the world; one based upon mutual interedtamual respect; and one based upon the truth that
America and Islam are not exclusive, and need aah lzompetition. Instead, they overlap, and share
common principles — principles of justice and pesg; tolerance and the dignity of all human befrgse
“Text: Obama’s Speech in Cairdlew York Timegonline); See also, Paul Reynolds, “US foreign@oli
‘No we can't'?” BBC NewgSeptember 15, 2009); Peter Baker and Nichals Kuli&/hite House to Scrap
Bush’s Approach to Missile ShieldNew York Time&September 17, 2009)
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capabilities. The US may still be a giant, but one that, for now at least, seems more
bound.

From the perspective of realist hegemonic theory, declining US power or its
inability to act like a hegemon does not bode well for international stability and e@onomi
cooperation. As Wohlforth argues, “If...the United States fails to transtap@iéntial
into the capabilities necessary to provide order, then great power strugglesvéarand
security will reappear soonel*® Challengers may emerge while regional security
competition may be heightened. Absent US influence, and the stabilizing role it plays,
institutionalized multilateral economic cooperation will face hardginiée rise of
economic nationalism and the dissolution of the liberal economic order, one might
expect, will be accelerated by the ongoing global economic meltdown. $ecurit
competitioncan be expected to follow. These pessimistic predictions assume that there is
latent distrust, uncertainty, and fear that US power has only temporarily sutidued.
assumes that the security imperative is the primary motivation and thatttiuitden of
power is the primary systemic variable of importance. But what if theseiges are
inaccurate or incomplete? As we shall discover below, if these basic assumgions a
relaxed, power-centered systemic theory yields vastly differentreadas and

behavioral expectations.

The Logic of Confederacy—or, a liberal systemiaotiye
Systemic theory is leading, or great power, theory. It is top-down theatry t

explains how a strategic environment arises out of the coactions of the systecifzal

1494The Stability of a Unipolar World”, p. 39
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actors that in turn conditions the behavior of all states in the sy3tdm.date, liberals
have not produced a systemic theory. In their response to realist systemmrtggor
liberals adopted two different approaches. Neoliberals accepted many edliszois
foundational assumptions but arrived at different conclusions regarding the nature of
anarchy and the prospects for cooperatfoin this respect, they did not seek to replace
realist systemic theory but merely modifyit.A second group of liberals, the so called
bottom-up or dyadic theorists, rejected realist systemic theorizinglgn#ccording to
many of these liberal theorists, the very definition of “liberal theoryfusled systemic
thinking > Whether by rejecting systemic thinking or merely seeking to modify it, a
survey of the literature reveals that liberals have failed to produce a top-gsteme
theory of their own.

A liberal systemic theory begins from the premise that the system is not
dominated by a multitude of antagonistic and opposing great power poles, butaather,
relatively cohesive Western order that includes most of the system’sggamlirers. This
order evolves out of a US led hegemonic subsystem following World War Il. This
subsystem was formed by a number of leading commercial states: tBeitd®,

France, Germany and Japan. Scores of junior partners can be included in thisngxpandi

cluster, collectively the OECD for the sake of simplicity. The ‘corehef\tVestern order

150 Kenneth WaltzTheory of International Politics

1 Robert KeohanéAfter Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the \@dtblitical Economy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984); Kémi@ye, edCooperation Under AnarchyP¢inceton:
Princeton University Press, 1986)

*)eohane, “Theory of World Politics: Structural Rem and Beyond” in Keohane eldeorealism and
its Critic (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986)

133 Andrew Moravcsik, “Taking Preferences SeriouslytiBeral Theory of International Politics,”
International Organizationyol. 5, No. 4 (1997)
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does not include all states in the system but it does include most of the major pldyers a
many important secondary powers.

This Western order is a kind of security community in so far as war among this
group of states is unthinkabl& Cohesion within this community is sustained by
multiple different bonds. Firstly, it is sustained by a web of institutions ffestteate
cooperation and bind actors, reducing the returns to power and lessening the security
dilemma’®® Secondly, cohesion is sustained by commercial ties and economic
interdependencE® Thirdly, unity is created through a collective identity based on shared
liberal values and political cultuf@’ Fourth, it is sustained by democrdcyAdditional
sources of stability include US hegemonic power and nuclear'atfsally, during the
Cold War years, unity among the Western allies (plus Japan) was alseddkteugh
the security imperative and the communist threat. There is substantial cejaatbng
which of the above sources of cohesion is most important. What is less controversial is

that the Western order has been remarkably enduring. It has survived numerouws politic

1% political Community and the North Atlantic Areatémational Organizations in Light of Historical
ExperiencgPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1957); Enehdler and Michael Barnetgecurity
CommunitiesGambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998); 3efViheories of War in an Era of
Leading-Power Peace: Presidential Address, Amekaditical Science Association, 200BPSRVol.

96, No. 1 (2002)

155 |kenberry After Victory(Princeton: Princeton Press, 2001); Daniel Deudmey/G. John Ikenberry,
“The nature and sources of liberal internationdkeoy’ Review of International Studiez4 (1999)

1% For literature on commercial peace see, ErikZ&artQuan Li and Charles Boehmer, “Investing in the
Peace: Economic Interdependence and Internatiamali€t,” International Organization55 (2001);
Bruce Russett and John Onegiangulating Peace: Democracy, Interdependence laternational
OrganizationgNew York: W.W. Norton, 2001); Stephen BrooRspducing Security: Multinational
Corporations, Globalization, and the Changing Cailsuof Conflict(Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2005); Richard Rosecrarntiee Rise of the Trading Statdew York: Basic Books, 1986); Jonathan
Kirshner,Appeasing Bankers: Financial Caution on the RoaWr (Princeton: Princeton Press, 2007)
57 Thomas Risse, “US Power in a Liberal Security Camity,” in Ikenberry, edAmerica Unrivaled: The
Future of the Balance of Powfthaca: Cornell Press, 2002)

18 Russett, Bruce and John Ondaiangulating PeaceNew York: W.W. Norton, 2001); Bruce Russett,
Grasping the Democratic Peace: Principles for atgoeld War World Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1993); Michael Doyle, “Kant, Liberal Legaciand Foreign Affairs,Philosophy and Public Affairs
(Summer 1983).

159 Jervis, “Theories of War in an Era of Leading-PoReace”
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and economic crises—the end of gold convertibility and the Bretton Woods system, the
economic turmoil of the 70s and early 80s, the fall of the Soviet Union, the era of US
unilateralism, and most recently the ‘Great Recession—and despite thestteach of
pessimistic predictions the order continues to pet&igt.detailed review and
examination of these debates is beyond the scope of this article. Two sepatasiue
are central: First, how is order maintained? And second, if anarchy is @ésadyad does
this mean for our understanding of systemic theory? In this article | wikétrghe first
guestion while exploring the second.

A liberal systemic theory begins from the assumption that the system is not
anarchic but confederate. | will make this claim by standing on the shouldeentsgi
or, roughly half a century of liberal international theory. The assumption ofd=rafey
implies several important things. First, the most salient feature of thenpragernational
system is not the presence of antagonistic great power poles, but ratheujaa slveyal
confederacy of leading powers, or what Ikenberry and others refer to as ¢tttV
Order”*®! It assumes that this leading power order is semi-permanent, that is tdssay, it
a stable and enduring feature of the international strategic environmeve. ¢chasen the
term “confederacy” because while the order consists of an overlapping web of
institutions, and relations are highly interdependent, it is still an intergoesral

configuration in which each state retains formal sovereignty. Further nitindcamal

10 For a sampling of these predictions see Mearsheltack to the Future: Instability of Europe aftae
Cold War” International Securit{Spring 1990)Waltz, “The Emerging Structure of International iRc$”
International SecurityFall 1993); Robert Kaga®f Paradise and Power: America and Europe in thevNe
World Order(New York: Knopf, 2003); Charles Kupchan, “The Eafdhe West,"Atlantic Monthly,Nov.
2002; Stephen Walt, “The Ties that Fray: Why Eurapd America are Drifting ApartNational Interest,
No. 54 (Winter 1998/99); Christopher Layne, “Supevpr DisengagementForeign Policy,No. 78

(Spring 1990)
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political entity. While there is no ‘government over governments,’ there is goeana
without government. While states are not bound by law, they are subject to binding
institutional commitments. While there is no complete division of labor there isf gre
deal of specialization. While there is nothing approaching a national identity ishe
thinner shared ‘liberal’ identity. In short, the confederacy falls somenhahe middle
on a continuum ranging from anarchy to a consolidated federal republic.

For those inside of the informal league, the logic of self-preservation and
structural realist theory more generally is rendered obsolete. If the tdeetpie of
anarchy does not operate, the system no longer conditions state behavior in the way
Neorealist theory expects. If these states no longer fear each othgreatsd certainty
exists about future relations, there is no reason for states to balance one anmitrsreor
aggression so as to enhance security. Second, the security imperativiexvthee
relative gains logic and cause states to become less jealous of theinautésdhe
logic of self-preservation is gutted, security competition has been eegbgoeconomic
rivalry and the rise of a “trading world® Among these actors, the low politics have
replaced the high politics. If a cohesive confederacy of leading powets, éxas/ does
this change the way we think about systemic theory and its main propositions? Put
slightly differently, what becomes of systemic theory if the systenoi dominated by a
multiplicity of opposing great powers, but rather, the dominant configuration hagpens t
be a core cluster of major powers locked into a tightly woven, cohesive, commercial

league?

162 Rosecrancelhe Rise of the Trading Statégw York: Basic Books, 1986)
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To briefly summarize and anticipate the broader argument that follotye at
center of the system sits a cluster of liberal states engaged in vigorone ah
rivalry. The most impressive feature of this cluster is not its membershige,gmrtshe
magnitude of their commercial interaction. The size of this cluster, and tiretode of
commercial interaction, brings into being a gravitational sphere that iwosdihe
competitive behavior of both these actors and outsiders as well. Since WWII, #Htese st
that successfully integrated themselves into the liberal economic order heae soa
Consider Japan, a country that in 1950 was poorer than Peru, whose post-WWII
economic output grew eightfold in 25 years. In 1948 Western Europe, North America,
Australia, New Zealand and Japan produced $3.7 trillion. The combined output of these
countries grew to $12.1 trillion by 197% Prosperity was in no small measure tied to the
US led liberal commercial order. Since the Bretton Woods era, the comnoedaahas
only deepened and expanded. Because economic strength to a large degree hinges on a
state’s ability to integrate itself into the dominant order, the systeis Bates to pursue
distinct politico-economic strategies toward that end. Thus follows the ctrecaktical
proposition: In the current system, the most powerful driver of competitive behavior
relates not to survival but prosperity and commerce. Because the system istoampeti
outsiders face a stark choice: either find a way to play or fall behind.

If the above propositions are accurate, the way we think about systemic theory
and structure must be revised. First, the system can no longer be thought of in terms of
antagonistic great power poles. In Neorealist thinking, the distribution of aapabil
allows us to identify the system’s dominant configuration. This is a positioriaftgic

But how is the commercial confederacy, or western order, to be understood? Is it a

163 See FriedenGlobal Capitalismpp. 278-81
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separate actor or an entity that exists only by virtue of unconstrainecdgeatcy? It is
neither. While it is not a political amalgamation in the way a federal union ikenes it
an ephemeral configuration like an alliance. It is not a kind of hierarchy ror is i
accurately described as an ungoverned anarchy. To get an accurate disttipictiores
the singularity of this cluster must be recognized while still understaiiangf is
comprised of semi-autonomous agents. But doesn’t this move violate a basic principle of
structural theory? Poles are represented by great powers; polaritgrimided by
counting the number of poles. The answer is no. Counting poles makes sense only if the
nature of their interaction is assumed to be one of opposition and conflict.
Institutionalized cooperation and social cohesion change the game. It magters les
whether there are one, two, or five trucks on the freeway if they're all moving sathe
direction. If each is charting its own course it makes sense to count themedgpirat
they’re all on the same road it makes more sense to focus on the ‘highway.’ The
aggregate force resides not only in its individual members and their actiongreut m
significantly, the combination of their interaction. The magnitude of commercial
intercourse is immense. This totality is big—according to the World Bank, in 2007 the
countries of the OECD accounted for 71 percent of the world’'s 5bP.

Up until quite recently, international trade has overwhelmingly revolved around
the world’s developed economies. In 1970 these states accounted for 75 percent of world

exports; in 1996 70 percefft Table Ireveals the stratified nature of world trade:

%4 pavid Jolly, “OECD Sees Bumpy Path to RecoveNYT(November 19, 2009)
1% Held, et. alGlobal Transformations: Politics, Economics and @@t# (Stanford: Stanford University
Press, 1999) p. 171
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Table IlI: Direction of world exports, 1965-1995 (percentage of world total)

Between developed Developed- Between developing
economies developing economies

1965 59.0 32.5 3.8

1970 62.1 30.6 3.3

1975  46.6 38.4 7.2

1980 44.8 39.0 9.0

1985  50.8 35.3 9.0

1990 55.3 33.4 9.6

1995 47.0 37.7 141

Source:Held, et.alGlobal Transformationg.172; Calculated from IMMirection of

Trade Statistics Yearbookarious years.

Data on FDI flows reveals a similar pattern. For example, between tleofe#83 and

1988 average annual FDI outflows among the developed countries was over $88.2 billion
whereas the average annual outflow among developing countries was about $5.4

billion.*®®

Table IV. Developed economy FDI inflow/outflows 1989-2004 (percentage of world
total)

1989 1994 1999 2004
FDI inflows 85.5 59.8 73.5 58.6
FDI outflows 92.8 85.1 91.4 87.2

Source:Calculated from UNCTAD, World Investment Report, years 1995, 2000 and
2005.

188 UNCTAD, World Investment RepofiNew York: United Nations, 1995)
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The globalized economic system develops out of a US led hegemonic subsystem
following World War 11X*" This order centered around a core league of leading powers
(the G-5) and their junior partners (collectively the OECD). When this clisster i
examined as a whole, it becomes apparent that it is big with quite strikingdévels
interdependence. For example, in 1990 the level of trade in goods and services as a
percentage of GDP among the OECD was 32 peft&Between 1991 and 2004, trade-
to-GDP ratios for the OECD increased by 11 pert®hs Table Il shows, a vast
majority of the world’s FDI outflows come from developed countries and mostifioreig
investment still flows from developed countries into other developed couttties.
Despite the growing salience of a number of emerging economies, economic
globalization was a game created, and one that is still led, by the worldlskx/e
economies, and in particular, the strongest among them.

The extent of commercial interaction brings into being a gravitationates pinat
conditions the behavior, to varying degrees, of every actor in the system. Itig/not a
particular political entity that attracts, but rather, the desired hemefiived from
membership and inclusion in the commercial order writ large. Commerce istha ce
arena; economic competition is the dominant game. If the balance has shifteglifis
to butter, one quickly sees how the survival assumption is no longer very useful in
explaining relations among the system’s leading a¢tdfEirst, the survival assumption

operates only if states fear one another. By definition, a security communétieddihe

187 Arthur Stein, “The hegemon’s dilemma: Great Britahe United States, and the international ecoaomi
order,” International Organization/ol. 38, No. 2 (Spring 1984); Ikenberrfter Victory

188 OECD,OECD Factbook 2005: Economic, Environmental and@@&tatistics p. 52-54

19 OECD, Factbook 2006

91n 2008, the developed countries accounted for 68te world’s FDI inflows. See UNCTADNorld
Investment Repo(iNew York: United Nations, 2009).

1 For versions of this assumption see, Waltzeory,p. 118; MearsheimeTragedy p. 31
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logic of self-preservation. But even those who might arguably have justifedden to
fear one another—as the US might be wary of China’s rise—none can acticatitaf
act on these fears in the ways Neorealism exp&cthe curious reality is that among
most of the key players the logic of self-preservation no longer applies, fahilee rest,
the logic of self-preservation is rendered moot because there is a new overriding
structural imperative: to be competitive, states must prioritize progpeet security
competition. By and large, and other concerns notwithstanding, these states must find
ways to integrate themselves into the dominant liberal economic order, or suffer.

The reason why a liberal systemic perspective, as opposed to a dyaditslogic
necessary is that systems of multiple actors create powerful netaterkaities' "
Network externalities are incentives and disincentives produced, at timestioirady,
as a byproduct of the interactions of multiple actors. Consider for instancessicade
which a multitude of PC users creates a network community that disadvantalgesthe
MAC user, assuming relative incompatibility of the two operating systBetaause
strategies are conditioned by social environments, what the majorityjaf posavers do
collectively often disciplines the competitive strategies each mmantain individually.
Once a critical mass or even a few large players adopt a certain cemwsakn
externalities may be triggered. In a system where most pursue autanesrzhtalism,
a strategy of liberalization is dangerous. No pure cases of such behavior lgaereal

found, although Great Britain in the lat€"™&nd early 2 centuries pursued a policy of

2 For instance, in its strategic dealings with Chtha US must consider the fact that China holds &t
trillion in US Treasuries and dollar denominatedd® Similarly, China is loath to lose its numbeeo
debtor and export market.

173 Consider for instance how Britain and Germany'sisiens to adopt the Gold Standard led a host of
other countries to follow suit in the 1870s. Evemew Gold’s deflationary bias became known, cousitrie
did not revert back to bimetallism because suchasavere dangerous if not undertaken by many camtri
simultaneously. Barry Eichengredblobalizing Capital: A History of the InternationBMonetary System
(Princeton Press, 2008) Chap. 2
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freer trade while tolerating rivals’ discriminatory barriersniarly, during post-WWiI
reconstruction the US permitted trade on an asymmetrical basis. Both werehegem
states. Both paid a price as rivals were rapidly gaining ground in terrsiée power.
Under these conditions losses in relative gains and competitiveness araioablestn
the long-term even if the state is reaping benefits in absolute terrhs. tiwenty year
period leading up to WWI, Germany’s economy grew by 90 percent, whereas'Britai
grew by 56 percenit* Even though Cobdenite free traders held power in Britain, it was
unclear how long she could go on in the face of growing protectionist opposition at
home!” Similarly, the US was growing increasingly frustrated with theranetrical
trading order as its commercial rivals were quickly catching up durinBrétéon Woods
years''®

Conversely, in a system where most pursue liberalization and open trade, a
strategy of isolation and autonomy is likely to be self-defeating as {/@lhe absolute
gains from open multilateral cooperation are likely to exceed whateveo®ic
progress a state is able to achieve in isoldtidRut differently, a closed state in an open

world will experience losses in both absolute and relative gains. In short, the oggortuni

174 Figure taken from Stephen Brooks and William Wotili, “Power, Globalization, and the End of the
Cold War: Reevaluation a Landmark Case for Idelasggrnational Securityyol. 25, No. 3 (Winter
2000/01), p. 19

75 For various historical accounts see Fried&lopal Capitalism;T.G. Williams, T.G.The History of
CommercdLondon: Pitman and Sons, 1926); and Aaron Frieglddre Weary Titan: Britain and the
Experience of Relative Decline, 1895-19B8inceton: Princeton University Press, 1987).

176 Stein, “The Hegemon'’s Dilemma”

7 Interestingly, using iterated Prisoner’s Dilemroatudy the competitiveness of different strategies
population of multiple players, Axelrod found tleaten small clusters of cooperators, employingatesgry
of reciprocity (or Tit-for-Tat), could outperforrmd ultimately “invade” an entire population of actaéhat
employ an unconditional strategy of defethe Evolution of CooperatiofBasic Books, 1984), Ch. 3

178 As Duncan Snidal explains, “...cooperation with riekagains adversaries can be the best choice in a
multilateral world, especially as the number ofestdncreases. States that do not cooperate fathdbe
other relative gains maximizers that cooperate antbemselves. This makes cooperation the best siefen
(as well as the best offense) when your rivalscaggperating in a multilateral relative gains watld.
“Relative Gains and the Pattern of Internationab@ation,” in Baldwin, edNeorealism and
Neoliberalismp. 201
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costs of opting out, whether measured in absolute or relative gains, are substamstl i
cases, decisively high in others. Deng Xiaoping seems to have been awasevbiethi

he remarked: “Reviewing our history, we have concluded that one of the most important
reasons for China’s long years of stagnation and backwardness was its pdisy

the country to outside contact’® The crucial point here is that these systemic pressures
arise out of the interactions of the leading commercial powers. A dyadic abmiagply

fails to capture these dynamics.

