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In this new edition of The Globalization of World Politics we have followed a similar format and
structure to previous editions, but we have added several new and exciting chapters that we believe
make this already popular and successful book even better. These alterations are based on the edi-
tors’ sense of changes that are happening in the field of International Relations, but they are also in
response to feedback from students from around the world, comments from teachers and scholars of
International Relations, and the extremely detailed reviews of the seventh edition commissioned by
Oxford University Press. Together, all these comments have helped us identify a number of additional
areas that should be covered. We have included a thoroughly rewritten chapter on globalization and
global politics that explores the implications of the current crisis of globalization for world politics
and world order. We have made the excellent section on the diversity of theoretical perspectives even
better by strengthening the historical contextualization of the theories that have shaped the field and
by including a new chapter on postcolonial and decolonial approaches. We have improved the section
on international issues by commissioning new chapters on human rights and on refugees and forced
migration. We have also updated the learning features, including nearly two dozen brand new case
studies and many new suggestions for further reading.

Praise for The Globalization of World Politics

“The chapter on Postcolonial and Decolonial Approaches offers many new insights and excellent examples
and debates. The Opposing Opinions feature will ignite heated and reflexive debate amongst students’

Birsen Erdogan, Lecturer in International Relations, Department of

International and European Law, Maastricht University

“The new chapter on Refugees and Forced Migration covers a topic of great relevance and interest to

students, including good discussion of the theoretical and legal debate of various categories of refugees
and effective examples and case studies to illustrate the complexities of such a challenging policy issue.

Craig Mark, Professor in the Faculty of International Studies,

Kyoritsu Women’s University

“The updated chapter on Human Rights pushes the reader to challenge and re-think common assump-
tions - the critical and reflective focus is a very welcome addition to the current IR textbook market.

Samuel Jarvis, Teaching Fellow in International Relations,

University of Southampton

‘It still does what it has always set out to do, introducing students to the main theoretical and conceptual
underpinnings of global politics while offering a set of highly relevant and contemporary case studies
to show these ideas in action. I am really delighted that the editors are engaging with authors from the
Global South - this is long overdue and demonstrates the quality of scholarship from these regions. In
particular, Chapter 10 provides excellent coverage of the origins, historical context and main intellectual
contribution of postcolonial and decolonial approaches.
Neville Wylie, Deputy Principal and Professor of International History,
University of Stirling



Producing an edited book is always a collective enterprise. But it is not only the editors and authors
who make it happen. We make substantial revisions to every new edition of this book based on the
numerous reviews we receive on the previous one. We are extremely grateful to all those who sent to us
or Oxford University Press their comments on the strengths and weaknesses of the seventh edition and
our plans for this eighth edition of the book. Very many of the changes are the result of reviewers’ rec-
ommendations. Once again, we would also like to thank our excellent contributors for being so willing
to respond to our detailed requests for revisions, and sometimes major rewrites, to their chapters. Many
of these authors have been involved with this book since the very first edition, and we are extremely
grateful for their continued commitment and dedication to International Relations pedagogy.

Here we would also like to make a special acknowledgement and extend our greatest thanks to
the editorial assistant on this edition, Dr. Danielle Cohen. With efficiency, deep conscientiousness,
patience, and humour, she has done an excellent job working with the contributors and the editors to
ensure deadlines were met and all tasks completed on time. The book is much better because of her
hard work.

The editors would also like to thank the editorial and production team at Oxford University Press,
especially Sarah Iles and Emily Spicer. They are always a pleasure to work with.

John Baylis, Steve Smith, and Patricia Owens

The authors of Chapter 32 are grateful to Zeenat Sabur for her research support in preparing this
updated version of the chapter.

The publishers would be pleased to clear permission with any copyright holders that we have in-
advertently failed, or been unable, to contact.

The eighth edition has been rigorously updated following extensive reviewer feedback. Key changes
include:

e New Chapter 25 on refugees and forced migration by Professor Ariadna Estévez, University of
Mexico

e Incorporation of postcolonial and decolonial approaches in Chapter 10 by Dr Meera Sabaratnam,
SOAS University of London

e Newly authored Chapter 31 on human rights encourages you to think critically about key issues in
the field and consider whether human rights are universal

e Expanded coverage of non-Western approaches, particularly perspectives from the Global South,
is woven throughout the chapters to ensure you appreciate the importance of viewing interna-
tional relations from representative and varied perspectives

e Updated International Relations theory chapters reflect a more contextualized and historical per-
spective, allowing you to gain a thorough, nuanced understanding of the historical and political
context in which these approaches emerged






The Globalization of World Politics provides a
range of carefully selected learning tools and ad-
ditional material to help you navigate the text and
contextualize your understanding, supporting de-
velopment of the essential knowledge and skills
you need to underpin your International Relations
studies.

Framing Questions
Each chapter opens with provocative questions to
stimulate thought and debate on the subject area.

Glossary terms

Glossary terms highlight the key terms and ideas
in IR as you learn, and are a helpful prompt for
revision.

Opposing Opinions boxes

Fully updated opposing opinions feature with ac-
companying questions will help you evaluate the-
ory and facilitate critical and reflective debate on
contemporary policy challenges, from campaigns
to decolonise the curriculum to debates over open
borders and migration.

Case Studies

Two engaging and relevant Case Studies in every
chapter illustrate how ideas, concepts, and issues
are manifested in the real world. Each Case Study
is followed by questions to encourage you to apply
theory to current and evolving global events.

Ve

Framing Questions

e Is it useful to distinguh between different types of nationalism and, if so, how
these vary from ongb another?

Ccepted historical sequence of nation > nationalism > nation
€verse of the normal sequence?

® Isthe principle of national self-determination incompatible with that of state
sovereignty?

A\ /

Feminism: a polit Funds and p‘:'ogr;
are subject to the
and which depend|
other donors.

Futures market:

t has collapsed and cannot pro-
change, women’s ineqdut substantial external support,
is the aim to move Hent of the state has ceased to
borders of the state.

] project to understand, so as to

matters; for other;

chagriences, % equality or oppression. For some, this  can place bets on fuy
is the aim to move beyond gender, so that it no longer  ing to either buy o
matters; for others, it is to validate womens interests,  specified date.

experiences, and choices; for others, it is to work for
more equal and inclusive social relations overall.

Feminized labour: work that is in large part done by
women, and which is associated by social convention

G20 (Group of 2
in which major 4
discuss global fina
inception, it has hy

Opposing Opinions\ universities can be decolonized )

For Against

with the times, with lots
students, and students of
f the barriers of colonial preju-
out of the classroom are being bro-
pes of students can expand the horizons
versities provide, meaning that they can
become less tied to the imperial attitudes of the West.

Universities have chang
ore women, workii

Thanks to globalization, there are more resources available
in terms of gt and ives avail-
able in different subjects. One of the factors limiting the kinds
of knowledge taught by universities has been access to sources
of knowledge from different groups, in different languages, and

Universities tend to promote elite know
views. Precisely because the West has don
universities have promoted forms of knowls
that reinforce this domination. Many unive
South have sought to emulate, rather th;
organization of knowledge.

The domination of English language al
lishing formats limits access. As long as
nant language for academic research, ther
in terms of access to knowledge. The glob.
publishing has not meant an end to imperi;
corporate publishers located in the West/

Case Study 26.1

nger in Haiti: food security and rice imports

B

imported rice was available in the
below that of local growers. Forced
farmers abandoned their farms and
of work, adding further to the legiony
The 2008 global economic crisis b
price of rice (and many other staplg
short of the daily calorie intake reco
Programme. In 2010, Haiti was struc
further misery, killing an untold num
1.5 million with limited access to foo|
brought Category 4 Hurricane Mattl
ple in need of emergency food sul
further aggravated by a three-yea
the El Nifo effect of 2015-16, brin,
in local food production. Accordip’




Boxes

Each chapter offers a rich supply of concise boxes
that enhance your understanding of key IR develop-
ments, definitions and debates and facilitate critical
thinking skills.

Key Points

Lists of Key Points throughout the text sum up the
most important arguments, acting as a useful revi-
sion tool and provide an at a glance overview of the
issues raised within each chapter.

Questions

End-of-chapter questions not only probe your un-
derstanding of each chapter, but also encourage you
to reflect on the material you've just covered.

Further Reading

Annotated recommendations for further reading at
the end of each chapter help you familiarise yourself
with the key academic literature and suggest how
you can explore your interest in a particular aspect
of IR.

How to use the learning features

Box 25.1 Co
migration

onial powers and forced

Joday, people Wifio are forced to leave their home countries are
fily threatened by political forces linked to inter-
national conflict. The situation has changed to such an extent
that if forced migration was defined by this type of political
conflict, it would not be such a pressing issue. Mainstream lit-

erature argues that forced migration is produced by problems
£ frnnil at S

and tha lacitiom ctatnc! (Ct,

Key Points

e Postcolonial ay
about the
e appréaches include insights about how we think abo

and know the world (epistemology), what we study
(ontology), and our ethical or normative responsibilities.

d decolonial approaches are a way of thin
¢orld rather than a rigid theory.

e Postcolonial and decolonial approaches seek to

Questions

1. Why is ur?t}/ a ’conte.sted §oncept’? . A
0 traditional realist writers focus on national security?
. Why do wars occur?
. Why do states find it difficult to cooperate?
. Do you find ‘liberal institutionalism’ convincing?
. Why might democratic states be more peaceful?
. How do ‘constructivist, human security, ‘feminist, and poststructur

security differ from those of ‘neorealists’?

N oUW

Walt, S. M- (2002), ‘The Enduring Relevance of the Realist Tradition’, in I. Katznelso
(eds), Political Science: The State of the Discipline (New York: W. W. Norton). An
realist tradition from one of its leading proponents.

Twentieth-century classical realism

Carr, E. H. (1939), The Twenty Years’ Crisis 1919-1939: An Introduction to the Study

\ Relations (London: Macmillan). An important critique of liberal idealism. Yy,

XIX



www.oup.com/he/baylis8e

This textbook is accompanied by many helpful additional resources for both students and lecturers, pro-
viding opportunities to consolidate understanding and further develop skills of critical analysis and apply
theory to practice.

rinning Negotiations

Student Resources

@ International relations simulations
encourage you to develop negotiation and
problem solving skills by engaging with

. Poszihle propasals:
topical events and processes Pt |
. . . . nvr._nlrcmL'snn(.-xmum:nrsmﬂ-mxummrnmmnumnw
@ Web links to journal articles, blogs and video S e frery B o= o :
content to deepen your understanding of key _ S |
topics and explore your research interests e e ————— —
@ Video podcasts of contributors from this i unl

book analysing current issues and new
situations, supporting you to engage with
real-world cases in a lively, accessible
manner

@ Guidance on how to evaluate the Opposing
Opinions arguments and approach the
questions, supporting you to engage in
nuanced debate over key policy challenges

@ Extended IR Case Studies encourage you to
apply theories to current and evolving global
events

@ Multiple choice questions—a popular
interactive feature that provide instant
feedback, helping you test your knowledge
of key points in each chapter and also at
revision time

@ Interactive flashcards of key terms and
concepts from the book, so you can check
your understanding of IR terminology


http://www.oup.com/he/baylis8e

Lecturer Resources

These resources are password-protected, but access
is available to anyone using the book in their teach-
ing. Please contact your local sales representative.

Additional Case Studies to use in class discus-
sions to contextualise and deepen theoretical
understanding

Customizable PowerPoint® slides, arranged
by chapter, for use in lecture or as hand-outs to
support efficient, effective teaching preparation

A fully customizable test bank containing
ready-made assessments with which to test
your students’ understanding of key concepts

Question bank of short-answer and essay ques-
tions encourages critical reflection on core is-
sues and themes within each chapter

All figures and tables from the book available
to download, allowing clear presentation of key
data to support students’ data analysis

How to use the online resources

Case Study 2: Brazil

« Motion of Brazil as rising power emerged under

President Luis Inacio Lula

* Lula urged Brazil to challenge unipolarity and

strive toward more balanced multipolar world
order:

- reassert national autonomy

- form coalitions with other developing states
- increase bargaining power

* However, Brazil has become mired in economic

and political problems

Chapter 18: International law

Short answer questions

1 Define 'customary international law” (50 words o less).

2. What is meant by opinio juns?

3 Describe what is meant by *standard of civiization.”

4. What is the difference between jus ad beflurrr and jus i bailo?

5 What is meant by a ‘fundamental institution™?

XXi
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Part One

In this part of the book, we introduce you to how
this book makes sense of international relations
in a global era. We have two main goals in this
part.

First, we want to provide you with a context
in which to read the different chapters that fol-
low. We do this by explaining why the main title
of this book refers to ‘world politics’ rather than
‘international politics’; giving you a brief his-
tory of the study and discipline of International
Relations; and providing a very brief introduction
to the main theoretical approaches to the study of

International Relations, including how each con-
ceives of globalization.

Second, we go into much more detail on the
dynamics, complexities, and contradictions of con-
temporary globalization. What is globalization, and
what are its main engines and drivers? How should
we understand the contemporary crisis of globaliza-
tion and its implications for the current world order?
Making sense of these questions is essential to under-
standing world politics in the twenty-first century.
We hope that these two chapters provide a powerful
entry point into what follows in the rest of the book.
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Reader’s Guide

This book provides a comprehensive overview of
world politics in a global era. The term most often
used to explain world politics in the contemporary
period—'globalization’—is controversial. There is
considerable dispute over what it means to talk of
‘globalization’, whether this implies that the main
features of contemporary world politics are differ-
ent from those of the past, and whether much of the
world is experiencing a backlash against ‘neoliberal
globalization’ The concept can be most simply used
to refer to the process of increasing interconnected-
ness among societies such that events in one part of
the world increasingly have effects on peoples and
societies far away. On this view, a globalized world is
one in which political, economic, cultural, and social
events become more and more interconnected, and
also one in which they have more impact. For oth-
ers, ‘globalization’ is the ideology associated with
the current phase of the world economy—neoliberal
capitalism—which has most shaped world politics
since the late 1970s. In this introduction we explain
how we propose to deal with globalization in this
book, and we offer some arguments both for and
against seeing it as an important new development
in world politics.

We will begin by discussing the various terms used
to describe world politics and the academic disci-
pline—International Relations (IR)—that has led the
way in thinking about world politics. We then look

at the main ways in which global politics has been
explained. Our aim is not to put forward one view of
how to think about world politics somehow agreed
by the editors, let alone by all the contributors to this
book. There is no such agreement. Rather, we want
to provide a context in which to read the chapters
that follow. This means offering a variety of views.
For example, the main theoretical accounts of world
politics all see globalization differently. Some treat it
as a temporary phase in human history; others see
it as the latest manifestation of the growth of global
capitalism; yet others see it as representing a funda-
mental transformation of world politics that requires
new ways of understanding. The different editors and
contributors to this book hold no single agreed view;
they represent all the views just mentioned. Thus, they
would each have a different take, for example, on why
powerful states cannot agree on how to tackle global
climate change, why a majority of British people
voted to leave the European Union, the significance
of the Arab Spring and the global financial crisis, or
the causes and significance of economic, gendered,
and racialized inequality in world politics.
There are three main aims of this book:

e to offer an overview of world politics in a global era;

e to summarize the main approaches to understand-
ing contemporary world politics; and

e to provide the material necessary to develop a
concrete understanding of the main structures and
issues defining world politics today.
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In Part Two we will examine the very important histor-
ical background to the contemporary world, including
the rise of the modern international order; the major
crises of international order that defined the twenti-
eth century; more recent developments since the end
of the cold war; and the significance of the rise of new,
non-Western powers in contemporary world politics.
Part Three gives a detailed account of each of the
main theories of world politics—liberal internation-
alism, realism, Marxism, constructivism, poststruc-
turalism, postcolonial and decolonial approaches,

and feminism—along with a chapter on normative
approaches that focuses on a series of important ethi-
cal questions, such as whether it can ever be morally
right to wage war. In Part Four we look at the main
structures and processes that do most to shape the
central contours of contemporary world politics, such
as global political economy, international security,
war, gender, and race. Then in Part Five of the book
we deal with some of the main policy issues in the
globalized world, such as poverty, human rights, refu-
gees, and the environmental crisis.

From international politics to world politics

Why does the main title of this book refer to ‘world
politics’ rather than ‘international politics’ or ‘interna-
tional relations’? These are the traditional terms used
to describe the kinds of structures and processes cov-
ered in this book, such as the causes of war and peace
or the global economy and its inequalities. Indeed, the
discipline that studies these issues is nearly always called
International Relations. We will say more about this
discipline shortly. The point here is that we believe the
phrase ‘world politics’ is more inclusive than either of
the alternative terms ‘international relations’ or ‘interna-
tional politics’. It is meant to signal that in this book we
are interested in a very wide set of actors and political
relations in the world, and not only those among nation-
states (as implied by ‘international relations’ or ‘inter-
national politics’). It is not that relations between states
are unimportant; far from it. They are fundamental to
contemporary world politics. But we are also interested
in relations among institutions and organizations that
may or may not be states. For example, this book will
introduce you to the significance of multinational cor-
porations, transnational terrorist groups, social classes,
and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) such
as human rights groups. We also think that relations
among transnational corporations, governments, or
international organizations can be as important as what
states and other political actors do or don’t do. Hence,

The study of International Relations

As you will discover reading this book, International
Relations (IR) is an incredibly exciting and diverse field
of study. It is exciting because it addresses the most

we prefer to use the more expansive term ‘world politics’,
with the important proviso that we do not want you to
define ‘politics’ too narrowly. You will see this issue aris-
ing time and again in the chapters that follow, since many
contributors also understand ‘politics’ very broadly.
Consider, for example, the distinction between
‘politics’ and ‘economics’. Clearly, a great deal of power
accrues to the group that can persuade others that the
existing distribution of wealth and resources is ‘simply’
an economic or ‘private’ question rather than a political
or ‘public’ issue. Of course, the very distinction between
‘politics’ and ‘economics’ has a history and is open to dis-
pute. When, where, and why did this particular distinc-
tion between public and private, politics and economy,
develop? What role does it play in global political econ-
omy today? As you read this book, already 82 per cent of
the world’s global wealth is held by 1 per cent of its pop-
ulation; the world’s richest 27 people possess the same
wealth as its poorest 50 per cent—3.8 billion people. And
the global wealth gap increases every year. The point here
is that we want you to think about politics very broadly
because many of the chapters in this book will describe
as ‘political’ features of the contemporary world that you
may not have previously thought of as such. Our focus
is on the political and power relations, broadly defined,
that characterize the contemporary world. Many will be
between states, but many—and perhaps most—will not.

pressing problems shaping the lives of everyone on the
planet: matters of war and peace, the organization of
the global economy, the causes and consequences of
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global inequality, the pending global environmental
catastrophe, to name just a few of the most obvious. The
key concepts that organize debate in the field are also
some of the most contentious: power, violence, sover-
eignty, states, empire, genocide, intervention, inequal-
ity, justice, and democracy, again to name just a few.

The field is highly diverse, organized into vari-
ous subfields and specialisms, including international
history, international security, international political
economy, international law, and international organi-
zations. Scholars of International Relations also often
work with regional specialisms, focusing on Latin
America, East Asia, the Middle East, Europe, Africa, or
North America.

International Relations is also highly interdisci-
plinary, drawing on theoretical and methodologi-
cal traditions from fields as diverse as History, Law,
Political Science, Geography, Sociology, and increas-
ingly Anthropology, Gender Studies, and Postcolonial
and Decolonial Studies. In Britain, historians were
most influential in the earliest decades of the orga-
nized study of international relations (Hall 2012). In
more recent decades, especially after the end of the
Second World War, and especially in the United States,
Political Science has tended to have the greatest influ-
ence on the discipline of International Relations. This
tended to narrow the range of acceptable approaches to
the study of IR and also led to an excessive focus on US
foreign policy, to the detriment of non-Western history
and theories of world politics. However, very recently,
both inside and outside the United States, scholars have
started to pay much more attention to how and why IR
has neglected non-Western histories and experiences,
and have begun to rectify this (Tickner and Weaever
2009). In doing so, they have increasingly moved the
field away from Eurocentric approaches to world poli-
tics and begun to take seriously the project of develop-
ing a Global IR (Acharya 2014b).

Watch a video of Sir Steve Smith discussing the
move away from a Eurocentric approach to
world politics www.oup.com/he/baylis8e

People have tried to make sense of world poli-
tics for centuries. However, the formation of the aca-
demic discipline of International Relations is relatively
recent. This history also partly accounts for some of
the issues just described. Consider how the history of
the discipline of IR is itself contested. One of the most
influential accounts of its history is that the academic
discipline was formed in 1919 when the Department of

International Politics was established at the University
of Wales, Aberystwyth (now Aberystwyth University).
The emphasis in this version of the story is that the
Department of International Politics was founded after
the horrors of the First World War to help prevent a
future war. If scholars could find the causes of war, then
they could put forward solutions to help politicians pre-
vent them from breaking out. According to this view,
the discipline of IR was—or should be—marked by
such a commitment to change the world; the task of
academic study should be one of making the world a
better place.

Others have challenged this story as a foundation
myth for a field with a much darker history, situating
the emergence of IR somewhat earlier in the history of
colonial administration and the study of imperialism
(Long and Schmidt 2005; Vitalis 2015). For example,
the first journal in the field was called Journal of Race
Development, first published in 1910, and which is now
the influential US-based publication known as Foreign
Affairs. The beginning of the twentieth century was not
only a period of world war, but also one of empire, theft
of land, and belief in racial supremacy—that is, main-
taining and justifying white supremacy in world poli-
tics. In the United States, African-American scholars
interested in studying race and world politics were sys-
tematically marginalized from the emerging discipline
of IR (Vitalis 2015). However, situating the history of
the field in this context gives a very different gloss to the
role of academic International Relations today, which
exists in a context of international hierarchy and the
continuing significance of race and racism in world
politics, as discussed later in this book.

