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The New Era in
World Politics

ObUeTIoN: I'RAGS AND CULTURAL IDENTITY

o w3, 1992, 50meeting of Russian and American scholars took
" place in the nuditorivne of @ government building in Moscow. Two

weeks calier the Soviel Union had ceased to exist and the Russian

Fedention had become an independent country. As a result, the
# ol Lentn whicl previously graced the stage of the auditorium had disap-
pel i ntead the flag of the Russian Federation was now displayed on the
M wall Tl only problem, one American observed, was that the flag had
i o, apsicde down, Alter this was |)()intg£d out to the Russian hosts, they
Jebly ol quictly corrected the error during the first intermission.
P v enalten the Cold War witnessed the beginnings of dramatic changes
puplen’ identities and thie symbols of those identities. Global politics began
t? weondigied along cultural Tines, Upside-down flags were a sign of the
Jntion, but more and mare the flags are flying high and true, and Russians
wther peoples e mobilizing and marching behind these and other sym-
Bl ol ten new caltueal identitios., '
E O Apul I, 1999, o Thousiand people rallied in Sarajevo waving the flags
N Avibia and Tackey, By llying those hanmers, instead of UN., NATO,
Atnencan thips, these Siajevims identificd themselves with their fellow
alinecand told the world who were their real and notso-real friends.
O October To, 1994, in Tos Angeles 70,000 people marched beneath “a
i ol Nesiein Hags™ protesting, Proposition 187, 4 referendimm imeasure which
ol deny iy state benelits Lo illegal inmigrants and their ehildren, Why
e They “walkiog down the stieet with o Mesican lag and demanding that this
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sy e thena b cduicamon™ abweners asked " e shanld he waving
e Aencan g™ Two weebs Taler o protestors il soareldown the sheet
vt i an Amevicin iy apside down These Hap diplays ensned vietory
ot Proposthion TR, whiel was approved ly 59 pereent of Calilominvolers,

I the post Cold Wi waorld ips comnt mic s do other wbol of eoltral
wlentily, meluding crosses, creseents, and even head covermgs, beequse calture
cotnls i evltunad sdentity is whal w o enninglud o most peaple, Peaple
e discovering new but often old identities e binge e new bt often
oled g wlneh Tead tonwars witle new but often old enenies,

Owie g Wellamelanmmg for Uiis new on was well expressed by the Vene-
tnt tionnbist dengogne in Michael Dibdin's novel, Dead Lagoon: “1here
v he no e fiends withont e enemies, Unless we hnte what we are not,
wecamnol Tove whal we e, These e the old tths we mre painfully redis-
covering aliera centunv and more of sentimental cant. "Fhose w|m(|('n.y them
deny e iy, thei hevitge, e enltoare, then hirthwight, their very selves!
Tlhiey sl not lightly be lorgiven,” The wntortumate tath in these okl traths
cannol be ignored by statesmen and seholags, o peaples seeking ideutity and
rewventing etlimicily, cnemies are essential, and e potentinlly ol (l:mg.cr()\m
cnmties acea actoss e Gt Hines hetween e world's mjor civilizations,

The cential theme of this book is that culiwe and cultir) identities, which
b the broadest Tovel e civilization identitios, me shaping the patterns of
cobesion, disintegration, and contliet in the post Cold Win warld, e five
Pty of this book elaborate corollaries 1o this main [roposition,

Part 1 For the st time in- histore glohal polities s both ywultipolar and
mnllicivilizational; wodemization i distinel from Westernization and s pro-
duciog neither a vniversal civilization i any meiningtul sense norihe Weslern-
zntion ol non Western sociclies.