As Waltz explains, states under anarchy will strive for autonomy through
“imperial thrusts,” to control those they depend upon, or “autarkic strivings,” in tarder
enhance their self-sufficienc§’ But today, few states are striving for autarky and it is
not difficult to see why. To opt out of the global commercial order is to forgo a number
of obvious benefits. Closed states do not benefit from foreign investment and
accompanying transfers in technology and know-how. Looking around China’s
neighborhood, Deng Xiaoping was keenly aware of this:

Profound changes have taken place and new leaps have been made in almost all

areas... we must be clear-sighted and recognize that there is still aroeagap

between the level of our science and technology and that of the most advanced
countries...One must learn from those who are more advanced before he can
catch up with and surpass théth.
Autarkic states forgo market access and limit their ability to speeiahd exploit
comparative advantage. Overall, in an effort to achieve self-sufficeamtyromegrown

development by shielding domestic industries from potentially harmful outside

competition, states stultify long-term innovation, sacrifice economige&fty, and settle

179 Excerpt from an October 1984 interview with delegao a symposium on economic cooperation with
foreign countriesSelected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Volume 111 (19892) (Beijing: Foreign Language
Press, 1994) p. 86

180 Theory,p. 106

181 Deng XiaopingSelected Works, 1975-19@&eijing: Foreign Language Press, 1984) pp. 108, 10
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for inferior goods at higher pricé® Furthermore, for many companies, competitiveness
hinges on their ability to exploit global production networks. The assumption that given
time and some degree of protection infant industries would become more efficipht si
proved to be wrong in most cases. Consider two auto companies created in the same yea
Toyota and Hindustan Motors. After fifty years of over regulation and overpootdmnt

the Indian government, Hindustan was rolling a scant 18,000 cars off of the production
line while Toyota was manufacturing over 5 million. Hindustan Motors was still

producing only one model, the very same model it had been manufacturing since the
beginning: the classic Ambassaddt!

Most states are pulled by the gravitational sphere—the network externalities
created by the core—and the prospect of making gains while others are pudined by t
possibility of being punished and falling behind. We have known since Lindblom’s
classic essay that markets constrain and punish $tatashe international context,
where markets become wary of the policies and strategic course of alaadountry,
capital exits and investment flows are disrupted. In a globalized econonmed®&n
has argued, the “electronic herd” can quickly wreak havoc on individual coufitries.
Capital follows opportunity, but it also seeks out political stability and a fiyendl
environment. China experienced an economic disruption after Tiananmen as growth

dropped to 4% from 11.3% the year beffeRussia saw a capital flight in the wake of

182 For a critique of development economics see létiel Economic Development: Theory, Policy, and
International RelationgNew York: Basic Books, 1982)

183 seeCommanding Heights: The Battle for the World Ecopdpublic Broadcasting System (PBS) series
based on the book by Daniel Yergin and Joseph Ssami

184 Charles Lindblom, “The Market as Prisodgurnal of Politics 44 (1982)

185 Thomas Friedmarihe Lexus and the Olive Tree

186 Joffe, “The Default Power”. Not only was thereaspTiananmen economic fallout but the question of
human rights, much to the annoyance of the PRC Jinkesd to WTO accession and economic cooperation
during the Clinton years.
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its brief military adventure in Georgf’ Second, states punish other states. Systemic
pariahs are isolated states. They may be sanctioned or excluded from institagons
Russia’s behavior has complicated G-8 membership and its WT¢ lnida globalized
world, you're less competitive if excluded from the international economic.orde
Today, while few are balancing, most major powers are engaging and imiggrat
or bonding Because weaker actors often gravitate toward strength, bondingys easil
confused withhbandwagoningBandwagoning behavior is motivated by one of two
reasons: a weaker state’s desire to avoid the wrath of a stronger staggn thr
appeasement, or profit from another’s aggression by sharing the'8pBismdwagoning
was originally theorized as the opposite of balancing beh&/idhe concepts were
intended to apply in the security-military context. But like the balance of power,
bandwagoning too has fallen victim to a deleterious theoretical dittidinhas come to
describe numerous different behaviors, unrelated to a security imperative arymilit
conflict, in which weaker states gravitate toward stronger BR@heoretical punch in

no small measure derives from conceptual clarity. Balancing and bandwagemning a

187 The economic fallout from Russia’s August occupathf Georgia was quick and precipitous:
Moscow’s foreign reserves fell $16 billion in a we&tock values fell by 15% in August while the leub
declined 5% against the dollar. Meanwhile, Russta'srgy giant and largest corporation Gazpromdithét
in a single day. See, Andrew Schneider, “MarketEstWill Limit Russian ExpansionisnKiplinger
(September 3, 2008); According to Russian Finangestér Aleksei Kudrin, over $7 billion left the
country during the Georgia campaign. See, “Timegid® A Capital Flight From RussialNew York
Times(April 19, 2008); Also see, Philip Hanson, “The Ausfj 2008 Conflict: Economic Consequences for
Russia,”"Chatham HouséSeptember 2008)

188 Doug Palmer, “Russia WTO bid still faces big USaisles,"ReutergApril 1, 2009)

189 Walt, The Origins of Alliances. 21; Randall Schweller introduces four differgtes of
bandwagoning: jackal bandwagoning, piling on, wakthe future, and the domino effect. See
“Bandwagoning for Profit: Bringing the RevisionState Back In,International Security/ol. 19, No. 1
(1994)

0 Wwaltz, Theory,p. 126

191 As Brooks and Wohlforth ably argue, balancing besn broadened to include numerous behaviors
unrelated to a security motive. See, “Hard timesstdt balancing”

192 Eor example, Lloyd Gruber talks about a “free érbdndwagon.” Se®uling the World: Power Politics
and the Rise of Supranational Institutiqiinceton: Princeton University Press, 20@#). 6; Simon
Collard-Wexler talks of European integration asianf of bandwagoning. See “Integration Under Anarchy
Neorealism and the European Unidftiropean Journal of International Relationsl. 12, No. 3 (2006)
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concepts that refer to a military-security phenomenon and a correspondingnedives.
For theorists, coining new terms is a favorite pastime; for the rest,nésessary
nuisance. The appropriateness of a new term must be judged by its tilitshis case,

it is harmful to stretch the bandwagoning concept to include institutional and coiame
integration and engagement outside a security-military context becausealeading

with different behaviors and motivations. Bondoan be defined abke deliberate
forging of enduring economic and institutional linkages for the purpose of creating
prosperity and enhancing economic competitiven&sbottom, bonding behavior is not
driven by ephemeral security imperatives or the desire to profit from aisother
aggression.

In general, bonding strategies fall into one of two categories. Internallys stat
undertake policies to make themselves more attractive to foreign investment and
capital—usually by creating an amiable regulatory environment, buildiregstndicture,
and offering protections and incentives to foreign companies. Cl8pasial Economic
Zonesare a case in point. Drawing lessons from China’s successful neighbors, Deng
clearly understood the value of attracting foreign economic forces:

A special economic zone is a medium for introducing technology, management

and knowledge. It is also a window for our foreign policy. Through special

economic zones we can import foreign technology, obtain knowledge, and learn
management, which is also a kind of knowledge. As the base for our open policy,

these zones will not only benefit our economy and train people but enhance our
nation’s influence in the world®*

193|n general, new terms are created in order toriEssomething not adequately captured by an exgjsti
concept. If a term exists, we must ask: what happethe term if used to describe this new thingl? the
integrity and analytic power of the concept be cmompsed? There is often a tradeoff between keefiag
language as simple and user friendly as possiblgh@one hand, and maintaining conceptual integrit
the other.

194 Seeselected Works of Deng Xiaoping, VoluméBkijing: Foreign Language Press, 1994) 61-62
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For China this strategy seems to have paid off: roughly 80 percent of the world’s top 500
companies had invested in China by 2684oreign-owned firms accounted for 58
percent of China’s exports in 208%.Externally, states bond by locking each other into
long-term cooperative commitments through institutions and policy coordination. £hina’
involvement in multilateral institutions is well document&dRecently, China has
assumed an active role in the ongoing G20 process, increased institutional cooperat
with ASEAN, and entered into “enhanced engagement” with the OECD, all of which
suggests that China is continuing its policy of institutional integraffoxternal
bonding has both an institutional dimension and an economic dimension, referring mainly
to trade, finance and capital flows. China currently holds the world’s latgekpgde of
foreign reserves, amounting to well over $2 trilli8AThese figures highlight the extent
to which China has been willing to tie itself to the global market—striking fayuntry
whose combined imports and exports were less than $15 billion in 1975.

Bonding behavior is driven by multiple, related motives. First and foremost, it is

driven by the prosperity motive. It is also driven by competitive pressureraVv

195 Gregory ChowgChina’s Economic Transformatio® ed. (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2007) pp.
329-30

1% «China and the Multialteral Trading System,” ircBéngreen et.al. edShina, Asia and the New World
Economyp. 145.

7 For a sampling of this literature see Yong Deng @&homas Moore, “China Views Globalization:
Toward a New Great-Power PoliticsPhe Washington Quarter{i2004); Alistair lain Johnston, “Is China
a Status Quo Powerliternational Securityyol. 27, No. 4 (2003); Jianwei Wang, “China’s Midteral
Diplomacy in the New Millenium,” in Yong Deng an@iFLing Wang, edsChina Rising: Power and
Motivation in Chinese Foreign Poli¢dfzanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2005); Margaret Pgam, “China

in Geneva: Lessons from China’s Early Years inwald Trade Organization,” in Alastair lain Johnsto
and Robert Ross, edsew Directions in the Study of China’s Foreign Egl{Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 2006); Marc Lanteigfhina and International Institutions: Alternate PRatto Global
Power,(London: Routledge, 2005)

198 «China and the G20: Taking the summit by stratedie EconomistApril 8, 2009); “China, ASEAN
sign trade agreement on investmeiitye China PostAugust 16, 2009); “Enhanced Engagement” status
was extended to China pursuant to@#&CD Council Resolution on Enlargement and Enhanced
Engagementadopted May 2007. For a general discussion s&eydi Wang, “China’s Multilateral
Diplomacy in the New Millenium,” in Yong Deng an@iFLing Wang, edsChina Rising: Power and
Motivation in Chinese Foreign Polidzanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2005).

994 nfluence of Speculation on Chinese Foreign Reseis Downplayed,” Reuters (January 19, 2010)
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conditions of free trade do not exist, or exist only marginally, relative cithapeess
hinges on a state’s ability to mobilize and develop its economy in relativeasolat
Under conditions of open trade, a state’s relative competitiveness not only denmes f
domestic policy but also hinges on its ability to access foreign marketst &iteagn
investment, specialize in areas in which it enjoys a comparative advaragi@pate in
policy coordination conducive to commercial interaction, and assure neighbors and
partners of benign and cooperative intentions. In an open world, certain types of actors
are disposed to become more successful than others. The international system is a
competitive one, though competitive strategies are always conditioned by the
environment in which they are pursued. Today, it is difficult to be competitive wdass
evolve into a trading state. Autarkic garrison states are simply not ctingédti today’s
world, Realpolitik strategies driven by a structural condition of anarchy, such as

balancing and autarky, are self-defeating.

While hard balancing and autarky make little sense, because the system is
competitive, every state still prefers to make gains relative tsAY&IFirms [like
states] are constrained to strike a compromise” says Waltz, “betweenimiag their
profits and minimizing the danger of their demié¥.As with balancing, states are
driven by the survival imperative. This point is the source of much confusion and so
bears repeating: structural realist cooperation theory derives from tbetagf-
preservation. Structural realism must not only produce instances of rekatnge g

behavior but demonstrate that these flow from a security imperative. Inrejudg-

20 For competing perspectives on the relative v. kibsgains debate see Baldwin, Borealism and
Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debd@ambridge: Cambridge Press, 1993).
21 \Waltz, Theory,p. 106
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Japanese trade relations in the 1980s, Mastanduno found that while relative gains

concerns were important, these were not motivated by security inf&fdstasner found

that even in a policy area as mundane as global communications, powerful states w

able to secure more favorable distributions of benéftghese findings are not

inconsistent with our theory. Because it is better to approach politics from iamposit

strength rather than weakness, relative gains matter. Relative polaerces the state’s

ability to make greater gains, now and in the future. Powerful actors cae cokec

payoffs, or create incentives through issue linkages. Powerful states ofteadsucc

writing the rules in a way that affords them greater advantage. Considestiorce how

the first world has succeeded in exempting the agriculture sector from t@evilile

creating a strong intellectual property rights regime that has disadedrtzse world’s

poorer countries. Because states operate in a world of scarcity, gettbestiueal for

themselves and their people requires them to outpace rivals. The cruaiatidist

hinges on whether this behavior is driven by a security or prosperity motive. Like

security, the prosperity motive is also a powerful driver of relative gainvioeh&tates

will routinely employ a variety of strategies to enhance competitigesiethe cost of

rivals—non-tariff barriers, currency devaluation, dumping, export subsidies, and so on.
Because of competition and relative gains behavior, the system does not add up to

a “harmonious world.” Among the leading powers, what has changed is that competition

has primarily shifted from guns to butter. This is not to say that geopolitidakearitorial

disputes are a thing of the past, but merely that the balance has shifted. mg varyi

292 Michael Mastanduno, “Do Relative Gains Matter? Aicgs Response to Japanese Industrial Policy”
International Securityl6 (Summer 1991)

293 Krasner, “Global Communications and National Powéfe on the Pareto FrontieryWorld Politics,

Vol. 43 (April 1991)
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degrees, each major power has an interest in the overall viability of the global
commercial order, and will act to preserve it when threatéfekt.the end of the day,
each state has a strong incentive to avoid collective ruin. Barry Eigdemdor example,
has described the US-China relationship as a kind of mutually assured economic
destructiorf®® The mere fact that each is vested in the other and the system, though, does
not preclude strategic and competitive behavior. For example, the US has beatettust
for some time with China’s strategy of devaluing its currency relativigetdallar in
order to enhance the competitiveness of Chinese exfdwitile none has an interest in
a general trade war or a collapse of the system, each is interestednmzimaxgain.
While the general political climate is cooperative, there’s always roostriategic
maneuvering on the margins. Because different arrangements have tidfstgoutional
consequences disagreement is common. Disagreements have the potential todead to m
intense conflict. Trade conflicts can resemble security spirals in \ehici actor
reciprocally retaliates for moves made by others during a previous rountoRetzan
be quite tense as actors may be tempted to play commercial ‘brinkmanshipis;-tioat
far can things be pushed before a commercial war is sparked?

Though disputes are a regular feature of relations, commercial confess

likely to spiral out of control for at least three reasons. First, disputebameaed

20410 April 2009 the G-20 met in London and pledgeavbrk together to bring the world out of the dire
recession. Promises are worth little, howeverotffollowed by concrete action. While the pledgesavby
no means completely met, many of them were at [easty if not fully fulfilled. For example, IMF leding
capacity was increased by over $500 billion; witile G20 countries’ pledged $5 trillion in stimulus
spending was not met, countries did spend a sggmfiamount; IMF voting powers have been reformed.
For a full breakdown see BBC News, “G20: Pledgéledge,” (September 27, 2009)

205«The Dollar Dilemma, Foreign Affairs(Sept/Oct 2009)

208 Jackie Calmes, “U.S. talks tough with China orrency,” New York TimegJanuary 23, 2009); As
Kirshner notes, this issue is likely to remain asfgent source of tension in US-China relatioree S he
Consequences of China’s Economic Rise for Sino-Refations: Rivalry, Political Conflict, and (Not)
War,” in Ross and Fenghina’s Ascent: Power, Security, and the Futuréntérnational Politics(Ithaca:
Cornell Press, 2008)

89



through a rule governed process—the WTQO's dispute resolution panel for instance.
Second, the danger associated with fear and miscalculation is less sevese beca
information is more readily available and disputes usually do not involve an dgistent
threat. For instance, a dispute over chickens, tires, or a devalued currenay is quit
different from one involving nuclear arms. One party may suspect another girenga
unfair trading practices, but this is a far more manageable kind of fear. Third,
interdependence, diffuse reciprocity, reputational concerns, and the “shatlev of
future” encourage states to show restraint. States do not simply have negainta/es

in avoiding harm caused by a general trade conflict, but they also have a positive
incentive in keeping the overall relationship afloat.

The more narrow point is that a commercial or ‘normal’ politics is not
harmonious. It is messy, though disputes are far less severe than one’s ifitamg mil
security realm. The broader point is that the system is increasingly pusitegjtst
become status-quo participants in a trading world. Indeed, China appears to begoehavi
much like a “status-quo” state. To a remarkable extent, China has been wili@gself
to the global commercial order:

Table V: Average contribution of exports and investment in tradable seots to total
GDP growth during the years 2001-2008

Country or Bloc Exports + Investment in Tradable
Sectors as a percentage of GDP
growth

China 60%

G-7 16%

Euro Zone 30%

Source:Kai Guo and Papa N’Diaye, “Is China’s Export-Oriented Growth Sustainable,”
International Monetary Fund (August 2009)
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Between the years 1990-2000 the average contribution of exports and investment in
tradable sectors accounted for 40% of China’s GDP growth. As the above table shows,
during the years 2001-2008 this figure had risen to a dramatic 60% of GDP growth.
China’s success has been due to its willingness to become the ‘workshop of the world.’
In general, a confederate structure produces similarity becausestamsy
pressures states to become more like specialized trading statesliZpieciamplies
functional differentiation, a dimension that drops out of Neorealist theory betkese
units’ are said to perform similar taské.An anarchic structure pushes states toward
autarky. An open system pushes the state to specialize. There is no fornmmhessigf
functions, but specialization has led to dissimilafifyStates are still like-units because
each performs similar functions internally, but when the system is exdiasng whole,
one quickly notices that states are doing different things. Some, like the US, do many
things. Others, like Britain, specialize in banking and finance. China has sgetial
low-tech manufacturing while India in services. Still others export caiitras and
natural resources. Waltz saw a world of like-units because his focus iy mpalitital:
each state has some governing entity, a military, and various regulatang.orgaen
viewed from the lens of political-economy, the picture is much different. Even though
there is a general convergence in terms of productivity levels amongcadveountries,
there is still a great deal of specialization if one examines partiodastries” In an

open world states must find ways to participate, and then they must specialize.

27\Waltz, Theory,pp. 93-97

2%8 Similarly, Rosecrance argued that the ‘tradingldidis composed of nations differentiated in terofs
function. Each may seek to improve its positior, lircause nations supply different services andymts,
in defense as well as economics, they come to diepgon each otherRise of the Trading State, 24

29 David Dollar and Edward WolfiCompetitiveness, Convergence, and Internationati@figation (MIT
Press, 1993)

91



At first glance, my argument seems to parallel familiar libeguiments claiming
that states have chosen to become more like trading states because they aikgh to m
greater absolute gains. In the mid-1980s Richard Rosecrance observed thadollow
Since 1945 the world has been paralyzed between trading and territorial
imperatives. One group of states has largely focused on trade, keeping their
military expenditures limited; another group, particularly the superpcaners
certain Middle Eastern states, has engaged in arms races, militavetins,
and occasional war?
By the end of the century, Rosecrance was arguing that the post-war tradisg-stat
states such as Japan and Germany—were evolving into a new form of “virtel stat
epitomized by the likes of Hong KoY. According to the author, the rise of the virtual
state has ushered in a new era of peaceful forms of international pdliias;been
marked by the overall replacement of security politics with forms of peaaghpetition
among an important, powerful, and growing cluster of stateEhdéRise of the Trading
State a state’s political orientation—conceptualized in terms of the milaady
territorial pole on the one hand and the trading pole on the other—largely depends upon
the individual state’s choicg? What is missing from Rosecrance’s account is precisely
that which is provided by a systemic perspective. It is not simply the Gssdtes
value prosperity and the gains that can be achieved through institutionalized toonpera
most importantly, states are moved by competitive pressure. A systespegare
incorporates important insights not adequately captured by extant libevalks,

namely, that there is a competitive structural logic at play. The vdtledeof a liberal

systemic theory is in explaining how the leading power western order lagsdcre

219 Rosecrance 1986, 162
211 Rosecrance 1999, 4
212 Rosecrance 1986, 22
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powerful systemic incentives, network externalities that condition thegtrdétehavior
of states.

A bonding strategy implies both a commercial as well as an institutional side. T
be a successful trading state, admission must be gained into key multilateral
institutions—WTO, IMF, World Bank, OECB- To be integrated is to become a full-
fledged member of these institutions. States that are left out find themaetvdecided
competitive disadvantage. Lloyd Gruber has argued persuasively that whamasiopal
institutions are initially created, others are forced to participate, evegtitbey often
prefer the (non-institutionalized) status quo, because leading states acegabéhead
without them?** Not surprisingly, outsiders work hard to gain membership. States are
willing to make costly domestic adjustments toward this end. The institutioreal ¢
exercises power over outsiders by threatening to exclude. Power is exdincmugh a
process of ‘conditionality’*> Membership, loans and grants come with strings attached.
Many times, these conditions are quite intrusive. Surprisingly, smalles sted often
eager to accept and implement them; sometimes they go above and beyompdittedti
demands. Much like freshmen seeking membership in a fraternity of upperclassmen,
weaker players ameishingfor inclusion in core institutions. To rush for inclusion is to
prove oneself to be an exceptional candidate. States seeking membership frequently
sacrifice autonomy and implement “recommendations” and “advice” in exchange for

membership and other benefit§.