The point to note here is that there are impor-
tant debates about how academic knowledge is pro-
duced, the contexts in which academic disciplines
are formed, and some of the enduring legacies of this
history. Another example is how histories of inter-
national thought and the discipline of International
Relations almost entirely exclude women thinkers
and founders of the discipline (for an exception, see
Ashworth 2014). Yet, women in the past thought and
wrote a great deal about international politics (Sluga
and James 2016; Owens 2018). Their work has yet to be
fully recovered and analysed. Knowledge about world
politics—and the academic subjects that you study at
university—also has a history and a politics. This his-
tory is relevant for the identity of the academic field of
International Relations and for how we should think
about world politics today. Indeed, you should keep in
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mind that the main theories of world politics did not
arise from nowhere. They were developed by intellec-
tuals and practitioners in specific circumstances for

Theories of world politics

The basic problem facing anyone who tries to under-
stand contemporary world politics is that there is so
much material to look at that it is difficult to know
which things matter and which do not. Where on earth
would you start if you wanted to explain the most
important political processes? How, for example, would
you explain the failures of climate change negotiations,
‘Brexit’ from the EU, the 9/11 attacks, or the rise of the
so-called Islamic State (IS, otherwise known as ISIS,
ISIL, or Daesh) after the United States’ invasion and
occupation of Iraq? Why was the apparent economic
boom in much of the capitalist world followed by a near
devastating collapse of the global financial system?
Why are thousands of migrants from North Africa
seeking to make the extremely dangerous voyage across
the Mediterranean Sea to the European Union? Why
does the United States support Israel in its conflict with
Palestinians in the occupied territories? As you will
learn, there are very different responses to these ques-
tions, and there seems no easy way of arriving at defini-
tive answers to them.

Whether you are aware of it or not, whenever you are
faced with questions like these you have to turn, not only
to the study of history, though that is absolutely essen-
tial, but also to theories. Theory is a kind of simplify-
ing device that allows you to decide which historical or
contemporary facts matter more than others when try-
ing to develop an understanding of the world. A good
analogy is using sunglasses with different-coloured
lenses: put on the red pair and the world looks red; put
on the yellow pair and it looks yellow. The world is not
any different; it just looks different. So it is with theo-
ries. Shortly, we will summarize the main theoretical
views that have dominated the study of world politics
so that you will get an idea of which ‘colours’ they paint
world politics. But before we do, please note that we do
not think that theory is an option. It is not as if you
can say you do not want to bother with theory; all you
want to do is to look at the ‘facts’. We believe that this is
impossible, since the only way you can decide which of
the millions of possible facts to look at is by adhering to
some simplifying device that tells you which ones mat-
ter the most. Theory is such a simplifying device. Note

very concrete and political reasons. International the-
ories have histories too (Knutsen 1997; Keene 2005;
Ashworth 2014).

also that you may well not be aware of your theory.
It may just be the view of or even ideology about the
world that you inherited from your family, social class,
peer groups, or the media. It may just seem common
sense to you and not at all complicated. But we fervently
believe that in such a case your theoretical assumptions
are just implicit rather than explicit. We prefer to try
to be as explicit as possible when it comes to thinking
about world politics.

Of course, many proponents of particular theo-
ries also claim to see the world the way it ‘really is’
Consider the International Relations theory known
as ‘realism’. The ‘real” world as seen by realists is not
a very pleasant place. According to their view, human
beings are at best selfish and domineering, and proba-
bly much worse. Liberal notions about the perfectibility
of human beings and the possibility of a fundamental
transformation of world politics away from conflict and
hierarchy are very far-fetched from a realist perspec-
tive. Indeed, realists have often had the upper hand
in debates about the nature of world politics because
their views seem to accord more with common sense,
especially when the media daily show us images of how
awful human beings can be to one another. Again, we
will say more about realism in a moment. The point
here is to question whether such a realist view is as neu-
tral as it seems commonsensical. After all, if we teach
world politics to generations of students and tell them
that people are selfish, then does this not become com-
mon sense? And when they go to work in the media,
for government departments, or for the military, don’t
they simply repeat what they have been taught and act
accordingly? Might realism simply be the ideology of
powerful states, interested in protecting the status quo?
What is the history of realism and what does this his-
tory tell us about its claims about how the world ‘really
is’? For now, we would like to keep the issue open and
simply point out that we are not convinced that realism
is as objective, as timeless, or as non-normative as it is
often portrayed.

What is certainly true is that realism has been one
of the dominant ways in the West of explaining world
politics over the last 150 years. But it is not the only



Introduction

theory of international relations, nor the one most
closely associated with the earliest academic study of
international relations. We will now summarize the
main assumptions underlying the main rivals as theo-
ries of world politics: liberal internationalism, realism,
Marxism, constructivism, poststructuralism, post-
colonialism and decolonialism, and feminism. These
theories will be discussed in much more detail in Part
Three of this book; although we do not go into much
depth about them here, we need to give you a flavour
of their main themes since, after summarizing them,
we want to say something about how each might think
about globalization.

() Watch a video of Sir Steve Smith discussing the

value of theory www.oup.com/he/baylis8e

Liberal internationalism

Liberal internationalism developed after the First World
War, in a period defined by competing but unstable
empires, class conflict, women’s suffrage, and experi-
ments in international organization (Sluga and Clavin
2017). As you will later learn, there are many kinds of
‘liberalism’. But the main themes that run through lib-
eral thought are that human beings and societies can
be improved, that representative democracy is neces-
sary for liberal improvement, and that ideas—not just
material power—matter. Behind all this lies a belief in
progress, modelled on the achievements of liberal capi-
talist societies in the West. Hence, liberals reject the
realist notion that war is the natural condition of world
politics. They also question the idea that the state is the
main actor on the world political stage, although they
do not deny that it is important. They see individuals,
multinational corporations, transnational actors, and
international organizations as central actors in some
issue-areas of world politics. Liberals tend to think of
the state not as a unitary or united actor, but as made up
of individuals and their collective, societal preferences
and interests. They also think of the state as comprised
of a set of bureaucracies, each with its own interests.
Therefore, there can be no such thing as one ‘national
interest’ since it merely represents the result of what-
ever societal preferences or bureaucratic organizations
dominate the domestic decision-making process. In
relations among states, liberals stress the possibilities
for cooperation; the key issue becomes devising inter-
national institutions in which economic and political
cooperation can be best achieved.

The picture of world politics that arises from the lib-
eral view is of a complex system of bargaining among
many different types of actors. Military force is still
important, but the liberal agenda is not as restricted
as the realist one of relations between great powers.
Liberals see national interests in more than just mili-
tary terms, and stress the importance of economic,
environmental, and technological issues. Order in
world politics emerges from the interactions among
many layers of governing arrangements, comprising
laws, agreed norms, international regimes, and insti-
tutional rules to manage the global capitalist economy.
Fundamentally, liberals do not think that sovereignty is
as important in practice as realists believe. States may
be legally sovereign, but in practice they have to nego-
tiate with all sorts of other actors, with the result that
their freedom to act as they might wish is seriously cur-
tailed. Interdependence between states is a critically
important feature of world politics.

Realism

Realists have a different view of world politics and, like
liberals, claim a long tradition. However, it is highly
contested whether realists can actually claim a lineage
all the way back to ancient Greece or whether realism is
aninvented intellectual tradition for cold war American
foreign policy needs. Either way, there are many vari-
ants of something called ‘realism’. But in general, for
realists, the main actors on the world stage are states,
which are legally sovereign actors. Sovereignty means
that there is no actor above the state that can compel
it to act in specific ways. According to this view, other
actors such as multinational corporations or interna-
tional organizations have to work within the frame-
work of inter-state relations. As for what propels states
to act as they do, realists see human nature as centrally
important, and they view human nature as rather self-
ish. As a result, world politics (or, more accurately for
realists, international politics) represents a struggle for
power among states, with each trying to maximize its
national interest. Such order as exists in world politics is
the result of the workings of a mechanism known as the
balance of power, whereby states act so as to prevent
any one state from dominating. Thus, world politics is
all about bargaining and alliances, with diplomacy a
key mechanism for balancing various national inter-
ests. But finally, the most important tool available for
implementing states’ foreign policies is military force.
Ultimately, since there is no sovereign body above the
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states that make up the international political system,
world politics is a self-help system in which states must
rely on their own military resources to achieve their
ends. Often these ends can be achieved through coop-
eration, but the potential for conflict is ever present.

Since the 1970s and 1980s, an important variant
of realism has developed, known as neorealism. This
approach stresses the importance of the structure of
the international system in affecting the behaviour of
all states. Thus, during the cold war two main powers
dominated the international system, and this gave rise
to certain rules of behaviour; now that the cold war has
ended, the structure of world politics is said to be mov-
ing towards multipolarity (after a phase of unipolarity),
which for neorealists will involve very different rules of
the game.

Social constructivism

Social constructivism is a relatively new approach
in International Relations, one that developed in the
United States in the late 1980s and has been becom-
ing increasingly influential since the mid-1990s. The
approach arose out of a set of events in world politics,
notably the disintegration of the Soviet empire, as sym-
bolized most dramatically by the fall of the Berlin Wall
in 1989. These events indicated that human agency had
a much greater potential role in world politics than
implied by realism or liberalism. But the theoreti-
cal underpinnings of social constructivism are much
older; they relate to a series of social-scientific and
philosophical works that dispute the notion that the
‘social world’ is external to the people who live in it,
and is not easily changed. To different degrees, realism
and liberalism stress the regularities and ‘certainties’
of political life (although liberalism is somewhat less
adamant).

By contrast, constructivism argues that we make
and remake the social world and so there is much more
of a role for human agency than realism and liberalism
allow. Moreover, constructivists note that those who
see the world as fixed underestimate the possibilities
for human progress and for the betterment of people’s
lives. To this degree, social constructivism strongly
overlaps with liberalism and can even be seen as pro-
viding the social theory underpinnings of liberal politi-
cal theories of world politics. In the words of one of the
most influential constructivist theorists, Alexander
Wendt, even the self-help international system por-
trayed by realists is something that we make and

remake: as he puts it, ‘anarchy is what states make of it’
(Wendt 1992). Therefore, the world that realists portray
as ‘natural’ or ‘given’ is in fact far more open to change,
and constructivists think that self-help is only one pos-
sible response to the anarchical structure of world poli-
tics. Indeed, not only is the structure of world politics
amenable to change, but so also are the identities and
interests that neorealism or neoliberalism take as given.
In other words, constructivists think that it is a funda-
mental mistake to think of world politics as something
that we cannot change. The seemingly ‘natural’ struc-
tures, processes, identities, and interests of world poli-
tics could in fact be different from what they currently
are. Note, however, that social constructivism is not a
theory of world politics in itself. It is an approach to the
philosophy of social science with implications for the
kinds of arguments that can be made about world poli-
tics. Constructivists need to marry their approach to
another political theory of world politics, such as real-
ism but usually liberalism, to actually make substantive
claims.

Realism, liberalism, and social constructivism are
generally considered to be the ‘mainstream’ theories
of world politics. This means that they are the domi-
nant approaches in the most influential location for IR
scholarship, which is currently in the United States.
But this is changing. And by no means should real-
ism, liberalism, and social constructivism be consid-
ered the only compelling theories. On the contrary,
outside the United States these theories are often
considered to be far too narrow and thus unconvinc-
ing. We now turn to some other approaches that are
highly critical of the mainstream and move beyond it
in quite far-reaching ways.

Marxist theories

The fourth main theoretical position we want to men-
tion, Marxist theory, is also known as historical materi-
alism, which immediately gives you clues as to its main
assumptions. But first we want to point out a paradox
about Marxism. On the one hand, Marxist theory has
been incredibly influential historically, inspiring social-
ist revolutions around the world, including during the
process of decolonization, and also in the recent global
uprisings in response to the global financial crisis since
2007, for instance in Greece. On the other hand, it has
been less influential in the discipline of IR than either
realism or liberalism, and has less in common with
either realism or liberalism than they do with each
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other. Indeed, from a Marxist perspective, both realism
and liberalism serve the class and imperial interests of
the most powerful actors in world politics to the detri-
ment of most of the rest of the world.

For Marxist theory, the most important feature of
world politics is that it takes place in a highly unequal
world capitalist economy. In this world economy the
most important actors are not states but classes, and
the behaviour of all other actors is ultimately explica-
ble by class forces. Thus states, multinational corpora-
tions, and even international organizations represent
the dominant class interest in the world economic
system. Marxist theorists differ over how much leeway
actors such as states have, but all Marxists agree that
the world economy severely constrains states” freedom
of manoeuvre, especially that of smaller and weaker
states. Rather than an arena of conflict among national
interests or an arena with many different issue-areas,
Marxist theorists conceive of world politics as the setting
in which class conflicts are played out. In the branch of
Marxism known as world systems theory, the key fea-
ture of the international economy is the division of the
world into core, semi-periphery, and periphery areas. In
the semi-periphery and the periphery there exist cores
that are tied into the capitalist world economy, while
even in the core area there are peripheral economic
areas. In all of this, what matters is the dominance of
the power not of states but of global capitalism, and
it is these forces that ultimately determine the main
political patterns in world politics. Sovereignty is not
nearly as important for Marxist theorists as for realists
since it refers to political and legal matters, whereas the
most important feature of world politics is the degree of
economic autonomy, and here Marxist theorists see all
states as having to play by the rules of the international
capitalist economy.

Poststructuralism

Poststructuralism has been a particularly influential
theoretical development throughout the humanities
and social sciences in the last 30 years. It reached inter-
national theory in the mid-1980s, but it can only be said
to have really arrived in the last few years of the twen-
tieth century. Nonetheless, in recent years poststruc-
turalism has probably been as popular a theoretical
approach as any discussed in this book, and it overlaps
with a number of them. Part of the difficulty, however,
is precisely defining poststructuralism, which is also
sometimes referred to as postmodernism. This is in

addition to the fact, of course, that there are substantial
theoretical differences within its various strands. One
useful definition is by Jean-Fran¢ois Lyotard (1984:
xxiv): ‘Simplifying to the extreme, I define post-modern
as incredulity towards metanarratives. ‘Incredulity’
simply means scepticism; ‘metanarrative’ means any
theory that asserts it has clear foundations for making
knowledge claims and involves a foundational epis-
temology. You do not need to worry too much about
what this means right now. It’s explained in more detail
in the chapter on poststructuralism, and we say a little
bit more about these meta-theory questions below (see
‘Some meta-theoretical questions’). Put simply, to
have a foundational epistemology is to think that all
truth claims (about some feature of the world) can be
judged true or false (epistemology is the study of how
we can claim to know something).

Poststructuralism is essentially concerned with dis-
trusting and exposing any account of human life that
claims to have direct access to ‘the truth’. Thus realism,
liberalism, social constructivism, and even Marxism
are all suspect from a poststructuralist perspective
because they claim to have uncovered some fundamen-
tal truth about the world. Michel Foucault, an impor-
tant influence on poststructuralists in International
Relations, was opposed to the notion that knowledge
is immune from the workings of power. Instead, and
in common with Marxism, he argued that power pro-
duces knowledge. All power requires knowledge and all
knowledge relies on and reinforces existing power rela-
tions. Thus there is no such thing as ‘truth’ existing out-
side of power. Truth is not something external to social
settings, but is instead part of them. Poststructuralist
international theorists have used this insight to exam-
ine the ‘truths’ of International Relations theory, to
see how the concepts that dominate the discipline are
in fact highly contingent on specific power relations.
Poststructuralism takes apart the very concepts and
methods of our thinking, examining the conditions
under which we are able to theorize about world poli-
tics in the first place.

Postcolonial and decolonial approaches

Postcolonialism has been an important approach in
cultural studies, literary theory, and anthropology for
some time now, and has a long and distinguished pedi-
gree. However, postcolonial approaches have until quite
recentlylargelybeenignoredinthe field of International
Relations. This is now changing, not least because old
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disciplinary boundaries are breaking down. As noted
earlier in this chapter, more and more scholars study-
ing international politics are drawing on ideas from
other disciplines, including postcolonial ideas, espe-
cially those that expose the Eurocentric character of
IR. It is noteworthy that all the major theories we have
discussed so far—realism, liberalism, Marxism, social
constructivism, and poststructuralism—emerged in
Europe in response to specific European problems.
They are all ‘Eurocentric’. Postcolonial scholars ques-
tion whether Eurocentric theories can really purport
to explain world politics as a whole, or world politics
as it relates to the lives of most people on the planet.
It is more likely that they help to continue and justify
the military and economic subordination of the Global
South by powerful Western interests. This process is
known as ‘neocolonialism’. Postcolonialism has also
become more popular since the 9/11 attacks, which
encouraged people to try to understand how the his-
tories of the West and the Global South have always
been intertwined. For example, the identities of the
colonized and colonizers are constantly in flux and
mutually constituted. Postcolonial scholars argue that
the dominant theories, especially realism and liberal-
ism, are not neutral in terms of race, gender, and class,
but have helped secure the domination of the Western
world over the Global South. In this way, postcolonial-
ism suggests that traditional Marxism did not pay suf-
ficient attention to the way that racial and gendered
identities and power relations were central to uphold-
ing class power. Decolonial scholarship, which comes
out of and is closely linked to postcolonialism, then
proceeds to think about how to ‘decolonize’ the domi-
nant theories and ways of knowing. Thus, an impor-
tant claim of postcolonial and decolonial approaches
is that global hierarchies of subordination and control,
past and present, are made possible through the his-
torical construction and combination of racial, gen-
dered, and class differences and hierarchies. As other
chapters in this volume suggest, IR has been slightly
more comfortable with issues of class and gender. But
the issue of race has been almost entirely ignored. This
is even though race and racism continue to shape the
contemporary theory and practice of world politics in
far-reaching ways, as shown in the chapter on racism
in this book. In 1903, W. E. B. DuBois famously argued
that the problem of the twentieth century would be the
problem of the ‘colour-line’. How will transnational
racism continue to shape global politics in the twenty-
first century?

Feminism

Feminists were among the earliest and most influential
writers on international politics in the period during
which theacademic discipline of International Relations
was said to emerge (Ashworth 2011; Sluga 2017). But,
as noted earlier, this tradition of international theory
was marginalized from the discipline of International
Relations after the Second World War until the 1980s.
The first and most important thing to note about femi-
nism itself is that there is no one feminist theory; there
are many kinds of feminisms. However, the different
approaches are united by their focus on the construc-
tion of differences between ‘women’ and ‘men’ in the
context of hierarchy and power and the highly contin-
gent understandings of masculinity and femininity that
these power relations produce. Indeed, the very catego-
ries of ‘women’ and ‘men’, and the concepts of mas-
culinity and femininity, are highly contested in much
feminist research. Some feminist theories assume natu-
ral and biological (i.e. sex) differences between men and
women. Some do not. However, what all of the most
interesting work in this field does is analyse how gen-
der both affects world politics and is an effect of world
politics; in other words, how different concepts (such as
the state or sovereignty) are gendered and, in turn, how
this gendering of concepts can have differential conse-
quences for ‘men’ and ‘women’.

Some feminists look at the ways in which women are
excluded from power and prevented from playing a full
part in political activity. They examine how women have
been restricted to roles critically important for the func-
tioning of things (such as reproductive economies) but
that are not usually deemed to be important for theories
of world politics. Other feminists argue that the cause
of women’s inequality is to be found in the capitalist
system; overthrowing capitalism is the necessary route
for the achievement of the equal treatment of women.
‘Standpoint feminists’ identify how women, as a par-
ticular class by virtue of their sex rather than economic
standing (although the two are related), possess a unique
perspective—or standpoint—on world politics as a
result of their subordination. For example, in an impor-
tant early essay, J. Ann Tickner (1988) reformulated the
famous ‘Six principles of political realism’ developed by
the ‘godfather’ of realism, Hans J. Morgenthau. Tickner
showed how the seemingly ‘objective’ rules of realism
actually reflect hegemonic ‘male’ values and definitions
of reality. As a riposte, she reformulated these same rules
taking women’s experiences as the starting point.
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Postcolonial and decolonial feminists work at the
intersection of class, race, and gender on a global scale,
and especially analyse the gendered effects of trans-
national culture and the unequal division of labour in
the global political economy. From this perspective, it
is not good enough to simply demand (as some liberal
feminists do) that men and women should have equal
rights in a Western-style democracy. Such a move
ignores the way in which poor women of colour in the
Global South remain subordinated by the global eco-
nomic system—a system that liberal feminists were too
slow to challenge in a systematic way.

Some meta-theoretical questions

For most of the twentieth century, realism, liberalism,
and Marxism tended to be the main theories used to
understand world politics, with constructivism, femi-
nism, and poststructuralism becoming increasingly
influential since the mid-1990s and postcolonialism
gaining some influence in the 2000s.

While it is clear that each of these theories focuses on
different aspects of world politics, each is saying more
than this. Each view is claiming that it is picking out
the most important features of world politics and that it
offers a better account than do its rival theories. Thus,
the different approaches are really in competition with
one another. While you can certainly choose among
them and combine some aspects of some of the theories
(see, for example, Marxism, feminism, and postcolo-
nialism), it is not always so easy to add bits from one
to the others. For example, if you are a Marxist then
you think that state behaviour is ultimately determined
by class forces, which realists and liberals do not think
affect state behaviour in any significant way. In other
words, these theories are really competing versions of
what world politics is like rather than partial pictures
of it. They do not agree on what the ‘it’ is.