Pt 11 The balanee ol power among civilizations is shilting: the West iy
declining, i relative: influence; Asian civilizitions s expiiling their ecoe
nomie, wilitary, s politicul sength; tshoy is exploding demmgmphically with
destabilizing consequences for Mustin conmtrics aed thei nmp,hlmrg', md
non Western civilizations penemlly mre veathoming the vithue o their own enl-
hies

Pt 1A civitization hased world onder i cnerping socielios sharing il
b alhinties cooperte with encli other, ellons 1o shifl societiey llom one
civilization o anaother me ansnecessluls conntties proup thenwselves aronigd
e lead o core states ol their civilizntion,

Part IV The West's nmiversalist pretensions wmereasingdy hring it into conllict
Wit other civilizntions, most serionsle with sl and Clibg at the Toeal
level tanlt line wis, lwegely belween Muslins wd non Musdims, penerle

hivecountey wllving,” e threat of bronter excubitton, wd henee olfoy by
core shisten o it hene wim, |

Park M Phe svivil of the West depends on’ Amerten rentfining 1hedr
Wandenn identity nnd Wamteinpm neeepiing theh eivitiantion i Hilgue il
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il and aniting o renew and prescive it against challenges from von-
Westenn socicelion, Avoidinee of a plobal war ol civilizations depends on world
lemder aceepting und cooperating to nwintain the mullicivilizational character
ol global palities,

A NMurrirorar, MuLTICIviLIZATIONAL WORLD

i the post Cold War world, for the first time in history, global politics has

b i nttipolar and multicivilizational. During most of human existence,
vimbeh belween eivilizations were intermittent or nonexistent. Then, with the
heginning ol the modemn era, about a.p. 1500, global politics assumed two
thiamions, For over four hundred years, the nation states of the West—
Wostain, 19anee, Spain, Austria, Prussia, Germany, the United States, and others
combitided a mullipolar intermational system within Western civilization and
e ted, competed, and fought wars with each other. At the same time,
Waentenn nations also expanded, conquered, colonized, or decisively influenced
#ven olher civilization (Map 1.1). During the Cold War global politics became
Wpolar and the warld was divided into three parts. A group of mostly wealthy
mul demoeratic socicties, led by the United States, was engaged in a pervasive
Wlealogical, political, cconomic, and, at times, military competition with a
gonp ol somewhat poorer communist societies associated with and led by the
Newiel Lo, Much of this conflict occurred in the Third World outside these
o camps, composed of countries which often were poor, lacked political
slalulity, were recently independent, and claimed to be nonaligned (Map 1.2).
I the Tate 19805 the communist world collapsed, and the Cold War interna-
Bl system beeamie history. In the post-Cold War world, the most important
dixtinetions among peoples are not ideological, political, or economic. They
e cultanal, Peoples and nations are attempting to answer the most basic
pveion humans can face: Who are we? And they are answering that question
i the taditional way haman beings have answered it, by reference to the
Wit that mean most 1o them. People define themselves in terms of ancestry,
wehpon, lainguage, history, values, customns, and institutions. They identify with
vidlasal pronps: tribes, clhnic groups, religions communities, nations, and, at
e Inoadest Tevel, civilizations. People use politics not just to advance their
interesty butalso to define their identity. We know who we are only when we
ki who we are noband often only when we know whom we are against.
Nittion states remain the principal aclors in world affairs, Their behavior is
ahped as v the past by the parsnit of power and wealth, but it is also shaped
by il prelerenees, commanalitios, and differences. 'The most important
gronpings of stites aie no longer the theee bloes of the Cold War but rather the
world's seven or eight winjor eivilfantions (Map 1.3). Non-Wesler sociclios,
P Hentady i Bt Anin, e devedopling thedr cconomic wealtlh and ereating
e Duwdn S enbianeed ity power s politient inflaence, An their powe
aned well-conldence Inereae, nosWesten socleties Inereuningly et theds
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ot cultaned salues aid et tiose inposed” o e e Wod e
“iternational satem ol e twenty fust century,” ey Nt han noed,
o wlbeontim ol Teast sis iior powers e Unite Stuten, "n“llll’l’, Clina,
Japan, Russia, nod probably India - as well as a maltiplicty ol wedinm sized
i snaller conntries.™ ! Kissinger's six major powers belong 1o hve very differ-
ent civilizations, and in addition there are important Islamic states whose
Mualegic locations, Targe populations, and/or oil resources make them influen-
lial in world alfuirs. I this new world, local politics is the politics of ethnicity;
plobal polities is the politics of civilizations, The rivalry of the superpowers is
replaced by the clash of civilizations.