213 A similar logic applies with regard to regionasiitutions like the EU.

#4| loyd Gruber,Ruling the World: Power Politics and the Rise op@mational InstitutiongPrinceton:
Princeton University Press, 2007).

15 Manuel Guitian, “Conditionality: Past, Presentiufa,” Staff Papers-International Monetary Fund,
Vol. 42, No. 4 (Dec 1995).

%1% Heather Grabbe, “European Union Conditionality #rel“Acquis Communautaire’thternational
Political Science Review/ol. 23, No. 3 (July 2002);
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How does a systemic perspective differ from functional institutional angishe
The first thing to note is that Neoliberals have never claimed to offer anative
systemic theory to that of Neorealism. However, it is certainly truegabliérals claim,
that states find institutions attractive because of the benefits they g@fbVitlis also true
that states value institutions because they tame power by bindingZatWwisat is
missing from liberal institutional arguments is the idea that those who opt ¢t of t
Western institutional order place themselves at a great competitadvdigage by
excluding themselves from the ‘network.’ Institutional bonding is a vital glyate
state wishes to remain competitive. The Western order is not simply gasyaod hard
to defeaf*®it is impossible not to join if you want to avoid self-defeat through isolation.
Lee Kuan Yew, Singapore’s first Prime Minister, said it well: “Cousttiet make
themselves relevant [to the world] become better off, those who opt out, they &tfffer.”
To avoid North Korea’s predicament you must pursue strategies adopted by Sa#h Kor
This is why outsiders—states like China who are extremely jealous of dhereggnty
and harbor suspicions of the outside world—have been willing to make major sacrifice
in state autonomy in order to gain inclusion into the order.

For states, the single most important cost of bonding is loss of autonomy.
Whether by subjecting itself to global market forces, increasing interdepsndéh

rivals, or by institutionally limiting the range of choices available, bantas the

27 KeohaneAfter HegemonyPrinceton: Princeton Press, 1984)ye, ed Cooperation Under Anarchy

218 |kenberry After Victory

219 |kenberry, “The Rise of China and the Future ef\iiest: Can the Liberal System Surviv€steign
Affairs (Jan/Feb 2008)

220 seeCommanding Heights: The Battle for the World EcopdPublic Broadcasting System (PBS) series
based on the book by Daniel Yergin and Joseph Stami
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overall effect of reducing a state’s autonoffiyKing John signed, and his successors
reissued, the Magna Carta to preserve the throne. In so doing, the kings relinquished
some of their sovereignty. In the long run it allowed them to stay in business. fi@s is
King’s Dilemma.To maintain the foundations of power, sovereigns are forced to let go of
their autonomy??? Sooner or later, states realize that competitiveness hinges on their
willingness to relinquish control. According to Waltz, “States do not willinghzel
themselves in situations of increased dependefftel2 is correct. But in an open

system the state is stuck between a rock and a hard place: bond and be competitive or
cling to your autonomy and ‘fall by the wayside.’ Indeed, nowhere is the King's
Dilemma more pronounced than in China where the Communist Party’s legitimesg is t
to economic growtf?* The Communist Party wants to stay in power. To maintain its
power it must deliver growth. To deliver growth it must be willing to saeriigtonomy

by continuing its policy of “Reform and Openness.” For these reasons the PRC was

2L Eor similar arguments see Susan Strafihe, Retreat of the State: The Diffusion of Poweh@World
Economy(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996); Th®friedmanThe Lexus and the Olive
Tree; That states are losing autonomy, however, doepistiy the conclusion that the state is
disappearing entirely. Many over enthused socislsgiather hastily predicted the state’s demise.f&e
example, AlbrowThe Global AgéStanford: Stanford University Press, 1997, andyauraiModernity
at Large: Cultural Dimensions of Globalizatigiinneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1996)

222 Krasner has suggested that sovereignty shoulahdberstood as a form of organized hypocrisy: absolut
in theory but rarely so in practice. In his modates often contract away their sovereignty. See
Sovereignty: Organized Hypocriggrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1999). presumption is that
states retain their sovereignty because in thdmy tan always remove themselves from contractual
obligations. My argument is that (a) states facengt external pressures to relinquish autonomy,(ahd
once autonomy is lost it is extremely difficultriecover.

23 \Waltz, Theory,p. 107

224 Fej-Ling Wang, “Beijing’s Incentive Structure: TReirsuit of Preservation, Prosperity and Power” in
Yong Deng and Fei-Ling Wan@hina Rising: Power and Motivation in Chinese FgrePolicy(Lanham:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2005); In 1992, on his famo8suthern Tour, Deng gave a telling warning to his
comrades, “If we don’t continue to improve peopl&/ng standard, if we don’t continue to build the
economy, there will only be a dead-end road forRanty.” Quoted in Robert Kuhithe Man Who
Changed China: The Life and Legacy of Jiang ZgNew York: Crown Publishers, 2004) pp. 212-13
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willing to endure fifteen years of negotiations, making concessions, adjpsiiog and
sacrificing autonomy, all of which culminated in its 2001 accession to the %TO.
Systemic pressures, incentives and disincentives, have emerged as a bygroduct
the coactions of the system’s leading commercial powers. Those inside of tleerWes
commercial order face strong incentives to stay in; those on the outside dace str
incentives to get in. This is so because the system has created powerful network
externalities. These forces go a long way in explaining China’s foreigeygmghavior in
the reform era. As Moore and Yang argue,
Once economic development was identified as the overriding national priority—a
decision that itself arguably originated in part from an assessment of China’s
external environment—the parameters of successful and unsuccessful
development strategies were largely set. For China the only effective ojgison w
to pursue modernizations through reform and opening. As regards foreign policy,
the necessary corollary was cooperative foreign relations that would alloa Chi
to achieve the economic revitalization necessary to ensure its long-teomahati
security (or, alternatively, regime survivafy.
If the prosperity motive and competitive pressure have led China to pursue aysifateg
bonding, is the PRC likely to abandon this strategy merely because US relateregpow
declining?—or, why bite the hands that feed you?
The system induces bonding behavior which tends toward its own reproduction

and expansion. Bonding behavior has the effect of increasingly tying individeal stat

prosperity interests to the continued viability of the commercial order asla.w

22> Eor example, because China was a developing goitwtas in principle entitled to special treatment
under the ‘enabling clause.’” Existing members hawewucceeded in insisting that China enter under
‘commercial terms,’ thus greatly increasing obligas. For literature on China’s accession see Matga
Pearson, “The Case of China’s Accession” in Daaghpton, edThe Making of Chinese Foreign and
Security Policy in the Era of Reforf8tanford: Stanford University Press, 2001); Maanteigne China
and International Institutions: Alternate Paths@obal Power(London: Routledge, 2005); Gregory
Chow, China’s Economic Transformatio’® ed. (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2007)

2% 5ee, “Empowered and Restrained: Chinese Foreilicyfo the Age of Economic Interdependence” in
David Lampton, edThe Making of China’s Foreign and Security Polig3tanford: Stanford Press, 2001)
pp. 200-201
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Prosperity interests and competitive pressures have led states like Ghindiario join.
While bonding—foreign investment and export led growth more specifically—has
enabled them to transform into commercial juggernauts, integration has also converted
them into important stakeholders in the commercial order itself. Balaanshgevisionist
strategies are self-defeating, indeed irrational, if the foundation effstater itself—
economic strength—is critically linked to the likely targets of balapeimd the very

order to be revisett! For the leading states, regardless of whether they might be
plausibly included within a cohesive security community or not, the commercialisrde
simply too big and too important. If this is true, China has much incentive to uphold the

system and little incentive to revise4t.

22T«Chimerica” is the term Niall Ferguson uses todlié the unique symbiotic relationship between the
US and China. Se@&he Ascent of MondNew York: Penquin Press, 2008), Ch. 6; Not onlgZfsna’s
relationship with the US of critical importance tlittis worth keeping in mind that China’s rise tmeen
driven by export led growth and foreign direct istraent. As Robert Lawrence notes, “Between 2001 and
2005...the dollar value of Chinese exports and impgadeased at annual rates of 29.3 and 25.3 percent
respectively, and in 2005 58 percent of Chines@ggmriginated from foreign-owned firms.” See, i@
and the Multialteral Trading System,” in Eichengreg.al. edsChina, Asia and the New World Econgmy
p. 145. One must therefore ask: why bite the haatifeeds you? Not only does China need foreign
investment and export markets, it needs massiveiate®f resources to fuel growth.

228 Coming from an institutional perspective, Ikengagaches a similar conclusion: the western
institutional order is easy to join and harder ¥erthrow. See, “The Rise of China: Power, Institas, and
the Western Order,” in Ross and Feng, €&fsna’s Ascent
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IV

Levels, Causes, and Theory Testing

Systemic theory is theory of state action. It is a theory that explains how the
system’s principal actors together form a structure which confrotissagith certain
opportunities and constraints. These opportunities and constraints are a function of the
strategic environment formed through the coactions of the system’s prindipal ac
Systemic theory gives general reasons that lead the observer to expstettésatvill
respond to this strategic environment in similar ways. Because systeorig ¢éxplains
why states are likely to pursue certain strategies in response oakxienditions, it
must be a theory of foreign policy.

Much of the recent debate among Waltz and his realist competitors seems to be
riding on an unhelpful distinction between theories of “international politics” and éseori
of “foreign policy.” Waltz himself has placed a great deal of emphasis ®n thi
distinction??® Christensen and Snyder see systemic theory as concerning itself with
systems and their properties while foreign policy theories focusing on the trebiavi
specific state$*° Fareed Zakaria sees foreign policy theory as concerning itselfheith t
motives, intentions, goals and preferences of states toward the outside woriduet var

historical moment$3! For his part, Waltz asserts that he is in the business of systemic

22 \Waltz, Theory of International Politics72

230 Christensen and Snyder, “Chain Gangs and PasseiéBRredicting Alliance Patterns in Multipolarity”
International Organization/ol. 44, No. 2 (1990); More on this distinctiondatine debate see
ShibleyTelhami, “Kenneth Waltz, Neorealism, anddign Policy” Security Studie¥ol.11, No. 3 (2002);
Colin ElIman, “Horses for Courses: Whipt Neorealist Theories of Foreign PolicyS&curity Studie¥ol.

6, No. 1 (1996)

%1 Fareed Zakaridgsrom Wealth to Power: The Unusual Origins of AmascdWorld Role
(Princeton:Princeton Press

1998), p.14
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theory and charges that scholars like Stephen Walt have not produced new theories but
are engaged in “a description of how makers of foreign policy think when making
alliance decisions®*

The cottage industry of modified neorealist approaches are all driven bye sing
concern: these individuals aim to explain specific cases of state behavioralid¢eois
not particularly helpful in this regard because it yields indeterminate exioest of
behavior. Christensen and Snyder, for instance, argue that two opposite behaviors (cha
ganging and buck-passing) can be derived from Waltz's theory undemtiee s
circumstance$® To resolve this problem they cross-fertilize Neorealism with Robert
Jervis’ theoretical work on the security dilemf&While Christensen and Snyder
attempt to preserve the theoretical integrity of Neorealismgiyngetheir analysis on the
international politics/foreign policy distinction, there is a deeper problerhihis
move cannot veil.

This move, and the distinction upon which it rests, is pernicious on two counts.
First, what is being said, in effect, is that systemic theory should not be toodeas
theory of state action—it is only concerned with “properties of systems SyBtmic
theory is and must be a theory of state action. If balances recur fronottimee, they
recur because states act—either through internal buildups or external aligrnrse as
to form balances. Systemic theory is premised on the understanding that structure
conditions actor behavior by causing some strategies to dominate over otherstdt a

explain behavior of the part through an understanding of the system as a wholeicSystem

232\Waltz, “Evaluating TheoriesAPSRVol. 91, No. 4 (1997)

23 Christensen and Snyder (1990) set out to explainstates “chain-ganged” in the multipolar pre-1914
European system while a similarly configured systednto “buck-passing” behavior prior to 1939.

4 see Jervis, “Cooperation Under the Security Dilethiorld Politics30 (1978)
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theory can only gain support to the extent that states are found to behave in a way
consistent with the expectations of the theory. As Randall Schweller tpobserves,

...even systems theories must investigate historical cases of stateobeainalvi

foreign policy to see if the actors spoke and acted in the manner predicted by the
explanation, the case unfolded and events occurred in the order predicted, and the

details of the case conform to the explanation’s predicfitns.
Second, the distinction renders systemic theory, an otherwise powerful tool,

utterly impotent. If it cannot say anything about the behavior of particidat gowers,

what can it do? At a minimum, a useful theory must explain how under some conditions

patterned behavior will emerge while under other conditions it will not. What then can
we expect systemic theory to accomplish? On this score, Waltz is glipper
A theory of international politics bears on the foreign policies of nations while
claiming to explain only certain aspects of them. It can tell us what ititarah
conditions national policies have to cope with. To think that a theory of
international politics can in itself say how the coping is likely to be done is the
opposite of the reductionist errof.
But structural realism does say something about how states are likely t6AcpH-
help system is one in which those who do not help themselves, or who do so less
effectively than others, will fail to prosper, will lay themselves open to danggirs
suffer...balancing, not bandwagoning, is the behavior induced by the sydtem.”
Balances occur because some states will balance against power andvghiteiathers
will fall by the wayside. Either systemic theory can explain stateraor it cannot, but it

cannot both explain state behavior and at the same time not explain it. Walt#yorrec

believes that systemic theory can capture patterns of behavior. If isdlaido this, it

23 gchweller, “The Progressiveness of Neoclassicali&a” in Colin EIman and Miriam Fendius
Elman, edProgress in International Relations Theory: Appmaisthe Field (Cambridge: MIT Press,
2003)

Z0\Waltz, Theory,p. 72

7 \Waltz, Theory, pp. 118, 126
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must be a theory of state actofilf it is a theory of state action it must be a theory of
foreign policy because state actions are manifest in the policies they make.

The entire debate is a response to an inherent problem in the study of intelrnationa
politics. Systemic theory explains how possibly dissimilar stateskatg to respond to
the same systemic signals in a similar way. But like dissimilar itdals responding to
the same social milieu, dissimilar states will often react differeatthe same signals.
The basic fact is that there will be variation in the foreign policies ofsstatmajor
source of this variation is to be found in the domestic politics of dissimilar adtdes w
other forces may be operating at the international level as well. Systerary must
make a major concession: unit-level forces matter a great deal. Théesb-c
“Neoclassical Realist” school has already arrived at this intlytatgractive conclusion:
“systemic pressures must be translated through intervening variathesuaittlevel.?*°
The conclusion points to the important possibility that systemic and unit-levetagsaly
can complement each other.

Common ground, like calls for bipartisanship, arouses feelings of warmth and
fuzziness. Because most scholars privilege a certain method or level rithef spi
synthesis is likely to be short-lived unless we succeed in elaborating a defméthod
for establishing the complementary analytic operation of each levelir&uifhy not
simply collapse the levels, agents and structures, into a single unified tfieory

international politics?

238 |n my estimation, the tenuous distinction betwierign policy and international political theorieas
inappropriately shielded Neorealism from damagimgpigical evidence.
29 Rose, “Neoclassical Realism and Theories of FarBiglicy” World PoliticsVol.51, No.1 (1998) p. 153
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A Unified Theory of International Politics?

Following Anthony Giddens and others, it is attractive to think of agents and
structures as co-constitutéff. The ‘duality of structure’ captures the insight that agents
produce and reproduce structures at the same time that their behavior is condjtioned b
social structure:

The constitution of agents and structures are not two independently given sets of

phenomenon, a dualism, but represent a duality. According to the notion of the

duality of structure, the structural properties of social systems are bdthrme

and outcome of the practices they recursively orgdfize.

Though Waltz pushes all agency out of his theory, he does not in fact deny the
importance of agency. Instead, the idea is to isolate a realm—in this easstidm and
its structure—so as to understand it independent of other potentially important causes. A
careful reading of Waltz also reveals that his theory is in fact based on astandeg
of the duality of structure—atfter all, the anarchic structure arises frenmteractions of
the system’s principal actors. In the end, this duality means very littkaibe the
anarchic structure has existed since time immemorial and will continuertdlexsame
pressures so long as the system is not transformed into a formal hieranatigra
unlikely possibility. The point is simply that the ‘duality of structure’ isiladamental
premise of systemic thinking—agents produce and reproduce structures, structures
condition the behavior of agents. There is continuity revealed in patterned behavior
because structure leads dissimilar actors to act in similar ways.

Admitting the duality of structure is the easy part; what one does with thahinsi

is likely to be much more controversial. In the interest of producing a geheoay,

240 For a statement of structuration theory $he Constitution of SociefBerkeley: University of
California Press, 1984); Wend@pcial Theory
%41 Giddens;The Constitution of Society, 25
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Waltz in effect denies any role for agency. As a practical mattey itté8 concerned
with how agents produce and reproduce the anarchic structure. So long as there is no
hierarchy, there is anarchy. So long as there is anarchy, it will conditiavibein ways
predicted by Neorealist theory. Ultimately, Waltz’s is a theory of houcttres
influence agents. This move has been the target of an important line of critique. The
theory only has a reproductive logic and none that is generative. It explaimuitgrdut
not changé*? This is the case precisely because Waltz never does focus on agents and
how they might in fact produce or change social structures.

Taking seriously Giddens’ insight about the duality of structure, AlexandadiVe
among other things, sets out to correct this deficiency in Waltzian systenkimng.
Wendt's is mainly a theory about how agents intersubjectively produce sési(bur
cultures) that in turn work to condition relations among actors. Cultures, while having
path-dependent qualities—that is, they tend to be ‘self-fulfilling prophecias—c
nevertheless change. Because ‘anarchy is what states make of &tehmerfectly
capable of creating alternative identities and cultures during repeaitadisrof
interaction. To admit the possibility that actoechange collective identity and culture
does not help us answer the question of whether they will and in what circumstances.
Wendt offers an elaborate account of how this change might happen, but offers no
concrete propositions relating to the circumstances under which particulaesttamgbe
expected to take place. This is not a failure on Wendt's part, but rather, réfeentsre
of the subject matter itself.

Admitting the appeal and accuracy of the ‘duality of structure’ does not solve our

guandary. There is a practical tradeoff: a theory built on this insagirotyield

%2 Ruggie
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generalized explanatory propositions and theoretical expectations. Thaten weify
agents and structures but this will come at the cost of theory. Such an effort ¢althot y
explanatory expectations independent of a deep description of the subject of. ilteres
cannot abstract away from the specific actors and the context of theictioter@nd
produce expectations about how they will behave. In short, it can only serve as a
framework for descriptive history. Giddens’ acknowledges as much when aecgist
his work from theories that produce “explanatory propositions of a generalizintffype
The basic dilemma is this: taking the duality of structure seriously givgieaser
descriptive accuracy but it comes at the cost of generalized theoretical pow, why
is this so? Agency is by definition something that is quite contingent and unabdelidt
is a subject that is not amenable to general theorizing. The problem is compounded
because social structures are produced and reproduced by multiple suchyuageels.
It is certainly true that agents can have a large impact. Napoleon sultgessbilized
the French by essentially inventing nationalism. This changed the social asleher
states were forced to follow suit and adopt this innovation. The innovation itself was a
development that was quite historically contingent. Structural theory @gfdanatory
expectations of behavior because it gives us reason to believe that adtbehavk in a
similar way when confronted with similar circumstances; the study ofcggsannot do
so because actors do things for any number of historically contingent redsonave
difficult, or indeed impossible, to specidypriori.
Historians are quite suspicious of general theorizing of the kind fashionable in

political science, though some historians do find value in general propo$fti@sand

23 Giddens;The Constitution of Societyp.xvii-xx
244 A good example is Paul Kennedyrse Rise and Fall of Great Powers
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large, historians feel much more comfortable closer to the ground—on the lower rungs of
the ladder of abstraction—while the political scientist is more willinditobchigher in

the hopes of finding generalized knowledge. The greater primacy of place osi¢ogive
agency and contingency, the more one is gravitating toward the descriptorg ared of

the continuum. In principle, one can theoretically explore the relationshipdretgents

and structures—the ways in which each might operate upon the other—but this can only
add up to a conceptual scheme or framework. An explanatory theory it is not. In the end,
one can have a unified scheme or an explanatory theory, but not both.

If general theorizing is not to be abandoned, then structure must be isolated and
theorized independently of agency and the interaction of each upon the other,
understanding fully that this move is both descriptively inaccurate, misleaahidg
theoretically imperfect. Structural theorizing has limits. Itsngjtie lies in its ability to
yield general explanatory expectations; it is limited in its abititgxplain change and
account for anomalous behavior. The agent-structure question is a persistem prmoble
social theorizing. Giddens offers a way to solve it but with a price. In myastn, the
cost is not worth the benefit. Unified schemes cannot and should not replace general
structural theories—Ilest we concede that general social theorizing issitiipodlor does
this imply that unified frameworks be abandoned either. They may serve as avageful

to study change, this being, necessarily, a more descriptive enterprise.