One way to think about this is in relation to meta-
theoretical questions (questions above any particu-
lar theory). Such terms can be a little unsettling, but
they are merely convenient words for discussing fairly
straightforward ideas. First consider the distinc-
tion between explanatory and constitutive theories.
An explanatory theory is one that sees the world as
something external to our theories of it. In contrast,
a constitutive theory is one that thinks our theories
actually help construct the world. In a very obvious
way our theories about the world shape how we act,
and thereby make those theories self-confirming. For

example, if we think that individuals are naturally
aggressive then we are likely to adopt a different pos-
ture towards them than if we think they are naturally
peaceful. However, you should not regard this claim
as self-evidently true, since it assumes that our abil-
ity to think and reason makes us able to determine
our choices (i.e. that we have free will rather than hav-
ing our ‘choices’ predetermined). What if our human
nature is such that we desire certain things ‘naturally’,
and that our language and seemingly ‘free choices’
are simply rationalizations for our needs? The point
is that there is a genuine debate between those who
think of the social world as like the natural world, and
those theories that see our language and concepts as
helping create that reality. Theories claiming the natu-
ral and the social worlds are the same are known as
naturalist (Hollis and Smith 1990).

In IR, realist and liberal theories tend to be explana-
tory, with the task of theory as reporting on a world that
is external to our theories. Their concern is to uncover
regularities in human behaviour and thereby explain
the social world in much the same way as a natural sci-
entist might explain the physical world. By contrast,
nearly all the approaches developed in the last 30 years
or so tend to be constitutive theories. Here theory is not
external to the things it is trying to explain, and instead
may construct how we think about the world. Or, to put
it another way, our theories define what we see as the
external world. Thus, the very concepts we use to think
about the world help to make that world what it is.

The foundational/anti-foundational distinction refers
to the simple-sounding issue of whether our beliefs
about the world can be tested or evaluated against any
neutral or objective procedures. This is a distinction
central to the branch of the philosophy of social science
known as epistemology (the study of how we can claim
to know something). A foundationalist position is one
that thinks that all truth claims (about some feature of
the world) can be judged true or false. An anti-foun-
dationalist thinks that truth claims cannot be judged
in this way, since there are never neutral grounds for
doing so. Instead each theory will define what counts
as the facts and so there will be no neutral position
available to adjudicate between rival claims. Think,
for example, of a Marxist and a liberal arguing about
the ‘true’ state of the economy. Foundationalists look
for ‘meta-theoretical’ (above any particular theory)
grounds for choosing between truth claims. In con-
trast, anti-foundationalists think that there are no such
positions available, and that believing there to be some



PATRICIA OWENS - JOHN BAYLIS - STEVE SMITH

is itself simply a reflection of an adherence to a particu-
lar view of epistemology.

Most of the contemporary approaches to inter-
national theory are much less wedded to founda-
tionalism than were the traditional theories. Thus,
poststructuralism, postcolonialism, and some feminist
theory would tend towards anti-foundationalism,
whereas neorealism and neoliberalism would tend
towards foundationalism. Interestingly, social con-
structivism wishes to portray itself as occupying the
middle ground. On the whole, and as a rough guide,
explanatory theories tend to be foundational while
constitutive theories tend to be anti-foundational.
The point at this stage is not to construct some check-
list, nor to get you thinking yet about the epistemo-
logical differences among these theories. Rather we
want to draw your attention to the important impact

Theories and globalization

None of these theories has all the answers when it comes
to explaining world politics in a global era. In fact, each
sees ‘globalization’ differently. We do not want to tell
you which theory seems best, since the purpose of this
book is to give you a variety of conceptual lenses through
which you might want to look at world politics. All we
will do is say a few words about how each theory might
respond to the debate about ‘globalization’. We will then
go on to say something about the possible rise of global-
ization and offer some ideas on its strengths and weak-
nesses as a description of contemporary world politics.

e For liberals, globalization is the end product of a
long-running, progressive transformation of world
politics. Liberals are particularly interested in the
revolution in economy, technology, and communi-
cations represented by globalization. This increased
interconnectedness among societies, which is eco-
nomically and technologically led, results in a very
different pattern of world political relations from
that which has gone before. States are no longer such
central actors as they once were. In their place are
numerous actors of differing importance according
to the issue-area concerned. The world looks more
like a cobweb of relations than like the state model of
realism or the class model of Marxist theory. From
this perspective, the British vote to exit from the EU
was a foolish and very expensive decision to reject
political and economic integration.

of these assumptions about the nature of knowl-
edge on the theories that you will learn about. The
last 30 years have seen these underlying assumptions
brought more into the open. The most important
effect of this has been to undermine realism’s and lib-
eralism’s claims to be delivering the truth.

Note that this is a very rough representation of how
the various theories can be categorized. It is misleading
in some respects, since there are quite different versions
of the main theories and some of these are less founda-
tionalist than others. In other words, the classifications
are broadly illustrative of the theoretical landscape, and
are best considered a useful starting point for think-
ing about the differences among theories. As you learn
more about them you will see how rough and ready a
picture this is, but it is as good a general categorization
as any other.

o Forrealists, the picture looks very different. For them,
globalization—however its advocates define it—does
not alter the most significant feature of world poli-
tics, namely the territorial division of the world into
nation-states. While the increased interconnected-
ness among economies and societies might make
them more dependent on one another, the same can-
not be said about the state system. Here, powerful
states retain sovereignty, and globalization does not
render obsolete the struggle for political power among
those states. Nor does it undermine the importance
of the threat of the use of force or the importance of
the balance of power. Globalization may affect our
social, economic, and cultural lives, but it does not
transcend the international political system of states.
We might think of the decision of the British people
to leave the European Union as a demonstration of
the enduring significance of national sovereignty.

e For constructivist theorists, globalization tends to be
presented as an external force acting on states, which
leaders often argue is a reality that they cannot chal-
lenge. This, constructivists argue, is a very political
act, since it underestimates the ability of changing
social norms and the identity of actors to challenge
and shape globalization, and instead allows leaders
to duck responsibility by blaming ‘the way the world
is’. Instead, constructivists think that we can mould
globalization in a variety of ways, notably because
it offers us very real chances, for example, to create
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cross-national human rights and social movements
aided by modern technological forms of communi-
cation such as the internet.

e For Marxists, globalization is a sham, and the recent
backlash against ‘globalization’ is evidence of this.
From a historical perspective, it is nothing particu-
larly new, and is really only the latest stage in the
development of international capitalism: neoliber-
alism. It does not mark a qualitative shift in world
politics, nor does it render all our existing theories
and concepts redundant. Above all, it is a Western-
led capitalist phenomenon that simply furthers the
development of global capitalism, in a neoliberal vein.
Neoliberalism, in this sense, is less a variant of liberal
internationalism, though there are links, than the
effort to deregulate global capitalism for the benefit
of the rich. Rather than make the world more alike,
neoliberal globalization further deepens the existing
divides between the core, the semi-periphery, and
the periphery. From this perspective, the decision of
British people to retreat from transnational collabo-
ration, voting to exit the EU, was because ordinary
working people did not feel the benefits of it.

e Forpoststructuralists, ‘globalization’ does notexist out
there in the world. It is a discourse. Poststructuralists
are sceptical of the grand claims made by realists, lib-
erals, and Marxists about the nature of globalization,
and they argue that any claims about the meaning of
so-called ‘globalization’ make sense only in the con-
text of a specific discourse that itself is a product of
power. These various regimes of truth about global-
ization merely reflect the ways in which both power
and truth develop together in a mutually sustaining
relationship throughout history. The way to uncover
the workings of power behind the discourse of ‘global-
ization’ is to undertake a detailed historical analysis of
how the practices and statements about globalization
are ‘true’ only within specific discourses.

e Postcolonial and decolonial scholarship on global-
ization is similar to much Marxist thought in that it
highlights the important degree of continuity and

Globalization: myth or reality?

The focus of this book is to offer an overview of world
politics in a global era. But what does it mean to speak of a
‘global era’? Societies today are affected both more exten-
sively and more deeply by events in other societies. The

persistence of colonial forms of power in the global-
ized world. For example, the level of economic and
military control of Western interests in the Global
South is in many ways actually greater now than it
was under direct control—a form of ‘neo’-colonial-
ism that is compatible with neoliberal capitalism.
So, although the era of formal colonial imposition
by force of arms is largely over, an important start-
ing point for postcolonial scholarship is the issue of
vast inequality on a global scale, the forms of glo-
balizing power that make this systematic inequal-
ity possible, and the continued domination of
subaltern peoples, those classes dominated under
hegemony such as poor rural women in the Global
South.

e Each of the different branches of feminist scholar-
ship responds differently to the question of global-
ization, but they all address and debate the effects
that it has on gendered forms of power. Liberal
feminists, as is to be expected, are most positive
and hopeful about globalization, viewing it as a
way to incorporate more women into the existing
political and economic system. Others are much
more sceptical, pointing to the negative effects of
neoliberalism and economic globalization on the
global wealth gap, which has a disproportionately
negative effect on women, especially women of
colour. From a feminist perspective, to really assess
the significance, causes, and effects of globalization
requires concrete analysis of the lived experiences
of men and women, showing how seemingly gen-
der-neutral issues are highly gendered, reinforc-
ing relations of power and other forms of gender
injustice.

By the end of the book we hope you will work out which
of these theories (if any) best explains not only ‘global-
ization’, but world politics more generally. The central
point here is that the main theories see globalization
differently because they have a prior view of what is
most important in world politics.

world seems to be ‘shrinking’, and people are increasingly
aware of this. The internet is the most graphic example,
since it allows you to sit at home and have instant com-
munication with people around the world. Email and
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social media such as Facebook and Twitter have also
transformed communications and hence how we come
to know about world politics. But these are only the most
obvious examples. Others would include: global newspa-
pers, international social movements such as Amnesty
International or Greenpeace, global franchises such as
McDonald’s, Coca-Cola, and Apple, the global economy,
and global problems such as pollution, climate change,
and HIV/AIDS. Have these developments really changed
the nature of world politics? The debate about global-
ization is not just the claim that the world has changed
but whether the changes are qualitative and not merely
quantitative. Has a ‘new’” world political system really
emerged as a result of these processes?

Our final task in this introduction is to offer you a
summary of the main arguments for and against glo-
balization as a distinct new phase in world politics. We
do not expect you to decide where you stand on the
issue at this stage, but we think that we should give you
some of the main arguments so that you can keep them
in mind as you read the rest of this book. Because the
arguments for globalization as a new phase of world
politics are most effectively summarized in Chapter 1,
we will spend more time on the criticisms. The main
arguments in favour are:

e The pace of economic transformation is so great that it
has created a new world politics. States are less and less
like closed units and they cannot control their own
economies under global capitalism. The world econ-
omy is more interdependent than ever, with cross-
border trade and financial flows ever expanding.

e Communications have fundamentally revolution-
ized the way we deal with the rest of the world. We
now live in a world where events in one location can
be immediately observed on the other side of the
world. Electronic communications alter our notions
of the social groups we live in.

e There is now, more than ever before, a global cul-
ture, so that most urban areas resemble one another.
Much of the urban world shares a common culture,
a good deal of it emanating from Hollywood.

e Time and space seem to be collapsing. Our old ideas
of geographical space and of chronological time are
undermined by the speed of modern communica-
tions and media.

e A global polity is emerging, with transnational
social and political movements and the beginnings
of a transfer of allegiance from the state to sub-state,
transnational, and international bodies.

e A cosmopolitan culture is developing. People are
beginning to ‘think globally and act locally’.

e A risk culture is emerging, with people realizing
both that the main risks that face them are global
(pollution, HIV/AIDS, and climate change) and
that individual states are unable to deal with these
problems.

However, just as there are powerful reasons for see-
ing globalization as a new stage in world politics, often
allied to the view that globalization is progressive—that
it improves people’s lives—there are also arguments
that suggest the opposite. Some of the main ones are:

o Globalization is merely a buzzword to denote the
latest phase of capitalism: neoliberalism. In a very
powerful critique of globalization theory, Paul Hirst
and Grahame Thompson (1996) argue that one effect
of the globalization thesis is that it makes it appear
as if national governments are powerless in the face
of global economic trends. This ends up paralysing
governmental attempts to subject global economic
forces to control and regulation. Just think about
how this played out in the negotiations between
Greece and its debtors in 2015. Believing that most
globalization theory lacks historical depth, Hirst
and Thompson point out that it paints the cur-
rent situation as more unusual than it is, and also
as more firmly entrenched than it might in fact be.
Current trends may well be reversible. They con-
clude that the more extreme versions of globaliza-
tion are ‘a myth’, and they support this claim with
five main conclusions from their study of the con-
temporary world economy (Hirst and Thompson
1996: 2-3). First, the present internationalized econ-
omy is not unique in history. In some respects, they
say it is less open than the international economy
was between 1870 and 1914. Second, they find that
‘genuinely’ transnational companies are relatively
rare; most are national companies trading interna-
tionally. Third, there is no shift of finance and capi-
tal from the developed to the underdeveloped world.
Overseas direct investment continues to be highly
concentrated among the countries of the developed
world. Fourth, the world economy is not global;
rather trade, investment, and financial flows are
concentrated in and among different blocs—Europe,
North America, China, and Japan. Finally, if they
coordinated policies, this group of blocs could regu-
late global economic markets and forces. Hirst and
Thompson offer a very powerful critique of one of
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the main planks of the globalization thesis: that the
global economy is something beyond our control.
Their central criticism is that this view both mis-
leads us and prevents us from developing policies
to control national economies. All too often we are
told that our economy must obey ‘the global market’,
with enormous consequences for social spending
and social justice. Hirst and Thompson believe that
this is a myth.

Another obvious objection is that globalization is
very uneven in its effects. At times it sounds very
much like a Western theory applicable only to a
small part of humankind. To pretend that even a
small minority of the world’s population can con-
nect to the internet is clearly an exaggeration when
in reality most people on the planet are not so tech-
nologically connected. In other words, globalization
applies only to the developed world. We are in dan-
ger of overestimating both the extent and the depth
of globalization.

A related objection is that globalization may well
be simply the latest stage of Western imperialism.
It is the old modernization theory in a new guise.
The forces that are being globalized are conveniently
those found in the Western world. What about non-
Western experiences and values? Where do they fit
into this emerging global world? The worry is that
they do not fit in at all, and what is being celebrated
in globalization is the triumph of a Western world-
view, at the expense of the worldviews of others.
Critics have also noted that there are very consid-
erable losers as the world becomes more globalized.
This is because globalization represents the seeming
‘success’ of neoliberal capitalism in an economically
divided world. Perhaps one outcome is that neolib-
eral globalization allows the more efficient exploi-
tation of poorer nations, and segments of richer
ones, all in the name of ‘openness’. The technologies
accompanying globalization are technologies that
benefit the richest economies in the world, and allow
their interests to override those of local communi-
ties. Not only is globalization imperialist; it is also
exploitative.

Not all globalized forces are necessarily ‘good’ ones.
Globalization makes it easier for drug cartels and
terrorists to operate, and the internet’s anarchy
raises crucial questions of censorship and prevent-
ing access to certain kinds of material, including
among those trading in the sexual exploitation of
children.

e Turning to the so-called global governance aspects
of globalization, the main worry here is about
responsibility. To whom are the transnational social
movements responsible and democratically account-
able? If IBM or Shell becomes more and more power-
ful in the world, does this not raise the issue of how
accountable it is to democratic control? One of the
arguments for ‘Brexit’ was that EU decision-making
is undemocratic and unaccountable. Most of the
emerging powerful actors in a globalized world are
not accountable to democratic publics. This argu-
ment also applies to seemingly ‘good’ global actors
such as Amnesty International and Greenpeace.

We hope that these arguments for and against the
dominant way of representing globalization will cause
you to think deeply about the utility of the concept of
globalization. The chapters that follow do not take a
common stance for or against. We end by posing some
questions that we would like you to keep in mind as you
read the remaining chapters:

e Isglobalization a new phenomenon in world politics?

e Which theory discussed above best explains
globalization?

e Isglobalization a positive or a negative development?

e Is neoliberal globalization merely the latest stage of
capitalist development?

e Does globalization make the state obsolete?

e Does globalization make the world more or less
democratic?

e Is globalization merely Western imperialism in a
new guise?

e Does globalization make war more or less likely?

e In what ways is war a globalizing force in itself?

e Do you think that the vote for Brexit and the elec-
tion of President Donald Trump in 2016 represent a
major new challenge to globalization?

- Watch a video of Sir Steve Smith discussing the

() impact of Brexit and the election of President

Donald Trump www.oup.com/he/baylis8e

We hope that this introduction and the chapters that
follow help you to answer these questions, and that this
book as a whole provides you with a good overview of
the politics of the contemporary world. Whether or not
you conclude that globalization is a new phase in world
politics, whether you think it is a positive or a negative
development, or that it doesn’t really exist at all, we leave
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to you to decide. But we think it is important to conclude
this chapter by stressing that globalization—whatever it
is—is clearly a very complex phenomenon. How we think
about politics in the global era will reflect not merely the
theories we accept, but also our own positions in this
globalized world. In this sense, how we respond to world

events may itself be ultimately dependent on the social,
cultural, gendered, racialized, economic, and political
spaces we occupy. In other words, world politics sud-
denly becomes very personal: how does your economic
position, your ethnicity, race, gender, culture, or your
religion determine what globalization means to you?
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Chapter 1

Globalization and

global politics

ANTHONY MCGREW

Framing Questions

© Why is globalization so contentious?

© What are the implications of the current crisis of globalization for world politics and

world order?

© How does the study of globalization advance understanding of world politics?

Reader’s Guide

Globalization is a concept which refers to the widen-
ing, deepening, and acceleration of worldwide con-
nectivity or interconnectedness. Popular metaphors
portray it in vivid terms as: a ‘shrinking world’, ‘net-
worked world’, the ‘death of distance’, a ‘global village’,
or ‘global civilization'’. Globalization, in simultaneously

unifying and dividing the world, is a much more
complex and contradictory phenomenon than these
metaphors presume. This chapter will explore these
complexities and contradictions through an analysis
of the characteristics and dynamics of contemporary
globalization. Making sense of globalization is essen-
tial to comprehending and explaining world politics in
the twenty-first century.
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Introduction

A little over a century ago, the so-called ‘belle époque’
of European globalization catastrophically imploded
with the onset of the First World War. Global connec-
tivity, as with war, has been central to the formation of
the modern world system and essential to understand-
ing contemporary world politics (Bayly 2004, 2018;
Osterhammel 2014). Yet within the academy, the sig-
nificance of globalization is seriously contested, while
beyond the academy it is deeply detested by many,
including advocates of nationalist populism (para-
doxically itself a global phenomenon). This chapter is

Making sense of globalization

Globalization today is evident in almost every aspect
of modern life, from fashion to finance, social media
to supermarket merchandise, multinational corpora-
tions to the #MeToo movement. Indeed, it so integral
to the functioning of modern economies and societies
that it is an institutionalized feature of contemporary
life, at least for the world’s most prosperous citizens.
Universities, for instance, are literally global institu-
tions, from the recruitment of students to the dissemi-
nation of academic research.

Mapping globalization

In today’s global economy, the fate and fortunes of
entire nations, communities, and households across
the world is bound together through complex webs of
global trade, finance, and production networks. Such is
the integration of the world economy that no national
economy can insulate itself from the workings of global
markets, as the 2008 global financial crisis (GFC) dem-
onstrated to such disastrous effect (see Ch. 16). A global
crash was only averted through coordinated action by
the world’s major economies at the 2009 G20 sum-
mit which (at the time) prompted the ironic headline:
‘(Communist) China comes to the “rescue of global
capitalism”.

Before the eruption of the GFC, economic globaliza-
tion (measured by global flows of capital, trade, and pro-
duction) reached historic levels, consistently outpacing
for almost three decades the growth of the world econ-
omy. At its peak in 2007, global flows of capital, goods,
and services were estimated at a staggering 53 per cent

organized into three parts. The first is concerned with
making sense of globalization by addressing some fun-
damental questions: What is globalization? What are its
dominant features? How is it best conceptualized and
defined? The second part reassesses the current ‘crisis
of globalization” alongside its potential consequences
for the liberal world order and world politics. The third
considers the contributions of globalization scholar-
ship to advancing a critical understanding of twenty-
first-century global affairs. The chapter concludes with
brief reflections on the three core framing questions.

of world economic activity (GDP) (McKinsey Global
Institute 2016). Global economic integration had inten-
sified and expanded to embrace most of the world’s
population as the emerging economies of China,
Brazil, India, and others were fully incorporated into
a 24-hour world economy. Following the GFC, the
pace of economic globalization slowed dramatically, as
capital and trade flows temporarily reversed, prompt-
ing much commentary about the end of globalization or
deglobalization. Although today (2019) global economic
flows remain below peak 2007 levels, they have for the
most part recovered to levels near or above those of the
turn of this century, now estimated at 39 per cent of
world GDP, and expected to continue to grow (although
more slowly than in the recent past) (McKinsey Global
Institute 2016; WTO 2018a; Lund et al. 2019).

Every single working day, total turnover on the
world’s money markets amounts to a remarkable
$5 trillion, only just short of the combined annual
GDP of the UK and France, the fifth and seventh larg-
est economies in the world, respectively, as of 2017.
Few governments today have the resources to resist
sustained 24-hour global market speculation against
their currency without significant consequences for
domestic economic stability and prosperity (see Ch. 27).
Nor are governments necessarily the primary deci-
sion-makers in today’s global economy, since trans-
national corporations, scores of which have turnovers
which well exceed the GDP of many countries,
account for over 33 per cent of world output, control
global production networks which account for 30 per
cent of world trade, and are the primary sources of



international investment in manufacturing and ser-
vices (UNCTAD 2018). Every iPhone is the product of
design services and components supplied by some 700
companies across the globe from Malaysia to Malta.
Transnational corporations therefore have enormous
influence over the location and distribution of produc-
tive, economic, and technological power. Their opera-
tions confound the traditional distinction between
the foreign and the domestic: the German automotive
company BMW is the top exporter of automobiles
from the US. BMW’s largest manufacturing plant is
in Spartanburg, South Carolina, and, together with
other German-owned car plants located in the US,
accounts for over 60 per cent of American car exports
to China as of 2018.

