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Abstract
Sovereignty remains the key concept and principle according to which the
world is ordered. But sovereignty is also a disputed concept and a contested
social practice; it has come under fierce assault from a number of diverse
sources. Sovereignty is paradoxical in nature and hypocritically practised.
States have different empirical degrees and qualitative types of sovereignty,
ranging from the merely formal to the substantial to the popular. States also
have different dispositions towards sovereignty, and are liable to project their
own in different ways in pursuit of conflicting objectives. Different groups of
states attempt to impose their understandings and beliefs on the
international system. There are three ideal types which help us to understand
the issue of sovereignty and the interactions of sovereign states. These are
respectively Westphalian, liberal and anti-utopian. The Westphalian paradigm
has the maintenance and protection of state sovereignty as its key concept.
The liberal paradigm is conceived in terms of the concept of popular
sovereignty and controversies over the extent to which this ideal should be
promoted and exported. The anti-utopian paradigm is conceived in terms of
the concept of quasi-sovereignty or the loss of sovereignty, and in terms of
resistance to attempts to impose globalization and liberal values on
recalcitrant states and cultures.

1 Introduction

Sovereignty remains the key concept and principle according to which the
world is ordered. But sovereignty is also a disputed concept and a contested
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social practice; it has come under fierce assault from a number of diverse
sources. The present system of sovereign states is conventionally understood
to have had its origins in the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia. The norms and prac-
tices of this European system were then applied to the non-Western world as
international society expanded, and became ‘standards of civilization’ (Bull
and Watson, 1984; Gong, 1984). The spread of the system of sovereign states
is therefore closely related to the spread of European imperialism. This not-
withstanding, many anti-colonial movements cast their claims to
independence in terms of demands for their own sovereign state. The sover-
eign state, originally an agent of imperialist expansion, had become a political
aspiration for those wishing to defend themselves against imperialism. Sover-
eign status is now jealously guarded by former colonies and non-Western
states.

For much of this century, Western realist thought has also placed signifi-
cant emphasis on the principle of state sovereignty. However, more recent
critical scholarship has historicized the origins of the Westphalian system,
and shown how the concept of sovereignty has itself changed and developed
over time. It can be suggested that we are entering a late- or post-
Westphalian phase in international relations in that the priority of state
sovereignty is being subjected to increasing scrutiny. However, it has also
been claimed that many purportedly sovereign states are in fact ‘quasi-sover-
eign’ and possessed only of negative and formal-juridicial sovereign status
(Jackson, 1990). Constructivists have suggested that a popular or liberal
conception of sovereignty is replacing the legalist conception that has tradi-
tionally formed the basis of international law (Deudney, 1996; Onuf, 1998).
It has also been suggested that the significance of the Westphalian system of
rules has always been exaggerated, that international institutionalization is
not strong, and that we live in a system organized according to principles of
‘organized hypocrisy’ (Krasner, 1999). In this conclusion we survey these
recent developments in the study of conceptual, empirical and historical
aspects of state sovereignty. We also advance three ideal types which help to
locate discussion of the motives and interactions of sovereign states.

2 The paradox of sovereignty

The idea of sovereignty is at root paradoxical. According to Hinsley’s (1986)
classic definition, sovereignty entails the ‘idea that there is a final and absolute
political authority in the political community . . . and no final and absolute
authority exists elsewhere’. Hinsley argues that sovereignty is a historical
achievement, and that locating final authority within the community simul-
taneously challenges the validity of any external claims to authority. This idea
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of domestic sovereignty also has clear implications for relations between sov-
ereigns. According to the idea of internal sovereignty, final authority lies
within the community. According to the idea of external authority, there is no
final authority among states because each state is an authority independent of
the others. On this conception states are existentially separate and ontologi-
cally antecedent to their social relations. This affirmation of sovereignty
nevertheless serves to constitute other states as outsiders, albeit as sovereign
others. The absence of supreme central political authority has led to a charac-
terization of political relations between sovereign states as anarchical.

However, the claim that sovereign states are discrete actors and are some-
how antecedent to their international relations is at odds with the fact that
sovereignty also requires recognition; the act of recognition is necessary in
order for states to function as sovereign entities. The claim of a sovereign
state to exercise final authority within its own boundaries depends logically
on the extension of this same right to all states, and states therefore consti-
tute each other as sovereign (Hinsley, 1986). But the idea that one actor can
constitute another as sovereign is at root contractictory. Mayall (1990) refers
to this as the paradox of state sovereignty; the fact that two of the key ideas
associated with sovereignty – power and recognition – exist in critical ten-
sion. This need for recognition also clearly indicates that purportedly
sovereign states are actually actors embedded in a complex of structured
social processes. Since the end of the Cold War, a great deal of reflectivist
scholarship has attempted to demonstrate that we should conceive of state
sovereignty in this way.