I this new world the most pervasive, important, and dangerous conflicts
will not be between social classes, rich and poor, or other economically defined
groups, bul hetween peoples belonging to different cultural entities. Tribal wars
and - ellmic conflicts will occur within civilizations. Violence between states
and groaps from different civilizations, however, carries with it the potential for
cscalalion as other states and groups from these civilizations rally to the support
ol their “kin countries.”? The bloody clash of clans in Somalia poses no threat
of broader conflict. 'I'he bloody clash of tribes in Rwanda has consequences for
Uganda, Zaire, and Burundi but not much further. The bloody clashes of
civilizations in Bosnia, the Caucasus, Central Asia, or Kashmir could become
bigger wars. In the Yugoslav conflicts, Russia provided diplomatic support to
the Serbs, and Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Iran, and Libya provided funds and arms
lo the Bosnians, not for reasons -of ideology or power politics or economic
interest but because of cultural kinship. “Cultural conflicts” Vaclav Havel has
ohserved, “are incrcasing and are more dangerous today than at any time in
history,” and Jacques Delors agreed that “future conflicts will be sparked by
cultural factors rather than economics or ideology.”” And the most dangerous
cultural conflicts are those along the fault lines between civilizations.

In the post—Cold War world, culture is both a divisive and a unifying force.
People separated by ideology but united by culture come together, as the two
Germanys did and as the two Koreas and the several Chinas are beginning to.
Socicties united by ideology or historical circumstance but divided by civiliza-
tion cither come apart, as did the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and Bosnia, or are
subjected to intense strain, as is the case with Ukraine, Nigeria, Sudan, India,
Sri lianka, and many others. Countries with cultural affinities cooperate eco-
homically and politically. International organizations based on states with cul-
tural commonality, such as the European Union, are far more successful than
those that attempt to transcend cultures. For forty-five years the Iron Curtain
was the central dividing line in Europe. That line has moved several hundred
miles east. It is now the line separating the peoples of Western Chrislianily, on
the one hand, from Muslim and Orthodox peoples on the other,

'I'he philosophical assumptions, underlying values, social relations, customs,
imd overall outlooks on life differ significantly among civilizatlons. ‘e reviial-
ization of religion throughont much of the world is relnforelng Mese eoliurl
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diterenees Cultupes ean vlmngﬁ, il the vt ol then inpuel on palities
atid voomomies caun vy liony e 'wnml Wamotlier Yel the mnjor dillerences
e political wnd ceommnie |luw|n|nnm|| sinong envthzalions e c‘lv:u'ly‘r()()‘l'cd
i then different coltgren, [t Avtan eonomie suecess has its souree in Last
Astan eoltue, as do the ditfiweudties st Asian sociclies have had in achieving
stahle demoeratic political sysleis, Islinnice culture explains in large part the
Iwihie of democraey to emerge momneh of the Muslim world. Deve]opme.nts
i e postecommunist sociclies of Mastern Iturope and th.e former Soviet Um.on
wre shaiped by thedr civilizational identities. Those with Western Chnsha.n
henitpes e imaking progress toward economic development 'and democratic
puhities; the prospects for economic and political developmerllt in the Orthodox
vonmlries are uncertain; the prospects in the Muslim republics are bleak.

'I'he West is and will remain for years to come the most powerful civilization.
Yol s power relative to that of other civilizations is declining. As the ‘W'est
wHempls Lo assert its values and to protect its interests, non-Wgstern so“met]es
comltont o choice. Some attempt to emulate the West and to join or to “band-
wipon” with the West. Other Confucian and Islamic societies attemgt to'ex-
ol their own economic and military power to resist and to “balanf:e against
the Wesl. A central axis of post—Cold War world politics is thus the interaction
ol Weslern power and culture with the power and culture of non-Western
ehalizalions, o

[ su, the post—Cold War world is a world of seven or eight major cwﬂxzw
how, Cullural commonalities and differences shape the interests, antagonisms,
mid associations of states. The most important countries in the world come
merwhehningly from different civilizations. The local conflicts most li'kely to
ewealile into broader wars are those between groups and states from different
omahizations. 'The predominant patterns of political and economic de\/elopment
dilter frowr civilization to civilization. The key issues on the international
apenda involve differences among civilizations. Power is shifti.n.g from the long
predonminamt West to non-Western civilizations. Global politics has become
mullipolar and multicivilizational.