Synthesis and Theory Testing

If not done properly, synthetic approaches often lead to confusion, frustration, and

alas, an entrenching of loyalties. At the risk of unjustly pigeonholing a number of
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scholars, it is generally the case that realists privilege thersgstvel while liberals
gravitate toward bottom-up explanations. Each often uses the other as its fod. In thi
clash of paradigms, in recent times, Realism has found itself on the defensive. In the
decades following World War |l everyone was a Realist; more recently bawe asked
“Is Anyone Still a Realist?” The most pronounced trend among Realist scisollaes
newfound attention to non-systemic variabdf®ddly, the only thing that unites these
scholars is their continued commitment to power and the systemic level and their
willingness to move beyond it. Beyond this, there is little agreement on what gariabl
should be included and how systemic signals are filtered through domestic obresse
short, Neoclassical Realism lacks a clear content—that is, common assumptions,
variables and hypotheses—and a shared method. If systemic and unit-leveésariabl
matter, how can they be synthesized while still preserving the analggritgtand
explanatory power of each? The pragmatic impulse to expand and enrich ReaBsm r
the risk of setting us back in terms of theory development. The danger is that tHeory wi
be reduced to a descriptive approach. If we're not prepared to abandon the possibility of
general theorizing in international politics, a great deal of theoretma remains to be
done. If a synthesis is needed, the way in which it is done is of the utmost importance.
Systemic and unit-level explanations are often thought of as competings This i

partly true, and should remain so. While it is important to pose them in opposition it is

2453, SnyderMyths of Empire: Domestic Politics and InternatibAanbition (Ithaca: Cornell Press,

1991); ZakariaFrom Wealth to Power: The Unusual Origins of Ama&iscWorld Role. Princeton:
Princeton Press, 1998); Wohlforth, “Realism andihd of the Cold War,International Securityyol. 19,
No. 3 (Winter 1994-95); Schwellebeadly Imbalances: Tripolarity and Hitler's Stratgof World
Conques{New York: Columbia University Press, 1998); Rd¥égoclassical Realism and Theories of
Foreign Policy"World PoliticsVol.51,No.1 (1998); Lobell et.al. Eddgeoclassical Realism, the State, and
Foreign Policy(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2008) w&dler, “The Progressiveness of
Neoclassical Realism” in Colin EIman and Miriam Birs Elman, edProgress in International Relations
Theory: Appraising the FieldCambridge: MIT Press, 2003)
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also useful to consider the ways in which they might complement each other. Tatsay t
two things complement each other suggests that they succeed in compensaticty for ea
other’'s weaknesses while exploiting their strengths. Logically, in ¢odgiscover ways
in which they might complement each other requires us to understand the nature of each.
Unit-level approaches are a bottom up mode of theorizing. Explanations of
international behavior are arrived at through an analysis internal to thetstdt Here,
scholars may focus on interest groups, bureaucracy, the structure ofrgemgrn
individual leaders, ideas and identity, and so on. While scholars have developed more
general and parsimonious bottom-up theoff@#,is generally the case that the bottom-
up method yields a greater diversity of more descriptive scholarship. One subfsect
fact can be traced to scholarly disposition but also the nature of the subject matt
Domestic politics is a rich arena. Once the billiard ball has been cratkbdrid to
decide what to focus on and what to ignore. Ultimately, bottom-up explanations have a
strong tendency to dissolve into rather thick description. As with many vicexdHigas
a virtuous side. A bottom-up approach can better capture variation and contingency.
Domestic politics is in constant flux. Certain groups hold sway one day; thenegxre
marginalized. One party is in power today; tomorrow they’re out. One regists &xi
now; a different constitution is adopted shortly thereafter. These changes arguitite
important. Bottom-up approaches are able to capture them.
By contrast, systemic theory is a top-down method of thinking. It explains how
the interaction of multiple big actors conditions the behavior of each individuallkeJnli

bottom-up approaches which are highly specific and contingent, systemic exylanati

#4®The democratic peace literature is perhaps thgtesimost important example. See also, Helen Milner,
Interests, Institutions, and Information: Domegiglitics and International Relations
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wield explanatory power which is more parsimonious and general. Whereas domestic
political analysis is biased toward factors internal to the state, Sgdtezory is directed
toward external causes. External pressures and opportunities are ill céytared
approach that focuses solely on domestic dynamics, just as a systemidgimaary
equipped to capture internal causes.

Before exploring the ways in which unit-level approaches can compliment
systemic theory, we must be clear about what it is that systemic tleodebver. We
have noted that systemic theory operates at a certain level of genetadigysiem’s
structure sends general signals; pushes, pulls, rewards and punishes actorts.theshor
structure causes certain strategies to dominate over others. Indeed, manyasdtthe
important social science contributions employ this theoretical form. Corteglgame of
Prisoner’s Dilemma, Hardin’s ‘tragedy of the commons’ or Olson’s coliectction
problem. In each, the nature of the situation leads some strategies to be mctieeattr
than others. Structural logics have been falsely accused of being détgomnor
precluding the possibility of actor agency. But notice how, for example, large groups
regularly overcome the collective action problem even in the absence ofeanéic
mechanisms. Nor are structural logics inherently indeterminate, or bileagfayielding
clear expectations of actor behavior. This charge is misguided as overndngkuiterns
of behavior should emerge.

The first point is that systemic theory operates at a certain levehefajiy. It
yields predictions but not of the foractor A will do X at time Tit does make
predictions of the formactor A will employ a family of strategies (XYZ) over the course

of a longer period of tim&Vhat this means is that actors will gravitate toward a
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particular family of strategies, say, economic and institutional iategr, multilateral
cooperation, openness and liberalization, for instance. Strategies can be th@asght of
belonging to a family where they share a common object: to boost prosperégtzantte
economic competitiveness. A family of strategies will have multiple neesnand each
member multiple variants. Systemic theory predicts that states will begningly
gravitate toward a certain family of strategies given the extardtste. Because
structures operate by rewarding and punishing actors, specific historipghstsaand
events can neither confirm nor disconfirm the theory. Rather, systemic thesirpen
evaluated by studying long-term trends in state behavior. Although specifindabt
events may be of great interest, systemic theory must be judged by a seqseate of
events.

Systemic theory does not purport to explain everything, but it does claim to
explain a number of big patterns. To be useful, the claims of the theory must be clearl
articulated and the standards for judging them known. A useful theory is one that can be
defeated. Testing systemic theory requires us to seek out patterns of behekior, ea
consisting of a series of actions and events. Since there are a varietgrehdikinds of
evidence, the relative importance of these must be known. The theory claimsdtsat ac
confront strong systemic signals; the logic predicts that actorsyahd large pursue
dominant strategie€ategory levidence consists of behavioral expectations that flow
directly from the logic of the theory—states will pursue membership in cor@suc
institutions at great cost, they will work to attract FDI, they will pusoieies designed
to integrate themselves into the commercial confederacy, they will makg domestic

adjustments to effectuate integration, they will try to creat@nadjiand global stability
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conducive to open economic rivalry. Confidence in the theory is reduced to the extent
that category évidence contradicts the expectations of the theory.

Processes such as economic cooperation and integration, institutionalization, ar
distinctly liberal. International politics, however, is colored with illibengents and
trends which appear to contradict the overall spirit of the theory. The theory does not
purport to explain everything but neither is it satisfying to dismiss all elseiae.
Category llevidence includes everything not captured in categdtyncludes evidence,
potentially relevant to evaluating the theory, but not directly derived frorhét s@lience
of this evidence is established by drawing clear linkages to Categopgtatives. Thus,
China’s violent suppression of the Tiananmen demonstration (a Category Il eackat) h
strong bearing on its international reputation and valued economic relationstips wi
leading commercial powers (a Category I link). Or, Russia’s recenamiidventure in
Georgia (a Category Il event) led to a disruption of diplomatic relations witd $hend
leading European powers, jeopardized G8 membership and its WTO bid, and led to large
capital flights (Category | elements). Because there are spilleffeets and issues are at
times linked, structural imperatives will influence behavior in other non-econoemas
Or, actions taken in another policy domain may impact a state’s lot in the coiamer
arena. The theory gains added confirmation whenever states show restraiateddiy
a desire to avoid disrupting Category | processes (economic integrationf étcs)not
costly from the vantage point of Categoriynperatives and interests, the evidence can
neither confirm nor disconfirm the theory. The costliness of these actions tmsteily
be determined on a case by case basis. If actions are unlikely to triggarratr

pressures, structural imperatives are less of a factor in a statsi®alés pursue a
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particular action. If this is the case, illiberal behavior has littleibg@n the overall
validity of the theory.

The nature of international politics is such that the major players cannot for long
remain on the sideline. While they must act, states will often do so foolishly. Most
decision making is done under conditions of imperfect information. Decision maklers wil
often misjudge the conditions they face, miscalculate the costs, and err in their
assessments of the likely impact of their actions. Systemic theorytgrégitfoolish
states will pay a price. Some are resolved to resist while some areapaide of
bearing the cost. Either way, the course may be unsustainable in the long run because
isolated, unilaterally assertive, and revisionist states will experieeavy losses in terms
of relative competitiveness. In recent years, Russia and the US have bekmgidown
this road. Russia’s windfall oil revenues hardly mask the country’s dire econoltig rea
meanwhile, its aggressive foreign policy has resulted in political isnland set-backs
in its integration into the commercial order. For Russia’s Cold War rival, tesigantial
terms of unilateralism and overreach have made it abundantly clear that ©Shaswv
limits. States whose competitiveness is in rapid decline are likely to seailkels policy
adjustments more in line with systemic imperatives.

Our discussion points to three kinds of evidence: First, evidence showing that
states pursued long-term strategies consistent with the expectatibadluédry. This
evidence becomes stronger where shown that these actions are costly and burdensome.
China’'s GATT/WTO accession process was long and tortuous, large concessions and
costly adjustments were made. Second, we should look for evidence showing that states

either acted or showed costly restraint in other areas so as to m@aaititadt disrupt

111



integration into the confederacy. China’s participation in the nuclear nonprotferati
regime, six party talks with North Korea, China’s courting of ASEAN, thigaies it

showed in not devaluing its currency during the Asian financial crisis, or thieeela
restraint it has shown over Taiwan may all suggest that China’s desire tatategs

had strong spill-over effects. President Clinton’s failed effort to link humatsrtg trade
might suggest that these have limits. And third, by now it is known that structuresoperat
by rewarding some actors and punishing those that fail to adjust to systemidivepera
Systemic theory is confirmed wherever states make costly adjustafestrealizing that
their chosen policies were leading to dramatic losses in competitivenesllEipse of

the Soviet Union and China’s embrace of reform and openness are dramatic instances.
These are big and important cases but less visible examples abound. After €@ananm
China found itself increasingly isolated, integration into the commerciaéderdcy had
suffered a setback. Instead of assuming a confrontational posture toward what it
perceived as an openly hostile international community, the PRC recomnsi&iédioit

reform and opening up while for the first time embracing multilateralsanhig way.

The mishandling of Tiananmen was a costly mistake; the Party had to work haakleto m
up lost ground.

In general, the utility of systemic theory rests on the presence or alsdence
overwhelming trends. A trend is a sequence of actions and events that falls into a
discernible pattern; an overwhelming trend is the dominant pattern in the uraferse
actions and events during a given period of time. We know that those patterns are
composed of a sequence of strategic actions taken by individual states. Sttstemyi

says something about the types of strategies these states are likepldy. én studying
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particular actors, overwhelming patterns in strategic behavior should emeng¢hebke
actors are studied over a longer period of time. When the time horizon is longer and the
dependent variable more general, systemic theory is at its strongagtains, for

instance, why there is a striking continuity in Chinese foreign policy strategythe last
three decades—captured by the phrase “reform and opening up to the world.” The PRC
has pursued a strategy of institutional and economic integration, openness and
liberalization because these strategies promise success in the pges@itiiederate
international system.

As one narrows the focus in time and demands greater specificity in content, the
explanatory power of systemic theory begins to break down. If one wishes to know why
China began opening up after 1978 but not two years prior, or why China proceeded
incrementally by, for instance, creatiSgecial Economic Zones opposed to wholesale
market reform and opening, then systemic theory is insufficient. Chinacsmiactre
captured by our concept of a ‘family of strategies’ but the specific pohciéseforms
are variants of the family’s different members. When greater speciSaitemanded,
both in timing and content, answers must be sought elsewhere. One obvious place is the
domestic realm. As Peter Gourevitch explains,

The international system, be it in an economic or politico-military form, is

underdetermining. The environment may exert strong pulls but short of actual

occupation, some leeway in the response to that environment remains...A purely
international system argument relies on functional necessity to explagstiom
outcomes; this is unsatisfactory, because functional requisites may not be
fulfilled. Some variance in response to external environment is possible. The

explanation of choice among the possibilities therefore requires some examinat
of domestic politic$*’

247«Second Image Reversed,” p. 900
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This is a point that Waltz himself understands: “Structurally we can desand
understand the pressures states are subject to. We cannot predict how tleacinl r
the pressures without knowledge of their internal disposititfi$ut in no uncertain
terms, systemic theory must be complemented by domestic politicasisnaiyis to
answer certain questions of interest.

Systemic theory is weakest when asked to account more specifically for the
content and timing of actions and events. Incidentally, bottom-up approaches are
strongest precisely in this regard. In its form and method, domestic politadgbis is
better equipped to account for contingency and variation. Bottom-up approaches
complement systemic theory precisely because they compensasegicatest
weakness. If bottom-up analysis can be put to the service of systemic thduay, is t
reverse true as well? Because domestic politics is a realm of contingmhéyx,
bottom-up scholarship has difficulty rising above the noise. The problem with descripti
accounts is not that they arrive at the wrong answers; they often arineergft
answers and a whole lot more. Because there’s a lot going on, it must all be very
important. Systemic theory doesn’t solve the problem entirely but it does diestttcn
at certain aspects of strategic decision making. Once the spotligbt encthese objects,
a more lucid picture may emerge. Systemic theory draws attention to coesimmiti
strategic behavior—bi-polarity and the Cold War imperative go a long wardow
explaining four decades of American foreign policy behavior. Furthermore, onugle si
action or event is considered as a piece of a larger whole, it may appear inghhew |
Jigsaw puzzle enthusiasts know that the partial images and colors of an indivedeal pi

are often meaningless until incorporated into a larger puzzle. The discussicar thas f

28 Theory of International Politic. 71
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left an important question untouched: if different levels can complement each other, how

might this to be done?

The Research Program: A preliminary sketch

Synthesis should never lead to a mindless mixing of variables—this being the
most unhelpful manifestation afl hocery The complementary approach is not a blender
drink—which tastes great and makes us feel good, but because the mixture isrgpmethi
greater than the individual ingredients therein, it is difficult to discern whiclkdngnts
cause what sensations. To complement is to be analytically distinct but wettketom
the service of the same goal. The overall research program must be guidedary a
method of study. First, we must be clear about the nature of both unit- and system-leve
theories, a question addressed above. If used to complement each other, our research
program must be guided by a clear understanding of the nature of each anddhkapart
virtues brought to bear. This is not a profound philosophical insight, but derives from
common sense—different lenses are appropriate for different kinds of observations.

Different lenses are put the service of the same project for the purpose of building
a coherent body of knowledge. The edifice under construction is at once diverse and
unified. It is unified because the program is geared toward understanding theoopdra
the system and the patterned behavior of individual states therein; diversesbecaus
accounting for variance and anomaly, a vast array of differences will bghtrio light.

This is a consequence of our stated premise: there will be variation in the siayldrs

states respond to similar structural imperatives.
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Our research program is an ambitious enterprise that seeks to bridge various
levels of analysis in a coherent way. Waltz’'s seminanh, the State and Wavras both
helpful and unhelpful. Helpful because it led us to think more clearly by isolating causes
operating at different levels; unhelpful because it, when combined with his tates,w
isolated the levels and discouraged cross-level inquiry. To this day, much IR'scipola
is imprisoned by a levels construct introduced in 1950s. It is increasingly ttleugh,
that isolating the levels is theoretically untenable and practically unllesi@ur
program is guided by the object of inquiry and the utility of different theoretica tool
available—it is a pragmatic venture. Inspired by the general principles dedelsefar it
is tempting to jump right in, but progress will not be forthcoming if our program is not
conducted pursuant to some sensible design. Approaching the matter pragmétically
makes sense to think of the program in terms of thin@ses.This is not to imply that
any one phase is more important or must be completed before the next can begin, but it
does suggest that sequence matters. Each phase has a different dependentalagble
place at a different level of analysis, and varies in scope:

Phase I: The Systenfi.systemic theory wields no explanatory power it makes little sense
to proceed any further. The first task is to establish that there are indeedamhport
systemic forces at work. The dependent variable at this stage is &@ sygsa whole.
Naturally, this is the province of systemic theory. If systemic theory iaseftl at this

level it should be abandoned outright. This phase must precede the others because
conclusions arrived at will decide whether systemic theory is a device wkirtg ta
seriously. Work at other phases may proceed if preliminary findings and ufteoirg of

scholars suggest that systemic forces are probably at work. This phasadsectzzd by
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the broadest scope, both in the number of actors included and the time horizon studied.
The expectations have been outlined in more detail elsewhere but overall we should
expect to find overwhelming trends in state behavior. The major power confederacy
becomes consolidated roughly in the 1970s when it transforms from a hegemonic order to
a multilateral cluster. Beginning roughly at this time we expect to fiatidtates begin to
respond to the commercial confederacy by adjusting their strategies so esne be
integrated into and better compete in the system’s dominant commeraigesment.

We should find that states overwhelmingly begin to flock to the institutional cane of t
confederacy and pursue policies of liberalization and openness. Evidence unéarthed a
Phase | does not prove that systemic forces are at work, it merelysestalhat macro
trends are consistent with the expectations of the theory.

Phase II. The Statéd. sufficient plausibility is established for the operation of systemic
forces, Phase Il zooms in, taking a closer look at particular state. adteranit of

analysis shifts from the system to the grand-strategies of partstatas. The goal at this
phase is to identify specific actions and policies which appear to fall into ageneeal
pattern. The unitary actor assumption is retained because the object of inqainotoe
require us to explain their exact origin and content, but merely to establishtitbasa

and policies can be captured by a larger family of strategies. Qtkeafoal is to

identify patterns and similarities in the ways individual states have respondeteinis
signals over a longer period of time. While we expect to find patterns andréies)a

great deal of variation will be unearthed as well. This variation demands exqatanat
Phase lll. The Domestic Sphefi@e unitary actor assumption must be relaxed if we are

to account for the specific origins, timing and content of policies and actiondigtkati
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Phase II. Put differently, Phase IIl seeks to account for variation. Much oftigion

can be captured by a bottom-up domestic politics approach. The domestic sphere is what
gives each states response to the same external signals their unique clidr@ctigject

of investigation shifts from a grand-strategy, or a sequence of simi@nseind events,

to specific policies and actions. A systemic theory is not able to account foeatiaton.

It accounts for similarity across actors but not differences among tr@us responses.

Prime Movers, Intervening Variables and Anomalies

If conclusions arrived at during Phase Il study suggest that particuts ate
gravitating toward strategies consistent with the expectations of sgsteary, we can
presume that systemic forces are the prime movers of those particuidaAupiime
mover is the initial cause that sets things in motion toward an expected outcome.
Structure, as a cause, can be thought of as a prime mover only if systenscaine the
grand-strategies of important players are consistent with the thabestcount.
Assuming this to be the case, the prime mover is the initial impetus and driving force
behind strategic action.

Because there is variation in the way states respond, prime movers do not
determine behavior. Rather, other variables intervene to shape the overall@utcom
Because there is similarity in outcomes, prime movers are implied; lectteue is
variation, intervening variables are also at work. Because states dyedisssimilar,
their internal characteristics and operations diverse, intervening varnaitlée many in
number. While certain generalizations may be possible, the study of thegenimgr

variables is likely to be historically contingent, broad ranging and moreiptese
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The discussion has proceeded as if all intervening variables are to be fthund at
domestic level. This is hardly the case. Intervening variables operatedantiestic and
international levels. Our theory by no means has a monopoly on causes at the
international level! Second, intervening variables may operate in multgle. \Bome
may impede the prime mover while others may enable it. For example, in thef case
China, conservative domestic political factions and industry resisted refolyros;
over time, China’s integration has given rise to an ideological sea chashgendole
range of new stakeholders and interests who both enable further reform gratiome
and resist retrogression. When China embarked on reform and opening-up it faced a
threatening regional strategic environment: the Soviets to the north, Indiastouthe as
well as Japan, South Korea and the US to its west. One suspects that this complex
security environment might have complicated China’s decision to pursue irdaagratl
deepen interdependence with these regional rivals. As years passed, €igagesment
of regional players has altered this security environment in important \Wwagsenabling
further integration. These various dynamics are extremely important to tamders the
abstract, prime movers trump intervening variables. When a boulder is trundled off the
side of a mountain it moves downward at increasing speed; its precise tragctory
influenced by objects which it encounters on the way. Other variables—likesineels,
soft-sand, stones etc.—are likely to influence the location of the boulder’sefstialg
spot. Intervening variables shape the direction but the primer mover is the maig drivi
force of the outcome observed. Of course, it is not at all true that structure &lwayps
other intervening variable. The status of a prime mover is affirmed if mimss amost of

the time, behave in ways consistent with the theory. If this is true, casesthaidict
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the expectations of the theory are said to be anomalies. In the case of an anberaly, ot
variables overwhelmed structural causes. Put differently, the interveniagleari

became new prime movers, while the prime mover, perhaps, an intervening variable.