3 Westphalian international society?

Theorists of international society take this to mean that sovereign states are
constituted by, and together constitute, a society of states. Hedley Bull (1995)
famously defines a society of states as existing where ‘a group of states, con-
scious of certain common interests and certain common values, form a society
in that they conceive themselves to be bound by a common set of rules in their
relations with one another, and share in the working of common institutions’.
What are the rules by which sovereign states consider themselves to be bound
in international society? Jackson (2000) defines these rules as follows (i) sover-
eign equality, respect for the rights inherent in sovereignty; (ii) refraining from
the threat or the use of force; (ii) inviolability of frontiers; (iv) territorial
integrity of states; (v) peaceful settlement of disputes; (vi) non-intervention
in internal affairs; (vii) respect for human rights; (viii) equal rights and
self-determination of peoples; (ix) co-operation among states; (x) fulfilment
in good faith of obligations under international law. The six most important
norms on this list refer to the sanctity and preservation of state sovereignty.
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Jackson refers to state sovereignty as the most important norm – or
Grundnorm – of international relations.

3.1 Organized hypocrisy
However, it has been suggested that the term ‘state sovereignty’ is doing too
much work, and that the term ‘sovereignty’ refers to a cluster of concepts and
attributes that need to be disaggregated. Drawing on the work of Krasner
(1999) and Litfin (1997), one might suggest that sovereignty possesses five
properties: territory, recognition, autonomy against external interference, con-
trol of borders, and legitimacy. Legitimacy can refer, in Weberian terms, to the
possession of a legitimate monopoly on the internal use of force. It can also
refer to constitutive recognition in international society. Jackson (1990) has
noted that many of Africa’s weak states exist because of the status conferred
on them by international recognition, and not by virtue of substantial empiri-
cal statehood, such as the ability of a centralized sovereign power to control
borders and exercise internal rule. Other states such as Taiwan have many of
the positive attributes that would conventionally be associated with the pos-
session of substantial sovereign statehood, and yet do not enjoy international
legal recognition (Krasner, 1999). These two examples hopefully serve to illus-
trate the basic point that when we refer to state sovereignty, we can be
referring to a number of different attributes.

Only a very few states have possessed all of these attributes. It is perhaps
more helpful to identify four different types of sovereignty (Krasner, 1999).
As we have seen above, theorists of international society place a great deal
of emphasis on international legal sovereignty and the related norms of sov-
ereignty and non-intervention that comprise Westphalian sovereignty. But
domestic sovereignty and interdependence sovereignty are also important.
Domestic sovereignty relates to the organization of public authority within
the state. Is it legitimate and/or effective? Is the state able to maintain order,
collect taxes, regulate pornography, repress drug use, prevent abortion, mini-
mize corruption and control crime? All states experience difficulties
protecting their borders and controlling the flow of drugs, disease, informa-
tion, capital, crime and humans. This aspect of sovereignty is referred to as
interdependence sovereignty.

Krasner argues that

none of the best-developed approaches to international relations adequately
conceptualize how international legal sovereignty and Westphalian
sovereignty have actually functioned. Both are examples of organized
hypocrisy. Their defining rules have endured and been widely recognized and
endorsed but, at the same time, sometimes compromised – in the case of
Westphalian sovereignty frequently compromised. (1999, p. 72)
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He claims that constructivists and theorists of international society have
understated the importance of power and self-interest in global politics, and
have overemphasized the significance of international as opposed to domestic
roles and norms. For Krasner it is wrong to suggest that Westphalian sover-
eignty is the operative principle in international relations, but it is equally
mistaken to believe that Westphalian logic is being supplanted by the emer-
gence of institutional norms and global governance. Instead, the Westphalian
system is honoured in the breach, and we live in a system in which West-
phalian standards are used as resources in a system of organized hypocrisy.

3.2 Historicizing Westphalia
According to the conventional view of international law during the Cold War
period, it was the Treaty of Westphalia (1648) that ushered in the modern
period of the nation-state and state sovereignty, departing from the previous
medieval pattern, in the case of Europe, of religious universality and political
feudalism. However, the fact is that before and after the Treaty of Westphalia,
the landscape of Europe did not change dramatically, as Spruyt (1993) amply
demonstrates. One of the key features of the Treaty of Westphalia is the
emphasis on territoriality. Whereas feudalism defined authority in terms of a
hierarchy of personal relationships, after Westphalia borders became the criti-
cal factor determining the legitimate extent of the exercise of sovereign
authority. It is clear that Westphalia codified the sovereignty of the territorial
state.