Ornrr WORLDS?

Maps and Paradigms. This picture of post-Cold War world politics shaped
by cnltaral factors and involving interactions among states and groups from
dillerent civilizations is highly simplified. It omits many things, distorts some
things, and obscures others. Yet if we are to think seriously about the world,
and aet effectively i it some sort of simplified map of reality, some theory,
coneepl, madel, paradigm, is necessary. Without such inlcllccl'u'ul constructs,
there is, ns William James said, only “a bloomin® buzzin® confusion.” Inlellee-
o i seientilic advanee, Thonms Kuhn showed in his elassic 'The Strueture
of Seientifte Revolutions, conniniy ol the displicement ol one patadigim, which
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Tt b onne e sty 1o apable ol explating new oy iewdy discovered Licts,
v new pandigon, whnely does account Tor Hhyome Tl g sone sabndactony
bdionr Ty e neeepted as e paadigm,” Kuh wrole, "a theon nnsl seemn
betier i ity competitors, but it need not, and in fuet never does, esplain all
the faets witl which it can be confronted.™ “Finding one's way thiongh unfa-
milian terain,” Jolon Lewis Gaddis also wisely observed, “generally requires a
map ol some sort. Cartography, like cognition itself, is a necessary simplifica-
ton thatallows us 1o see where we are, and where we may be going.” The Cold
Wi image of superpower competition was, as he points out, such a model,
aticulated st by Harry “Trinuan, as “an exercise in geopolitical cartography
that depicled the intemational landscape in terms everyone could understand,
ancl so doing prepared the way for the sophisticated strategy of containment
that was soon 1o follow.” World views and causal theories are indispensable
puicdes o international politics.’
lYor forty ycars students and practitioners of international relations thought
s acted interms of the highly simplified but very useful Cold War paradigm
of world alTairs. 'I'his paradigm could not account for everything that went on
in world politics. 'Ihere were many anomalies, to use Kuhn’s term, and at times
the paradigm blinded scholars and statesmen to major developments, such as
the Sino-Soviel split. Yet as a simple model of global politics, it accounted for
more important phenomena than any of its rivals, it was an essential starting
point for thinking about international affairs, it came to be almost universally
tccepled, and it shaped thinking about world politics for two generations.
Simplified paradigms or maps are indispensable for human thought and
action, On the one hand, we may explicitly formulate theories or models and
consciously use them to guide our behavior. Alternatively, we may deny the
need for such guides and assume that we will act only in terms of specific
“abjective” facts, dealing with each case “on its merits.” If we assume this,
however, we delude ourselves. For in the back of our minds are hidden assump-
lions, hiases, and prejudices that determine how we perceive reality, what facts
we look at, and how we judge their importance and merits. We need explicit
orimplicit inodels so as to be able to:

I order and generalize about reality;

2. understand cansal relationships among phenomena;

3. anlicipale and, if we are lucky, predict future developments;
‘L distinguish what is important from what is unimportant; and
v show us whal paths we should take to achieve our goals.

Isvery model or map is an abstraction and will be more useful for some
priposes than for others. A road map shows us how to drive from A to B, bt
will not be very nselul if we are piloting a plane, in which case we will want a
nup highlighting airfields, radio beacons, Might paths, and lopogrphy. With
to . however, we will be lost, The more detailed o map e more fully il
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wilvetlecbealie: A estiemely detates] map, boweser, will ol be aselal o
iy purposes HEwe wish el B e b oy Tooanother onsamajor
eapreswan, wedonot need aid oy sl contosng o miap which includes
mnche pdormation airelaled o patomotive: fansportation and in which the
mfor highways e lost in w comples imass ol secondary roads. A map, on the
ather hand, which had only one espressway on it would climinate much reality
woed Tt oune ability to find altemative routes if the expressway were blocked
I major accident. T shorl, we need a map that both portrays reality and
mmplifies realily ina way that best serves our purposes. Several maps or para-
dipns ol waorld politics were advanced at the end of the Cold War.