Contemporary globalization is associated intimately
with the revolutions in modern transport and commu-
nication technologies, from jet transport and container-
ization to mobile phones and the internet (see Box 1.1).
Digitalization has revolutionized worldwide com-
munications through relatively cheap, instantaneous,
round-the-clock global communication and informa-
tion flows. Between 2005 and 2014, global data flows
increased by a remarkable 45 times, while access to the
internet, although still highly uneven, expanded from
over 1 billion users to 4.1 billion in 2018 (55 per cent
of the world’s population), with the majority in Asia
(McKinsey Global Institute 2016).

Box 1.1 Global entrepreneurs: the agents
of globalization

Globalization is not an autonomous process, but is very much
a product of the actions of individuals as well as large organi-
zations such as multinational companies. A powerful illustra-
tion of this is the moambeiras or suitcase traders of Luanda,
Angola. Each week, an estimated 400 women fashion traders
from the poorer districts of Luanda organize buying trips to
Sao Paolo, Brazil. They head straight to the city’s global fashion
district, Feira da Madrugada, to purchase the latest Brazilian
fashion merchandise, produced in the local informal economy,
which they bring back in suitcases to sell in Luanda’s markets.
Why Brazil? Because Angolans and Brazilians share a colonial
history and language from the era of Portuguese empire. As a
result, Brazilian telenovelas are hugely popular in Angola as is
Brazilian fashion, not to mention Havaianas flip-flops. There
is also a significant Angolan diaspora in Brazil. More recently,
some moambeiras have begun trading with China too, as com-
petition increases. These women ‘global entrepreneurs’ are
the agents of an informal globalization which for many in the
Global South is a bridge to economic security.

(Barreau Tran 2017)
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These global communication and mobility infra-
structures have made it possible not only to manage
just-in-time production networks across continents,
but also to organize and mobilize like-minded people
across the globe in virtual real time (see Box 1.2). The
#MeToo movement became a spontaneous global phe-
nomenon in late 2017 as women, from Afghanistan to
Nepal, organized to advocate for justice for women.
Somewhat paradoxically, the current wave of national-
ist populism has acquired a global reach through trans-
national networking and cooperation across Europe,
the US, and Latin America between like-minded
political parties and ideological factions (Moffitt 2017).
People organize across borders on a remarkable scale,
such that currently over 38,000 international non-
governmental organizations (NGOs), from Amnesty
International to Women Working Worldwide, operate
across 166 countries, hosting some 481,000 meetings
in 2018 alone (see Ch. 22). Alongside these global civil
society NGOs, the same communication and mobility
infrastructures facilitate the uncivil activities of trans-
national organized criminal and terrorist networks,
from the Yakuza to Al Shabaab, human trafficking
to money laundering. This illicit globalization, which
has expanded exponentially over the last two decades,
contributes to a more disorderly, violent, and insecure
world. Globalization is a source of unprecedented risks
and societal vulnerabilities.

Box 1.2 The engines of globalization

Explanations of globalization tend to focus on three inter-
related factors: technics (technological change and social
organization); economics (markets and capitalism); and poli-
tics (power, interests, and institutions).

e Technics—central to any account of globalization, since it
is a truism that without a modern communications
infrastructure, a global system or worldwide economy
would not be possible.

e Economics—crucial as technology is, so too is
globalization’s specifically economic logic. Capitalism’s
insatiable demand for new markets and profits leads
inevitably to the globalization of economic activity.

e Politics—shorthand here for ideas, interests, and power,
politics constitutes the third logic of globalization. If
technology provides the physical infrastructure of
globalization, politics provides its normative infrastructure.
Governments, such as those of the US, China, Brazil, and
the UK, have been critical actors in nurturing the process
of globalization.
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As Goldin and Mariathasan (2014) observe, the scale
and intensity of global connectivity today has created
a world of highly complex systemic interdependencies
not just between countries, but also between global sys-
tems, from finance to the environment (see Chs 15, 24,
27, 28, and 29). Such complexity, in turn, creates pro-
found systemic risks in which, for example, household
mortgage defaults in Ohio precipitate a financial chain
reaction culminating in a global shock which threatens
the collapse of the entire global financial system. If this
seems somewhat fantastical, histories of the 2008 GFC
describe such a scenario and just how close the world
came to financial collapse and economic catastrophe
(Tooze 2018). From health pandemics to the prolifera-
tion of technologies of mass destruction, hacking of
critical infrastructures to global warming, globaliza-
tion is implicated in the emergence of a global risk soci-
ety in which national borders provide little protection
from distant dangers or the consequences of systemic
failures. Preventing and managing these systemic risks
has contributed to the expanding jurisdiction of global
institutions and regulatory regimes (see Chs 19, 20,
and 23).

Over the last four decades, there has been a dra-
matic growth in transnational and global forms of
governance, rule-making, and regulation, from for-
mal G20 summits (sometimes referred to as the gov-
ernment of globalization) to the 2018 Conference of
the Parties to the Climate Change Treaty, alongside
the many private global regulatory bodies such as the
International Accounting Standards Board and the
Forest Stewardship Council. Today there are over 260
permanent intergovernmental organizations consti-
tuting a system of global governance, with the United
Nations at its institutional core. While in no sense a
world government, this system of multilateral gov-
ernance has been critical to both the promotion and
regulation of globalization, from the World Trade
Organization’s (WTO) mandate to liberalize world
trade to the International Labour Organization’s role
in promoting workers’ rights. For much of the world’s
population, more significant are the humanitarian,
development, and peacekeeping functions of this sys-
tem, which are vital to the human security of the most
vulnerable.

With the expanding jurisdiction of global gover-
nance has come its deepening reach into the domes-
tic affairs of states, as global standards, norms, and
legal rules are incorporated into domestic law or pub-
lic policy and political discourse. National and local

government bureaucracies are increasingly regionally
and globally networked, sharing information and col-
laborating with their opposite numbers abroad on mat-
ters from agricultural policy to human trafficking, from
the Financial Action Task Force (which brings together
government experts on money-laundering from major
OECD countries) to the BRICS National Security
Advisors network (which connects senior national
security officials from the BRICS governments). Just as
national economies have been globalized, so too have
national politics and governance.

While capital freely circulates the globe, the same is
not the case for people: borders and national controls
continue to matter even more than during the ‘belle
époque’ of nineteenth-century globalization. Despite
this, people—along with their cultures—are on the
move on a scale greater than those historic nineteenth-
century migrations. Though most migration is still
within countries, the pattern of global migration has
significantly altered: from the world’s South to North
and from East to West, contributing to public percep-
tions, especially in the West, of a migrant crisis, despite
evidence to the contrary (see Chs 14 and 25). Migration
to affluent OECD countries increased from 3.9 million
in 2000 to over 6 million in 2015, while across the entire
world 258 million people (almost 49 per cent of whom
are women, and 164 million are migrant workers) were
resident in countries outside those of their birth (UN
IOM 2018; ILO 2018). Furthermore, despite the GFC,
the world’s expanding middle classes are touring the
globe on a historically unprecedented scale, with some
1.3 billion tourist visits in 2017 (compared with 680
million in 2000 and 952 million in 2010). These tourists
spent some $1.34 trillion in 2017, equivalent to the GDP
of Australia (WTO 2018a).

With the resurgence of identity politics and the
populist backlash against globalization, migration has
become a contentious global issue even within nomi-
nally multicultural and liberal societies. Migration
highlights difference, which is perceived to threaten
orthodox ethnic and cultural ideologies of national
identity—what Kwame Anthony Appiah (2018) refers
to as the ‘lies that bind’. It is an especially conspicu-
ous illustration of how globalization both unites
and divides neighbourhoods, communities, nations,
and the world. Indeed, in this digitally hypercon-
nected world there is little evidence of significant cul-
tural convergence, despite the fact, for instance, that
Netflix’s 137 million subscribers across 190 countries
stream the same programmes, or Facebook’s 2.27



billion monthly worldwide users swap much con-
tent, or even the 3.2 billion global viewings of PSY’s
‘Gangnam Style’. Rather than bridging cultural divi-
sions, some argue the internet reinforces heightened
awareness of irreconcilable cultural or religious dif-
ferences (see Chs 17, 18, and 30). However, this view
overlooks the growing significance of the mixing or
hybridization of cultures expressed in everything
from cuisine to the assertion of hyphenated identities
(Asian-British, Italian-American, Japanese-Brazilian,
Greek-Australian). If anything, cultural globalization
is associated with a world of increasing cultural com-
plexity in which, for instance, the youth of northeast
India revere ‘Hallyu’ (a global wave of Korean popular
culture) whilst Ibeyi (a French-Cuban twins musi-
cal duo) performs in Yoruba, English, French, and
Spanish.

Analysing globalization

Globalization is a historical process characterized by:

o the stretching of social, political, and economic
activities across national frontiers such that
events, decisions, and actions in one region of
the world have the potential to impact directly
and indirectly on individuals, communities,
and countries in distant regions of the globe.
For instance, civil war and conflict in Syria and
Yemen has displaced millions of people, who have
fled to adjacent states and even further to Europe
and beyond seeking asylum.

o the intensification, or the growing magnitude, of
interconnectedness in almost every sphere of mod-
ern life, from the economic to the ecological, from
the global presence of Google to the spread of harm-
ful microbes such as the SARS virus.

o the accelerating pace of global flows and processes
as the velocity with which ideas, news, goods, infor-
mation, capital, and technology circulate the world
increases. For example, during ‘Red October’ 2018,
stock markets across the globe experienced a syn-
chronized collapse within minutes of the opening of
trading.

o the deepening enmeshment of the local and global
such that the domestic and international are indis-
tinguishable. For instance, reducing carbon emis-
sions in Mumbai or Glasgow can moderate the
impact of climate change on the Pacific Islanders of
Samoa and Kiribati (see Ch. 24).
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Box 1.3 Approaches to conceptualizing
globalization

e Materialist: The most common approach conceives of
globalization as a substantive process of increasing
worldwide connectivity which is open to empirical and
historical methods of enquiry.

e Constructivist: Globalization is conceived in ideational
terms as a principally discursive phenomenon which has
no objective or permanent meaning, but rather is ‘what we
(or they) make of it’ (see Chs 11 and 12).

e |deological: Globalization is conceived as a political and
economic project and ideology advanced by the most
powerful (states and elites) to fashion the world order
according to their interests, e.g. neoliberal globalization.

This chapter rests primarily on the materialist approach,
although it draws on the other approaches. Accounts of globali-
zation often elide or combine these three distinct approaches.

The concept of globalization focuses attention on
the flows, connections, systems, and networks which
transcend states and continents, the virtual and
material world wide webs which sustain modern
existence (see Box 1.3). It is indicative of an unfold-
ing structural change in the scale of human social
and economic organization. Human affairs are no
longer organized solely on a local or national terri-
torial scale, but are also increasingly organized on
transnational, regional, and global scales. Examples
include the global production networks of GAP and
the year-long (2011-12) worldwide protests of the
Occupy movement in 951 cities across 82 countries
in the wake of the GFC. The concept of globaliza-
tion denotes this significant shift in the scale of
human social organization, in every sphere from the
economy to security, connecting and transcending
all continents—what Jan Aart Scholte (2005: ch. 2)
refers to as ‘transworld’ (as opposed to international)
relations. In this respect, globalization is associ-
ated with a process of deterritorialization: as social,
political, or economic activities are organized at the
global or transnational levels, they become in a sig-
nificant sense disembedded or detached from their
place or locale. For instance, property prices in the
most expensive neighbourhoods of the world’s major
global cities are more highly correlated with each
other than with prices in their respective national
real-estate markets.
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Under conditions of globalization, the very idea
of a national economy as coterminous with national
territory is compromised because corporate owner-
ship and production transcends borders. Many of
the UK’s largest companies have their headquarters
in India, Japan, and Germany, while many small
enterprises outsource their production to China,
Vietnam, and other East Asian countries. Even
national borders are no longer always coterminous
with national territory: Toronto airport is home to
the US border.

However, this structural shift is not experienced
uniformly across the world. Indeed, the concept of
globalization should be differentiated from that of uni-
versality, which implies worldwide convergence and
inclusivity. By contrast, globalization is marked by
highly differential patterns of inclusion, giving it what
Castells (2000) calls a ‘variable geometry’. Western
countries are much more comprehensively globalized
than are the poorest sub-Saharan African states (see
Chs 16 and 26). Even within countries, globalization
is differentially experienced, varying significantly
between cities and rural areas, sectors of the economy,
and between households in the same neighbourhood.
Thus, in both Western and sub-Saharan African states,
elites are enmeshed in global networks, while the poor-
est find themselves largely excluded. Globalization
exhibits a distinctive geography of inclusion and exclu-
sion with significant distributional consequences,
creating economic winners and losers not just among
countries but also within them. Indeed, globalization
is associated with growing global inequality of wealth,
income, and life chances (Alvaredo et al. 2018). For
the most affluent, it may very well translate into ‘one
world’, but for much of humanity it is associated with a
deeply divided world marked by inequality and exclu-
sion. Beyond the West, globalization is frequently per-
ceived as Westernization, stoking fears of imperialism
and provoking anti-Western movements and resis-
tance. Accordingly, the concept of globalization has no
implied teleology: it does not presume that the process
has a historical logic (teleology) or singular purpose
(telos) leading inevitably towards a harmonious world
society.

Although geography and distance very much still
matter, the concept of globalization is associated with
a process of time-space compression. This refers
to the impact of new technologies of mobility and
communication effectively ‘shrinking’ geographi-
cal space and time. From live global coverage of the

inauguration of Donald Trump on 20 January 2017
to the global supply chains which put fresh fruit on
UK supermarket shelves within days of being har-
vested thousands of miles away, the world appears
to be literally shrinking. A ‘shrinking world’ is also
one in which the sites of power and the subjects of
power quite literally are often continents apart.
During the GFC, the principal agencies of decision-
making, whether in Washington, Beijing, New York,
or London, were oceans apart from the local com-
munities subject to their policies. In this respect, the
concept of globalization highlights the ways in which
power is organized and exercised (or increasingly
has the potential to be) at a distance transcending
the constraints of geography and territorial jurisdic-
tion (see Case Study 1.1). This highlights the rela-
tive denationalization of power in world politics in
so far as power is organized and exercised not only
on a national scale but also on transregional, trans-
national, and worldwide scales. This, combined with
the complexity of a networked world, makes the exer-
cise of power enormously opaque, such that identi-
fying responsible and accountable agencies is almost
impossible, a situation dramatically illustrated by the
GFC (Tooze 2018). Such complexity and opacity has
very significant implications for all states, but most
especially for liberal democracies which champion
democratic accountability, transparency, and the rule
of law, because it creates a public perception that they
are subject to global or external forces over which
elected governments exert little control.

To summarize: the concept of globalization can
be differentiated from that of internationalization or
international interdependence. Internationalization
refers to growing connections between sovereign inde-
pendent nation-states; international interdependence
refers to mutual dependence between sovereign states
such that each is sensitive or vulnerable to the actions
of the other. By contrast, the concept of globalization
refers to a process of widening, deepening, and acceler-
ating worldwide interconnectedness which transcends
states and societies, dissolving the distinction between
domestic and international affairs. Globalization can
be defined as:

a historical process involving a fundamental shift or
transformation in the spatial scale of human social
organization that links distant communities and
expands the reach of power relations across regions and

continents.



Chapter 1

Case Study 1.1 Rubbishing globalization: the crisis in toxic trade

Thailand: used plastic bottles for recycling
© Muellek Josef / Shutterstock.com

In 2018, just as the worldwide Save our Oceans campaign to
ban plastic waste disposal in the world’s seas gained political
momentum, a largely unnoticed crisis in the global recycling
system erupted. The residents of Thathan in eastern Thailand
were unaware that the increasing lorryloads of electronic waste
which arrived at the local recycling facility were connected to
the crisis. A decision in Beijing in July 2017 to ban from January
2018 this import of all recycled waste, to improve the nation’s
environment, led almost overnight to the near collapse of the
global trade in recycled waste. The ban was further extended in
2018 to include solid waste. In 2016, almost 50 per cent of the
world’s 270 million tonnes of recyclable waste was processed
outside its country of origin, with over 60 per cent of plastic
and electronic waste exports from the G7 countries and 37 per
cent of the world’s paper waste ending up in China and Hong
Kong (Brooks, Wang, and Jambeck 2018; Hook and Reed 2018;
van der Kamp 2018). The global recycling trade transfers rub-
bish from North to South and West to East. Critics refer to it as
‘toxic colonialism’.

Debating globalization

Globalization is a contentious issue in the study of world
politics. Indeed, some theorists would probably contest
the discussion so far as taking globalization too seri-
ously. Theoretical disagreement concerns the descrip-
tive and explanatory value of globalization scholarship:
whether it constitutes either a ‘conceptual folly’ or
alternatively a new paradigm for understanding world
politics. Although the controversy is far more nuanced,
two broad clusters of arguments can be identified in
this great globalization debate: the sceptical and the
globalist.

The sceptical argument contends that globalization
is a highly exaggerated and superficial phenomenon—a

One of the more significant consequences (externali-
ties) of the ban has been to divert recycling exports from
the West to other countries across Asia, which by the end of
2018 had become large-scale importers of the West's plas-
tic waste. Thailand’s imports recorded a staggering 1,370 per
cent increase. A second consequence of the ban was to alter
fundamentally the economics of recycling. Governments in
G7 countries, both local and national, were forced to rethink
recycling policies and to manage the immediate consequences
of the crisis. In many British cities and others across Europe,
Australia, and the US, recycled waste piled up or was disposed
of in landfill.

As awareness of the crisis grew, through the activities of
Greenpeace and other transnational environmental groups,
resistance to the trade mobilized across Asia, Europe, and the
US from the village, local, and national levels to the global level.
Although the Basel Convention on Hazardous Waste seeks to
regulate the trade in hazardous materials, an amendment to the
Convention to cover recycling waste is yet to come into force
(2019) as it has not acquired a sufficient number of country rati-
fications. It is significantly opposed by vested interests in indus-
try and by some Western governments, including the US. The
Basel Action Network, along with other environmental groups,
plays a significant advocacy role in this multilateral context by
pressuring like-minded governments for tougher global regula-
tion similar to the more restrictive Bamako Convention among
African states.

Sources: Brooks, Wang, and Jambeck 2018; Hook and Reed 2018;
van der Kamp 2018.

Question 1: What key features of globalization does the recycling
case illustrate?

Question 2: What are the ethical and normative issues raised by
this case?

myth or ‘conceptual folly’ that distracts attention from
the primary forces which determine world politics: state
power, geopolitics, nationalism, capitalism, and imperial-
ism (Hirst and Thompson 1999; Rosenberg 2000; Gilpin
2002). Those of a traditional realist or neorealist persua-
sion argue that geopolitics and the anarchical structure
of the state system remain the principal determinants
of world politics today (Gilpin 2001; Mearsheimer 2018)
(see Ch. 8). Globalization, or more accurately interna-
tionalization, quite simply, is a product of hegemonic
power. It is dependent entirely on the most power-
ful state(s) creating and policing an open world order
(whether the Pax Britannica of the nineteenth century
or the Pax Americana of the twentieth) which is con-
ducive to global commerce (see Box 1.4). It is therefore
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Box 1.4 Waves of globalization

Globalization is not a novel phenomenon and historians
suggest it has occurred in distinct waves.

In the first wave, the ‘age of discovery’ (1450-1850),
globalization was decisively shaped by European expansion
and conquest.

The second wave (1850-1914), often referred to as
the ‘belle époque’ or ‘Pax Britannica involved a dramatic
expansion in the spread and entrenchment of
European empires, followed by the collapse of
globalization in 1914.

The third wave of contemporary globalization (from the
1960s on) marks a new epoch of global connectivity which
many argue exceeds that of the belle époque.

Some argue that a fourth wave of globalization is
now in the making, driven by new digital technologies
and the emerging economic powers of China, Brazil,
and India.

a contingent phenomenon, its fortunes entirely tied to
those of its hegemonic sponsor(s). As such, globalization
or internationalization does not alter the basic structures
of world politics, nor the centrality of states and state
power to national security and survival. While sceptics
acknowledge growing interconnectedness, they argue
that to label this condition ‘globalization’ is entirely mis-
leading since these flows are far more international and
regional than global. Moreover, they rarely involve the
deep integration of national economies, so are merely
evidence of international interdependence.

Those associated with the Marxist tradition share
this scepticism towards globalization, though from
a substantively different (historical materialist) per-
spective. Globalization has its origins in the inevitable
expansionary logic of capitalism, and as such shares
much in common with, though its form is different
to, the imperialisms of the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries (Harvey 2003, 2010b). Globalization is a new
label for an old phenomenon, but it has little explana-
tory value (Rosenberg 2005). It is a myth or ‘concep-
tual folly’ which conceals the principal forces shaping
world politics, namely capitalism and capitalist impe-
rialism (Rosenberg 2000). Sceptics therefore conclude
that globalization is epiphenomenal: a derivative of
more primary forces, such as geopolitics or capitalism.
Globalization scholarship thus not only lacks explana-
tory power, but also offers a misleading interpretation
of contemporary world politics.