However, Bueno de Mesquita (2000) suggests that it is most accurate to
conceive of Westphalia as an important event in a process which began some
500 years earlier. If we define sovereignty as an exclusive property right exer-
cised over a specified territorial space, then sovereignty came into existence
as the result of the Concordat of Worms in 1122. The Concordat of Worms
and the associated agreements established a property right which related to
the king as a head of state rather than as an individual. This new source of
revenue represented an early element in the establishment of state sover-
eignty, including the right to raise taxes within a defined territory, which is
often regarded as one of the central elements of sovereignty enunciated at
Westphalia. This fiduciary role of the monarch was new, and created compe-
tition between the pope and kings over political control. Bueno De Mesquita
argues that the competition which was institutionalized at Worms provided
the catalyst for the construction of new executive, judicial, taxing and legis-
lative apparatus which eventually emerged as the state as we know it. On this
view, and contrary to the myth of origin which has emerged around 1648,
Westphalia does not enjoy dramatically different qualitative status from
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what went before. It is one of many important staging posts on the journey
to the modern society of states.

3.3 The expansion of Westphalian and international legal
sovereignty
The society of states evolved in the context of the breakdown of medieval
Christendom and was initially a European institution. It is rooted in the polit-
ical culture of the European peoples. It became a transatlantic institution
following the American revolution of the late eighteenth century. The begin-
ning of the universalization of international society began with the accession
of the Ottoman Empire to the Treaty of Paris in 1856. The extension of inter-
national society beyond Europe (including Turkey) and America was first
generally recognized by the Hague Conferences of 1899 and 1907, where most
states of the Americas and several non-Western states, including Japan, were
represented (Jackson, 2000). Further expansions of international society took
place with the founding of the League of Nations in 1919 and later the United
Nations in 1945.

Since that time there have been two further surges in membership of inter-
national society. These can be attributed to the wave of decolonization in
Africa and Asia, which reflected the post-war diminution of European
power, and the rash of new states created by the disintegration of the Soviet
Union at the end of the Cold War. At the end of World War Two, there were
only fifty-one sovereign states in the world, mostly European states and
white-settled ex-colonies. When the UN headquarters building in New York
was designed in 1945, the architect projected that the building would eventu-
ally have to accommodate a maximum of 100 member-states. However, by
the mid-1960s, there were far more than 100 and the figure is now
approaching 200. Only in the last forty or fifty years has international soci-
ety become a truly inclusive global association. As Spruyt (2000) has noted,
there are ironic elements to the creation of the modern state system at the
second millennium’s end. Initially the European inventors of the principle of
sovereign territorial rule denied that same principle to the non-European
subject territories. These former subjects, however, turned the principle
against their masters to obtain their independence. But in so doing they also
participated in the final completion (and perhaps the high-water mark) of
the West European project: the full expansion of the Westphalian order
across the globe.

3.4 Nationalism and self-determination
It is, of course, possible to suggest that international society is not yet inclu-
sive, and that there remain many frustrated would-be member nations with
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strong cases for political independence. After Westphalia there remained many
actors and entities that are best described as medieval, such as the Hanseatic
League, the Italian city-states, the empires of Central Europe, and the Vatican.
It is only from the nineteenth century onwards that sovereign states came to
occupy a central place in global politics, with territorially based nation states
born one after another within Europe (Germany and Italy) as well as in its
periphery (the United States and Japan). Also, according to Caporoso (2000),
nationalism was a phenomenon that only took off during the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries. Although we regard nationalism as a central feature of
the modern political landscape, the political system of the seventeenth century
did not rest on anything like the cultural groups which developed much later.
Even apparently homogenous nation-states are often recent amalgamations of
different ethnic and racial groups.

What is the precise nature of the relationship between states and nations?
Deutsch et al. (1957) characterize this as a demand-side phenomenon, where
communities of identity formed and then chose their own sovereign institu-
tions. Tilly (1992), on the contrary, suggests that as part of the project of
consolidating state power, state leaders create loyal subjects and citizens by
cultivating a myth of origin, teaching civic pride, and inculcating numerous
national symbols in the minds of their subjects. There are thus contrasting
views on whether nations make states, or states make nations. How exactly
are we to evaluate the existing degree of congruence between state and
national boundaries? It has become conventional to bemoan the lack of
congruence, and to identify it as one of the primary sources of conflict in
contemporary international society. But Caporoso (2000) suggests that,
given the recentness of the phenomenon of nationalism, the congruence
between state and national boundaries is actually far closer than we might
reasonably expect.