One World: [suphoria and Harmony. One widely articulated paradigm was
bised on the assumption that the end of the Cold War meant the end of
apnihcant conflict in global politics and the emergence of one relatively har-
monious world. 'The most widely discussed formulation of this model was the
“eal of history” thesis advanced by Francis Fukuyama.” “We may be wit-
nessing,” I'nknyama argued, “. .. the end of history as such: that is, the end
poinl of mankind’s ideological evolution and the universalization of Western
liberal democracy as the final form of human government.” To be sure, he
winid, sonie conflicts may happen in places in the Third World, but the global
conllict is over, and not just in Europe. “It is precisely in the non-European
wotld” that the big changes have occurred, particularly in China and the Soviet
Union. 'T'he war of ideas is at an end. Believers in Marxist-Leninism may still
enisl “in places like Managua, Pyongyang, and Cambridge, Massachusetts,” but
averall liberal democracy has triumphed. The future will be devoted not to
preil exhilarating struggles over ideas but rather to resolving mundane eco-
nomic and technical problems. And, he concluded rather sadly, it will all be
ridher boring ¢

The expectation of harmony was widely shared. Political and intellectual
leaders elaborated similar views. The Berlin wall had come down, communist
repimes had collapsed, the United Nations was to assume a new importance,
the former Cold War rivals would engage in “partnership” and a “grand bar-
patin,” peacckeeping and peacemaking would be the order of the day. The
President of the world’s leading country proclaimed the “new world order”; the
president of, argnably, the world’s leading university vetoed appointment of a
prolessor of seeurity studies because the need had disappeared: “Hallelujah!
We study war no more because war is no more.”

'I'ie moment of cuphoria at the end of the Cold War generated an illusion
ol lmrmony, which was soon revealed to be exactly that. The world became
different in the carly 1990s, but not necessarily more peaceful. Change was
inevilable; progress was nol. Similar illnsions of llarmony flourished, briefly, at

* A punallel e ol aginent based not on the end ol the Cold/ Wi bot on long-lerm
ceononiie and soctal frends producing w “viversal civilizntion” i diseussed i chapleds 3,
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the end ol each ol the twenbietl centiny'y ofhe en vomflie e Wonlld Wan |
win e “swan ocend wans™ i 1o ke the workd side o sleni ey World
Wi H, ns Fumiklin Roosevelt put i, would “end e systein of umlateral action,
the escelusive alliances, the balanees of power, and all the otlher expedicnts that
have heen tried for centuries —and have always failed.” Tistead we will ave
“umiversal organizalion” of “peacedoving Nations” and the beginnings of a
“permanent structure of peace”” World War I, however, generated commu-
nism, fuseisim, and the reversal of a century-old trend toward democracy. World
War Il produced a Cold War that was truly global. The illusion of harmony at
the end of that Cold War was soon dissipated by the multiplication of ethnic
conflicts and “cthnic cleansing,” the breakdown of law and order, the emer-
genee of new patterns of alliance and conflict among states, the resurgence of
neo-conmmunist and neo-fascist movements, intensification of religious funda-
menlalism, the end of the “diplomacy of smiles” and “policy of yes” in Russia’s
relations with the West, the inability of the United Nations and the United
Stales to suppress bloody local conflicts, and the increasing assertiveness of a
rising China. In the five years after the Berlin wall came down, the word
“genocide” was heard far more often than in any five years of the Cold War.
"The one harmonious world paradigm is clearly far too divorced from reality to
he o useful guide to the post—Cold War world.

Two Worlds: Us and Them. While one-world expectations appear at the end
ol major conflicts, the tendency to think in terms of two worlds recurs through-
oul himan history. People are always tempted to divide people into us and
lhem, the in-group and the other, our civilization and those barbarians. Schol-
ars have analyzed the world in terms of the Orient and the Occident, North
and South, center and periphery. Muslims have traditionally divided the world
into Dar al-Islam and Dar al-Harb, the abode of peace and the abode of war.
‘This distinction was reflected, and in a sense reversed, at the end of the Cold
War by American scholars who divided the world into “zones of peace” and
“zones of turmoil.” The former included the West and Japan with about 15
pereent of the world’s population, the latter everyone else.