In contrast, globalists reject this harsh dismissal
of globalization scholarship. Globalization, they
argue, is a fundamental source of disruptive change
in world politics. Castells, for instance, links global-
ization to significant changes in the form of modern
capitalism, which he argues is best conceived as a new
epoch of ‘global informational capitalism’ (Castells
2009). Other neo-Marxist accounts explore how
this new epoch of global capitalism is reshaping the
world order (W. Robinson 2014). Liberal accounts, by
contrast, emphasize how globalization is creating a
‘flat world’ or an ‘emerging global network civiliza-
tion’ overlaying the inter-state system (T. Friedman
2011; Khanna 2017: xvii). Finally, critical globaliza-
tion scholarship, which embraces a diverse range of
theoretical approaches, explores how globalization
from below is associated with new forms of transna-
tional politics and (communicative) power in world
politics: expressions of alter-globalizations advocat-
ing for a more just and fair world (see Chs 9, 10, 11,
and 22). Besides a shared focus on disruptive global
social change, these accounts are united by their cri-
tiques of orthodox theories of international relations.

For some globalists—often referred to in the lit-
erature as the transformationalists—this disruptive
change is associated with significant transformations
in world politics, creating a profoundly more complex,
dangerous, and unpredictable world. This is evident
not just in historic power shifts—from West to East
and from state to non-state forces—but also in changes
to modern statehood, societies, and the dynamics of
world politics. Although transformationalists empha-
size that globalization is neither inevitable nor irrevers-
ible, they argue it is deeply socially embedded in the
comprehensive functioning of all aspects of modern
societies. For transformationalists, the epoch of con-
temporary globalization is not only historically unique
but is also associated with a fundamental reconfigu-
ration of how power is organized, distributed, exer-
cised, and reproduced (see Box 1.3) (Held et al. 1999;
Keohane and Nye 2003; Castells 2009; Khanna 2017).
Transformationalists therefore argue that globalization
requires a corresponding radical conceptual shift in the
study of international relations.

The next part will explore how both sceptical and
globalist perspectives offer distinctive insights into the
current crisis of globalization and its implications for
world politics.



Key Points

e Globalization refers to the widening, deepening, and
acceleration of worldwide interconnectedness. Following the
GFC, economic globalization temporarily reversed and
remains below its peak in 2007, though higher than at the
turn of the century. By contrast, the non-economic
dimensions of globalization have continued to intensify
despite the GFC, especially digital globalization.

e Globalization has contributed to a dramatic growth in
transnational and global forms of governance, rule-making,
and regulation.

e Contemporary globalization is a not a uniform process. It is
highly uneven in terms of its inclusivity and distributional
consequences.
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e Globalization is associated with a process of time-space
compression and linked to the deterritorialization and the
denationalization of power.

e Sceptical accounts consider globalization to be a conceptual
folly, and argue that hegemony or imperialism better
describe and explain world politics.

e Globalist accounts conceive globalization as a really existing
condition which is associated with significant disruptive
change in world politics. Some globalists—the
transformationalists—take this further, arguing that
globalization is transforming world politics and requires a
corresponding conceptual or paradigm shift.

The crisis of globalization and the liberal world order

It was the GFC which precipitated ‘the first crisis of
globalization” (G. Brown 2011). Global economic flows
reversed with alarming speed and ferocity, proving an
existential threat to the global economic system. As a
result of unprecedented G20 coordinated state inter-
vention, the immediate crisis was contained. Although
global economic depression may have been averted,
the GFC and the great recession which followed added
momentum to an already resurgent movement of the ‘left
behind’ (Eatwell and Goodwin 2018). This resurgence of
nationalist populism and widespread public disenchant-
ment in the West with the ‘system’ which produced and
‘fixed’ the GFC crystallized in the 2016 UK referendum
result to withdraw from the European Union (EU) and
the electoral success of Donald Trump’s MAGA (Make
America Great Again) campaign in the US. These two
‘shocks’, followed by national populist electoral victories
across Europe, in Brazil, and in the Philippines, among
others, signified a powerful popular backlash not just
against globalization but also the liberal multilateral
order which nurtured and sustained it. Somewhat ironi-
cally, by the two hundredth anniversary celebrations of
Karl Marx’s birth, the ‘spectre haunting Europe’ and far
beyond was not a progressive ideology but an illiberal,
nationalist, populist revolt (M. Cox 2017). Many believe
this ‘grave new world” heralds, if not the ‘end of global-
ization’, certainly the second great ‘crisis of globalization’
(S. King 2017). As French President Emmanuel Macron
proclaimed at the 2018 Davos Summit, ‘globalization is
going through a major crisis and this challenge needs to
be collectively fought by states and civil society’.

What makes this current crisis of globalization
especially perilous is that it is primarily a political cri-
sis: one in which the international consensus that pro-
moted and sustained globalization for many decades
appears to be dissolving. Three developments have
coalesced which threaten not only the legitimacy of
this consensus, but also that underlying the post-war
Western liberal world order itself (Acharya 2014q;
Kagan 2017; Haass 2018; Layne 2018). These three
interlocking developments comprise: the global popu-
list revolt; the drift towards authoritarianism; and the
return of great power rivalry.

The dominant form of populism today is that of the
right: nationalist populism or radical right populism
(Mudde and Kaltwasser 2017; Eatwell and Goodwin
2018). It has assimilated into mainstream politics across
Europe, the Americas, and beyond: from Hungary and
the Philippines to the US and Australia. Although the
GFC accelerated its rise in the West, it is by no means
simply a movement of the ‘left behind” or ‘the forgot-
ten people’. It has built on festering public distrust with
mainstream politics that well predates the GFC, com-
bined with a growing aversion to multiculturalism,
widening economic inequality, and the decline of tra-
ditional allegiances to political parties (dealignment)
(Eatwell and Goodwin 2018). Public support for Brexit,
for instance, cut across traditional party allegiances and
class divisions. Such developments have contributed not
only to the erosion of the international political consen-
sus which sustained globalization through the GFC, but
also declining international support and advocacy for
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the liberal world order (Stokes 2018). This has been com-
pounded by dramatic shifts in US policy with the Trump
administration’s ‘America First’ agenda, captured in the
aphorism, ‘Americanism not globalism will be our credo’,
which is displacing US advocacy for globalization and
multilateralism with an emphasis on protectionism, uni-
lateralism, and anti-globalism—what Barry Posen calls a
strategy of illiberal hegemony (Posen 2018). It has been
articulated in, among other actions, withdrawing from
the global Climate Change Treaty and the Trans-Pacific
Partnership, imposing tariffs on China, and rejecting
multilateralism (Curran 2018). In some respects, the
most significant threats to globalization and the liberal
world order now emanate from the US and within the
West, as Brexit too illustrates (Kagan 2018).

These threats are exacerbated by the reversal of the
global trend towards liberal democratic rule which fol-
lowed in the aftermath of the cold war, as a global drift
towards authoritarianism has gathered pace (Diamond
2018). This, according to Freedom House, is evident on
all continents as authoritarian practices take hold in
nominally liberal democratic states, such as the ‘illib-
eral democracies’ of Hungary and Turkey, and as more
emerging democracies, such as Thailand, fail (Freedom
House 2018). Some predict that by 2025 the share of the
world economy controlled by autocratic states will out-
strip that of liberal democratic states—a condition last
experienced in the 1930s (Mounk and Foa 2018). The
rise of authoritarianism presents a growing normative
challenge to the liberal world order, since the norms
and values that underpin it are increasingly openly con-
tested and resisted. Furthermore, authoritarian regimes
seek to restrict globalization.

The resurgence of great power rivalry is the third
significant development. Even before the GFC, the
world was experiencing a historic redistribution of
power with the rise of new economic powers, such as
China, Brazil, and India. This power transition repre-
sents a movement from a unipolar world, with the US
as the sole superpower, to a world of many great pow-
ers—a multipolar world. In 2010, China became the
second largest economy in the world, displacing Japan,
and by 2015 had overtaken the US (according to some
measures) to become the world’s largest economy, with
India now the third largest after the US (IMF 2017). This
power shift has resulted in growing rivalry and stra-
tegic competition between the US, China, India, and
Russia. Such strategic competition threatens to under-
mine global stability, and with it the consensus which,
for many decades, has fostered and sustained the liberal
world order and globalization (Ikenberry 2018a).

These three developments constitute a dangerous
conjuncture in world politics. Whether this conjunc-
ture necessarily prefigures the end of globalization and
the liberal world order, as many conclude, is a matter of
significant disagreement.

Sceptical interpretations emphasize that it is princi-
pally symptomatic of the underlying (relative) decline of
US power. As US hegemony is eroded, so too are the foun-
dations of the post-war liberal order and the neoliberal
globalization it fostered. Such crises are inevitable since
they reflect the historical cycle of the rise and decline of
great powers and the differential (uneven) development
between countries associated with capitalism. However,
although some realists fear the consequences of the
demise of the liberal world order and globalization, for
others their demise will not be mourned (Kagan 2018;
Mearsheimer 2018). Many realists and most Marxists
are long-standing critics of both, since they conceal the
reality of US hegemony and imperialism. Both the crisis
of the liberal world order and of globalization, therefore,
are primarily ideological, brought on, respectively, by
the failure and hypocrisy of Western liberal hegemony
in the wake of endless futile wars to promote democ-
racy abroad and the contradictions of global capitalism
so ruthlessly exposed by the GFC. Dangerous as this
conjuncture may initially appear, it is primarily a cri-
sis of the legitimacy of Western liberal hegemony. As
historically significant as this is, sceptics suggest it does
not automatically threaten a coming new world disor-
der, a grave new world, or the collapse of globalization
(Mearsheimer 2018).

Globalist interpretations of this conjuncture divide
into two broad kinds: liberal accounts and transforma-
tionalist accounts. Liberal accounts emphasize that it
is indicative of a return to a dystopian world without
a rules-based order, and one in which might is right.
Defenders of the liberal world order and globalization
therefore prescribe that the only effective response to
both crises is to strengthen and defend the existing
order through more assertive US and Western leader-
ship (World Economic Forum 2016).

By contrast, transformationalist accounts are not
persuaded by either such nostalgic prescriptions, nor the
deep pessimism concerning the futures of globalization
and the liberal world order. They argue that the twin cri-
ses of globalization and the liberal world order have been
exaggerated (Ikenberry 2018b; Deudney and Ikenberry
2018) in two senses: first, the liberal world order has
never been entirely liberal, nor universal, nor orderly,
but has always been contested; and second, the empiri-
cal evidence is not consistent with either deglobalization



Box 1.5 The multiplex order

Amitav Acharya describes the emerging global order as a
‘multiplex order’. This is a global order which is:

1. decentred: there is no global hegemon or Western
hegemony, but instead many powers;

2. diverse: it is less US- and Western-centric than the liberal
world order, more global in scope, and inclusive;

3. complex: there are multiple and overlapping levels of
governance, while the world is highly interconnected and
interdependent;

4. pluralistic: there are many actors or agents, not just states;
power, ideas, and influence are widely diffused.

Acharya’s metaphor for this order is the multiplex cinema:
multiple theatres with different films all showing simultane-
ously but all ‘'under one complex ... sharing a common archi-
tecture’ This order is ‘a decentralised and diversified world
in which actors, state and non-state, established and new
powers from the North and the South, interact in an interde-
pendent manner to produce an order based on a plurality of
ideas and approaches’ (Acharya 2018a: 10-11). It is a form of
order which has many features in common with the historical
international orders of both medieval Europe and the Indian
Ocean from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century (Bull
1977; Phillips and Sharman 2015; Acharya 2018a, 2018b).

or any profound erosion of worldwide public support for
globalization and the liberal world order (M. Smith 2016;
Bordo 2017; Lund et al. 2017, 2019). Despite these dan-
gerous times, globalization and the liberal world order
have proven much more embedded and resilient than
even their strongest advocates have presumed (Deudney
and Ikenberry 2018; Ikenberry 20184).
Transformationalist accounts assert the current con-
juncture marks a historic transition involving not only
a major global power shift, but also the emergence of a
post-American or post-Western global order (Acharya
20184, 2018b). Amitav Acharya argues that this emerg-
ing post-American global order is not simply a more
inclusive liberal order (see Box 1.5). Rather, it is a much
more diverse and pluralistic order defined by the coex-
istence and overlap between elements of the old liberal
order alongside the parallel orders of emerging pow-
ers, regional institutions, and the patchwork of private
transnational governance. As Robert Keohane con-
cluded in his classic study of the liberal world order,
hegemony is not a necessary condition for international
orders to function effectively (Keohane 1984). Contrary
to those who fear the passing of the liberal world
order, a post-American or post-Western global order
is not necessarily an anti-Western order, but rather a
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non-Western order: an order of neither confrontation
nor chaos (Stuenkel 2016). Neither, too, is the world
witnessing the demise of globalization.

Globalization has proved much more resilient than
its critics assumed. In the decade after the GFC, three
developments have contributed to its resurgence. First,
the digital revolution is powering a new phase of eco-
nomic globalization with exponential growth in global
e-commerce (McKinsey Global Institute 2016; Lund
and Tyson 2018). Second, in the wake of the GFC, other
non-Western centres of economic power, particularly
China, have become increasingly significant drivers of
globalization, accounting today for 50 per cent of world
trade, and by 2025 (current predictions suggest) home
to 230 of the world’s 500 largest multinational corpo-
rations (McKinsey Global Institute 2016). Third, in
2013, as globalization was faltering, Chinese President
Xi Jinping announced the One Belt One Road ‘proj-
ect of the century’, a parallel model of globalization
with ‘Chinese characteristics’ (see Case Study 1.2). As
Acharya observes, ‘instead of the “end” of globaliza-
tion . . . The new globalization is likely to be led more by
the . . . emerging powers such as China and India than
by the established powers’ (Achayra 2018b: 204-5).

The demise of the liberal world order and the end of
globalization are not imminent, but both are undergo-
ing significant reconfiguration to align with the chang-
ing circumstances of power in the twenty-first century.
What are the implications of this for the study of con-
temporary world politics?

Key Points

e There is a prevalent discourse in the West concerning the
crisis of the liberal world order and the crisis of
globalization.

e Three developments are central to this discourse: the rise
of nationalist populism, the growth of authoritarianism,
and the revival of great power rivalry.

e Sceptical accounts suggest the scale and implications for
world politics of both crises are exaggerated.

e Globalist accounts are of two kinds: liberal and
transformationalist.

e Liberal accounts stress the deep threats to the liberal world
order and globalization, and the profound consequences
for global security and prosperity of their inevitable
breakdown.

e Transformationalist accounts are more sanguine and
contend that the intersecting crises of the liberal world
order and globalization are associated with the emergence
of a new post-Western global order alongside a resurgence
of new forms of globalization.
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Case Study 1.2 Globalization 4.0: the next phase

President Xi Jinping addressing the 2017
Belt and Road Forum in Beijing
© ITAR-TASS News Agency / Alamy Stock Photo

Globalization is not in retreat, but, on the contrary, is entering
a new phase. Two significant developments are shaping this
new phase: digital globalization and globalization ‘with Chinese
characteristics’.

Consider the case of SpeedOutfitters in Elkhart, Indiana.
Run by motorcycle enthusiast Travis Baird, it started as a tradi-
tional retail store named Baird Motorcycles, before expanding
to include online sales. Some 41 per cent of SpeedOutfitters’
total sales are now outside the United States in 131 different
countries. This business is not unique; 97 per cent of eBay
sellers export. Global e-commerce is growing rapidly, and by
2020 is predicted to reach $1 trillion. A new form of digital
globalization is rapidly emerging as the services sectors of
economies become increasingly disrupted by the digital rev-
olution. The fusing of robotics, artificial intelligence, super-
computing, and advanced communications technologies
with other new manufacturing technologies and methods
(the fourth industrial revolution) is driving a renewed phase
of globalization (or globotics) (Baldwin 2019). This is more
decentred, and is more the preserve of small companies,
rather than huge corporations. In 2017, for instance, small UK

companies on Amazon Marketplace exported a record £2.3
billion of merchandise.

A continent away from Elkhart, Indiana, the ceremonial
opening by Prime Minister Hailemariam Desalegn of the
Addis Abba to Djibouti railway took place on 1 January 2018.
Following years of construction, the successful completion of
the 720 km project marked a significant milestone for China’s
Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) in Africa. The railway is critical
to Ethiopia’s development strategy and national prosperity
since over 90 per cent of its trade flows through Djibouti. The
railway was financed through China’s ‘project of the century’,
initiated in 2013 by President Xi Jinping, as an ambitious global
infrastructure investment programme covering 70 countries on
all continents, with a $1 trillion budget. China’s project ‘aims
to promote the connectivity of Asian, European and African
continents and their adjacent seas, establish and strengthen
partnerships among the countries along the Belt and Road . . .
and realize diversified, independent, balanced and sustainable
development in these countries’ (PRC State Council 2015). In
effect, the BRI is a high-speed version of the ancient Silk Road,
both on land and across the oceans: a form of infrastructural
globalization on a historic scale distinct from the digital glo-
balization of the virtual world. It involves the financing and
construction of many infrastructure projects in Africa, Asia,
Latin America, and Central Asia, from hospitals in Iran to the
Pan-Asia railway. In Pakistan alone, there are infrastructure pro-
jects to the value of $60 billion. Not surprisingly, it has attracted
considerable global interest but also much criticism, with some
referring to it as ‘high speed empire’. The BRI, however, is a sig-
nificant force shaping this new phase of decentred globaliza-
tion, albeit ‘globalization with Chinese characteristics’.

Sources: PRC State Council 2015; Woetzel et al. 2017; Baird 2018.

Question 1: How does the globalization of past eras differ from
this new phase?

Question 2: What ethical questions does this new phase of
globalization raise?

Globalization and the transformation of world politics

Globalization presents several related challenges to tra-
ditional approaches to the study of world politics. First,
in focusing attention on worldwide interconnectedness
—those global flows, networks, and systems which
transcend societies and states—it invites a conceptual
shift from a state-centric imaginary to a decidedly
geocentric, world-centric, or global imaginary (Steger
2008). It takes a holistic global systems (economic,
political, social) perspective, rather than one princi-
pally focused on the state system (Albert 2016). Second,
the focus on the global highlights the Western-centric

nature of much scholarship in International Relations
and thereby challenges the discipline to be more reflec-
tive about its principal assumptions and theories (see
Box 1.6) (Hobson 2004; Mahbubani 2018). Third, much
globalization scholarship focuses on disruptive change
or transformations in world politics, compared with
those traditional approaches which emphasize the
essential continuities in world politics. Drawing from
this transformationalist scholarship, this final section
will discuss briefly several of the most significant trans-
formations associated with globalization.



Box 1.6 Globalization and world order:
global perspectives

A genre is emerging of original studies of world politics which
adopt a critical global approach. This genre bridges Western
and non-Western perspectives and scholarship. Many fig-
ures in this genre combine the roles of academic and public
intellectual: Amitav Acharya (Professor, American University,
Washington DC), Parag Khanna (former Senior Research
Fellow, National University of Singapore), Kishore Mahbubani
(Professor, National University of Singapore), and Oliver
Stuenkel (Professor, Getulio Vargas Foundation, Sdo Paulo).
Their work is distinctive and an essential corrective to much
Western centrism in the discipline.

From (state-centric) international politics
to (geocentric) global politics

Just as nineteenth-century Europe witnessed the
nationalization of politics, a noticeable trend in the
last five decades has been towards the globalization of
politics. Globalization is associated with an evolving
global political system. This system embraces an enor-
mous diversity of states, international agencies, non-
state actors, and civil society organizations. Power in
this global political system is no longer the monopoly
of states, but is highly diffused, with important con-
sequences for who gets what, how, when, and where.
This gives rise to a distinctive form of contentious
global politics: a politics of domination, competition,
and resistance among and between powerful states and
powerful transnational non-state forces.

‘Global politics’ is a term which acknowledges
that the scale of political life has been transformed:
politics is not confined within territorial boundaries.
Decisions and actions taken in one locale affect the
security and prosperity of communities in distant parts
of the globe, and vice versa, such that local politics is
globalized and world politics becomes ‘localized’. The
substantive issues of political life consistently escape
the artificial foreign/domestic divide. Thus, the study
of global politics encompasses much more than solely
the study of conflict and cooperation among the great
powers or states more generally (inter-state or interna-
tional politics), vital as this remains. Indeed, even the
great powers are themselves bound together through
thickening webs of global connectivity. Geopolitics in
the twenty-first century is therefore best understood
as ‘inter-polar’—a system of highly interconnected or
interdependent great powers—rather than multipolar
(Grevi 2009).
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From the liberal world order to
a post-Western global order

Globalization is associated with a historic power shift in
world politics propelling China, India, and Brazil to the
rank of major twenty-first-century powers (see Ch. 5).
This power transition is eroding several centuries of
Western dominance of the global order and transform-
ing the political and normative foundations of the lib-
eral world order. These new powers are increasingly
assertive about refashioning the rules and institutions
of world order to reflect their transformed status and
power (Stuenkel 2016). The architecture of this post-
Western global order is already visible, signifying a
remarkably profound transformation in world politics.
Whether the transition to this new order is peaceful or
conflictual is perhaps the most critical and controver-
sial issue in contemporary world politics, for on this
will depend whether the twenty-first century, as with
the twentieth, is defined by the spectre of great power
war or a continuing ‘long peace’.

From intergovernmentalism to global
governance

Since the UN’s creation in 1945, a vast nexus of global
and regional institutions has evolved, in tandem with
globalization, into what Michael Zurn refers to as a
global governance system. Although by no means histor-
ically unique in itself, its scale, jurisdictional scope, and
authority undoubtedly is (Zurn 2018). This accelerating
transformation from intergovernmentalism—coopera-
tion between sovereign states—to global governance is
associated with globalization. World politics today is
marked by a proliferation of enormously diverse ‘trans-
boundary issues’, from climate change to migration,
which are a direct or indirect product of globalization
and the systemic interdependencies or systemic risks/
vulnerabilities it creates (see Case Study 1.1).