This further raises the question of whether self-determination is or is not
a feature of the contemporary society of states. It is commonly held to be so,
and is often mentioned in the same breath as state sovereignty and
non-intervention as if it were a complementary aspect of the sovereignty
compact. But, of course, if the principle of self-determination for peoples
were to be applied literally, then the implications for the contemporary soci-
ety of states would be nothing short of subversive. As Spruyt (2000) notes,
self-determination is untenable in practice unless one argues that the roughly
3000–5000 ethnic groups that exist today should all be allowed to constitute
independent states. Jackson (2000) argues that self-determination is not part
of the contemporary Westphalian compact. It is clear that the principle of
self-determination has been applied selectively and inconsistently during the
twentieth century.
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3.5 Legitimacy
There is a further problem with the issue of legitimacy. The Concordat of
Worms and the Treaty of Westphalia both contributed to the establishment
of the territorially sovereign state, but they did not establish the modern sover-
eign state as we know it. As Litfin (2000) suggests, a central feature of
modernity is that state authority has been conceived as resting on the consent
of the governed. Worms fomented and Westphalia legitimated the power of
monarchs within territorially delineated jurisdictions, but this concept of the
state was based far more in terms of divine right than in any notion of con-
sent. Thomson (1994) also argues that the state’s oft-touted monopoly of
legitimate violence did not arrive until the middle of the nineteenth century.
Although the formal juridical elements of sovereignty existed centuries earlier,
the substantial distinction between the legitimately sovereign inside and the
anarchical outside did not emerge until much later. Onuf and Klink (1989)
further note that the validity of the distinction between inside and outside did
not emerge until the consolidation of substantial democracy. The term sover-
eignty contains numerous elements and embodies too many imprecise terms
which need to be unpacked. One of the major problems is the conflation of
the ideas of legitimacy and authority. It is common, but not at all necessarily
accurate, to associate the term sovereignty with the popularly sovereign mod-
ern nation-state.

3.6 Quasi-sovereignty
The concept of failed states is important here. Jackson defines such states
as having self-destructed from within as a result of armed anarchy. Such
countries are political failures and their condition is self-inflicted. Failed states
cannot or will not safeguard the minimal civil conditions of life for their
citizens, such as domestic peace, law and order, and good governance
(Jackson, 2000). They subvert the logic that is conventionally held to govern
the assignation of sovereign statehood. Instead, failed states have a juridical
existence and are internationally recognized as such, but they have little if any
substantive empirical existence. The fact of international recognition as
member-states of the United Nations makes it difficult for intervention to
occur in what may be illegitimate and highly dangerous domestic political
circumstances.

States have this legal independence largely as a result of the emergence of
a postcolonial international society that regarded political and legal emanci-
pation as an imperative which was not dependent on the substantive
domestic social and economic conditions of would-be states. One of the new
norms of postcolonial international society has been that societies were
granted independence even if they were in no position to exercise it in ways
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conventionally associated with sovereign statehood. These include, as we saw
above, active control of a territory and its borders, and so on. What Jackson
refers to as the ‘international guarantee’ of juridical statehood brought into
existence a number of insubstantial states which he suggests we should refer
to as ‘quasi-states’ (Jackson 1990, 2000). Many of these entities are the
successor states of defunct colonial empires or Communist federations
that have failed to consolidate internally with the advent of independence.
Jackson (2000) is prepared to identify the following states as having been
failed states during the 1990s: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Armenia,
Azerbaijan, Burundi, Cambodia, Chad, Columbia, Congo, Georgia, Haiti,
Indonesia, Iraq, Liberia, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan
and the former Yugoslavia.

According to Article 4 of the UN Charter, there is a substantive require-
ment for membership which stipulates that member-states are ‘able and
willing to carry out’ their Charter requirements. However in the emerging
postcolonial international political climate it became untenable to make
political independence conditional upon a capacity for self-government, as
defined by Western states. Self-government had become a categorical right.
This was reflected in UN General Assembly Resolution 1514 (1960) Declara-
tion on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples.
According to this Declaration, ‘all peoples have the right to self-determina-
tion’ and ‘inadequacy of political, economic, social or educational
preparedness should never serve as a pretext for delaying independence’
(Jackson, 2000). From this point onwards, self-determination became the
basic criterion for admission into international society, and eclipsed the idea
that states had to be empirically plausible. De jure recognition replaced de
facto recognition. As Litfin (2000) points out, the whole meaning of democ-
racy in the modern era, and especially in the second half of the twentieth
century, is that state authority is grounded upon the consent of the governed
and institutionalized through open and fair elections. A further irony, then,
is that just as state sovereignty was being linked to democratic legitimacy,
the political climate in international society created an imperative for the
unconditional dispensation of insubstantial and merely juridical sovereignty.