Depending upon how the parts are defined, a two-part world picture may in
samne measure correspond with reality. The most common division, which
appears under various names, is between rich (modern, developed) countries
s poor (traditional, nudeveloped or developing) countries. Historically corre-
lating wille this cconomic division is the cultural division between West and
last, where the emphasis is less on differences in economic well-being and
more on dilferences immderlying philosophy, values, and way of life.” Fach of
ese images reflects some clements of reality yet also suffers limilations. Rich
moderm counlries share characteristics which differentiate them from poor
telitional countries, which also share characteristics. Differencen in wealth
nuy lead o conflicts between socicties, bul the evidence siggents tal (his

et
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bappens: prwantly when el el s pesetbul societies allempl o conguer
md colomize poot wd o Wadiional societies: TPlhe West did this for four
hondied vems, wnd then some of the colonies rebelled and waged wars of
Hhertion against the colmal powens, who may well have lost the will to
empite. I the cusrent world, decolonization has occurred and colonial wars of
hberation have been repliaced by confliels among the liberated peoples.

AL more general level, conllicls between rich and poor are unlikely be-
vanse, exeepl in special circmnstances, the poor countries lack the political
unity, cconomic power, and military capability to challenge the rich countries.
lieonomic development in Asia and Latin America is blurring the simple
dichotomy of haves and havenots. Rich states may fight trade wars with each
other; poor states may fight violent wars with each other; but an international
cliss war between the poor South and the wealthy North is almost as far from
realily as one happy harmonious world.

'I'he cultural bifurcation of the world division is still less useful. At some
level, the West is an entity. What, however, do non-Western societies have in
common other than the fact that they are non-Westem? Japanese, Chinese,
Hinda, Muslim, and African civilizations share little in terms of religion, social
slinelure, institutions, and prevailing values. The uuity of the non-West and
lhe 1%ast-West dichotomy are myths created by the West. These myths suffer
the defects of the Orientalism which Edward Said appropriately criticized for
promioting “the difference between the familiar (Europe, the West, ‘us’) and
the strange (the Orient, the East, ‘them’)” and for assuming the inherent
superiority of the former to the latter.’* During the Cold War the world was,
i considerable measure, polarized along an ideological spectrum. There is,
however, no single cultural spectrum. The polarization of “East” and “West”
cwllurally is in part another consequence of the universal but unfortunate
practice of calling European civilization Western civilization. Instead of “East
and West,” it is more appropriate to speak of “the West and the rest,” which at
least implies the existence of many non-Wests. The world is too complex to be
uselully envisioned for most purposes as simply divided economically between
North and South or culturally between East and West.

I8+ States, More or Less. A third map of the post-Cold War world derives
hom what is often called the “realist” theory of international relations. Ac-
cotding to this theory states are the primary, indeed, the only important actors
m world affairs, the relation among states is one of anarchy, and hence to
msure Their survival and securily, states invariably attempt to maximize their
power. [Fone stale sees another state mnercasing its power and thereby becoming
a polential threat, it attempls 1o proleel ils own security by strengthening its
puwer anc/or by ullying fwell with other states. The interests and actions of the
more or less TR+ stulew of the post Cold War world can be predicted from
Uhese wsstnptions,!!
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This “reahst™ pretie of the world iy g highly setol slwting protnl for analy
g interational wllies and explains waeh state belvtor Staten e and will
remain the dominant entities in world allairs., They matntain winies, condiel
diplomacy, negotiate treatics, ight wars, control intermutional mpanizalions,
influence and in considerable measure shape production atrd commerce. ‘e
govermnents of states give priority to insuring the external scetrily of their
states (although they often may give higher priority to insuring their security as
4 government against internal threats). Overall this statist paradigm does pro-
vide a more realistic picture of and guide to global politics than the one- or
wo-world paradigins.

[t also, however, suffers severe limitations.

It assumes all states perceive their interests in the same way and act in
the same way. Its simple assumption that power is all is a starting point for
understanding state behavior but does not get one very far. States define their
mlerests in terms of power but also in terms of much else besides. States often,
ol course, attempt to balance power, but if that is all they did, Western Furo-
pean countries would have coalesced with the Soviet Union against the United
Stales in the late 1940s. States respond primarily to perceived threats, and the
Western European states then saw a political, ideological, and military threat
lrom the Fast. They saw their interests in a way which would not have been
predicted by classic realist theory. Values, culture, and institutions pervasively
influence how states define their interests. The interests of states are also shaped
nol only by their domestic values and institutions but by international norms
and institutions. Above and beyond their primal concern with security, different
types of states define their interests in different ways. States with similar cultures
and institutions will see common interest. Democratic states have commonali-
lies with other democratic states and hence do not fight each other. Canada
does not have to ally with another power to deter invasion by the United States.