Continuity and Change

Structural realism has been persistently criticized for its itgldiaccount for
changé®*® Anarchy, it has been said, has a reproductive logic but not one that is
generative. Structural differences, between multi- and bi-polaritypeessentrality while
explanations for shifts from one structure to the next are not offered. Anardppased
to the distributions of power which may vary, is a constant feature of internatfenal |
Self-help and the logic of self-preservation are said to prevail in the absemterwial
government over governments.

To entertain a structure of confederacy is to admit that systemitotmraasion
has occurred. Not simply structural shifts in the distribution of power but a basic
transformation of the system’s deep structure. Informal social struettises
spontaneously from the interaction of the system’s big players. Structuresarotit?
behavior of agents. Patterned behavior emerges because behavior is conditioned by
structure. Structures endure because agents reproduce them in prediatable
Structures then, are inherently resistant to change. Structural change lmsawse

agents are able to overcome structural pressures and alter the basic matutiepbhyer

249 For Ruggie’s insightful and elegant critique €mnstructing the World Polity: Essays on Internatib
Institutionalization (New York: Routledge, 1998) Ch. 5; also Alexandéndt,Social TheoryBuzan,
Little and JonesThe Logic of Anarchy
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interaction. One quickly sees why systemic theory has difficulty exptastructural
transformation. Systemic theory explains patterned behavior. It explainstiloiures
are reproduced in predictable ways. In brief, it explains continuity. Trangflmmoccurs
because forces outside of the theory’s logic and machinery succeed in replacing
Structural transformation occurs when one deep structure is replaced by-another
confederacy replaces anarchy, for example. Neorealism assumes thappan only by
the creation of a world state. The assumption is wrong. Transformation has occurred
through the emergence of great power social cohesion. A structure of confedetcy is
static. Its reproductive logic contains an evolutionary tendency. As tlouseus
steadily reproduced it solidifies and expands. As the gravitational sphere of core
interaction grows, greater numbers of players are brought into its orb. Asiisruc
conditioned relations persist, they become more entrenched. Material, ideational and
institutional linkages have a strong path-dependent quality. Systemiy tieswerates

predictions about structural evolution but not structural transformation.
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V

China’s Foreign Policy: A Plausibility Probe

In the literature there is a consensus, based on the overwhelming factudl recor
that in the late 1970s China dramatically shifted its posture toward the outside vinerld. T
record clearly demonstrates that post-Maoist foreign policy graatégyr has primarily
focused on economic development through domestic reform and integration into the
world economy. Beyond that, scholarly consensus erodes. China scholars disagree on the
fundamental causes or sources of China’s behavior, its overall significanoddo w
politics, and its future trajectory.

On the sources of China’s behavior scholars advance two types of explanations,
and combinations thereof: internal sources like bureaucratic pofitao=d those
emphasizing external causes like the anarchic structure and globalfZth studying
China’s behavior most scholars draw attention to both internal forces and external
influences, although the literature predominately favors internal catisesasonably,
these multi-level explanations emphasize for instance how, after the dafuitee

‘Cultural Revolution,” the Communist Party has sought to secure the foundations of its

20 gysan ShirkHow China Opened Its Door: The Political SuccesthefPRC’s Foreign Trade and
Investment Reforn{8Vashington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 199%gnneth Lieberthal and David
Lampton, edsBureaucracy, Politics, and Decision Making in P&&o China(Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1992); Jude How&hina Opens Its Doors: The Politics of Economicrition
(Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1993)

#1 MearsheimerTragedy of Great Power Politic@homas MooreChina in the World Market: Chinese
Industry and International Sources of Reform inBest-Mao ErgCambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2002)

%2 3ee for example David Lampton, dthe Making of Chinese Foreign and Security Policthie Era of
Reform(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2001); Yoren and Fei-Ling Wang, edShina Rising:
Power and Moativation in Chinese Foreign Poligyanham: Rowman and Littlefield, 2005)
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power by delivering prosperity and stability domestically; meanwhil@®Re€’s policy
has been influenced by external forces like international institutions, emnom
interdependence and various security dynamics, for example.

On the second and third question, scholars disagree over what China’s behavior
actually means. Realists remain skeptical about China’s interitiiist them, China is
opportunistic and potentially revisionist. The government is seeking to modernize its
military and grow its power. China’s cooperative and benign posture is likely to be
temporary. As China enters the ranks of the great powers, hegemonic ambitsune are
to arise®®* For the pessimists, it is nearly inevitable that the PRC will begin to throw its
weight around in the region. Optimists, while remaining cautious, see the pdiamittned
unfolding of another scenarfd> Many see China as developing a strong vested interest
in the global market system. They point to China’s compliance with’réikesd its
socialization within international institutioA%” While realists and power transition
theorists predict conflict, others see the potential for China’s peacefgiatitan into the

international (or ‘Western’) society of states.

23 5ee for examplRichard Bernstein and Ross Muniidie Coming Conflict with ChindNew York:
Knopf, 1997); Robert Kagaithe Return of History and the End of DreaiNsw York: Alfred A. Knopf,
2008); Robert SuttefZhinese Foreign Relations: Power and Policy SiteeGold WarLanham:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2008)

24 MearsheimerTragedy of Great Power Politics

2% For more optimistic assessments see AlastairJatimston and Robert Ross, dfsgaging China: The
Management of an Emerging Powdlew York: Routledge, 1999); Sujian Guo and JeameMBlanchard,
eds.“Harmonious World” and China’s New Foreign Poli¢izanham: Lexington Books, 2008); Yong
Deng and Fei-Ling Wang, edShina Rising: Power and Motivation in Chinese FgrePolicy(Lanham:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2005); also, Lampton, @&the Making of Chinese Foreign Policy

%% yong Deng and Thomas Moore, “China Views Globdiira Toward a New Great-Power Politics?”
The Washington Quarterf{i2004); Margaret Pearson, “China in Geneva: Lesfomns China’s Early
Years in the World Trade Organization,” in Alastain Johnston and Robert Ross, édsw Directions in
the Study of China’s Foreign PolidGtanford: Stanford University Press, 2006)

%7 Ann Kent, “China’s International Socialization: & Role of International Organizationslobal
Governance 82002); Alistair lain JohnstonSocial States
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Where does a systemic explanation fit and what can it contribute to this important

debate?

The China Puzzle

China has a long tradition &fealpolitikstrategic culturé® Thomas Christensen
refers to China as the “high church”Reéalpolitikthinking 2> Since the founding of the
People’s Republic in 1949, China has been a heavy-handed autocratic regime that has
isolated itself from the world community. Suffering repeated instances rationa
humiliation, starting with the Opium Wars, at the hands of imperial powers, China has
always viewed the outside world with suspicion. Historically, the state has been
extremely jealous of, and uncompromising in its preservation of national autonomy.

Meanwhile, China’s development strategy under Mao closely paralleled that of
the Soviet Union. The PRC employed price control mechanisms to lower the costs of
capital, raw materials and labor, and subsidized heavy industries so as to mrake the
viable. The key to development under this model was to upgrade heavy industries—the
commanding heights—since these set the advanced economies of the world apart from
the rest. Meanwhile, import substitution and high tariffs were key featu@siod’s
foreign economic policy. In 1978 China had virtually no foreign investment. The PRC
was inward looking and largely closed. Meanwhile, the Great Leap Forward and the

Cultural Revolution seriously damaged China’s capacity for innovation in technology and

258 Alistair lain Johnston, “Cultural Realism and $&gy in Maoist China” in Peter Katzenstein, €te
Culture of National Securitysee alscCultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Ségy in Chinese
History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1995)

9 Thomas Christensen, “Chinese Realpolitik: Reaiaijing’s World-view,” Foreign Affairs,(Sept/ Oct
1996)
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productive capacity—intellectuals and specialists were brutallyteatdpy these
purgatory campaigns.
In the absence of a large convulsion or crisis, one expects grand-stoatedpyw
a linear patff®® By the 1970s China had developed an entrenched communist political
culture and identity. It was thoroughly embedded in institutional structuredetsehad a
vested interest in the perpetuation of the order. Meanwhile, because of ity/sifateg
favoring heavy-industry, these became exceedingly powerful. Domasttbare was a
strong coalition of government and industry groups who benefited from the closed
command economy. The combination of ideology, institutions and industrial sectors all
worked to reproduce the PRCs overall tendency toward centralized rule, national
autonomy, and planned economic activity. While the 1966-69 Cultural Revolution was a
failure, by the late 70s the country had stabilized. As Susan Shirk notes,
...there was nothing inevitable about Chinese leaders’ move to launch an
economic reform drive in late 1978. China was not experiencing an economic
crisis, and indeed the economy was operating more efficiently than the Soviet

economy’®*

In 1977 China’s growth rate was 7.8 percent; increasing to 11.7 percent if*1978.

In light of its history, institutional milieu, and political culture, any rei@eems
odd; given the state of the economy at the time, dramatic reform seems peculiar
considering the nature of the reform path taken, one is justly puzzled. ‘REaiis#’s

strategic trajectory has been increasingly market oriented, open, andteralti Instead

20 jeffrey Legro argues, for instance, that “natiarreinges will occur to the degree to which the
expectations of particular dominant ideas are ddfigevents, negative consequences result, and some
socially viable alternative existdRethinking the Worldhp. 16-17. Large scale shifts in grand-strategy are
brought about, in large part, by the failures emtda the dominant orthodoxy.

21 ghirk, How China Opened Its Doop,10

%2 China Statistical Yearbook, 199Beijing: State Statistical Bureau).
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of blocking foreign economic forces it has worked hard to attract them. While’€hina
military has grown; China has not militarized, transforming itself irdaraison state. By
most accounts, China has pursued a policy of ‘peaceful integration.’ In addition to its
renewed commitment in the UN, China has helped create, sought membership in, or
engaged a whole array of global and regional, economic as well as security
organizations—the WTO, IMF, APEC, ASEAN (+3), the ASEAN Regional Forum, the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), G-8, G-20 and the OECD. But what explains
China’s emergence as a “status-quo” member of the international community?

The success and pace of reform was largely due to the political skill of one man:
Deng Xiaoping. For historians, his exact motives are unclear. What is knowntisethat
Cultural Revolution was unpopular and Deng himself viewed it as a failure. Af@sMa
death, Deng cautiously assigned blame to Mao for ‘gross mistakes’ madettiaring
Cultural Revolution. During 1967 and 68 the revolution did lead to some economic
turmoil as industry was disrupted, although industrial and agricultural output was much
higher in 1969 than 1966. Regardless, 1978-79 seems to be a pivotal time. In charge of
foreign affairs, Deng gained popularity abroad. In 1978 he visited a number of esuntri
including Thailand, Malaysia, Singapore and Korea. In January of 1979 he spent a week
in the US; later that year he visited Jap&rDeng was already committed to reform but
his tours reinforced the urgent need for change.

Throughout the reform period Deng repeated the Party’s commitment to
socialism. But there was a growing disjuncture between Dengist refodrdao’s

vision of Chinese socialism. ‘Seek truth from facts’ led to a fundamental reevnloht

23 Richard EvandDeng Xiaoping and the Making of Modern Chithandon: Penguin Books, 1997), pp.
246-47
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basic socialist principles. In China, it would have been political suicidenfpteader to
openly denounce socialism and embrace the pillars of free market capilisagain,
actions always speak louder than words; and words do not always convey their intended
meaning. Deng paid lip-service to Mao while dismantling his economiasystarting
with its greatest achievement: the collectivized system of agreulin 1982 Deng,
speaking before the National Congress, called for “socialist modernization” to be
achieved through “policies of reform and opening up to the outside world.” He
introduced a new national objective, “socialism with Chinese characteristiphfase
which translates to something like free market capitalism with Taivwadapanese,
Singaporean, and in general, Western characteristics. This was the |peice of
Deng Xiaoping and his allies. From 1979 on, the PRC’s reforms proceeded incrgmental
but precipitously.
A number of important causes led to the PRC'’s strategic policy shift. Gregory
Chow identifies four:
First, the Cultural Revolution was very unpopular, and the Party and the
government had to distance themselves from the old regime and make changes to
get the support of the people. Second, after years of experience in economic
planning, government officials understood the shortcomings of the planning
system and the need for change. Third, successful economic development in other
parts of Asia—including Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore and South Korea,
known as the “Four Tigers"—demonstrated to Chinese government officials and
the Chinese people that a market economy works better than a planned
economy...Fourth...the Chinese people were ready for and would support
economic refornf®*
The PRC may have launched some reforms absent systemic signals, but thef hiaatire

reform would have been markedly different. Systemic theory claims to expéai

international dimensions of China’s foreign policy. Basically, China realizedntloader

64 China’s Economic Transformatio®’® ed. (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2007) pp. 47-48
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to compete it had to integrate itself into the expanding core of the commercidiedrde
by the US, Germany, Britain, Franc and Japan. Logically, China’s staatofg
“modernization” only makes sense when coupled with some understanding of what it
means to be modern. To be modern, in short, is to be more like the leading powers in the
system. What the PRC came to realize was that the miraculous succemmopfldavan,
Singapore, and South Korea was not only due to market reforms but their overall
integration into the global commercial order. For these countries, economiit gnogyv
modernization were driven by foreign investment and exports. China wanted in on the
action; this required that it open its doors and attract investment, and gain accgss to ke
markets in Asia, Europe and North America. These objectives were best asbenhpl
China learned, through a policy of liberal reform, openness, engagement and
integration®®® As a practical matter, China sought to emulate successful states, adopting
reforms that worked for others, mainly Asian neighbors. Many of China’s refdosely
resembled those undertaken years earlier in Taiwan, such as China’'twgticeforms
and the creation of Special Zon#&%.

Scholars have argued that the Communist Party’s reform agenda is driven by it
desire to maintain powéf! Indeed, few governments have exhibited a similar level of

existential paranoia. Deng was quite successful in exploiting this fearOIht9

25 As Moore and Yang argue, “Once economic developmes identified as the overriding national
priority—a decision that itself arguably originat@dpart from an assessment of China’s external
environment—the parameters of successful and uessftd development strategies were largely set. For
China the only effective option was to pursue moi@tions through reform and opening. As regards
foreign policy, the necessary corollary was coofpedoreign relations that would allow China tchaeve
the economic revitalization necessary to ensuretitg-term national security (or, alternativelygirae
survival).” in Lampton, edThe Making of China’s Foreign and Security Polipp, 200-201

%% For a discussion of the similarities between Taiwand China’s reforms see ChaBhina’s Economic
Transformationpp. 57-60. In each case, the state proceeded hgirgggovernment intervention and
creating incentives for private initiative. In eadiine agricultural sector was the first to be refed. And
third, exports were a cornerstone of the econoirétegyy.

%7 Fei-Ling Wang, “Beijing’s Incentive Structure: TRairsuit of Preservation, Prosperity and Power” in
Yong Deng and Fei-Ling Wan@hina Rising
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admonished his comrades, “If we don’t continue to improve people’s living standard, if
we don’t continue to build the economy, there will only be a dead-end road for our
Party.”?®® The extent to which the Party’s fear is grounded in objective politicalyréslit
unclear; after all, between 1948 and 78 the Party seemed to maintain control tiespite i
command economy, closed society and numerous political convulsions. Conservatives in
the Party have argued—quite reasonably—that reform and opening up had undermined
the Party’s rule by eroding ideology and social cohesion. The Tiananmen detrmnsstra
seem to support their overall conclusions. Nonetheless, it is evident that there is a
perceived link between reform and the Party’s political viability. Thig aftes the
King’s Dilemma;to maintain the foundations of power, leaders feel forced to relinquish
control and autonomy. Even more significant than the Party’s insecurity, howeser, wa
its realization that the PRC was quickly losing ground relative to itsnmtdrnationally.

For Deng and his allies, the writing was on the wall. Our theory suggests that
China’s grand-strategy has been conditioned by the external strateganenent: the
PRC confronted a core of commercial powers and their junior partners who weng soar
ahead. Whatever socialism had delivered it had not succeeded in closing the gap. Deng
was keenly aware of this:

Profound changes have taken place and new leaps have been made in almost all

areas... we must be clear-sighted and recognize that there is still aroeag@ap

between the level of our science and technology and that of the most advanced

countries...Backwardness must be recognized before it can be changed. One must

learn from those who are more advanced before he can catch up with and surpass

them?%°

%8 Quoted in Robert Kuhihe Man Who Changed China: The Life and LegacjaodZemin(New
York: Crown Publishers, 2004) pp. 212-13
29 Deng XiaopingSelected Works, 1975-19@eijing: Foreign Language Press, 1984) pp. 108, 10
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After visiting a Nissan plant in Japan in 1978, Deng remarked, “today | havewdant
modernization is like?° Deng’s foreign visits only confirmed what he already knew to
be true: the PRC was not only backward, but falling by the wayside as well. In 1950
China’'s GDP was twice as large as Japan’s; by 1980 Japan’'s GDP wastmllysta
higher than that of Chind® By the 1980s Taiwan’s per capita income was twenty times
higher than the mainland®€? Other Asian countries like South Korea and Singapore
were leaving the Dragon in the dust as well, to say nothing of the leading Western
powers. Meanwhile, China could point to few socialist success stories; even the Soviet
Union was in trouble. In a 1984 interview, Hu Yaobang, General Secretary of the
Chinese Communist Party, opined: "since the October Revolution [of 1917], more than
60 years have passed. How is it that many socialist countries have nobleen a
overtake capitalist ones in terms of development? What was it that did not WoAS"
Deng saw it, the success of others was in great part due to their ability tio foemea
global production and trading system. China was lagging because it found itself on the
outside:
Reviewing our history, we have concluded that one of the most important reasons
for China’s long years of stagnation and backwardness was its policy iofyclos
the country to outside contact. Our experience shows that China cannot rebuild

itself behind closed doors and that it cannot develop in isolation from the rest of
the world?™*

270 Quoted in Barry Naughton, “Deng Xiaoping: The Eomist” in David Shambaugh, eBeng Xiaoping:

Portrait of a Chinese Statesmé@xford: Oxford University Press, 1995), p. 101

27 Angus MaddisonMonitoring the World Economy, 1820-199Paris: OECD, 1995) pp. 182, 191. See
also Justin Yifu Lin, Fang Cai and Zhou [he China Miracle: Development Strategy and Ecocomi
Reform(Hong Kong: The Chinese University of Hong Kong02pp. 2

22 Richard EvansDeng Xiaoping and the Making of Modern Chihandon: Penguin Books, 1997), pp.
265

213 Quoted in George Church, “Deng Xiaoping: PersothefYear Time(Jan. 6, 1986)

274 Excerpt from an October 1984 interview with delegao a symposium on economic cooperation with
foreign countriesSelected Works of Deng Xiaoping, Volume 111 (19822) (Beijing: Foreign Language
Press, 1994) p. 86
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Internally, the Maoist course was largely sustainable; externallyvssnw@€hina’s lack
of competitiveness was simply unacceptable.

After Mao’s death in 1976 there were three conceivable directions in which the
country could have moved. First, the PRC might have simply continued on the course set
by Mao himself. Indeed, powerful conservatives including Chairman Hua Guaidng a
the ‘Gang of Four’ showed a strong propensity toward continuity. Second, the PRIC mig
have pursued internal reforms while remaining closed to the outside world. As afesult
the failures associated with the Cultural Revolution, elements within thehzattfallen
into some popular disfavor while many believed that the agricultural and industrial
systems had fallen into disrepair. Third, the course actually chosen, inteonad ref
combined with an ‘open door’ policy. Internal causes, like bureaucratic palitatshe
fallout from the Cultural Revolution are insufficient to account for the international
dimensions of China’s reform policy. The Cultural Revolution, after all, was amahter
affair. Internal reforms, which would have preserved the party’'s poweharPRC’s
autonomy, would have sufficed to erase the legacy of the Revolution. The question for
bottom up theorists: Why, if not necessary, did the PRC pursue such a radicalgndiffer
foreign policy?