3.7 Change and continuity
Since 1648 sovereign states have evolved in the context of the destruction
of medieval society, the scientific revolution of the seventeenth century, the
Enlightenment and the political revolutions of the eighteenth century, nation-
alism and the spread of the nation-state, the Industrial Revolution,
urbanization, mechanization, democracy, Nazism, Communism, and the
advent of the nuclear age (Jackson, 2000). International society and the
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relations of sovereign states have changed and evolved over time. Several
norms that were present in the international societies of the seventeenth,
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries disappeared in the twentieth century.
These include an expansive set of discretionary sovereign state rights regard-
ing the international use of armed force, such as the right to intervene, the
right to initiate aggressive war, the right of conquest, and the right to control
foreign territories as colonial dependencies (Jackson, 2000). What is more,
the society of states will continue to evolve in response to new developments.
For example, the Westphalian compact is currently being challenged by the
emergence of some new norms or proto-norms, such as peacekeeping, peace
enforcement, international aid, environmentalism and humanitarian inter-
vention.

While the Grundnorm of state sovereignty has remained intact, the con-
stellation of supporting norms has adapted and changed in character over
time. Much has changed and much has remained the same in Westphalian
society. Pluralist advocates of international society such as Jackson like to
stress the basic continuity which they see as having been inherent in the
adherence to a core of settled rules over time. Constructivists like to
historicize and relativize international society, and demonstrate the fact that
new norms and institutions are emerging. Krasner stresses the continuity of
certain structural elements in the international system, such as power asym-
metries, and the lack of authoritative, universal decision-making structures.
He argues that Westphalian rules are frequently violated but also that the
international system is highly complex and weakly institutionalized. Instead,
organized hypocrisy is the norm.

4 The Westphalian, liberal and anti-utopian paradigms

States have different empirical degrees and qualitative types of sovereignty,
ranging from the merely formal to the substantial to the popular. States have
different dispositions towards sovereignty, and are liable to project their own
in different ways in pursuit of conflicting objectives. Different groups of states
attempt to impose their understandings and beliefs on the international sys-
tem. We identify three ideal types which help us to understand the issue of
sovereignty and the interactions of sovereign states (Inoguchi, 1999). These
are respectively Westphalian, liberal and anti-utopian. The Westphalian com-
plex has the maintenance and protection of state sovereignty as its key
concept. The liberal paradigm is conceived in terms of the concept of popular
sovereignty, and controversies over the extent to which this ideal should be
promoted and exported. Liberal states enjoy substantial degrees of popular
sovereignty; they enjoy relations of complex interdependence with other
republican states; and they increasingly conceive of these interrelationships in
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late- or post-Westphalian terms (Linklater, 1998). As well as being more pre-
pared to conceive their relationships with fellow liberals in co-operative terms,
they are also less likely to take claims to sovereign statehood as seriously as
their Westphalian counterparts. This is evident in recent justifications for
NATO activity in Kosovo, and in the content of Blair’s ‘Doctrine of the Inter-
national Community’ (Roberts, 1999). Perhaps the key difference between
Westphalian and liberal groups of states is the different views they have about
the acceptability of action with regard to failed states. The anti-utopian para-
digm is conceived in terms of the concept of quasi-sovereignty or the loss of
sovereignty, and in terms of resistance to attempts to impose globalization
and liberal values on recalcitrant states and cultures. In this second section of
this paper we articulate these three political paradigms, and also sketch the
three economic foundations that sustain and reinforce these paradigms.

Liberalism has enjoyed a revival at the end of the twentieth century. This
is manifest in the dramatic increase in the number of liberal democracies
that subscribe to the norms and rules of the free market economy and demo-
cratic politics. One of the principles leading to this increase is that
democracies rarely fight each other (Doyle, 1986; Russett, 1993). By anti-
utopian, we refer to failed and failing states and the competition to decide
what will happen to them. Will they become subsumed within the globaliz-
ing Liberal project, or will they become pockets of resistance to this
phenomenon by falling back on indigenous resources to defend their eco-
nomic integrity and cultural identity? The term anti-utopian derives from
the colonialist legacy. At the end of the twentieth century, the univeralist
forces that sought to ‘civilize’ the world through territorial expansion in the
colonial age shifted to international efforts aimed at global governance,
human security and humanitarian assistance. However noble these utopian
objectives, they have mainly resulted in prolonged strife, exploitative regimes
shored up by international aid and failed states.

The growing liberal influence is evidenced by the number of sovereign
states that adopt in their domestic constitutions rhetorical adherence to the
conventions and declarations on freedom, democracy, equality and human
rights of 1776 (United States), 1789 (France) and 1945 (United Nations).
The growing influence of the anti-utopian framework is evidenced by the
number of humanitarian-assistance and peace-keeping or peace-enforcing
operations that are occasioned by large-scale famine and by intermittent
civil strife. In other words, while Westphalian society has retained its signifi-
cance in the twentieth century, there has also been a steady erosion of state
sovereignty in the wake of globalization and the growth of global civil
society (Biersteker and Weber 1996). These phenomena are behind the con-
comitant rise in the number of liberal as well as anti-utopian actors. In other
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words, evidence for all three paradigms can be discerned in contemporary
international relations.