While world government remains a fanciful idea,
this shift has significant implications for the nation-
state (see Opposing Opinions 1.1). Far from globaliza-
tion leading to ‘the end of the state’, it engenders a more
activist state. In a radically interconnected world, gov-
ernments are forced to engage in extensive multilat-
eral collaboration and cooperation simply to achieve
domestic objectives. States confront a real dilemma: in
return for more effective domestic policy and deliver-
ing on their citizens’ demands, their capacity for self-
governance—state autonomy—is compromised. Today,
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Opposing Opinions 1.1 Globalization is eroding the power and sovereignty of the state

For

States are impotent in the face of global markets. This is par-
ticularly true for financial markets, as the events of the GFC dem-
onstrated. Moreover, national economic policies are severely
constrained by global market disciplines, as evidenced by the
austerity policies ‘forced on’ many indebted countries in the
wake of the GFC.

States are ceding power in many key areas to unelected
global and regional institutions, from the EU to the WTO.
States are bound by global rules, such as cutting CO, emissions.
This erodes both their sovereignty and their democratic auton-
omy to manage their own affairs.

States are increasingly vulnerable to disruption or violence
orchestrated from abroad. This may include terrorism, organ-
ized crime, or cyber attacks. These vulnerabilities undermine
national security and states’ effective ability to ensure the secu-
rity of their citizens.

States are experiencing an erosion of democracy. Growing
inequalities resulting from economic globalization undermine
trust in democratic institutions and unelected international
bureaucracies determine the rules. Both reinforce the belief that
global capital and international institutions trump the demo-
cratic will of the people. Such concerns have been crystallized in
the recent revival of nationalist populism.

States’ control of borders is central to the principle of sover-
eign statehood, but many states appear ineffective in con-
trolling immigration and preventing illicit migration. The
very same infrastructures which facilitate economic globalization
enable the mobility of peoples.

Against

State power is not in decline, as the responses to the GFC
signally demonstrate. It was only extensive state interven-
tion that prevented a global depression. When the crisis hit, the
bankers called their finance ministries or central banks, not the
International Monetary Fund (IMF).

States are not ceding power or sovereignty to unelected
international bureaucracies. On the contrary, by acting mul-
tilaterally they increase their power to act effectively in world
politics. Although global agencies may require states to trade
some of their national autonomy for a greater chance of realizing
their national interests, it does not diminish national sovereignty,
understood as their absolute legal right to rule within their own
territory.

Globalization is part of the solution to states’ growing vul-
nerabilities. Although states are increasingly vulnerable to dis-
tant threats, globalization offers increased global surveillance
capacity and intelligence cooperation, rather than undermining
national security.

States are indeed experiencing challenges to democracy, but
these are not the result of globalization, but rather of other
domestic factors. Nor is the tension or contradiction between capi-
talism and democracy in any sense new: it is structural. Globalization
simply raises this to a new level and makes it more publicly visible.
The reform and democratization of global governance would go
some way to addressing these challenges and the inequalities of
globalization. But it is a fallacy to argue that because of globalization
governments are unable to address such challenges or inequalities,
as the Scandinavian welfare systems indicate.

State control of borders (or at the least the capacity to
control) has probably never been greater. Impressive technolo-
gies and systems of monitoring and control of people movements
are available today. While globalization has certainly increased
people mobility, national and international controls remain restric-
tive by comparison with the free movement of capital around the
globe. lllicit migration and people trafficking is an issue which can
only be resolved through multilateral cooperation.

1. Why do you think the issue of state power and sovereignty is so central to globalization studies?

2. Are you more persuaded by the ‘for’ or ‘against’ position? If so, why? If neither, what other arguments and evidence might be

relevant?

3. What political values and normative beliefs underlie your judgement on this proposition?

.
() For advice on how to answer these questions, see the pointers www.oup.com/he/baylis8e

all governments confront a trade-off between effective
governance and self-governance. In this respect, the
sovereignty of the state appears to be in question since
governments appear to have dwindling control over

national affairs. However, the doctrine of sovereignty
never presumed control, but rather the undisputed
right to rule within a defined territory (see Chs 2 and
19). Sovereignty remains a principal juridical attribute
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of states, but it is increasingly divided and shared
among local, national, regional, and global authori-
ties. The sovereign power and authority of national

Key Points

e Globalization scholarship presents three challenges to
traditional approaches to the study of world politics:
state-centrism, Western-centrism, and static analysis.

e Globalization is associated with several on-going
transformations in world politics: from international to global
politics, from a liberal world order to a post-Western global
order, and from intergovernmentalism to global governance.

e Globalization requires a conceptual shift in thinking about
world politics, from a principally state-centric perspective to
the perspective of geocentric or global politics—the politics
of worldwide social relations.

Conclusion

This chapter has sought to clarify the concept of global-
ization and to explain why it is so significant for under-
standing contemporary world politics. It began by
examining critically the concept of globalization and
exploring differing theoretical interpretations, nota-
bly the sceptical and globalist accounts. Globalization
is a contentious subject in the study of international
relations because there is still fundamental theoreti-
cal disagreement with respect to its descriptive and
explanatory power, not to mention its conceptual and
theoretical status. Similarly, it is a highly contentious
and divisive issue in political life since there are very
divergent normative and political perspectives on
whether it is a benign or malign force, whether it should
be promoted, resisted, or reformed, and what viable
alternatives to globalization are desirable or feasible.
Indeed, one of the most critical issues in world politics
today is how globalization should be governed, to what
purpose, and in whose interests: a struggle, played out

Questions

Chapter 1

governments—the entitlement of states to rule within
their own territorial spaces—is being reconfigured or
transformed, but in no meaningful sense eroded.

e Global politics is best described as contentious global politics
because it is imbued with significant inequalities of power,
information, opportunities, and capabilities.

e Globalization is not leading to the demise of the sovereign
state, but rather to the transformation of sovereign
statehood.

e Global governance is associated with a reconfiguration of the
power and authority of national government.

across the globe every day, from the town hall to the
citadels of global power (see Chs 5 and 13).

The chapter went on to analyse the three major
sources of the current crisis of globalization and how it
is implicated in a wider crisis of the liberal world order.
Rather than the collapse of globalization, as many have
argued, the evidence suggests it is entering a new phase.
Furthermore, the alleged demise of the liberal world
order is confused with a historic transition towards a
post-Western global order which builds on the institu-
tions and principles of the liberal order.

The final part of the chapter discussed the chal-
lenges posed by globalization to traditional approaches
to the study of world politics. It concluded by identify-
ing and examining three major on-going transforma-
tions in world politics associated with globalization.
Understanding globalization remains essential to com-
prehending and explaining twenty-first-century global
politics.

1. Distinguish the concept of globalization from those of internationalization and international

interdependence.

2. Critically review the three major transformations in world politics associated with globalization.
3. Why is global politics today more accurately described as contentious global politics?
4. Compare the globalist and sceptical interpretations of globalization.
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5. What are the sources of the current crisis of globalization? Is the world entering a period of
deglobalization?

6. What is meant by the term ‘liberal world order’?

7. What is meant by the term ‘global governance system’? How does global governance impact the
sovereignty and power of states?

8. Distinguish the concept of global politics from those of geopolitics and international (inter-state)
politics.

9. Critically assess some of the key arguments of the transformationalists.

10. Why do some argue the world is witnessing the emergence of a post-Western global order?

(. Test your knowledge and understanding further by trying this chapter’s Multiple Choice
| Questions www.oup.com/he/baylis8e
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In this part of the book, we provide a historical con-
text within which to make sense of international rela-
tions. We have two main aims.

Our first aim is to introduce you to some of the
most important aspects of international history, and
we shall do this by giving you a chronologically con-
centrated set of chapters. We start with an overview
of the rise of the modern international order itself. We
think that you need to have some basic understand-
ing of the main developments in the history of world
politics, as well as some kind of context for thinking
about the contemporary period of world history.
This is followed by a chapter that looks at the main
themes of twentieth-century history up to the end of
the cold war. The third chapter looks at developments
in international history since 1990. The final chapter
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The historical context

of this part of the book examines the historical sig-
nificance of the emergence of new powers, such as
China, India, and Brazil, that are challenging the exist-
ing Western-centric world order. These chapters give
you a great deal of historical information that will be
of interest in its own right.

Our second aim is to draw to your attention the main
themes of international history so that you can develop
a deeper understanding of the structures and issues—
both theoretical and empirical—that are addressed in
the remaining three parts of this book. We hope that
an overview of international history will give you a con-
text within which to begin thinking about globalization:
is it a new phenomenon that fundamentally changes
the main patterns of international history, or are there
precedents for it that make it seem less revolutionary?







Chapter 2

The rise of modern
international order

GEORGE LAWSON

Framing Questions

e When did modern international order emerge?

e To what extent was the emergence of modern international order shaped by the

experience of the West?

e s history important to understanding contemporary world politics?

Reader’s Guide

This chapter explores the rise of modern international
order. It begins by surveying international orders
before the modern period, examining how trade and
transport helped to tie together diverse parts of the
world. The chapter then examines debates about
the 1648 Peace of Westphalia, which is often said to
mark the origins of modern international order. Next
it turns to nineteenth-century developments, ranging

from industrialization to imperialism, which played a
major role in the formation of modern international
order. Particular attention is paid to the main ideas
that underpinned modern international order, the
‘shrinking of the planet’ that arose from the advent
of new technologies, and the emergence of a radi-
cally unequal international order. The chapter closes
by assessing the significance of nineteenth-century
developments for twentieth- and twenty-first-century
international relations.
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Introduction

All international systems are made up of multiple
political units. Whether these units are empires, city-
states, or nation-states, the key feature that distin-
guishes international from domestic politics is that, in
the international sphere, political units are forced to
coexist in the absence of an overarching authority. This
means that the discipline of International Relations is
fundamentally concerned with the issue of ‘political
multiplicity’ (Rosenberg 2010). Its guiding question is
how order can be generated in an environment that is
fragmented rather than unified.

Political multiplicity, though, is only part of the
story. Although international systems are fragmented,
this does not stop political units from interacting with
each other. These interactions are what make up inter-
national orders: regularized practices of exchange
among discrete political units that recognize each other
to be independent. International orders have existed
ever since political units began to interact with each
other on a regular basis, whether through trade, diplo-
macy, or the exchange of ideas. In this sense, world
history has seen a great many regional international
orders. However, it is only over the past two centuries
or so that we can speak of a distinctly modern interna-
tional order in the sense of the construction of a global
economy, a global system of states, and the global cir-
culation of ideas. This chapter explores both historical
international orders and the emergence of the modern,
global international order to show how world politics
has become marked by increasingly deep exchanges
between peoples and political units.

One of the most noteworthy aspects of the contem-
porary international order is the dominance of “‘Western’
ideas and institutions. “The West’ is usually taken to
mean Europe (with particular emphasis on the northern
and western parts of the continent) and the Americas
(with particular emphasis on the United States). The

Historical international orders

When should we start thinking about the emergence of
‘international orders’? Although the term ‘international
order’ is a relatively recent innovation, some accounts
trace the historical origins of international orders to the
period when nomadic groups first settled and became
sedentary communities (Buzan and Little 2000). The
earliest recorded example of this process took place

West looms large in the functioning of the global politi-
cal economy—just think of the importance of London
and New York as financial centres. The West is also
central to global political institutions—the main home
of the United Nations (UN) is in New York, and most
of the permanent members of the UN Security Council
are Western powers. Western ideas (such as human
rights) and Western culture (particularly music) are well
known around the world. But why is this the case? Some
people argue that Western power has arisen because of
its innate strengths: liberal ideas, democratic practices,
and free markets (Landes 1998). These people tend to see
Western power as both natural and enduring. Others see
Western domination as rooted in specific historical cir-
cumstances, many of them the product of practices of
exploitation and subjugation (Hobson 2004). For these
people, Western power in the contemporary world is
unusual and likely to be temporary. This debate is dis-
cussed in Opposing Opinions 2.1.

For the purposes of this chapter, it is important
to note two preliminary points. First, the ‘rise of the
West’ has occurred only relatively recently: over the
past two or three centuries. Second, many aspects of
its rise can be traced to international processes, such
as imperialism and the global expansion of the market.
These international dynamics allowed a small number
of mostly Western states to project their power around
the world. As they did so, they generated a range of
new actors that subsequently became leading par-
ticipants in international affairs: nation-states, trans-
national corporations, and intergovernmental and
non-governmental organizations (IGOs and NGOs).
They also helped to bind the globe together through
new forms of transport (such as the steamship) and
technologies (such as the telegraph). This chapter
explores these dynamics and explains how they helped
to shape contemporary world politics.

around 13,000-14,000 years ago in Sumer—modern
day Iraq. Sedentary communities in Sumer accumu-
lated agricultural surpluses that allowed for year-round
subsistence. These surpluses generated two dynamics:
first, they fostered trade between groups; and second,
they put groups at risk of attack. The response of sed-
entary communities was to increase their capabilities:
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Opposing Opinions 2.1 The rise of the West was the result of its own strengths

For

The West alone had inclusive political institutions. Representa
tive institutions promoted negotiation among elites and height-
ened links between elites and publics.

The Enlightenment promoted new forms of scientific think-
ing. These ideas fostered an independence of thought and an
experimental tradition that, in turn, led to advances in engineer-
ing and the sciences.

The West pioneered a range of new economic practices.
Double entry bookkeeping and comparable innovations allowed
for a clear evaluation of profit, thereby enabling companies to
provide credit in depersonalized form—the hallmark of commer-
cial capitalism.

The West enjoyed unusually beneficial geographical cir-
cumstances. For example, British industrialization was aided
greatly by the unusual co-location of coal and iron.

Against

Very few, if any, of the materials that were fundamental
to the rise of the West originated from within Western-
societies. Most notably, cotton is not indigenous to England.
Similarly, Europe’s pre-industrial trade with Asia was largely
underpinned by gold and silver mined in Africa and the Americas.

For many centuries, Asian powers were held in respect,
even awe, in many parts of Europe. The West interacted with
Asian powers sometimes as political equals, and at other times
as supplicants. Between 1600 and 1800, India and China were so
dominant in manufacturing and many areas of technology that
the rise of the West is sometimes linked to its relative ‘backward-
ness’ in comparison to major Asian empires.

European success was based on imperialism. Between 1815
and 1865, Britain alone conquered new territories at an average
rate of 100,000 square miles per year. Many of the resources that
enabled the rise of the West originated from imperialism: Indian
textiles, Chinese porcelain, African slaves, and colonial labour.

European power was premised on multiple forms of
inequality. Particularly crucial was the restructuring of econo-
mies into a primary producing ‘periphery’ and a secondary pro-
ducing ‘core’. Western powers established a global economy in
which they eroded local economic practices and imposed their
own price and production systems. This allowed Western states
to turn an age-old, and more or less balanced, system of trade
in elite goods into a global market sustained by mass trade and
marked by inequality.

1. Did the 'rise of the West’ stem from its own distinct institutions and ideas?

2. To what extent was Western power forged through its encounters with non-Western states?

3. What are the implications of the history of the ‘rise of the West' for the West's contemporary relations with the rest of the world?

.
() For advice on how to answer these questions, see the pointers www.oup.com/he/baylis8e

they got bigger, they developed specializations (such
as dividing people into distinct ranks of soldiers and
cultivators), and they developed political hierarchies,
establishing order through the command of a leader or
group of leaders (Buzan and Little 2000). These leaders
increasingly interacted with their counterparts in other
groups, establishing rituals that we now know as diplo-
macy. In the process, these communities generated reg-
ularized practices of exchange among discrete political
units that recognize each other to be independent—the
definition of international orders.

Beyond ancient Sumer can be found a great many
historical international orders. Indeed, if we take world
history as our canvas, every region in the world has been

home to regular, widely shared practices of commerce,
war, diplomacy, and law. Many of these historical inter-
national orders developed through encounters with other
parts of the world: the extensive interactions between the
Byzantine and Ottoman empires is one example; a sec-
ond is the early modern international order centred on
the Indian Ocean that incorporated actors from Asia,
Africa, and Europe (Phillips and Sharman 2015).

Most accounts of international order, however, begin
not in early modern South Asia, but in early modern
Europe. The majority of accounts date the birth of ‘mod-
ern’ international order to a specific date—the 1648
Peace of Westphalia, which marked the end of the wars
of religion in Europe (Ikenberry 2001; Philpott 2001;
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Spruyt 1994). Westphalia is seen as important because it
instituted the principle of cuius regio, eius religio (‘whose
realm, their religion’). This principle, it is argued, acted
as a brake on the reasons by which states could go to
war. After Westphalia, so the story goes, European states
could no longer intervene in other states on the basis of
religious belief. In other words, states assumed sover-
eignty over their own territories—first in terms of their
right of confession, and later over other spheres of activ-
ity, such as the ways in which they organized their gov-
ernance and economies. In this sense, Westphalia is seen
as important because it established the principle of ‘sov-
ereign territoriality’ (a claim to political authority over a
particular geographical space).

A number of criticisms of the Westphalian narrative
have emerged in recent years. Three of these are worth
considering. First, Westphalia was not a European-wide
agreement, but a local affair—its main concerns were to
safeguard the internal affairs of the Holy Roman Empire
and to reward the victors of the Wars of Religion (France
and Sweden). The impact of Westphalia on European
international relations, let alone global affairs, was not
as great as is often imagined (Teschke 2003). Second,
even within this limited space, the gains of Westphalia
were relatively slight. Although German principali-
ties assumed more control over their own affairs after
1648, this was within a dual constitutional structure
that stressed loyalty to the Empire and that was sus-
tained by a court system in which imperial courts
adjudicated over both inter-state disputes and internal
affairs (a bit like the modern-day European Union).
Third, Westphalia actually set limits to the principle of
sovereignty established at the 1555 Peace of Augsburg,
for example by retracting the rights of polities to choose
their own religion. Westphalia decreed that each terri-
tory would retain the religion it held on 1 January 1624.
For the most part, after 1648, European international
order remained a patchwork of marriage, inheritance,
and hereditary claims. Imperial rivalries, hereditary
succession, and religious conflicts remained at the heart
of European wars for several centuries after Westphalia.

Although Westphalia is usually considered to be the
basis for ‘modern’ international order, it is not the only
starting point for thinking about these issues. In part,
the choice of when to date the emergence of modern
international order depends on what people consider
to be the most important components of international
order. In the paragraphs above, international orders
were described as: ‘regularized practices of exchange
among discrete political units that recognize each other

to be independent’. But what form do these ‘regularized
practices of exchange’ take?

One type of regularized exchange occurs through
economic interactions. Here we might stress the impor-
tance of long-distance trade routes in silks, cotton,
sugar, tea, linen, porcelain, and spices that connected
places as diversely situated as Malacca, Samarkand,
Hangzhou, Genoa, Acapulco, Manila, and the Malabar
Coast for many centuries before Westphalia (Goldstone
2002). Another example is systems of transport and
communication. Here, we could highlight the European
‘voyages of discovery’ during the fifteenth and sixteenth
centuries, which opened up sea-lanes around Africa and
across the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans (Hobson 2004).
As discussed earlier, when Europeans moved into the
Indian Ocean, they found a well-developed interna-
tional order in place. India’s huge coastline, skilled arti-
sans, and plentiful traders had long made it a central
node in the trans-Eurasian exchange of goods, ideas,
and institutions. Further east could be found an equally
well-developed regional international order, mainly
thanks to Chinese advances in ocean-going shipbuild-
ing and navigation techniques, which were in many
respects more advanced than those of the Europeans.

Itis also possible to combine economic and infrastruc-
tural interactions, highlighting dynamics such as the
trafficking of African slaves, which fostered a ‘triangular
trade’ in which the demand for sugar in London fostered
the plantation system in the Caribbean, which was sup-
plied by African slaves and North American provisions
(Blackburn 1997). This vile feature of international order
was linked both to increasing trade and to advances in
transport technologies; it helped to forge the Atlantic
into a regional international order. Also important to this
process was the increasing number of ecological trans-
fers between the Americas and Europe: maize, potatoes,
tomatoes, beans, and tobacco were imported from the
‘New World’, while horses, cattle, pigs, chickens, sheep,
mules, oxen, vines, wheat, rice, and coffee travelled in the
opposite direction. Even more important was the trans-
atlantic transfer of diseases: smallpox, measles, influ-
enza, and yellow fever killed two-thirds of the population
of the Americas by the middle of the sixteenth century
(Crosby 2004). These examples help to illustrate the ways
in which, over time, regularized exchanges among politi-
cal units generate forms of interdependence in which
events in one place have a major effect on others. One of
the consequences of the increasingly dense interactions
that have characterized international orders over recent
centuries has been heightened levels of interdependence.



Despite the plentiful examples of regional interna-
tional orders in world history, before the last two cen-
turies or so, the ties of interdependence that bound
international orders were relatively limited in scope. For
example, until the nineteenth century, the vast major-
ity of economic activities did not take place over large
distances, but in ‘microeconomies’ with a 20-mile cir-
cumference (Schwartz 2000: 14). Those activities that
went beyond the micro-scale, such as the long-distance
trading corridors noted above, were usually lightly con-
nected. A journey halfway around the world would
have taken a year or more in the sixteenth century, five
months in 1812, and one month in 1912. In the contem-
porary world, it takes less than a day. In general, the pace
of change during the period before the nineteenth cen-
tury was much slower than the rapid, incessant change
that has become a feature of the past two centuries.
In this sense, although we can speak of many regional
international orders before the nineteenth century, we
should locate the emergence of a distinctly modern
international order only in the last two centuries.