Our theory assumes that states, like China, are prosperity seekers—ethay se
grow wealth and enhance security. Deng’s reform agenda had two pillarepieeat
through reform and opening up to the world. A bottom up preference aggregation model
doesn’t get us very far. In principle, systemic and domestic explanations shrouddaa
a similar account because foreign policy ultimately emerges out of dorpestical

processes. The difference is that bottom-up accounts explain foreign podiyytsol
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reference to internal dynamics, whereas systemic theory contendsatthertsl, to a large
degree, respond to external signals. Leaders still have a choice, but ttierattess of
different choices is a function of expected consequences. In an open system, the
consequence of isolation is a severe loss in competitiveness. Bottom-up schoéarship ¢
offer an explanatory account by describing how power struggles unfolded anatellyim

led to the outcomes seéft.These descriptive accounts are valuable, and indeed
indispensable. But here, they run into a problem: if one is to explain the precise nature of
reform, a bottom-up model doesn’t help us understand why China embraced strategies
which its neighbors and the Western world had pursued for years and decades. Why open
up and liberalize? Why invite foreign capital? Why embrace internatiosi#utions?

Even agricultural reforms seemed to result from China’s emulation of tbessuaf
Taiwanese reform policies in this sector. Describing domestic politissig rather

precisely, what happened, but fails to explain why. If leaders, to asl@ast degree,

respond to external signals then a model which focuses exclusively on bureauntatic
domestic politics will be misleading and incomplé&fe.

In the 1990s something remarkable takes place. The PRC takes a hard turn toward
multilateralism. During these years China becomes a key founding membetiaad ac
participant in a number of important multilateral institutions including ASEAIN P
Three (APT), the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), Shanghai Cooperation Organiza
(SCO), and the East Asia Summit. The extent to which these institutions matter is
unclear, but their symbolic significance is undeniable. All the while, China becomes

increasingly active in APEC and the UN while pursuing membership in the GATD/

275 gee Shirk
2’® This insight is the basis of tkemplementary approadateveloped in the next chapter which explains
how systemic and domestic approaches must be cerhbin
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To the surprise of many, China took a leadership role in the Six Party Talks on the Nort
Korea nuclear issue. Bottom-up theory has a difficult time explaining whysystemic
theory, the answer is relatively straight-forward. China was keenlseavat its

prosperity gains flowed from its continued integration into the commercial. @tdera’s
success was driven by foreign investment and exports. After the Tiananmele debac
China became isolated by the international community. Leading comipmaiars saw
China as an oppressive, backward, and threatening regime. China was being punished
and pariah status threatened to derail modernization. Unlike Russia, China could not fall
back on its natural resource endowments. The PRC’s greatest concern: Chira's bid f
the GATT/WTO was moribund. To regain the ground lost, China had to prove itself a
cooperative member of the international community. Being a status-quo statetwas
sufficient; China had to prove itself an exceptional team-player.

This is the essence ofashingstrategy. When you rush for inclusion, you go
above and beyond what is expected of extant members. Those pledging must overcome a
strong presumption. To enhance prosperity and be competitive, China had to integrate
into the commercial order. China had its sights on the biggest prize of all,c seat
GATT/WTO table. To get there the PRC had to defeat the ‘China threat’ thebry a
establish itself as a cooperative member in good standing. Multilateaisrad the
ideal vehicle. The PRC'’s strategy of regional engagement enabled it to dexteoas
willingness and ability to embrace multilateralism and international nfhage having
certain advantages, engagement in Asia was not China’s end, but a meansby whic
China could pursue integration into the system’s core. China’s ultimate goal is tbgoi

ranks of the leading commercial powers.
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Since Deng first outlined its contours in the late 70s and early 80s, China’s
foreign policy grand-strategy has been remarkably stable. Whileltheeebeen a
number of bumps in the road, China has not backpedaled on its policy of ‘opening up to
the world.” Rather, China’s engagement of the outside world has only accelerased. Thi
perhaps somewhat surprising since the world has not always embraced Cleina. Aft
Tiananmen, foreign tourism and foreign investment declined, aid programs were
suspended and diplomatic contacts disrupted. Many conservatives within the Party
believed that Western influences and media played a large role in fueling thesaigbve
student movement. The Party was worried about its very survival. Deng’s sugccessor
Jiang Zemin explained how some students were “misled by foreign media, m&aader
what happened in the country during the turmoil...and engaged in some extrendist acts
Despite this, the PRCs policy of sending students abroad would cofftinue.

The PRC has always been suspicious of the outside world; in the early 90s these
fears were especially acute. Communist regimes, both large and seralfalling one
after another. Socialism and autocracy, as models for growth and governance, were unde
sustained fire. Meanwhile the West had imposed sanctions and become highly critical of
China on questions of human rights. Foreign pressure increased, most notably in the way
President Clinton tried to link trade to human rights. In April of 1990 Deng reoharke
“Everyone should be very clear that, in the present international situatiotteatian of
the enemy will be concentrated on China. It will use every pretext to caubéetrto
create difficulties and pressures for G&'Still Deng urged patience and cautioned

against a hard-line posture. Many though were running out of patience. In April 1993,

?""Robert Kuhn;The Man Who Changed China: The Life and LegacyaogJZemin(New York: Crown
Publishers, 2004) pp.189-191
278 Quoted in Evand)eng Xiaopingp. 304
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116 officers officially complained that China’s concessions to the US haditedghe

dignity of the Chinese people, damaged the image of the Chinese nation, undermined the
glorious tradition of the People’s Liberation Army, and dampened the arnoyalerand
combat effectiveness*

Meanwhile, conservatives were expressing opposition to further reform of the
planned economy. Given the domestic and international climate, one might have
expected China to pull back on its reform and open door policy. The fact remained: the
opportunity costs of opting out of the world capitalist system were simply tob Desag
and his allies understood the stakes, working hard to contain hard-line impulses. In 1992,
sensing that reform had become bogged down, the aging Paramount Leader setoff on hi
Southern Tour and was holding no punches: “We must not act like women with bound
feet” he told an audience; “Anyone who is against reform” Deng warned,bevjplut out
of his office.” Before this, Jiang Zemin, a reform minded leader, was responsive to
conservative elements within the party. Those days had come to an end. Deng and his
allies had succeeded in marginalizing conservative elements in the Parbym Ref
proceeded—for the first time the term “market socialism” enterecetbem dialogue.

Five years after the Tiananmen incident, Jiang opined that “a bad thing has bedn tur
into a good thing” as “our reform and opening program has gorged ahead with steadier
better, and even quicker stepg&"”

Curiously, by 1996 a major shift in Chinese public opinion had taken place. The
people, it seemed, were now questioning the wisdom of reform and the ‘opening up’

policy. An immensely popular bookhina Can Say N@pitomized the sea change that

29 Quoted in Evans, p. 310
280 Quoted in Robert Kuhifhe Man Who Changed Chingp. 212-13
21 Quoted in KuhnThe Man Who Changed China246
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had taken place. The central thesis of the book: a nefarious Western plot, masterminde
by the US, was unfolding, designed to contain China by attacking it on human rights,
copyright laws and Taiwan. The Communist Party, the authors suggested, ertye ov
accommodating of the corrupting and oppressive Western forces. In the early 90s
pressure was mounting from within the Party; by the mid-90s it was beingpfeltiiie
general public. Still the PRC forged ahead with its policy of market soniall

opening up to the outside world.

Several notable confrontations must be accounted for. Most important of these is
the 1996 Taiwan crisis. Disapproving of the direction in which its politics were moving
the PRC moved to intimidate Taiwan. Leading up to March elections in Taiwan, @e PR
began to conduct military exercises, transferring troops to Fujian provinosgdhbe
Straight) and launching ground-to-ground missiles. In response, US aiesraédtand
battleships were sent to patrol the North end of the Straits. While tensionslratn@ig
crisis soon receded. Henry Kissinger met with Jiang during the period ancelzlled,

| [Kissinger] said to him that when | saw Chairman Mao, he said that China can

afford to wait a hundred more years to resolve the Taiwan situation. | asked

President Jiang, ‘Well, is that still true?’ The President answered, ‘Noat’

longer true. That was twenty-four years ago; now we can only wait sevgnty-si

more years.. 2%

Before year’s end, Jiang and Clinton were planning state visits duringrthiegcyear or

two. China had made it clear that it would not tolerate an independent Taiwan; iswas al
clear though, that China would continue its policy of opening up to the world. A
compromise was arrived at, in principle tenuous, but in practice quite enduring: Sino-

American cooperation would accelerate as long as the US did not support Taiwan’s

282 Quoted in KuhnThe Man Who Changed Chinga,280
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independence and China did not use force. Over a decade later, this vague and unresolved
status-quo still prevails. Of course, the status-quo also depends on Taiwan not pushing

the envelope; here again, the US has played a moderating role in restrainifanttie is

political impulses.

For realists, China’s behavior is puzzling. From a Waltzian perspective, it is
unclear why China has been increasingly willing to sacrifice autonominearehse
dependence on foreign powers. Further, there is no hard-balancing to be found—no one
is balancing anyone. Instead, China has been pursuing a strategy of bonding. In China,
realists find a country that has pursued a continuous strategy variously labelegftipe
rise,” “peaceful development” and now “harmonious world.” Realists are |gfiettutate
about the possibility of “deceptive revisionist tactfé&and matters inevitably taking a
turn for the worse in due tinf&? These accounts find support within their own theoretical
constructs but very little confirmation in actual events. Sensing this problens taher
back on theoretically tenuous and underdeveloped institutional ‘soft-balancing’
explanationg®

Constructivists, for their part, are fond of arguing how institutions and intaract
shape identities and interests. Assuming this to be the case, what leads stagege
each other and embrace institutions in the first place? China has a histoiyrky and a
communist identity; it is a nation with deeply rooted suspicions of the great powsys. W
has China embraced the outside world? Frankly, constructivists don’t have an answer.

The work of one author, Alastair lain Johnston, epitomizes the problem. He has written

283 Robert SutterChina’s Rise in Asia: Promises and Pefildew York: Rowman & Littlefield, 2005)

284 MearsheimerTragedy of Great Power Politic§hap. 10

25 35ee, Kai He “China’s Peaceful Rise and Multilatématitutions: In Search of a Harmonious Worldy” i
Sujian Guo and Jean-Marc Blanchard, édarmonious World” and China’s New Foreign Policy
(Lanham: Lexington Books, 2008)
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two extraordinary books. In the first, he argues that China has a culturallg tcaatéion
of realpolitik?®® The purpose of this book is to demonstrate that China’s realist
disposition is rooted in a domestic political culture and not caused by the material
international structure. In a second boSkgcial StatesJohnston explores how
socialization micro-processes, within institutional contexts, change the tharma
dispositions and identities of actéfé.One is left to wonder, why did China with its
realpolitik political culture and identity embrace multilateral instoios to begin with?
Johnston’s project jumps from autarkic realist China to China as embedded in an
institutional milieu. If identity evolves through institutionalized intéi@t, how and why

did China’s behavior change prior to that interaction? The answer is not found iryidentit

Some Evidence

The theory maintains that states are prosperity seekers. The theory is not
concerned with all state behaviors but only those with an international dimenstes. Sta
must pursue goals within a system occupied by other states. Systemiccthansythat
prosperity seeking strategies are conditioned by great or major pdatene The
system’s dominant configuration is a major power commercial order. To be covepetit
minor powers must pursue a strategy of integration. Over time, stateslttmatjust to
the dominant game will fall behind. A desire to better their lot combined with losses i
relative power and overall competitiveness will lead them to adjust theegtraourse.
As the commercial confederacy solidifies and expands, outsiders will find itnevre

difficult to resist its gravitational pull.

288 Cultural Realism: Strategic Culture and Grand Ségy in Chinese Histor§Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1995)
7 JohnstonSocial States
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It is tempting to conclude that China’s behavior can be captured by sole reference
to market reforms and the forces of capitalism. Globalization theorists daweetl too
narrowly on markets without appreciating important political dimensions. At botham
commercial confederacy is both a political and an economic arrangement. jbhe ma
powers and their junior partners have created a political and economic order which has
allowed for the emergence and continued operation of a global marketplace. Economic
globalization presupposes that active major powers create and participatgutans,
manage the global economy and work to create a stable environment conducive to ope
economic rivalry. When speaking of China’s integration we cannot simply focus on
internal reforms and external economic ties, but its behavior and participatien in t
politico-institutional realms as well.

The theory is a work in political economy in so far as it suggests that inberadati
politics and economics interact in important ways. Policies and reforms dlyadppear
to be strictly economic sometimes have a political dimension just as actiorsmédyc
appear to be political often have an economic dimension. When speaking of ‘integration’
and ‘engagement’ | am not solely referring to economic processes anibiogha
Integration into the commercial confederacy cannot simply be reducedédltrevs and
FDI, although this is a big part of it. To be integrated is to be a member of the
institutional core; to behave like a responsible stakeholder; to accept and in¢ernali
dominant norms. Thus, we must keep in mind that the commercial confederacy is a major
power configuration that is characterized by important economic and paliyicaimics

that interact in important ways.
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While singling out China for special consideration, we should not avoid losing
sight of the broader theoretical claim: the commercial confedera@lteasd the nature
of international politics, not just for China. The structure reproduces a climpéaocéful
commercial rivalry because it disposes states to act in ways thatusgeptbie system’s
dominant logic. Below | will endeavor to show that aspects of China’s behavioecan b

interpreted as being consistent with the expectations of the theory.

Internal bonding

An internal bonding strategy refers to measures taken internally to draw in
external economic actors. The strategy is peculiar since it implieslosthe host
state’s autonomy; it may lead to domestic dislocations, often imperils dorhesiness
and sometimes represents an affront to national pride, as when foreign companies
purchase landmarks and properties which carry special symbolic sigogican
Nevertheless, internal bonding is an important strategy to enhance international
competitiveness. China’s internal bonding strategy took the fo®petial Economic
Zones (SEZs)nitially, four such zones were established. Later, in 1984, fourteen cities
were opened. The purpose of these zones is to boost development and international
competitiveness by attracting outside investment and increasing exports.

When Shenzen was first designated a special economic zone in the late 70s it was
little more than a fishing village. After billions of dollars in foreign invesit poured in,
it was transformed into a booming metropolis. SEZs offer business friendigtinicture
and are usually located in coastal areas conducive to export. The goveumesnt |

foreign companies with the promise of cheap labor, generous tax incentives, and specia
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business laws, working where possible to encourage joint ventures between Qfihese a
foreign companies. From the beginning, SEZs were a cornerstone of China’sopolicy
reform and opening up:
A special economic zone is a medium for introducing technology, management
and knowledge. It is also a window for our foreign policy. Through special
economic zones we can import foreign technology, obtain knowledge, and learn
management, which is also a kind of knowledge. As the base for our open policy,
these zones will not only benefit our economy and train people but enhance our
nation’s influence in the worltf®
China has experimented with free trade zones, characterized by loferatiadi other
zones are specifically designed to attract particular industries, mostynibitade
specializing in high-tech products for export.
Since these zones were first created, foreign investment has flooded into €hina. |
1984, five years after the Law on Chinese-Foreign Equity Joint Ventures was amhounce
foreign direct investment (FDI) amounted to just over a billion dollars. In 1994 the figu
had risen to just under $34 billion and by 2004 FDI rocketed to an astonishing $60
billion. As Gregory Chow notes, roughly 80 percent of the world’s top 500 companies
had invested in China by 206%.
China’s experiment with SEZs was designed to attract capital andaftcili
transfers of technology. But more broadly, China aimed to get on board a growing trend
in the globalization of production and industrial relocation. The idea of a special zone
was of course not hatched in China. For years, other Asian countries had developed

specialExport Processing Zon€éEPZs) designed to attract foreign investment for export

manufacturing. Like China’s zones, the EPZs enjoyed preferential &eftin creating

28 Deng speaking to leading members of the Centrair@ittee in February of 1984 after returning from
his tour of several SEZSelected Works, Volume Ifp. 61-62
29 Chow, pp. 329-30
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these zones China was adopting a concept pioneered by South Korea, Taiwan and
Malaysia?*° For purposes of systemic analysis, several important conclusions must be
drawn. In creatingpecial Zone€hina was emulating more competitive neighbors.
These neighbors were in turn responding to a growing trend in globalized production.
Globalized production of course, was led by the major powers of the commercial
confederacy. In 1980, the US, Japan, West Germany, France and Britain accounted for 74
percent of the world’s FDI stodR! During the 80s, more than 90 percent of interfirm
alliances were located in the economies of North America, Western Eumdgagari™?
Until recently, globalization has overwhelmingly been a ‘North-North’ phesman. Put
differently, it's a game created by the leading commercial powena gvhich China
was intent on playing.

China’s strategy is not simply about development, it is about being competitive.
Competitive states are plugged into the global production grid. Foreign investotent
only brings with it jobs but technology and superior management techniques. For states
like China, foreign investment has helped them become leading export countries. But for
the ruling party, a strategy of internal bonding can be costly and dangerousatéheas
undertaken fundamental internal reforms the exact consequences of which ape hard t
predict. Faced with the King’'s Dilemma, the Communist Party has stealiiiguished
autonomy so as to make gains in prosperity and competitiveness, thus, they hope,
securing the foundations of power in the long run. Reform has involved risks though, as

when Jiang called for the People’s Liberation Army to rid itself of alin®@ss interests in

290 For a discussion see Weiping WRipneering Economic Reform in China’s Special EeoiscZones:
The promotion of foreign investment and technotoggysfer in Shenzeffldershot: Ashgate Publishing,
1999)

291 Geoffrey JonesThe Evolution of International Busine@ndon: Routledge, 1996) p. 47

292 5ee Brooks and Wohlforth, “Power, Globalizationl #he End of the Cold War,” p. 36
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1998. Most significantly, perhaps, the ruling party has loosened its grip on the Chinese
economy and society. While Mao’s 1966 Cultural Revolution was designed to brutally
eliminate communist political opposition—"“intellectuals” and “capitalistders” as they
were called—in his 2001 speech commemorating tHeaB@iversary of the CCP, Jiang
Zemin announced that businesspeople and private entrepreneurs were now welcome in

the Communist Party. Politics in China had changed.

External bonding

Today, China is one of the world’s leading trading states. During the Mao era,
China was a closed society; the volume of trade it conducted with the outside world was
negligible. In 1975 the country’s total imports and exports amounted to less than $15
billion. After a decade of Deng'’s ‘open door’ it was over $100 billion; by 2002 it was
well over $600 billion and just two years later it stood at a whopping 1.1 trillion
dollars®*® In 2006, the volume of trade was well over $1.5 trillion while the country held
the world’s largest foreign exchange reserves, amounting to over $1 fiiflidhese
figures highlight the extent to which China has been willing to tie itself to tip|
market. China has not only sought integration into the global market but deepened its
commercial ties with states that it has had historically rocky oelatvith, including
South Korea, Japan and the US—recently surpassing Mexico as America’s segest |
partner after Canada.

After being severed for decades from the institutional order of the core,laig¢he
70s China began the recovery of its membership. In 1980 it was admitted into the World

Bank and International Monetary Fund. Membership in the GATT/WTO would prove

293 Chow, pp. 300-301
294 Robert SutterChinese Foreign Relationg. 92
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much more elusive. After fifteen years of protracted negotiations in whicta@made
significant concessions, she was finally admitted in late 2001. Before it hadawed
formal admission into the WTO, China was demonstrating its commitment td libera
reform. According to World Bank data, in a period of five years China sliced it3 mea
tariff rates in half. In 1992 they were more than 40 percent; by 1997 they had been
reduced to less than 20 perc&fitAt the APEC’s Osaka summit China took the world by
surprise when it unveiled plans to develop a convertible currency, cut tariffs by 30
percent, eliminate quotas on 170 products, and reform taxation codes so as to better
accommodate foreign investmét.Later, China used the forum to announce further
tariff reductions and its intention to address copyright laws, reflectingliisgness to
comply with WTO mandateS’ WTO membership has had a significant effect on
internal reform and foreign direct investment. Membership has resulted in @ignang
up new sectors to foreign investment, including telecommunications, banking and
finance, and service industries. China has also agreed to eliminate export gddéamb
limits on domestic sales, measures which attract further investifient.

Rushing behavior implies that actors work hard to prove themselves capable and
worthy members of the club. China’s accession to the GATT/WTO was long and
tortuous. Often, the perception from Beijing was that the leading commercialgpowe
especially the US, were making excessive demands of the PRC. The view was not

unreasonable seeing as numerous Eastern European countries were admittE@i7idsthe

2% World Bank Indicators, 1998.