Indicative of this coexistence of the three paradigms is the publication of
three books, each of which frames post-Cold War US foreign policy in rela-
tion to the three paradigms (Inoguchi, 2000): Henry Kissinger (1993),
Francis Fukuyama (1992) and Samuel Huntington (1996). Kissinger identi-
fies balancing and bandwagoning as the key dicta of Westphalian
international relations. State sovereignty and the primacy of foreign policy
are the two key themes. All other things are judged according to whether
they facilitate the realization of adroit exercises in the balance of power.
Kissinger’s argument is that as the United States’s hegemony going back to
1945 is bound to decline slowly, its international leadership must be aug-
mented by intermittent acts of balancing. His central concern is with peace
achieved by the finessing of balance-of-power politics among the major
powers.

Fukuyama argued that the end of the Cold War also marked the end of
history and the triumph of liberal democratic capitalism. In the long run, all
societies will be organized in this way, because this model has proved itself
to be superior to all other forms of government. He also argues that such
‘post-historical states’ are peaceful in their interrelationships because they
share a common set of norms and values such as democracy and liberalism.
Advocates of this theory argue that by promoting democracy, the United
States can lessen the likelihood of the outbreak of war. At the same time, the
passive version of this idea advises that the United States limit its interaction
with other states to liberal democracies. Contact with non-democracies,
which for the time being remain mired in the historical world, may be dan-
gerous and deplete resources. It is therefore to be avoided.

Huntington also focuses on regions of the world that are potentially
resource-draining: the Islamic world and China. He argues that many civili-
zations are incompatible and the world is rife with situations for their
potential clash. While he argues that international primacy matters, he does
not state that Western values are universal. Rather than universal, he argues,
the West is unique (Huntington, 1993, 1996). Huntington’s primary percep-
tion is of the essential incompatibility of civilizations and of some religions
and races, as a result of differences in language, geography and history. For
Kissinger, Westphalian norms and strategies remain fundamental to the
practice of diplomacy between sovereign states. Fukuyama believes that the
Cold War ultimately presages a decisive victory for liberal values. The con-
ceptual struggle is over and it is now matter of waiting until history plays
itself out to produce a liberal world. Huntington believes that international
relations will be reconfigured along cultural and civilizational lines.
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The tensions between these three paradigms are reflected in contradic-
tions in US foreign policy. The United States is one of the most frugal of
countries when it comes to limiting the transfer of state sovereignty to inter-
national organizations. In this regard and especially with regard to its
relationship with the United Nations, the United States can be a bigot
Westphalian. At the same time, the United States proselytizes about and
occasionally crusades for the principles of freedom, democracy and human
rights, in the process prioritizing these principles over the norms of
Westphalian society. The United States is an innate if hypocritical liberal.
Furthermore, the United States relentlessly advances the notion and practice
of the global market and global governance on the basis of the no-nonsense
recognition of unbridgeable gaps between different religions, races,
languages and histories in terms of its own national interests. The United
States can often be a cool-headed anti-utopian state. It is important not to
overestimate the determining power of the United States, but equally it is
important to acknowledge that if America decisively selects one of these
identities, then this will have substantial implications for the future develop-
ment of global politics.

As the leading global power, the United States needs a grand guiding
strategy. The United States remains at present the most significant of the lib-
eral actors, and has spearheaded the economic liberalization and political
democratization of the late twentieth century. It is virtually the only global
actor equipped with both the physical apparatus and the potential mind-set
for armed intervention. The primary responsibility for overseeing global
developments on the geopolitical, economic and cultural fronts falls on its
shoulders. When the distribution of military power is characterized by the
salience of a very powerful actor with the rest trailing behind, it is natural
that the United States should assume responsibility for the maintenance of
strategic nuclear forces, conventional forces, low-intensity warfare and satel-
lite intelligence. When economic globalization accelerates and political and
social liberalization gain momentum, there must be leadership to see to it
that shared norms and values drive the global community to take concerted
action to sustain peace and prosperity. When the marginalized segments of
the global market become volatile and when the peripheral areas of the
world become unstable, there needs to be leadership to address the problems
that intermittently arise in failed and failing states. That leadership tends to
end up being provided by the United States, depending on the paradigmatic
predisposition of critics, a little too often, not often enough, or not quickly
enough. In order to characterize the three paradigms in more detail we will
sketch their constituent political frameworks and economic foundations.
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5 Politics and economics in the three paradigms