What makes the last two centuries such a strong
candidate for thinking about the emergence of modern
international order? As noted in the previous paragraph,
during this period, multiple regional international orders
were linked in a global order in which all parts of the world
were closely connected. This period is sometimes known
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as the ‘global transformation” a term used to denote the
shift from a world of multiple regional international sys-
tems to one characterized by a global international order
(Buzan and Lawson 2015). The global transformation
brought to an end a long period in which human history
was mainly local and contact among peoples fairly light.
It replaced this with an era in which human history was
increasingly global and contact among far-flung peoples
intense. For better or worse, and often both together, the
nineteenth century saw the transformation of the daily
condition of peoples nearly everywhere on the planet
(Hobsbawm 1962; Bayly 2004; Osterhammel 2014).

Key Points

e |International orders are regularized practices of exchange
among discrete political units that recognize each other to
be independent.

e |tis possible to speak of multiple international orders in
world history, perhaps even as far back as ancient Sumer.

e In International Relations, the 1648 Peace of Westphalia is
often considered to be the benchmark date from which
‘modern’ international order emerged.

e More recently, scholars have viewed the emergence of
modern international order as the product of the last two
centuries, as this is when various regional systems were forged
into a deeply interdependent, global international order.

How did modern international order emerge?

Up until around 1800, there were no major differences in
living standards among the most developed parts of world:
in the late eighteenth century, gross domestic product
(GDP) per capita levels in the Yangtze River Delta of China
were around 10 per cent lower than the wealthiest parts
of Europe, less than the differences today between most
of the European Union (EU) and the US. Major sites of
production and consumption such as Hokkaido, Malacca,
Hangzhou, and Samarkand enjoyed relative parity with
their European counterparts across a range of economic
indicators, and were technologically equal or superior in
many areas of production (Pomeranz 2000).

A century later, the most advanced areas of Europe
and the United States had levels of GDP per capita
between tenfold and twelvefold greater than their Asian
equivalents. In 1820, Asian powers produced 60.7 per
cent of the world’s GDP, and ‘the West’ (defined as
Europe and the United States) only 34.2 per cent; by
1913, the West produced 68.3 per cent of global GDP

and Asia only 24.5 per cent. Between 1800 and 1900,
China’s share of global production dropped from 33
per cent to 6 per cent and India’s from 20 per cent to
2 per cent (Maddison 2001). The rapid turnaround dur-
ing the nineteenth century represents a major shift in
global power (see Box 2.1).

Box 2.1 The importance of the nineteenth
century

The nineteenth century saw the birth of international relations
as we know it today.
(Osterhammel 2014: 393)
During the nineteenth century, ‘social relations were assem-
bled, dismantled and reassembled’.
(Wolf 1997: 391)
Nothing, it seemed, could stand in the way of a few western
gunboats or regiments bringing with them trade and bibles.
(Hobsbawm 1962: 365)
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What happened to generate this shift in global
power? There are a number of explanations for what is
sometimes called the ‘great divergence’ between East
and West (Pomeranz 2000). Some accounts concentrate
on innovations such as the capacity of liberal constitu-
tions in the West to restrict levels of domestic conflict
(North, Wallis, and Weingast 2009). Others, in con-
trast, focus on the frequency of European inter-state wars:
European powers were involved in inter-state wars in
nearly 75 per cent of the years between 1494 and 1975
(Mann 2012: 24). The frequency of European inter-
state wars, it is argued, led to technological and tacti-
cal advances, the development of standing armies, and
the expansion of permanent bureaucracies (Tilly 1990).
In this way, nineteenth-century European states com-
bined their need for taxation (in order to fight increas-
ingly costly wars) with support for financial institutions
that could, in turn, deliver the funds required for
investment in armaments. A third set of explanations
highlights the role of ideas in producing the great
divergence, most notably the scientific advances asso-
ciated with the European Enlightenment (Israel 2010).
A fourth set of approaches concentrate on the geograph-
ical and demographic advantages enjoyed by the West:
a temperate climate that was inhospitable to parasites,
and later marriage habits, which led to lower fertility
rates and, in turn, lower population densities (E. Jones
1981). Finally, some accounts stress the role of capital-
ism in generating Western ‘take-oft’, whether this is
seen as emerging from favourable access to credit and
bills of exchange (P. Kennedy 1989), or through the
ways in which private property regimes enabled capi-
tal to be released for investment in manufacturing and
finance (Brenner 1985).

Relatively few of these accounts stress the interna-
tional dimensions of the global transformation. Yet
these were significant (see Box 2.2). First, European
success was predicated on imperialism. Between 1878
and 1913, Western states claimed 8.6 million square
miles of overseas territory, amounting to one-sixth
of the Earth’s land surface (Abernathy 2000: 81). By
the outbreak of the First World War, 80 per cent of
the world’s land surface, not including uninhabited
Antarctica, was under the control of Western pow-
ers, and one state—Britain—claimed nearly a quar-
ter of the world’s territory. Germany’s colonies in
East Africa were forced into producing cotton for
export, just as Dutch Indonesia became a vehicle for
the production of sugar, tobacco, and later rubber. In
a similar vein, after the British East India Company

was ceded the right to administer and raise taxes in
Bengal, they made the cultivation of opium obliga-
tory, subsequently exporting it to China in a trading
system propped up by force of arms. Through imperi-
alism, European powers exchanged raw materials for
manufactured goods and used violence to ensure low
production prices. Although the gains from these cir-
cuits are difficult to measure precisely, they were cer-
tainly profitable. The Atlantic slave trade, for example,
returned profits to British investors at an average rate
of 9.5 per cent at the turn of the nineteenth century
(Blackburn 1997: 510).

Second, European powers assumed control, often
coercively, over the trade of commodities as diverse
as sandalwood, tea, otter skins, and sea cucumbers, as
well as silver, cotton, and opium. Europeans used silver
from the Americas and opium from India to buy entry
into regional trading systems. This led to radically
unequal patterns of trade: while Britain provided 50 per
cent of Argentina’s imports and exports, and virtually
all of its capital investment in 1900, Argentina provided

Box 2.2 Key dates in the emergence
of modern international order

e 1789/1791: The French and Haitian revolutions begin a
long ‘wave’ of ‘Atlantic Revolutions’ that lasts until the
1820s. These revolutions introduced new ideas such
as republicanism and popular sovereignty, and challenged
the central place of slavery in the Atlantic economy.

® 1842: In the First Opium War the British defeat China,
perhaps the greatest classical Asian power.

e 1857: The Indian Revolt prompts Britain to assume formal
control of the Indian subcontinent, while serving as a
forerunner to later anti-colonial movements.

® 1862: The British Companies Act marks a shift to limited
liability firms, opening the way to the formation of
transnational corporations as significant international
actors.

e 1865: The International Telecommunications Union
becomes the first standing intergovernmental
organization, symbolizing the rise of permanent
institutions of global governance.

e 1866: The opening of the first transatlantic telegraph cable
begins the wiring together of the planet with
instantaneous communication.

e 1884: The Prime Meridian Conference establishes world
standard time, easing the integration of trade, diplomacy,
and communication.

e 1905: Japan defeats Russia in the Russo-Japanese War,
becoming the first non-Western, non-white great power.



just 10 per cent of Britain’s imports and exports (Mann
2012: 39). European control of trade also led to radi-
cally unequal patterns of growth: whereas India’s GDP
grew at an average of 0.2 per cent per year in the cen-
tury before independence, Britain’s grew at ten times
this rate (Silver and Arrighi 2003: 338). India pro-
vided a colonial tribute to Britain that saw its budget
surpluses expatriated to London so that they could be
used to reduce British trade deficits. The inequality that
marks modern international order is discussed in the
final section of this chapter (see “The consequences of
the global transformation’).

Third, Western advances arose from the emulation
and fusion of non-Western ideas and technologies.
Technologies used in the cotton industry, for example,
drew heavily on earlier Asian advances (Hobson 2004).
These ideas and technologies were carried, in part, via
migration. Up to 37 million labourers left India, China,
Malaya, and Java during the nineteenth century and the
early twentieth, many of them to work as bonded labour
in imperial territories. Over 50 million Europeans also
emigrated between 1800 and 1914, most of them to the
United States. By 1914, half of the population of the US
was foreign-born. Six million Europeans emigrated to
Argentina between 1857 and 1930; at the onset of the
First World War, one-third of Argentinians, and half
the population of Buenos Aires, had been born outside
the country (Crosby 2004: 301).

The great divergence was therefore fuelled by a global
intensification in the circulation of people, ideas, and
resources—what was described in the previous section
as interdependence. More precisely, it can be linked to
three main dynamics: industrialization, the emergence
of ‘rational’ states, and imperialism.

Industrialization

Industrialization took place in two main waves. The
first (mainly British) wave occurred in the early part
of the nineteenth century and was centred on cotton,
coal, and iron. Here the crucial advance was the cap-
ture of inanimate sources of energy, particularly the
advent of steam power, an innovation that enabled the
biggest increase in the availability of power sources for
several thousand years. Also crucial was the applica-
tion of engineering to blockages in production, such
as the development of machinery to pump water effi-
ciently out of mineshafts. Engineering and technology
combined to generate substantial gains in productivity:
whereas a British spinner at the end of the eighteenth
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century took 300 hours to produce 100 pounds of cot-
ton, by 1830 the same task took only 135 hours; by 1850,
18 million Britons used as much fuel energy as 300 million
inhabitants of Qing China (Goldstone 2002: 364).

The second (mainly German and American) wave of
industrialization took place in the last quarter of the
century and was centred on advances in chemicals,
pharmaceuticals, and electronics. Once again, new
sources of energy were crucial, with oil and electric-
ity emerging alongside coal, and internal combustion
engines replacing steam piston engines. The oil indus-
try took off in Russia, Canada, and the US from the
middle of the nineteenth century, initially to provide
kerosene for lighting. Before the century’s end, pipe-
lines and tankers were bringing oil to a global market,
and further advances in distillation and mechanical
engineering were opening up its use as a fuel. During
the 1880s, electricity began to be generated and distrib-
uted from hydroelectric and steam-powered stations.
Advances in light metals and electrics, allied to the
use of oil products for fuel, provided an impetus to
the development of cars, planes, and ships.

These two waves of industrialization helped to pro-
duce a dramatic expansion of the world market. After
several centuries in which the volume of world trade
had increased by an annual average of less than 1 per
cent, trade rose by over 4 per cent annually in the half
century after 1820 (Osterhammel 2014: 726). By the
early years of the twentieth century, world trade was
increasing at a rate of 10 per cent per year, increasing
levels of interdependence and heightening practices of
exchange. The expansion of the market brought new
opportunities for accumulating power, particularly
because of the close relationship between industrial-
ization in the West and deindustrialization elsewhere.
For example, Indian textiles were either banned from
Britain or levied with high tariffs—the British govern-
ment tripled duties on Indian goods during the 1790s
and raised them by a factor of nine in the first two
decades of the nineteenth century. In contrast, British
manufacturing products were forcibly imported into
India without duty. Between 1814 and 1828, British
cloth exports to India rose from 800,000 yards to over
40 million yards; during the same period, Indian cloth
exports to Britain halved. For many centuries before
‘the global transformation’, India’s merchant class
had produced the garments that ‘clothed the world’
(Parthasarathi 2011: 22). By 1850, the English county
of Lancashire was the new centre of a global textiles
industry.
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Rational states

The extension of the market was accompanied by impor-
tant changes in how states were organized. During the
nineteenth century, states began to assume greater con-
trol over the use of force within their territory. This was
not as straightforward as it might seem when viewed
from the vantage point of the contemporary world and
its nearly 200 nation-states (see Ch. 30). In the eigh-
teenth century, institutions such as the Dutch East India
Company held a constitutional warrant to ‘make war,
conclude treaties, acquire territory and build fortresses’
(P. Stern 2011). These companies remained influential
throughout the nineteenth century: the British parlia-
ment provided a concession of several million acres of
land to the British North Borneo Company as late as
1881, while the Imperial British East Africa Company
and the British South Africa Company also held state-
like powers of governance.

In general, though, after the French Revolution
in 1789, armies and navies became more distinctly
national, increasingly coming under the direct con-
trol of the state. Although nation-states coexisted with
other political units—and most Western polities were
states and empires simultaneously—there was a general
‘caging’ of authority within states (Mann 2012). Most
notably, states became staffed by permanent bureaucra-
cies, selected by merit and formalized through new legal
codes. State personnel in the last quarter of the century
grew from 67,000 to 535,000 in Britain and from 55,000
to over a million in Prussia/Germany. During the same
period, state military personnel tripled in Britain and
quadrupled in Prussia/Germany. The term ‘rational
state” refers to the ways in which states become orga-
nized less through interpersonal relations and family
ties, and more by abstract bureaucracies such as a civil
service and a nationally organized military.

Once again, there was a distinctly international
dimension to this process: many aspects of the modern,
professional civil service were formed in India before
being exported to Britain; cartographic techniques
used to map colonial spaces were reimported into
Europe to serve as the basis for territorial claims; and
imperial armies acted as the frontline troops in con-
flicts around the world. Britain deployed Indian police
officers, bureaucrats, and orderlies in China, Africa,
and the Middle East, and Indian troops fought in 15
British colonial wars. Other Western states also made
extensive use of colonial forces: 70 per cent of the Dutch
army deployed in the Dutch East Indies were colonial

forces, while 80 per cent of the French expeditionary
forces that fought in North and East Africa were colo-
nial conscripts (MacDonald 2014: 39-40). These impe-
rial wars increased the coercive capacities of European
states, while requiring states to raise extra revenues,
which they often achieved through taxation. This, in
turn, fuelled further state development.

Imperialism

Until the nineteenth century, nearly three-quarters of the
world’s population lived in large, fragmented, ethnically
mixed agrarian empires. During the nineteenth century,
these empires were swamped by mono-racial Western
powers. The bulk of European imperialism took place
during the ‘scramble for Africa’, which saw European
powers assume direct control of large parts of Africa. But
experiences of imperialism went much further than this.
Between 1810 and 1870, the US carried out 71 territorial
annexations and military interventions (Go 2011: 39).
The US first became a continental empire, seizing terri-
tory from Native Americans, the Spanish, and Mexicans.
It then built an overseas empire, extending its authority
over Cuba, Nicaragua, the Dominican Republic, Haiti,
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Philippines, Samoa, and
the Virgin Islands. Other settler states also became colo-
nial powers in their own right, including Australia and
New Zealand in the Pacific.

Imperialism took many forms. In the case of
the British, their imperial web included direct-rule
colonies (e.g. India after 1857), settler colonies (e.g.
Australia), protectorates (e.g. Brunei), bases (e.g.
Gibraltar), treaty ports (e.g. Shanghai), and spheres of
influence (e.g. Argentina). The image of a late nine-
teenth-century map of the world in which imperial ter-
ritories are represented by a single colour is, therefore,
highly misleading. British India included several hun-
dred ‘Princely States’ that retained a degree of ‘quasi-
sovereignty’, as did nearly 300 ‘native states’ in Dutch
East Asia. Where imperialism was successful, it relied
on establishing partnerships with local power brokers:
the Straits Chinese, the Krio of West Africa, the ‘teak-
wallahs’ of Burma, and others (Darwin 2012: 178). Two
hundred Dutch officials and a much larger number of
Indonesian intermediaries ran a cultivation system that
incorporated 2 million agricultural workers. A little
over 75,000 French administrators were responsible for
60 million colonial subjects (Mann 2012: 47).

Imperialism was deeply destructive. At times, this
destruction took the form of ecocide. Manchuria was



deforested by the Japanese in the interests of its min-
ing and lumber companies, while ‘wild lands’ in India
were cleared by the British so that nomadic pastoral-
ists could be turned into tax-paying cultivators. At
other times, destruction took the form of genocide.
The Belgians were responsible for the deaths of up to
10 million Congolese during the late nineteenth cen-
tury and the early twentieth. In the opening years of
the twentieth century, Germany carried out a system-
atic genocide against the Nama and Herero peoples
in its South West African territories, reducing their
population by 80 per cent and 50 per cent respectively.
Similar stories could be told about the conduct of the
Americans in the Philippines, the Spanish in Cuba, the
Japanese in China, the British in Kenya, the French in

Chapter 2 Therise of modern international order

Algeria, and the Australians in the Pacific. Overall, the
casualty list of imperialism numbered tens of millions
(Osterhammel 2014: 124-7).

Key Points

o After 1800, there was a ‘great divergence’ between some
Western states and much of the rest of the world.

e There were three main sources of the ‘great divergence”.
industrialization, the ‘rational’ state, and imperialism.
e These three dynamics served as the mutually reinforcing

foundations of modern international order.

e These dynamics were deeply intertwined with
international processes, most notably industrialization with
deindustrialization, and rational states with imperialism.

The consequences of the global transformation

The previous section examined the main dynamics that
underpinned the global transformation. This section
explores three of its main consequences: the ‘shrinking’
of the planet, the emergence of international organi-
zations and non-governmental organizations, and the
development of an unequal international order.

Shrinking the planet

A thin global trading system existed for many centuries
before ‘the global transformation’. Lightweight luxury
goods such as silk, porcelain, spices, precious metals,
and gems moved across Eurasia and other transnational
trading circuits for millennia, although generally at a
slow pace. During the eighteenth century, it took three
years for a caravan to make the round trip from Moscow
to Peking. This meant that, until the nineteenth century,
international orders tended to be somewhat limited in
scale. Two thousand years ago, imperial Rome and Han
China knew of each other, and had a significant trade in
luxury goods. But their armies never met, they had no
diplomatic relations, and the trade between them was
indirect rather than direct, taking the form of a relay
through a range of intermediaries.

The infrastructural gains prompted by the global
transformation generated major efficiency savings:
communication times between Britain and India
dropped from a standard of around six months in
the 1830s (via sailing ship), to just over one month
in the 1850s (via rail and steamship), to the same
day in the 1870s (via telegraph) (Curtin 1984: 251-2).

There were three main sources that lay behind these
efficiency savings: steamships, railways, and the
telegraph.

During the nineteenth century, as steam engines
became smaller, more powerful, and more fuel-efficient,
they began to be installed in ships, initially driving
paddle wheels, and later the more efficient screw pro-
peller. As a result of these improvements, ocean freight
rates dropped by 80 per cent during the century as a
whole, with a corresponding expansion in the volume
of trade. One million tons of goods were shipped world-
wide in 1800; by 1840, ships carried 20 million tons of
tradable goods; by 1870, they carried 80 million tons
(Belich 2009: 107). By 1913, steam tonnage accounted
for 97.7 per cent of global shipping. Steam engines both
freed ships from dependence on wind (although at the
cost of dependence on coal or oil) and tripled their aver-
age speed. Because steamships were not dependent on
weather or season, they provided predictable, regular
services to replace sporadic and irregular links by sail.

Equally important was the arrival of railways.
Widespread railway building began in Britain during
the 1820s, spreading to the United States, France, and
Germany during the 1830s. By 1840 there were 4,500
miles of track worldwide, expanding to 23,500 miles by
1850 and 130,000 miles by 1870; by the end of the cen-
tury, there were half a million miles of track worldwide
(Hobsbawm 1962: 61). As with steamships, the expan-
sion of the railway had a major effect on trade. By the
1880s the cost of transportation by rail in Britain was
less than half of that by canals, and a sixth of transport
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by road. The figures for the US were even more dra-
matic, with late nineteenth-century railways between
30 and 70 times cheaper than trade via road in 1800.
Investment in railways served to internationalize capi-
tal: France invested heavily in Russian railways, while
British investors provided the capital for railways in
continental Europe, the Americas, and Asia. By 1913,
41 per cent of Britain’s direct overseas investments were
in railways (Topik and Wells 2012: 644).

Railways had two further effects on international
order. First, they prompted the emergence of timetables
and, in turn, pressed states to regularize time. World
standard time was pioneered at the Prime Meridian
Conference in Washington in 1884, and the universal
day of 24 time zones was consolidated at the 1912 Paris
International Conference on Time. Second, as railways
spread, they became pipelines from continental inte-
riors to coastal ports, linking with steamships to pro-
vide a global transportation system. Railways linked
Argentinian food producers to the port of Buenos
Aires, Australian wool to the port of Sydney, and South
African diamonds and gold to the port of Cape Town.
This allowed Western states to import products in a
way that had not been possible before, and they could
establish mass industries that depended on raw materi-
als grown in India, Egypt, and the US. The combination
of railways and steamships underpinned the division of
labour between an industrial ‘core’ and a commodity-
producing ‘periphery’ that first emerged as a defining
teature of the global political economy during the nine-
teenth century.

The final breakthrough technology was the telegraph.
During the 1840s, telegraph networks spread through-
out Europe and North America, increasing from 2,000
miles in 1849 to 111,000 miles by 1869. By 1870, a sub-
marine telegraph system linked the UK and India. By
1887, over 200,000 km of underwater cable connected
(mainly imperial) nodes in the world economy. And by
1903, there was a global network in place consisting of
over 400,000 km of submarine cabling (Osterhammel
2014: 719). Use of the telegraph was widespread, if
uneven. At the end of the nineteenth century, two-
thirds of the world’s telegraph lines were British owned.
In 1913, Europeans sent 329 million telegraphs, while
Americans sent 150 million, Asians 60 million, and
Africans 17 million (Topik and Wells 2012: 663).

The impact of the telegraph on the speed of commu-
nications was dramatic: a letter sent from Paris to St
Petersburg took 20 days in 1800, 30 hours in 1900, and
30 minutes in 1914. This, in turn, had a major impact

on key features of international relations, from war and
diplomacy to trade and consumption. Governments
could learn about political and military developments
almost as they happened, while financiers and traders
had faster access to information about supply, prices,
and market movements. One consequence of this was
the formation of command structures over long dis-
tances. With instant communication, ambassadors,
admirals, and generals were not granted as much inde-
pendence of action, and firms kept tighter control over
their distant subsidiaries.