2% Marc LanteigneChina and International Institutions: Alternate Patto Global Power(London:
Routledge, 2005) pp. 68-69; and Margaret Pearddre Case of China’s Accession to GATT/WTO” in
David Lampton, edThe Making of Chinese Foreign and Security Policthie Era of Reforr{Sanford:
Stanford University Press) p. 343

297 Marc LanteigneChina and International Institutions: Alternate Patto Global Power(London:
Routledge, 2005) pp. 68-69

29 Chow, pp. 339-40
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under much less imposing conditions. Further, negotiations were rocked by political
events such as Tiananmen, cross-Straight tension, and the 1999 bombing of a Chinese
embassy in Belgrade. Nonetheless, negotiators returned to the table tingaiand a
Margaret Pearson notes how even during periods of strained Sino-Amelatemmse

over the question of Taiwan for instance, “China made policy changes and agreements
designed in part to facilitate its WTO enti/”Evidence suggests that China was

working hard to gain admission. Just prior to Zemin’s Washington visit in 1997, the PRC
announced further tariff reductions; as the Asian financial crisis swept thtbegegion
China refrained from devaluing its currency even as neighbors including Japanidid s
1999 Zhu Rongji arrived in Washington with a package which caught negotiators off
guard because it essentially made concessions on virtually every item gav&S

priority.

Two months prior to its formal entry into the WTO, President Zemin assured
attendees at the APEC meeting in Shanghai that “once inside the WTO, China wil
strictly comply with the universally acknowledged market rules, imphtropen,
transparent and equality-based policies of trade and investment and endeavor to promote
a multi-directional and multi-level opening-up in a wide range of ar@a8y and large,
China has kept its word. With the possible exception of sovereignty related issules and t

guestion of Taiwan, China has upheld the organization’s rules and norms, and has not

29 pearson, “The Case of China’s Accession” p. 343
309 Quoted in Kent 2002; for text of the speechReeple’s Daily October 21, 2001
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behaved differently than any other similarly situated state in itegicadttempts to
manipulate the regime to its advantdfe.

The economic institutions of the commercial confederacy, most notably the WTO,
have given rise to a peculiar phenomenon. In realist theory, international imissitate
epiphenomenal, instruments of the great powers. The argument is that institutions help
the extant great powers effectuate their interests and maintain their position within
the system. But in the case of China and other rising powers, these institutiots, whic
they neither created nor control, are primary vehicles by which thess atajuire the
power and prestige necessary to enter the core of great powers in thedestndtead
of seeking to control and redefine these regimes, secondary powers amggsiowi
surprising willingness to redefine their own interests and reform donsgstems so as
to better comply with their mandates. Much like a freshman rushing for admist a
fraternity of more established upper-classmen, China is trying to irgatgalf into a
cohesive great power core through a strategy of economic engagement iarzhparnt
in multilateral institutions.

China’s turn toward multilateralism is also evinced in the government’s aativis
in its own neighborhood. In 1991 China became a ‘consultative partner’ of ASEAN. By
1999 government officials were entertaining the idea of a China-ASEANTFaee
Area (CAFTA). In 2001 leaders agreed to create a free trade ahea t&it years. China
has already taken concrete steps to engage certain ASEAN statektgralhy moving
to offer preferential trade conditions. At China’s leadership, the ASEAN +ihg&has

morphed into the ASEAN + 3, now involving South Korea and Japan. China’s

301 Margaret Pearson, “China in Geneva: Lessons frbina’s Early Years in the World Trade
Organization,” in Alastair lain Johnston and RoliRoss, eddNew Directions in the Study of China’s
Foreign Policy,(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2006)
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involvement with APEC has also evolved. While initially opposed to further
institutionalization of the forum, China has become increasingly amenable to its
increased salience in regional affaits.

Ever since international setbacks suffered after the Tiananmen debacleh&hina
worked hard to restore its reputation internationally. Per Machiavelliadvantageous
for the Prince to be feared. This is one lesson in political theory China has patently
ignored. The government has gone to great lengths to defeat the “Chinahhoegt t
and assuage international unease over its growing economic and military power. Thi
assessment is not only based in official statements of the government butecactoss
as well. Roughly around the mid-90s China begins to embrace multilateralidongin a
way. In 1996, Beijing declares that it will join the Comprehensive Test Bsatyfand
two years later condemns India and Pakistan for violating the international\ibrita
some suspected China of colluding with North Korea, the government moved to take a
more active role, participating in multiparty talks over the nuclear iss#8d1, the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization was established between Russia, China and a number
of other former Soviet republics. In 2003 China entered a non-aggression pact, the Treaty
of Amity and Cooperation, under the auspices of ASEAN. China has also stepped up its
involvement in the UN and the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF), moves which mark a

clear departure from its past inactivity in these aréffas.

392 Jianwei Wang, “China’s Multilateral Diplomacy ine& New Millenium,” in Yong Deng and Fei-Ling
Wang, edsChina Rising: Power and Motivation in Chinese FgrePolicy(Lanham: Rowman &
Littlefield, 2005).

393 see for instance Yong Deng and Thomas Moore, “Chiews Globalization: Toward a New Great-
Power Politics?The Washington Quarteriz004); Avery GoldsteinRising to the Challenge: China’s
Grand Strategy and International SecurfStanford: Stanford University Press, 2005)
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To counter lingering international fears over China’s growing power, in 2003
Chinese strategists proposed the concept of “peaceful rise” which was sooml &gopte
government officials. Mysteriously, the phrase disappears from the offis@urse just
five months after its adoption, replaced by an even more benign set of objeqtease “
and development” and “harmonious worf§*These measures, which collectively
amount to a sweeping global public relations campaign, are specifiraéy at
reassuring the international community of the country’s peaceful intenkangrom the
harm predicted by offensive realists, China recently unleashed a highly coeddina
premeditated national “charm offensive” intended to win over a skeptical itigrala
community whose eyes were keenly fixated on the Beijing games. Thd seqaports
the conclusion that China has behaved much like a “status-quo ptiwer.”

If China is not Machiavellian, many fear it is following Sun-Tzu and Maoist
strategies of deceiving the world, building strength only to turn aggrestavenahe
game. While plausible, the theory finds little support in the empirical recaisolffails
to account for the possibility that China will become fully integrated into #jerrpower
core of the commercial confederacy. Indeed, there is evidence to sugg€stitiaais
becoming socialized as a result of its integratf8iWhether China has internalized

international norms is questionaBfé What is fairly certain, however, is that China’s

304 Catherine Keyser and Su Lin, “Conceptualizing kpréolicy: The “Peaceful Rise” Debate Among
China’s Scholars” in Sujian Guo and Shiping Huas. Btw Dimensions of Chinese Foreign Policy
(Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2007).

395 Alistair lain Johnston, “Is China a Status Quo BpiMnternational Securityyol. 27, No. 4 (2003)
3% Ann Kent, “China’s International Socializationjigtair lain JohnstonSocial States

397 China’s approach to international regimes is iatlie. Scholars generally agree that China’s
participation in international regimes has beemairiprimarily by utilitarian considerations. In geal, is
seen as suspicious of and ambivalent toward regiS@auel Kim refers to it as China’s “maxi-mini
principle” which seeks to maximize rights while fniizing responsibilities. See “International
Organizations in Chinese Foreign Policgyinals,No. 519 (January 1992); for a review of this litera
see Elizabeth Economy, “The Impact of InternatidRegimes on Chinese Foreign Policy-Making:
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elite increasingly believe in markets and liberalization. As a reseblpgrience and

learning, China has changed. As Pearson notes in the context of GATT/WT@ifigea
[has] occurred directly through channels of influence, such as the need for Cadupt
GATT/WTO standards in order to join the organization, and indirectly as more and more
Chinese officials became convinced that deeper economic integration was boitidenef
and necessary™® In the case of China’s economic policy, material consequence and
normative appropriateness are not in conflict. In the end, China may have no reason to
revise the order because her prosperity and security are tied to its cowigtdibty.

While there is little reason to believe that China’s motives are siniségg iis some

evidence suggesting that the journey may be changing the traveler.

China’s Grand Strategy Trajectory: “One centrakt&aso basic points”

The above analysis raises interesting questions for IR theory. The ed/ 198
mark a dramatic shift in China’s posture toward the world. But what factors rexipai
timing and nature of the shift? Our theory claims that a large part ohsineeais found
at the systemic level. In short, China was forced to confront Lee Kuan Yewtsoques
Make yourself relevant to the world or suffer? If China wished to prospaiplee
compete on the world stage as a relevant power, the government had one viable choice:
integrate. In its neighbors China found countries whose fortunes had been greatly
improved by export led growth. There was only one attractive game in town, and China

has proven to be one of the more adept and wily students in the class.

Broadening Perspectives and Policies...But Only toiatP in Lampton, edThe Making of Chinese
Foreign and Security Policy;

3% pearson, “The Case of China’s Accession” in Lampéal. The Making of Chinese Foreign and
Security Policyp. 367-68
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For all of the bends in the road, China’s foreign policy has been remarkably
stable. From Deng to Zemin to Hu Jintao, China’s leaders have steadily pursuey a poli
of opening up and engaging the world. This is not only evinced in official statements but
concrete policies as well. If anything, engagement and integration have oelgrated
and deepened. Over the course of a few decades China has emerged as one of the world’s
leading trading states. At the same time, China’s preference foetallahgagement has
been replaced by a strong commitment to multilateralism. It is hard tathi@in@hina
has come to accept international norms of economic openness and multilateral
cooperation. Hard-line conservatives, suspicious of and intent on derailing reform, have
been steadily replaced by a new generation of Dengist acolytes—teatimyqaagmatic
and committed to reforii?? Meanwhile, the party has tied its very legitimacy to the
success of its reform and integration policy; a policy whose successis/areby
foreign investment and exports. Frankly, the major commercial powers anditheir |
partners can be credited for the China miracle. The Communist Party undgia:

In today’s world, a country can hardly develop in isolation. The Chinese

Government will unswervingly implement the opening up policy. It will more

vigorously promote all directional, multi-tiered and wide range opening up and

take part in international economic cooperation and competition at greatier widt
and depti?*°

Systemic theory advances a two stage model. In the first, states like €&hina a

pulled into
the commercial confederacy by the prospect of making material gairshadcing

their competitiveness. They are also pushed by the prospect of falling behiads&ec

the major powers have created an institutionalized trading order, the opportutstgfcos

39 For a discussion of China’s ‘Third Generationtelee H. Lyman Miller and Liu Xiaohong, “The
Foreign Policy Outlook of China’s “Third Generatidglite” in Lampton, ed The Making of Chinese
Foreign and Security Policy

319 Jjang Zemin, “Speech to Fortune Global Forum 208bng Kong, May 8, 2001.
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opting out are high. In the second phase, states become locked in. Changes have occurred
along three dimensions. First, there has been a process of materiatiomeggaChina
has tied itself to the commercial confederacy. In just two years, from 2@22)th2004,
China’s trade volume expanded by an annual rate of 30 percent. By the end of 2004, trade
volume was nearing 70 percent of China’s GBFSecond, there has been a process of
institutional bonding. China now has a stake in the core institutions of the commercial
confederacy, most notably the WTO. And third, there is an ideational lock-in. Reforms
have fundamentally changed Chinese society and the government has begun to
internalize international norms, particularly those relating to econonaigration. They
believe in economic liberalization because it has worked for them. The ideological
transformation is quite striking: China has embraced an entirely new develaparaht
economic model focused not on centralized command, heavy industry, import
substitution and autarky, but markets, light industry, export led growth and economic
openness. Liberal reform and openness are now the ideological cornerstones of the
Communist Party’s current platform. Ideology is not ironclad but it is\stMkhen added
up, there is reason to believe that China will continue on its trajectory of reform and
integration®*?

In 1987, the Thirteenth National Congress elaborated the principle of “one central

task, two basic points.” The central task: economic development. The two basic points:

311 Chow,China’s Economic Transformatiorp. 316

312 |nterestingly, in a 1984 interview Deng remarkieatf “Invigorating our domestic economy and opening
to the outside world are long-term, not short-tepoljcies that will remain unchanged for at lea3t® 70
years. Why? Because quadrupling the GNP, whichtalki 20 years, is only our first step and will be
followed by a second, approaching the level of tiped countries, which will take 30 or 50, let'y £,
years...By then it will be even less likely that th@igies will change. If anything, we shall openstjil

more.” Selected Works, Volume pip. 86-87
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overall adherence to the Four Cardinal Princi3feend the policy of reform and opening
up. Reform has amounted to an embrace of markets while rejecting bourgeois
liberalization. “When we say we are opposed to bourgeois liberalization” Deragked,
“we mean we are opposed to wholesale Westernization of China, to abandoning Party
leadership and the socialist systeflf The new essence of socialism is “liberation and
development of the productive forces, elimination of exploitation and polarization, and
the ultimate achievement of prosperity for &f*To achieve modernization, however,

the Party has tolerated increasing levels of economic ineqti&lifymarkets are

consistent with socialism and inequalities tolerated, all that is substsnéftedf the

Four Principles is Communist Party rule. If the official definition of “one re¢mask,

two basic points” is viewed in light of the actual policy course pursued, the aefindn

be redefined: China is pursuing economic development and modernization through
reform and the opening policy, implemented by a CCP controlled government. Once we
see through the Marxist rhetorical flourishes, a task not difficult, it becolaasthat the
PRC has stayed quite true to its overarching grand strategy. Much of Chie#&js for
policy behavior is captured by the economic lens. Political and economic stsabégi

integration and openness emerge as the obvious choice as soon as prosperity seeking

313 T0 keep to the socialist road and to uphold thepfess democratic dictatorship, leadership by the
Communist Party, and Marxism-Leninism and Mao Zegddhought.

314 Deng,Selected Works, Volumep! 233

313 pid. p361

31%|1n 1992, Deng remarked on the subject: “Our piaasi follows: where conditions permit, some areas
may develop faster than others; those that deviaktpr can help promote the progress of thosdadbat
behind, until all become prosperous. If the rickkgetting richer and the poor poorer, polarizatidh
emerge. The socialist system must and can avoatipation. One way is for the areas that become
prosperous first to support the poor ones by pagioge taxes or turning in more profits to the st&te
course, this should not be done too soon. At ptesendon’t want to dampen the vitality of the dieyed
areas or encourage the practice of having everjgatefrom the same big pot”. 1bid. p 362 In otheords,
for now its capitalism, socialism can wait.

152



states accurately assess the opportunities and constraints that théont&rna
environment presents.

History teaches the scholar humility and advises caution when making
predictions. Many learned observers draw different conclusions from the samecevide
Ultimately, facts are theory laden. We shouldn’t be afraid of going out on adimb
where’s the sport in being rigidly cautious?—»but neither should we be overconfident in
the soundness of our intellectual constructs. So far, what | have done is to draw out
logical conclusions from our theoretical machine. It goes without sayingnibst be said
anyways, that theories are caricatures of reality. They must be subgestesidined

scrutiny.

For Further Research

This chapter has not, and does not claim to have established any empiricalttisiths.
best thought of as a plausibility proBé China, it seems, is a hard case for the theory.
The country has a manifestly illiberal history and political cultusehistorical
experience with the system’s great powers has been painful; during the eefotime
regional security environment—relations with the US, India, the Soviet Union and
Japan—were by no means benign; internally, there was strong politicalitiosal and
inertial opposition to market reform and opening up. For most liberal democracies,
economic integration simply requires that these states externalizepaind values
which already prevail internally; in the case of China, political and ecanioteigration

has required deep ideological, legal, regulatory and economic shifts. W@atharcan

317 According to George and Bennet®l4usibility probesare preliminary studies on relatively untested
theories and hypotheses to determine whether maesgive and laborious testing is warrantéth’se
Studies and Theory Development in the Social Se@ambridge: MIT Press, 2005) p. 75
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say nois a question worth askirig® It has certainly had numerous reasons to do so, but
the fact remains: the PRC has not said no to the world. A plausibility probe aims to draw
empirical attention to a new and potentially attractive theory. The probe’admdre
preliminary and incomplete. The surface has barely been scratched.

For us to gain confidence in the theory, two things must be accomplished. First,
we must demonstrate that China’s motivations correspond to those outlined in our
theoretical account, a challenging td5kThe crux is to establish clear links between the
prosperity motive, competitive pressure, and the international dimensions of China’s
chosen grand-strategy. Our theory claims that China’s strategiedmsdeen
conditioned by the confederate structure. That is, China has pursued strategesalf
and external bonding because these produce the desired result given therakegit st
environment. A confederate structure leads certain strategies to dominab¢havs.

States compete with each other to make gains. States will gravitate thovainant
strategies; if they fail to do so they will fall behind. In short, this requigeto
demonstrate that China’s foreign policy strategy is, to a large degree, dyitleesbk
competitive structural dynamics. And furthermore, that China is aware of tresrauge
the internal workings of the Communist Party are murky, and leaders chrbearelied
upon to say what they actually mean, it is difficult to find the smoking gun. The

following kinds of evidence would seem to be the most compelling: more evidence

318 TheChina Can Say Nttle was inspired by a similar 1989 book writtenAkio Morita and Shintaro
Ishihara titledThe Japan That Can Say Nbis perhaps worth asking: why has Japan notsa®td

319 Waltz famously asserted that systemic theory saglsing about actor intentions: “Balance-of-power
theory claims to explain a result (the recurrentrfation of balances of power), which may not acaeitti
the intentions of any of the units whose actionslgime to produce the resultTheory of International
Politics, p. 119 On this point, | depart company with Wakztors intentionally and consciously pursue
strategies of external and internal bonding. Theya, furthermore, for the reasons outlined intti®ry.
This is an important point. The theory of structuw@nfederacy can be nailed down and defeatecnte
defeated in one of two ways: either by finding sjhicture between our expectations of actor behavid
their actual behavior, or a disjuncture betweerpth&ted intentions of actors and their actualritibms.
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suggesting that leaders were highly concerned about the development and technology
gap; further evidence demonstrating a belief, on the part of leaders, that tofdegitteen
internationally required internal reforms and opening up to the outside world; findings
demonstrating a belief on the part of leaders that to succeed China could not oppose the
commercial confederacy but had to join it; findings demonstrating a fealloidfby the
wayside’ if economic integration and membership in multilateral instituticame wot
pursued; findings demonstrating that Chinese leaders were concerned about losing
autonomy but proceeded nonetheless fearing a decline in prosperity and losses in
international competitiveness; and finally, more evidence showing that China
intentionally emulated the strategies of other successful commeates.s

This chapter has endeavored to show that China has pursued strategies of internal
and external bonding®° Our theory leads us to expect that China’s engagement of the
world will be most intense in the economic arena. However, China realizes beahat
core commercial power requires it to move beyond an exclusive focus on economic
cooperation. This implies that China is being socialized by the system—it iadgdeks
and less like a realist autarkic power and more and more like a liberal traatangr$iis
is a kind of macro-socialization in which China increasingly fits the ncajormercial
power mold, assuming a certain role and coming to resemble leading poweapéke J
Germany and the US. This implies that economic effects have spilled overheto ot

important realms. If this is the case, how might these effects be discerned?

320 |ndeed, the evidence | have produced is not ndavé relied primarily on secondary sources. The
contribution is novel because it presents existivigence in a new light. The value added of examgini
existing findings through the lens of a new theoedtparadigm is likely to be large. A systemicddeads
us to focus on certain aspects of China’s behavi®o doing it may lead to a reevaluation of énggt
findings and the discovery of new ones as well.
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Systemic theory claims to explain China’s overall strategy of lizatain,
openness, institutional integration and economic engagement—issue areas and behaviora
expectations which are directly derived from the theory’s logic (Cagdpdn Chapter
V a second category was identified: separate issue areas and bethavioray be linked
to Category | imperatives. For conceptual clarity we will attempt toeplarious issue
areas into separate categories; in all likelihood, they will be more epndent than the
schema suggests. The following is one possible way to conceive of some ofshese i

and domains:

Category | IMF, World Bank, GATT/WTO, G-8, G-
20, OECD, ASEAN, APEC, FDI, SEZs,
(externally driven) market reform and

liberalization.

Category Il Taiwan, nuclear weapons and proliferatipn,
Russia-China relations and the SCO, Sino-

Japanese relations, Sino-US relations, Sino-
India relations, Sino-European relations,
China and North Korea, China in the UN,
China and the ASEAN/ ARF, China-Iran,

China-Sudan.

Category Il findings are relevant to the evaluation of the theory if acldages can be

established:
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e Do actions and developments in a Category Il domain have clear implications for
China’s interests in a Category | domain?

Does China’s strategy of integration become manifest in these other domlagne?are
several ways in which this spill-over effect might be observed. Systegnalsimay
induce China to take affirmative measures in another domain, for instance, gingnga
smaller neighbors within the ASEAN forum—to open markets, assuage fears and build
its reputation. Or alternatively, is China’s leadership role in the muliparclear talks
with N. Korea at least partly motivated by a similar objective? Secondwstalc
pressures may lead China to refrain from taking certain actions that nsgiytdnore
pressing Category | goals. For example, might it be that China’s patieacéhe
guestion of Taiwan or the restraint it has shown as a UN veto player is partlytetbtiva
by an overriding commercial interest in becoming further integratedhiatodre? Why
has China not balanced anyone? Is political neutrality motivated by arsmlerative?

e |f China’s policies proved costly, did the government make adjustments or try to
repair damage done?