5.1 Political frameworks of the three paradigms
In the Westphalian paradigm, the actors are ‘normal states’ and the basic
premise of relationships is state sovereignty (Inoguchi, 1999). In the liberal
paradigm, the actors are liberal democracies as politico-economic systems,
and the basic premise is the promotion and defense of liberal politics and eco-
nomics. In the anti-utopian framework, the actors are failed and failing states,
and the basic premise is loss of sovereignty and how to respond to this. Nor-
mal states are characterized as having substantial, if not always necessarily
legitimate, state sovereignty and by a clear distinction of order within versus
anarchy without. They are especially sensitive to infringements of sovereignty
and territoriality. They abhor interference in internal affairs (Biersteker and
Weber, 1996). Liberal democracies are characterized by firmly entrenched
popular sovereignty and broad acceptance of universal norms and values such
as the free market and democratic politics, however incompatible these two
norms may at times be. They assume a strong link between popular sover-
eignty and legitimacy. They seek to downplay emphasis on protectionism and
state sovereignty and the potentially volatile politics of the marginalized seg-
ments of the globe. Failed or quasi-states have either ‘hollowed-out’ or simply
never enjoyed a substantial sovereign empirical reality at any stage. They have
become economically marginalized. They are vulnerable in the face of global
economic changes and prone to suffer from internal disorder and civil strife.
They tend to be ripe for intervention from outside, whether it comes in the
form of colonialism, humanitarian relief, armed aggression, or economic pen-
etration and exploitation.

The behavior modalities of Westphalian states are balancing, band-
wagoning and non-interference (Walt, 1987; Schweller, 1998). The aim of
balancing is to contain the assertiveness of other normal states. Capability
to fight must be maintained in case it is necessary. In the case of an over-
whelmingly powerful normal state (or coalition thereof ), a state may resort
to bandwagoning. The behavior modalities of liberal democracies are bind-
ing, and isolationism or crusading (Deudney, 1996; Keane, 1998; Onuf,
1998). Like-minded actors band together in order to achieve a larger and
stronger union. When faced with forces that might jeopardize liberal demo-
cratic norms at their foundation, however, isolationism or indifference may
be expedient if hypocritical. The behavioral modalities of failed and failing
states are ‘hollowing-out’ and collapse. These are actors that are no longer
autonomous. Aside from their legal status, they enjoy no substantial empiri-
cal personality in international society. They are associated with anarchy
within and intervention from without, yet they are so amorphous that their
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strength is not much affected by such outside intervention (IFRCRCS, 1998;
UNHCR, 1998).

5.2 Economic foundations of the three paradigms
The three political dispositions and frameworks entail related economic bases.
The Westphalian, liberal and anti-utopian economic bases of the three frame-
works can be discerned, respectively, in the work of Gerschenkron (1965),
Reich (1991) and Landes (1998). Gerschenkron’s key concept is national econ-
omy, and the key actor is the sovereign state which is attempting to mediate its
late industrialization and comparative economic backwardness. His protago-
nists are Russia and Germany, but in the late twentieth-century context we
can apply his arguments to the following three groups of states: (i) the East
Asian states with their developmentalist strategies, which share commonalities
with Germany and Russia in the late nineteenth and twentieth centuries; (ii)
the Nordic states with their social-democratic policy packages; (iii) the
post-Napoleonic states with regard to regulation. These actors more or less
uniformly stress the positive role of the state in bringing about economic pros-
perity and social stability. It is commonly argued that globalization creates
weak and unstable states that are incapable of responding to the demands of
their citizens or of managing their exposure to a hostile and volatile inter-
national economy. It is claimed that the weakness and instability of such
states will eventually undermine their economic efficiency (Esping-Anderson,
1985; Boyer, 1990; Wade, 1991; Bienefeld, 1996).

Reich’s key concept is the global market and the key actor is an anony-
mous and amorphous set of all the speculators in the world, who are on the
lookout for opportunities to be exploited. According to this argument, the
scenario of the future is unilateral and inevitable movement towards further
globalization. Reich’s future is to be sustained by the fortunate few who can
adapt to and excel in global mega-competition. Government intervention,
especially if it takes the form of protectionism, will necessarily reduce the
general standard of living. Reich’s liberal worldview is modernization theory
writ large, with the United States as the model for this liberalization and
globalization.

Landes’s key concept is economic development, and the key actors are
groups of entrepreneurs with the propensity to make the best use of techno-
logical breakthroughs. The driving force is a supportive entrepreneurial and
cultural disposition towards innovation and enterprise. The critical variable
is therefore the cultural predisposition to promote invention and know-how
in the context of economic development. Both Reich and Landes make
much of the importance of the existence of a culture of trust and solidarity.
Yet Reich’s conception of trust is far more generalized (Putnam, 1993;
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Yamagishi, 1998) than Landes’s conception. Landes’s conception is histori-
cally, geographically and culturally far more nuanced and differentiated.