Al a basic Tevel the assumptions of the statist paradigm have been true
throughout history. They thus do not help us to understand how global politics
aller the Cold War will differ from global politics during and before the Cold
War. Yel elearly there are differences, and states pursue their interests differently
o one historical period to another.-In the post-Cold War world, states
increasingly define their interests in civilizational terms. They cooperate with
andally themselves with states with similar or common culture and are more
olten in conllict with countries of different culture. States define threats in
letms ol the intentions of other states, and those intentions and how they
e perecived are powerlly shaped by cultural considerations, Pablics and
satesmen e less Tikely 1o see threats emerging from people they fecl they
vnderstand and cin st hecause of shared langnage, religion, vilnes, instito-
hons, and calture, They are el more likely 1o see Uirenty coming rom stales
whose societios have different enltares and henee whileh they do not under-
stund and Teel they cimmot trust. Now that s MarsistsLentuisd 8oviet Uon no
longes poses - theent 1o the Free World and e United Niuten 1o fonmen
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preaes e connleriog threat to the commmnist world, countries in ])(7[]1 worlds
irensingly see threats consing lron societies which are culturally different.
While states reniain the primary actors in world affairs, they also are suffering
lmnes i sovercignty, functions, and power. International institutions now assert
the right lo jndge and to constrain what states do in their own territory. In
wome eases, most notably in Furope, international institutions have assumed
inportant functions previously performed by states, and powerf.ul' intern’aFional
bureaneracies have been created which operate directly on individual citizens.
Clobally there has been a trend for state governments to lose power also through
dlevolution to substate, regional, provincial, and local political entities. In many
sales, including those in the developed world, regional movements exist.pro-
minting substantial autonomy or secession. State governments have in Con51de'r-
able measure lost the ability to control the flow of money in and out of their
country and are having increasing difficulty controlling the flows of ideas,
technology, goods, and people. State borders, in short, have become increas-
ingly permeable. All these developments have led many to see the grad'ual end
of the hard, “billiard ball” state, which purportedly has been the norm since the
1ealy of Westphalia in 1648, and the emergence of a varied, comple'x, multi-
lavered international order more closely resembling that of medieval times.

Sheer Chaos. The weakening of states and the appearance of “failed states”
contribute to a fourth image of a world in anarchy. This paradigm stresses: Fhe
eakdown of governmental authority; the breakup of states; the intensiﬁ@t_mn
of hibal, ethnic, and religious conflict; the emergence of internationa.l criminal
ninlis; refugees multiplying into the tens of millions; the proliferation of nu-
¢lear and other weapons of mass destruction; the spread of terrorism; the
pevalence of massacres and ethnic cleansing. This picture of a world in ch.aos
wus convincingly set forth and summed up in the titles of two penetrating
works published in 1993: Out of Control by Zbigniew Brzezinski and Pandae-
monium by Daniel Patrick Moynihan.? .

like the states paradigm, the chaos paradigm is close to reality. It provides a
praphic and accurate picture of much of what is going on in the world, -apd
nnlike the states paradigm, it highlights the significant changes in world politics
that have occurred with, the end of the Cold War. As of early 1993, for instance,
an estimated 48 ethnic wars were occurring throughout the world, and 164
“lerrilorial-ethnic claims and conflicts concerning borders” existed in the for-
mer Soviet Union, of which 30 had involved some form of armed conflict.™
Yet il suffers even more Than the states paradigm in being too close to reality.
The world may be chaos bul it is not totally without order. An image of
nniversal and wadifferentisted anarchy provides few clues for understanding
the world, for ordering eventy und evaluating their importance, for pl'cdicl:ing
bends in the anurehy, for didinguishing among types of chaos and lllt“il' possibly
ditferent cuvves unel earmegences, and lor developing guidelines lor govern-
mental policy minkers,