Systemic theory claims that actors will by and large respond to sgstemals over a
longer period of time. Because there is agency, and structure is not the oaly caus
mechanism in operation, states will invariably act in ways contrary tihnéoey’s logic.
The theory holds that some actions will trigger negative feedbacks—ignoring the
dominant strategy can be costly. The theory gains confirmation wherates atljust
their policies in response to these negative feedback effects. For exampsésC
cooperative and multilateral posture in the 1990s might be understood as an effort

designed to repair the damage done by Tiananmen and revive its GATT/WTO bid.
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Bonding behavior has a distinctly liberal character. It is manifest in
multilateralism and institutionalization, policy coordination and cooperation, egonom
engagement and during times of crisis, even mutual aid. In contrast to asyeséstic
theory, the spirit of our theory is more optimistic. It is tempting to concludélltbaral,
uncooperative, obstructionist, Bealpolitikbehavior igorima facieevidence against the
theory. There are two responses to these challenges. First, systemigrthkesyclaims
about broader patterns and not isolated cases. It is confirmed or disconfirmedbasishe
of overwhelming patterns of behavior—it is concerned with an ocean of events and not
any particular swell or whitecap. Second, much goes on in international polititatechre
to the logic of the theory. Systemic theory says nothing about such cases bleepase
beyond the scope of the theory. This point is the source of much unhelpful confusion and
so bears repeating: Category Il findings which are either unrelated arstlytio terms
of a Category | imperative, however illiberal, are not germane to the &wvaloéthe
theory. To defeat the theory, one must produce evidence of patterned behavior that is
costly and contrary to the expectations of the theory. The longer these pattsisisthe
more damaging the evidence becomes. Over the last several years, Rebtsiaier
appears to fit such a pattern; while this trend is potentially importanbib ishiort a
period to draw definitive conclusions.

This chapter represents a plausibility probe because it fails to delivpraaee
answers to the questions raised. This is so for the following reasons. First, thenob ca
be accomplished in the space of a single chapter, and perhaps not even in a single book.
This fact, of course, is rather unsatisfying. Fundamentally, the questiomat amely

beyond the scope of this chapter but the empirical aptitude and specialized knafledge
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the author. The intended contribution of this work is theoretical. Theory requirggia ce
disposition and skill set, empirical work another. Mastery of each is a trelyalant.
Third, there is a basic reality theorists are reluctant to admit. Mest, aft be a theorist
is to be a partisan for a particular theory—it is common for a theorist to fegise
construct but rarely does one abandon it. At bottom, the theorist is rarely bestcsuited t
test the theory. Not simply because of a particular skill set but a biapeditdan as
well. In building a large abstract intellectual construct one often bexcdsprisoner.
This is rarely true for mid-range hypotheses or modifications of lahgeries’* It takes
courage to concede, but | fear my lens is irredeemably tainted by my owrgparadi
This reality points toward a welcomed division of labor in the social sciences.
There is always a risk that we’ll find that which we set out to look for, discounting or
ignoring evidence that does not fit our preferred account. If science is to bevahjie
must control this unhelpful tendency to the extent possible. In the physical sctbeces
problem is not as acute. In the social sciences it is more prevalent. A divisiborosla
helpful because the investigator may not have as great a vested interesinial the f
outcome®?? Second, broader participation allows us to exploit the unique talents and
specialized knowledge of a greater number of scholars. Each of us has our limits, but
these limits can be overcome through collaboration. We know that scientific
advancement is a collective enterprise. Ultimately, our work is judged byrawaty of
scholars. Good ideas have staying power, but great ideas succeed in gettsgpother

engage them. That a theory persuades its author is hardly impressive. libegeéds in

321 By no means do | intend to imply that those enggi mid-range theorizing or testing of auxiliary
hypotheses are biased. These scholars are prireanyricists who dabble in theory. Every empiricist
must know theory because it is theory that guilesempirical investigation.

322 The fact is, the theorist's whole career rideshantheory. The incentive structure is hardly cariveito
impartiality.
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persuading the scholarly community is. It is my aim to raise big posgbildefend their

plausibility, and hope others find them worthy of consideration.
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VI

By way of conclusion

The dissertation set out to accomplish a number of ambitious goals. Embarking on
this journey my primary aim was to advance a novel systemic theory of imeaiat
politics. | soon came to realized that the project contained two separate taa rela
theoretical enterprises: First, | found it necessary to explain how adeaohver
configuration with distinctly liberal features came into existence, and iscveérall
cohesion was sustained. As many liberals have argued, anarchy—understood as a
Hobbesian ‘state of war'—is a grossly inadequate empirical descriptioreaiational
relations today. In my encounter with liberal IR theory | found much insighth touc
use, but ultimately no framework that | believed to be wholly adequate to the tasle He
| found it necessary to develop a novel theoretical account of social cohesion in IR.

In the second part, | set out to build a novel systemic theory based upon the
premise that the system was no longer dominated by opposing great power poles, but
rather, a cohesive confederacy of leading powers. The commercial cacfedeolves
out of a US dominated western subsystem following WWII. After the Cold War domes
an end in 1989, the configuration suddenly consists of the world’s leading commercial
powers.

For the leading powers and their junior partners, collectively the OECD,isinit
maintained by a relativelhick social cohesion—based as it is on the mutually

reaffirming interaction of commercial interest, liberal values, and robsstutions. The
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confederacy is characterized by two impressive features: its overadissuand sheer

size. This has brought into being a gravitational sphere that conditions the behavior of
both those inside and outside of this political entity. To be competitive in the conéedera
system, states are led to pursue a distinct set of politico-economic bondtagiss.

The “next generation” of theorists always faces an annoying hurdleheewes
must always demonstrate their superiority vis-a-vis existing thedités tendency
naturally flows from the Lakatosian premise that theories should be atcaitie
replaced by better theories. But supposing two separate theories, explairsagéhe
phenomenon, are found. The burden of demonstrating superiority almost always falls on
the newer of the two. That is, to be accepted, novel theories must demonstratey that the
explain cases better than do existing theories, or alternatively, that fflaynexxisting
cases and new cases as well. My own marketing strategy employsdhe lat

Early on | ran into a big problem: the behavior of liberal, democratic, capitalis
countries (that initially drew my interest) was vastly over-determineglcéamong these
states was over-determined. Cooperation among these states was ovenddter
Variants of liberal institutionalism including that of Robert Keohane and John tkgnbe
constructivist identity theory of Alexander Wendt, the security commumippsoach
advanced by Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, not to mention the large body of
democratic peace literature with its many variants, all accoupeface and cooperation
among these states. And though my theoretical explanation is different, though also
similar to many of these accounts in important ways, and though it contributethswm
new, | found it rather impossible to get any empirical leverage. There ingoky $00

many explanations and the predictions generated were too similar.
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Fortunately, | discovered that my theory’s greatest strength was eir@rglthe
behavior of big, non-Western, non-democratic, and illiberal states. The obvious and most
important candidate is China, though Russia, and large emerging democradiedidike
and Brazil merit consideration as well. Most of these liberal theories dibheot
generate predictions regarding their behavior, or, predict the very oppositetahywha
own theory leads us to expect. Following Michael Doyle, for example, demaccatie
be expected to remain at peace, though democracies are more likely to wsir r@ai
democracies. Kantian identity theory does not gain much traction becausefiaese
states do not, or only partially, share the liberal Western identity founded on deynocra
free markets, and human rights. Institutional theory gains some traction dess is
helpful in explaining the behavior of states that are not a part of the institutovaal c
China joins the WTO in 2001 but its dramatic shift in grand strategy began in the late 70s
and early 80s. Institutional explanations help us explain the behavior of states gnce the
become a part of the institutions but find less traction in explaining the behaviaesf sta
formally outside of them.

Commercial liberals, most notably Richard Rosecrance, emphasizerichde a
economic interdependence. The systemic theory of confederacy shares nammionc
with these, as primary emphasis is placed on commerce and the prospexigy i
theory of confederacy differs from these in important respects. First, syste@mic
theory that explains how the behavior of the part is conditioned by the configuration of
the whole. Second, commercial liberals do not have a general explanation foatgly st
either decide to pursue “trading state” strategies or not. Many see snamnkietiemocracy

as closely linked, yet one of the most interesting recent developments involves the
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emergence of politically illiberal free-market states, most pnently in Asia. These
developments support the overall conclusion that the behavior of these states is not driven
by liberal political reform, or Hegelian ideational dialectics, but more [psperity

motive, and most of all, competitive pressure.

Having succeeded in distinguishing myself from my intellectual kin, tleofas
identifying a foil proved much easier; though here too I ran into difficultiesliste
theories generate clear predictions regarding the behavior of thagemmn-western
powers. They almost universally predict trouble. But one important variant asReal
theory, hegemonic theory, predicts stability so long as a preponderant payast r
Many realists see stability and cooperative behavior as evidendeotlvagoning
propensity. Because the US is so much more powerful than the rest, othersvath lef
only one choice: join it. But hegemonic stability theory suffers from a numberibf eas
identifiable difficulties. For example, it is unclear why integration and aabipa is
most pronounced at the regional level—most notably in Asia and Europe—if statulity a
cooperation are supposed to revolve around the US. Second, in the area of political-
economy the US has become less active since the 1970s. The US has provided less
hegemonic benefits and performed fewer functions in the commercial arenatthsaimi
the security realm.

Most interestingly, | believe we are witnessing a political arpant of epic
proportions. If the US declines relative to other major powers—that is, if themeisrn
to a multipolar distribution of power—then hegemonic theory, like all Realisintsri
predicts trouble. Or, if the US ceases to perform hegemonic functions, the tiseory al

predicts trouble. It now appears that the US is less willing to play the rtioto-
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Cop.’ In other words, what has been happening in the economic sphere for decades is
now taking place in the security realm as well. Not only is the US doing less, @érappe
that global power and influence are becoming more evenly distributed with the rise of
China and India. In the event that these important trends continue, according to
hegemonic realists, security competition will ensue, economic cooperation will
breakdown, and multilateral institutions will be strained. Realists foreserisaather
dire “Back to the Future” scenarios.

On all fronts the stage is set for an interesting and worthwhile eadpiric

exploration.

Significance of the project—or, the “so what” quesbn

Having been to a few dissertation defenses, | know that one question recurs over
and over again, so allow me to anticipate it here. Despite the project’'s mesgn{pr
shortcomings, the one thing it cannot be criticized for is irrelevance. Thecsuointter
and the ideas contained in the preceding pages are big and important.

First, the project is theoretically ambitious. | have not set out to refinesting
theory but build an entirely new one. I've been influenced by a wide range of thiokers
be sure, but the project itself is quite novel. At a time when systemic thinkingsn IR i
virtually moribund, | have tried to revive it by offering a new theory. The prggect
theoretically unique in that it incorporates many liberal variables intotamsigsanalysis,
usually thought to be the exclusive domain of realism, and in so doing it challenges the

prevailing conventional wisdom.
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In addition to advancing a novel systemic theory, the project introduces an
innovative framework for studying social cohesion in international politics. Thi
framework represents a paradigmatically neutral effort to accougtdap cohesion. It
draws on the field’s dominant paradigms while at the same time challengingvthikm
synthesizing key insights. This framework, after further theoretical olevent, may
emerge as foundation for research in its own right with general applicationde a w
variety of cases. Presently, Chapter Il lays the groundwork for later workithtcues
the potential to become much more.

This is a parsimonious theory that generates clear expectations diettdwror
amenable to empirical investigation and falsification. It tells us how irapactors are
likely to behave, the strategies they are likely to pursue, and offers thalbeaftanation
to account for observed behavioral patterns. It's a theory of state action. Oglpily sl
differently, | have tried to construct a theory that can be defeated, and thexeéothat
is scientifically useful. In order to satisfy this requirement | haed to overcome a
prominent difficulty in Waltzian systemic thinking. In Chapter V | have begkétch
out a methodology for the testing of systemic theory, one that innovativelyreesnbi
systemic and unit-level analysis in a single research program. Systewig, | have
argued, is a powerful tool but its empirical application poses special challéNgéz
constructed a theory which was virtually impossible to defeat; many of hisangui
were correct, though the international politics/ foreign policy distinctiopprapriately
shielded the theory from damaging evidence.

Third, this is a general theory whose propositions can be applied to a wide arra

of actors. The theory claims to explain the behavior of a number of big and important
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states. One of the most important theoretical and empirical debates ongoinfigluthe
today concerns the strategic behavior of China. To many, China’s rise isonearis
because it has the potential to destabilize the international system wishadiena
consequences for us all. It is not immediately obvious how the US and others should
respond to China’s ascent; depending upon who you ask, prescriptions range from
balancing and preemption to constructive engagement. Assessing China’stgasagly
and its likely future trajectory is of the utmost importance.

While it is clearly significant, the dissertation is vulnerable to tineige
criticism that it is incomplete. This is true. There is a fine line betweieg benbitious,
and falling short as a result of over-ambition. | think this criticism is shghtexd on
several grounds. First, in a sense the whole construct rests on each of ttiteparéke
up the whole. Because my end goal was to develop an entire theoretical $gatgohy
could not ignore any of the parts that together comprise it. Initiallyntedsto focus on
theory to the exclusion of empirics and methodology. | soon realized that in ordexdto buil
theory | also had to be thinking about methodology and empirical application. My goal
was to produce a novel systemic theory but in order to be persuasive | had to explain how
the system came to be dominated by a core cluster of commercial powdwes realists,
who simply assume anarchy, | was saddled with the necessary task of agplaini
cohesion among these states. Some chapters are more developed than othersVChapter |
(“A Systemic Theory of International Relations”) is closest to conguietvith Chapter
Il (“Social Cohesion and International Politics”) is also getting thetleeS need more

work.
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From Dissertation to Book—the road ahead

As | see it, I'm about five years into a ten year project. Much of the warkéen
done. Much work is yet to be done. Some of the yet to be accomplished tasks are
obvious, some will become evident with the passage of time.

My stated aim in the dissertation was to deliver a novel theory. | think | have
largely accomplished this, at least to my own satisfaction at this time. Thouggh muc
refinement, and perhaps some development, is yet to be done, | feel | haed thach
limits of what | can hope to accomplish in the context of a dissertation project. The
logical next step is to deliver these ideas to the field in the form of standaatares.
Development and refinement is likely to be spurred by this critical encounter. |
difficult to foresee what will emerge at the other end of this process. Whatastal
certain is that things will look at least slightly different from the wegytare now. This
process, | have come to believe, is fundamental to good scholarship.

The empirics are preliminary and tentative. The dissertation includegptech
length plausibility probe that lends the theory support in one critical casehdhiseen a
highly useful and important exercise. Though I initially resisted enspiricave come to
realize that good theoretical work absolutely requires that the theoodieakngaged in
some level of empirical investigation.

Yet | also believe it to be true that the social sciences are inherentty mor
susceptible to the corrupting influence of researcher bias. Partisans ofrgeaes
almost always find that which they set out to look for. Though I try to remain cognizant
of this, and control for my own predispositions and prejudices, | fear | am perhaps

irredeemably a prisoner of my own paradigm. | may be alone in admitting thignbut
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almost certainly not alone in having this unhelpful disposition. But what I initially
believed to be a flaw | have come to see as a possible asset.

Science, | believe, is a collective enterprise. The best way to advesiseience
is to have many acute minds engaged in this common pursuit. Good scholarship must
leave something for others to do, whether theoretical development or empirical
investigation. To exhaust a subject is just bad strategy. Second, | believéantificsc
division of labor for two reasons. Theorists and empiricists often have differtsieski
It is rarely the case that the same individual can at once produce originakatiecr
theories while at the same time run objective and sophisticated empirisalltas can
result in a variety of unhelpful outcomes. For example, some hamstring theoretic
constructs in order to satisfy methodological requirements and preferences. Or
conversely, theories are cobbled together in order to fit the data—in other words, tryi
invent an ad hoc theory to confirm the data as opposed to letting the data confirm or
disconfirm an established theory. Oddly, the field has come to expect that the “good”
scholar is both a creative theorist and sophisticated empiricist. At the enddafythe
most cases, it is an unreasonable expectation and does more to impede sciengfs progr
than it does to advance it. Not only does a single individual often lack the necedsary ski
sets to do both tasks well, but such scholarship is also more prone to the problems of
researcher bias that we’re trying to control.

An important caveat is in order. Here | have in mind the big paradigmatic debates,
and not so much the mid-range theorizing typical of most empirical studiesifie® ref
paradigmatic theories so as to make them more amenable to empiriséibetven is

helpful and often necessary. Every empirical study has a theory chaptdrisasttbuld
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always be the case. But work that aims to contribute empirical knowledge, &ed in t
process refines a theory, is quite different from work whose primary gtmbevelop
novel theoretical machinery. Just as every theorist must dabble in empiricsyso eve
empiricist must also dabble in theory.

To reconcile these two considerations—the need to engage empirics on the one
hand but avoid bias and account for my own limited skill set on the other—the
“plausibility probe” proved the ideal vehicle. The plausibility probe is a pnedéing
investigation. Its main goal is to lend a new theory initial credibility aratttact broader
interest. It does not purport to formally “test” a theory. It does not ainottupe
definitive “findings.” The probe may, and is likely to, serve as a springboarddre in
depth and sophisticated study. It also functions to refine and develop the theory’s
propositions.

This is precisely what I've tried to do in Chapter VI. First, | am not ari€hi
specialist.” | do not speak mandarin. I've never been to China. I've reliedsasally on
secondary literature written in the English language, most of it writtéxmmrican
scholars or non-American scholars based in universities within the US. To theteatent
| have engaged Chinese China scholars, | have done so through reviews of their
scholarship written by China scholars in the US. These admissions should not destroy t
credibility of my argument, but rather, confirm that the work is far from finished. T
plausibility probe aims to lend plausibility to the theory, draw interest, and etigage
scholarly community. Finally, | hoped to demonstrate that, though not a China éxpert,
can nevertheless be a useful participant in this dialogue. | believe | havepisbed

some of these more modest goals.
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In the book project I intend to include two additional probes, one exploring
Russia’s and another India’s foreign policy grand-strategies. Much like ,Ghese two
important states embark on dramatic reform paths at roughly the same tintga)n
reform got underway in earnest under the leadership of Prime MinistesildaeaRao
and his Finance Minister Manmohan Singh in the early 1990s. India’s turn to
liberalization and openness, like China’s, is all the more striking given the csuntry
economic and political history. For decades leading up to reform, India pursuedd clos
door economic policy combined with Soviet style industrialization programs—ittaat is
say, it had many features of a centralized command economy. This econotagystra
was inspired by the Gandhi’s ideals of economic self-sufficiency which leeaarorner
stone of first Prime Minister, Jawarhalal Nehru’s plan for India. Giveroitnial past,
the prevailing political culture was one of great suspicion of the Westeld. \8ance the
reform era began, India has become impressively integrated into the gairakrcial
order.

Likewise, Soviet reform began in the mid to late 1980s after Gorbachev assumed
power and the unsustainable nature of the country’s economic course began to set in. A
number of factors precipitated the fall of the Soviet Union—the country’s failing
agriculture sector, inefficient industry, falling oil prices, and the glotmataace—but
perhaps most significant among them was the realization that the Soviet model coul
simply not compete with the dynamism of Western global capitalism and thetagles
derived from global production networks. If the West could not be beaten, like China, the

remaining alternative was to join it.
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Russia is in many respects an interesting and hard case for the theopmiécon
reform and integration occur rapidly under Boris Yeltsin and Yegor Gaidar, theeatchit
of Soviet “shock therapy.” But unlike in China, economic reforms failed to produce the
desired results. Throughout most of the 90s, Russia’s economic predicamenewas dir
While China’s process of reform and integration has steadily grown, Russid’basa
been more tortuous. Russia’s relations with the core commercial powers of thieaWées
been characterized by periods of thawing and cooperation but also times of suspicion,
conflict, and retrenchment. The reasons for this are not exactly clear though | ha
become increasingly impressed by the so called “resource curse” thesimgortance
of oil and gas to Russia’s economy and the Kremlin’s budget have influenced politics in
important ways, while at the same time windfall profits from high oil pi@ae given
Russia the freedom to defy international norms and West. Resource endowments have
both shielded Russia from international pressure—Western Europe’s dependence on
Russian energy—while making it more immune from the consequences of an &ggressi
foreign policy, like capital flight for instance. Though Russia strikes ondba®ha
“rogue state,” the country has nonetheless pursued bonding strategies imparignt
respects, albeit not nearly as aggressively as China and India to be satemyth
exploration of Russia’s foreign policy grand-strategy is likely to revepbrtant

strengths in my theory but critical weaknesses as well.
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