Gerschenkron’s transformative mechanism is the large input of capital
and labor: a system of stockholding to collect capital, state-led industrializa-
tion to guide entrepreneurs, and long working hours in exchange for
permanent employment status or high wages. As Paul Krugman (1993) cor-
rectly points out, a good deal of the East Asian miracle can be explained by
the massive input of capital and labor. The transformative mechanism of the
Reich world is the straightforward input of technological innovation. As
Paul Romer (1990) cogently argues, technology itself is endogenized in the
market here, in contrast to the Gerschenkron view, where technology tends
to be treated as exogenous. The global market began to flourish after tele-
communications devices became available to all speculators and after
opportunities for currency trading were dramatically amplified by the Plaza
Accord of 1985. The volume of currency trade surpassed that of goods and
services in 1986 for the first time in human history, rising to about eighty
times that of the latter in 1996. It will further flourish at some future time
when telemanufacturing and teledistribution devices are invented and
utilized globally. Landes’s transformative mechanism is Weberian. The inner
values and attitudes that guide a population are depicted as fundamental to
initiating, advancing and sustaining economic development. Certain kinds
of values and attitudes cherished by a population are more conducive to
invention and innovation and to enterprise and development.

These three economic paradigms coexist in the early twenty-first century.
The processes that Gerschenkron identifies persist in East Asia despite the
erosion of confidence engendered by the Asian financial crisis. Evidence for
Reich’s globalization thesis can be found almost everywhere. The dramatic
global spread of telecommunications technology and the instantaneous
global financial services associated with that spread are the basis of this
expansion. Lastly, the potential for the development of Landes’s ideas lies in
the fundamental differences in the inner values and attitudes which are
inculcated and inherited among cultures. These are more durable than the
technologically driven cultural convergence thesis allows. The Westphalian,
liberal and anti-utopian political paradigms have their economic founda-
tions in each of these three frameworks.

5.3 The three paradigms and the future: a sketch
It is by no means clear that comprehensive globalization would be conducive
to peace and prosperity. If everything becomes subject to market forces,
two problems may emerge. First, market turbulence creates instability. Second,
the pursuit of market efficiency accelerates the marginalization of non-
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competitive segments of economies. The growing disparities that result from
globalization and marginalization could easily create the conditions in which
market forces cannot function well. Therefore, globalization and integration
do not at all necessarily engender the unilateral establishment of liberal values
and practices. The liberal framework may atrophy if its economic foundations
are not assured at an optimal level. George Soros’s metaphor of a huge iron
ball destroying a number of economies one by one as it swings is very apt in
this respect (Soros, 1998). As the momentum behind globalization and liberal-
ization intensifies, disparities within and between states may create social and
political tensions which cannot easily be contained. It is obvious that global-
ization threatens the traditional principle of Westphalian state sovereignty.
But there is also a point at which globalization undermines the economic and
political liberalism that are crucial to the advancement of the liberal para-
digm. Anti-utopian developments seem more likely under such circumstances.
Similarly, globalization and integration taken to the extreme may bring about
a revival of state sovereignty because this is regarded as the last bastion
against the relentless tide of market forces. Under such circumstances govern-
ments could easily stress the symbolic and cultural aspects of state sovereignty
rather than the more conventionally Westphalian aspects, such as territorial
integrity, military might and economic wealth.

Westphalian society has survived many substantial upheavals and has
proved itself to be a remarkably resilient institution. It is unlikely to be tran-
scended but could transform, as it has in the past, to cope with new political,
economic and cultural developments. The most plausible picture is that the
more globalized and the more market-force-driven the world becomes, the
more likely developmental forces are to resort to the state and other
non-governmental actors to restore stability and security, and the more reli-
ance there will be on national or cultural or other expressions of identity
and solidarity as sources of meaning and fulfilment. These three frameworks
seem to be developing in tandem. Globalization will make definite advances
because of technological advances, but its endurance will not be ensured
because in the final analysis counterbalancing forces may offset the liberal
trajectory. In an enlarged North the liberal paradigm will prevail. Perhaps
the most interesting question concerns outcomes in the quasi-sovereign
world. Liberal and Westphalian actors have markedly different views about
what should happen in these areas. Liberals will place more emphasis on
global governance, standards of civilization and the vigorous pursuit of
globalist consolidation and global market integrity. Westphalians will focus
more on state sovereignty as a means of resisting these forces. Substantial
resistance will serve to perpetuate anti-utopian enclaves or engender inter-
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civilizational conflict. Insubstantial resistance will result in incorporation
within the liberal paradigm.
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