Steamships, railways, and the telegraph were the
core technologies of modern international order, add-
ing greatly to levels of interdependence and prompting
far deeper practices of exchange. In combination, they
helped to construct a global economy and a single space
of political-military interactions. They also ratcheted
up cultural encounters, enabling (and often requiring)
people to interact on a previously unprecedented scale.
Increasingly, the human population knew itself as a
single entity for the first time.

Intergovernmental organizations
and international non-governmental
organizations

Technological changes created demands for international
coordination and standardization. This resulted in the
emergence of intergovernmental organizations (IGOs)
as permanent features of international order. The link
between these dynamics is made clear by the functions of
most early IGOs: the International Telecommunications
Union (1865), the Universal Postal Union (UPU) (1874),
the International Bureau of Weights and Measures
(1875), and the International Conference for Promoting
Technical Unification on the Railways (1882). The UPU,
for example, responded to the need for inter-operability
among state and imperial postal systems that was cre-
ated by new forms of transportation.

As they developed, IGOs and international non-
governmental organizations (INGOs) covered a wide
range of issue-areas, from religion and politics to sport
and the environment. By the 1830s, transnational asso-
ciations were taking part in vigorous public debates on
issues as varied as trade policy and population growth.
Several prominent INGOs, including the Young Men’s
Christian Association (YMCA) and the International
Red Cross, were formed in the 1850s and 1860s, as were
issue-based groups such as those seeking to improve ani-
mal welfare, promote the arts, and formalize academic



subjects ranging from botany to anthropology. The lat-
ter half of the nineteenth century saw a further growth
in INGO activity with the emergence of a number of
groups formed in response to the inequities of indus-
trialization and, in the last part of the century, the first
industrial-era depression. An organized labour move-
ment emerged in the second half of the nineteenth cen-
tury. A further tranche of INGOs put pressure on states
to enact faster, deeper processes of democratization.
A transnational movement for women’s suffrage emerged
in the last quarter of the nineteenth century; by the early
years of the twentieth century, the membership of the
International Council of Women counted up to 5 mil-
lion women around the world (Osterhammel 2014: 507).

Inequality

As previous sections have explored, the global transfor-
mation generated a deeply unequal international order.
This section explores this inequality through two issue-
areas: racism and economic exploitation.

Racism

During the last quarter of the nineteenth century,
a new form of racism emerged. ‘Scientific’ racism
was based on a radically unequal view of world poli-
tics (see Ch. 18). Its proponents argued that it was
possible—and desirable—to establish a political hier-
archy based on biological markers, either visible (as
in skin colour) or according to bloodline (as in who
counts as Jewish, black, or Chinese). Broadly speak-
ing, for ‘scientific’ racists, lighter-skinned peoples
inhabited the highest rung on the evolutionary lad-
der and darker-skinned peoples were situated at the
bottom. These ideas allowed Europeans to racially
demarcate zones within imperial territories, as well
as to homogenize diverse indigenous peoples, such as
Native Americans, into a single category of ‘Indians’.
The result was the formation of an international
order premised in large measure on a ‘global colour
line’ (Du Bois 1994 [1903]). This colour line, in turn,
served as the basis for a global ‘standard of civiliza-
tion’ (see Case Study 2.1).

The global colour line and its accompanying ‘stan-
dard of civilization’ were strengthened by mass emi-
gration from Britain to Australia, Canada, and New
Zealand. These emigrations created ‘settler states’ ruled
by white elites who saw themselves as inherently supe-
rior to the indigenous peoples. The scale of this enter-
prise is striking: white settlers in Australia increased
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from 12,000 in 1810 to 1.25 million in 1860; one million
white British emigrated to Canada between 1815 and
1865, multiplying the country’s population by a factor
of seven. In 1831, the white population of New Zealand
was little more than 1,000; 50 years later, it was 500,000
(Belich 2009: 83). The cumulative effect of these repop-
ulations was significant. Whereas at the beginning of
the nineteenth century, the white English-speaking
world was made up of 12 million (mostly poor) people,
by 1930 it constituted 200 million (mostly rich) people.

The racism fostered by white emigration forged
what W. E. B. Du Bois (1994 [1903]: 61) called ‘the new
religion of whiteness’. Settler colonists became a racial
caste united by fear of rebellion by the indigenous pop-
ulation and by a sense of their own cultural and racial
superiority. As white Westerners became a ‘global
people’, settlers helped to racialize international poli-
tics, making the colour bar a globally recognized tool
of discrimination.

Economic exploitation

Industrialization and associated processes, such as
the commercialization of agriculture, were global in
form. As profits from these processes could only be
achieved through higher productivity, lower wages, or
the establishment of new markets, capitalist expansion
was constant, leading to the development of both new
areas of production (such as southeastern Russia and
central parts of the United States) and new products
(such as potatoes). In 1900, Malaya had around 5,000
acres of rubber production; by 1913, it contained 1.25
million acres (Wolf 1997: 325). Deindustrialization
was equally rapid. As discussed in earlier sections,
after 1800, the British government ensured that British
products undercut Indian goods and charged prohibi-
tive tariffs on Indian textiles. Within a generation or
two, the deindustrialization of India meant that centu-
ries-old skills in industries such as cloth dyeing, ship-
building, metallurgy, and gun making had been lost
(Parthasarathi 2011).

The profits from capitalist expansion helped to forge
an unequal global economy. In the cultivation system
operated by the Netherlands in Indonesia, Dutch set-
tlers enjoyed 50 times the level of per capita income as
indigenous Indonesians. Around half of the revenue
collected by the Indonesian government under the
cultivation system was remitted to the Netherlands,
constituting 20 per cent of the state’s net revenue
(Osterhammel 2014: 443). This is just one example
of the ways in which imperial powers adapted global
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Case Study 2.1 The standard of civilization

v
Nineteenth-century German illustration comparing racial
characteristics
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The idea that people around the world could be ranked, cultur-
ally and/or racially, was the hallmark of the nineteenth-century
‘standard of civilization’. The standard of civilization determined
which parts of the world lay outside the ‘civilized’ realm of white,
Christian peoples. Distinctions between the ‘civilized" world of
the white West, ‘barbarians’ (mostly light-skinned peoples with
an urban ‘high culture’), and ‘savages’ (mostly dark-skinned peo-
ples without an urban ‘high culture’) formed the basis for a range
of international practices, such as the rules of war. These rules
distinguished between ‘privileged belligerents’ (inhabitants of
the ‘civilized’ world) and ‘unprivileged belligerents’ (those liv-
ing outside this zone). During the nineteenth and twentieth

production to their needs, setting up the modern hier-
archy between providers of primary and secondary
products. While colonized countries could be the main
producers of primary products, as India was with tea,
Burma with jute, Malaya with rubber, Nigeria with
palm oil, Bolivia with tin, and Brazil with coffee, impe-
rial powers maintained an advantage in high-value
exports and finance. This division of labour, with its
accompanying upheavals, was first established in the
nineteenth century; it came to dominate the global
political economy in the twentieth century. Case Study
2.2 illustrates how these dynamics worked.

centuries, privileged belligerents became increasingly subject
to rules that determined the scope of legitimate violence, not
least that it should be discriminate and proportional. Unprivileged
combatants were considered to be outside such rules—violence
in ‘uncivilized’ spaces took place largely without legal restrictions.

The standard of civilization was also central to the way in which
Western powers interacted with other peoples. This interaction
came in many forms: unequal treaties for those polities left nomi-
nally independent (like China); partial takeovers, such as protec-
torates, where most functions of local government were allowed
to continue, but finance, defence, and foreign policy were han-
dled by a Western power (as in the case of Sudan); and formal
colonization, resulting in elimination as an independent entity
(as in India after the 1857 revolt). Those states, like Japan, that
sought to emulate European power underwent both a restruc-
turing of their domestic society through rapid ‘modernization’
and a reorientation of foreign policy towards imperialism: Japan
invaded Taiwan in 1874 (annexing it formally in 1895), fought
wars for overseas territory with both China (1894-5) and Russia
(1904-5), and annexed Korea (1910). Becoming a ‘civilized’ mem-
ber of international society meant not just abiding by European
law and diplomacy; it also meant becoming an imperial power.

It is important to note that, in many ways, the standard of
civilization was a moving target. When being ‘civilized" was
considered to be exclusively Christian, majority Muslim polities
such as the Ottoman Empire automatically fell outside its scope.
However, the shift to an idea of ‘civilization’ based on the ‘'mod-
ern’ capacities of a state meant that, in theory, every state could
be ‘civilized'. This is one reason why the Ottomans, the Japanese,
and others embraced ‘modernizing’ projects—implementing
legal, administrative, and fiscal reforms held out the promise of
equal international status. In theory, if less so in practice, ‘civiliza-
tion’ was a ladder that could be climbed (see Box 2.3).

Question 1: What was the basis of the ‘standard of civilization’?

Question 2: How did the ‘standard of civilization’ impact the for-
mation of the contemporary international order?

Key Points

e A major consequence of the global transformation was the
‘shrinking of the planet’ via steamships, railways, and the
telegraph.

e These technologies increased the ‘regularized exchanges’
that serve as the foundations of international order.

e These exchanges were increasingly managed by IGOs and
INGOs.

e The modern international order that emerged during the
nineteenth century was profoundly unequal. The sources of
this inequality included racism and economic exploitation.
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Case Study 2.2 Imperialism with Chinese characteristics

American cartoon, circa 1900
© Granger Historical Picture Archive/Alamy Stock Photo

At the heart of imperialism was a claim about the material, cul-
tural, and moral superiority of the West. As Case Study 2.1 illus-
trated, Western powers exacted vastly unequal terms of exchange
with those they dominated, even if these polities had once been
great empires, as was the case with China. Indeed, the decline of
China helps to illustrate the ways in which imperialism served to
transform international order in the nineteenth century.

During the nineteenth century, Western powers pressed
China to open up to higher levels of trade. This was particu-
larly important for the British, for whom the (illegal) opium
trade was extremely lucrative: by the 1830s, the British were
exporting 30,000 chests of opium from India to China each
year, each of which carried 150 pounds of opium extract. It
was little surprise when, in 1840, Britain used the pretext of
a minor incident involving the arrest of two British sailors to
instigate conflict with China (the ‘First Opium War’), which it
won easily.

The Treaty of Nanjing that followed the war required China to
cede Hong Kong to the British, pay an indemnity for starting the
conflict, and open up five new treaty ports. The treaty also legal-
ized the opium trade. After defeat in the Second Opium War of
1856-60, which included the sacking of the Summer Palace in
Beijing by British and French forces, China signed a further series
of unequal treaties, including some that guaranteed low tariffs on
European imports.

Conclusion

This chapter defined international order as ‘regularized
practices of exchange among discrete political units
that recognize each other to be independent’. There
have been many international orders in world history.
However, it is only over the past two centuries that an
international order has emerged that is global in scale
and deeply interdependent politically, economically,
and culturally. Not everything has changed over the

If these treaties weakened China, so too did domestic unrest.
During the 1850s, a rebellion originating among the Hakka minor-
ity in Guangxi spread to the Yangtze region and the imperial capital
of Nanjing. The rebellion was oriented around a strain of apocalyp-
tic Christianity, blended with elements of Manchu and Confucian
thought. Over the next decade, the ‘Taiping Rebellion’ mobilized
over a million combatants and spread to an area the size of France
and Germany combined. The conflict severely diminished imperial
control. It also destroyed both land and livelihoods, and between
1850 and 1873, over 20 million people were killed. War and related
dynamics, including starvation, saw China’s population as a whole
drop from 410 million to 350 million during this period.

The Taiping Rebellion was not the only uprising experienced
by China during this period. In 1898, a series of ‘modernizing’
reforms by the 17 year old Emperor Guangxu prompted a coup
by the Empress Dowager Cixi. Cixi fanned a wave of assertive
nationalism, including a movement—the Boxer Rebellion—that
sought to overturn the unequal rights held by Westerners. The
defeat of the Boxers by a coalition of Western forces led to the
stationing of foreign troops in China, as well as a range of new
concessions. Key aspects of public finances were handed over to
outsiders, most notably the Maritime Customs Services, which
was used to collect taxes, regulate tariffs, and finance the sub-
stantial indemnity owed to the Western powers.

All in all, China’s experience of Western imperialism was
deeply destructive. During this period, Chinese per capita income
dropped from 90 per cent to 20 per cent of the world average,
while the country’s share of global GDP fell from around a third to
just 5 per cent. China lost wars with Japan, Britain, and France. It
saw large parts of its territory handed over to foreign powers and
suffered the ignominy of being forced to sign a number of unequal
treaties. China went through two major rebellions, including one
(the Taiping Rebellion) that produced more casualties than any
other conflict during the nineteenth century. No wonder that this
period is known in China as the ‘Century of Humiliation'

Question 1: What were the main features of China’s ‘Century of
Humiliation'?

Question 2: How has China’s experience of imperialism in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries impacted its contemporary
foreign policy?

past two centuries. But the world has undergone a major
transformation enabled by imperialism, the emergence
of industrialization, and rational states. These dynam-
ics have prompted far-reaching changes to how interna-
tional order has been organized and understood. And
they have deepened degrees of both interdependence
and inequality to levels that are unprecedented in world
history.
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The legacies of this period are profound: a global
economy, a global system of states, global communi-
cation and transportation systems, a huge number of
IGOs and INGOs, and more. Even the basic terminol-
ogy used to describe much of the contemporary world
has nineteenth-century origins, from the idea of ‘the
West’ to framings such as ‘the Middle East’ and ‘Latin
America’ (Osterhammel 2014: 73-86). Equally important
are the legacies of imperialism, racism, and economic

Box 2.3 Japan’s ‘modernizing mission’

The most spectacular example of a nineteenth-century ‘mod-
ernizing mission’ outside the West was that of Japan. Following
the shock caused by the appearance of American gunboats
in Tokyo Bay in 1853 and the subsequent signing of unequal
treaties, Japan sent over a hundred representatives on a
mission to 11 European countries and the United States in
order to negotiate revisions to these treaties and learn from
Western practices. The Iwakura Mission subsequently bor-
rowed extensively from the institutions and technologies of
Western states.

The result was a radical programme known as the Meiji
Restoration. The Charter Oath of the Meiji Restoration made
frequent references to Confucianism. However, it did so in the
context of the need to revive Japanese thought and practices
within a new, ‘modern’ context. Under the slogan fukoku kyo-
he (rich country, strong military), the Meiji oligarchy sought to
erode feudal forms of governance, abolish the Shogunate, and

Questions

exploitation that continue to generate resentment in many
parts of the world. The West ignores these sentiments at
its peril. Although the world continues to be based largely
on Western terms, this is changing (see Ch. 5). The ‘mod-
ernizing mission’ first undertaken by nineteenth-century
Japan (see Box 2.3) has now been undertaken in various
forms by many of the world’s states. Understanding how
we got here is crucial to assessing both the shape of con-
temporary international order and the challenges it faces.

replace the Samurai (who numbered over 5 per cent of the
population) with a conscript army.

The Meiji pioneered the idea of the developmental state. They
imported industrial technologies (often through ‘international
experts’), increased military spending (which climbed from 15 per
cent of government spending in the 1880s to around 30 per cent
in the 1890s, and nearly 50 per cent in the 1900s), and mobilized
the population through an ideology of (sometimes chauvinistic)
nationalism. A new private property regime was introduced along-
side new systems of taxation, banking, and insurance. The Meiji
state built cotton mills, cement works, glass factories, and mines,
and maintained a leading interest in arms: between 1873 and 1913,
Japan constructed the sixth largest merchant marine in the world.

During the Meiji period as a whole, the state was responsi-
ble for 40 per cent of the capital investment in the country. This
was state-led development with a vengeance. And it served as a
model for later such projects around the world.

1. What are the main components of ‘international order’?
2. How important was the Peace of Westphalia to the formation of modern international order?

)

the nineteenth century?

© 0 NV

O

What were the international dynamics that helped Western powers become so powerful during

What was the significance of industrialization to Western ascendancy?

What ideas sustained the ‘global transformation’?

How significant was the ‘standard of civilization’ to the formation of global inequality?
What were the consequences of the ‘shrinking of the planet'?

Why did IGOs and INGOs emerge in the nineteenth century?

In what ways did imperialism impact the construction of modern international order?
What have been the main consequences of the global transformation?

Test your knowledge and understanding further by trying this chapter’s Multiple Choice
Questions www.oup.com/he/baylis8e
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Framing Questions

¢ To what extent do you believe that the colonial powers were mainly responsible for the
violence and armed conflict that characterized much decolonization?

e Do you agree that nuclear weapons were vital to keeping the peace after 1945?

e Do you think that the cold war is best understood as the defence of Western values and

interests against Soviet aggression?

Reader’s Guide

This chapter examines some of the principal develop-
ments in world politics from 1900 to 1999: the devel-
opment of total war, the end of European imperialism,
the advent of nuclear weapons, and the onset of cold
war. Confrontation between the United States (US)
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR)
became the key dynamic in world affairs, replacing
the dominance of—and conflict among—European
states in the first half of the twentieth century. The
cold war encompassed the ideological, political, and

military interests of the two states (and their allies)
and extended around the globe. To what extent, and
in what ways, the cold war promoted or prevented
conflict are central questions. Similarly, how decolo-
nization became entangled with East-West conflicts
is crucial to understanding many struggles in the
‘Third World'. Finally, how dangerous was the nuclear
confrontation between East and West? This chap-
ter explores the role of nuclear weapons in specific
phases of the cold war, notably détente, and then dur-
ing the deterioration of Soviet-American relations in
the 1980s.
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Introduction

The First World War (also known as the Great War)
began among European states on European battlefields,
and then extended across the globe. It was the first
modern, industrialized total war, as the belligerents
mobilized their populations and economies as well as
their armies, and as they endured immense casualties.
The Second World War was yet more total in nature
and global in scope, and fundamentally changed world
politics. Before 1939, Europe was the arbiter of world
affairs, when both the USSR and the US remained, for
different reasons, primarily preoccupied with inter-
nal development. The Second World War brought the
Soviets and Americans militarily and politically deep
into Europe, and transformed their relationship from
allies to antagonists. This transformation was reflected
in their relations outside Europe, where various con-
frontations developed. Like the First and Second World
Wars, the cold war had its origins in Europe, but quickly
spread, with enormous global consequences.

The First World War led to the demise of four
European Russian, German,
Hungarian, and Ottoman (in Turkey). After 1945,
European power was in decline. The economic plight
of the wartime belligerents, including victors, was
increasingly apparent, as was growing realization of
the military and economic potential of the US and
the USSR. Both emerged as ‘superpowers’, combin-
ing global political ambition with military capabilities
that included weapons of mass destruction. European
political, economic, and military weakness contrasted

empires: Austro-

Modern total war

The origins of the First World War have long been
debated. For the victorious allies, the question of how
war began became a question of how far the Germans
and their allies should be held responsible. At Versailles,
the victors imposed a statement of German war guilt in
the final settlement, primarily to justify the reparations
they demanded. Debates among historians about the
war’s origins focus on political, military, and systemic
factors. Some suggest that responsibility for the war
was diffuse, as its origins lay in the complex dynamics
and imperatives of the respective alliances. The West
German historian Fritz Fischer, however, argued in his
influential 1967 book, Germany’s Aims in the First World

with the appearance of Soviet strength and growing
Western perception of malign Soviet intent. The onset
of the cold war in Europe marked the collapse of the
wartime alliance between the UK, the USSR, and the
US. The most ominous legacy of the Second World
War was the atomic bomb, built at enormous cost, and
driven by fear that Nazi Germany might win this first
nuclear arms race. After 1945, nuclear weapons posed
unprecedented challenges to world politics and to lead-
ers responsible for conducting post-war diplomacy.
The cold war provided both context and pretext for
the growth of nuclear arsenals that threatened the very
existence of humankind, and which have continued to
spread well after the end of the East-West confronta-
tion (see Ch. 29).

Since 1900, world politics has been transformed
in multiple ways, reflecting political, technological,
and ideological developments, of which three are
examined in this chapter: (1) the transition from cri-
ses in European power politics to total war; (2) the
end of empire and withdrawal of European states
from their imperial acquisitions; and (3) the cold war:
the political, military, and nuclear confrontation
between East and West. There have, of course, been
other important changes, and indeed equally impor-
tant continuities, which other chapters in this volume
address. Nevertheless, these three principal develop-
ments provide a framework for exploring events and
trends that have shaped world politics during the
twentieth century.

War, that German aggression, motivated by the inter-
nal political needs of an autocratic elite, was respon-
sible for the war. Whatever the causes, the pattern of
events is clear. A Serbian nationalist’s assassination of
the heir to the Austro-Hungarian throne, Archduke
Franz Ferdinand, triggered Austro-Hungary’s declara-
tion of war against Serbia. Russia’s alliance with Serbia,
and Germany’s alliance with Austro-Hungary, then
became catalysts for European-wide conflict. Germany
feared war on two fronts against France and Russia,
and so attacked France in search of a speedy victory.
This not only failed, but British treaty obligations to
Belgium brought the UK into the war.
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However complex or contested the origins of the
Great War, the motivations of those who fought were
more explicable. The peoples of the belligerent nations
shared nationalist beliefs and patriotic values. As they
marched off to fight, most thought war would be short,
victorious, and, in many cases, glorious. The real-
ity of the European battlefield quickly proved other-
wise. Defensive military technologies, symbolized by
the machine gun and trench warfare, triumphed over
the tactics and strategy of attrition. It was not until
November 1918 that the allied offensive finally achieved
rapid advances that helped end the fighting. War was
total in that whole societies and economies were mobi-
lized: men were conscripted into armies and women
into factories. Germany’s western and eastern fronts
remained the crucibles of combat, although conflict
spread to other parts of the globe, as when Japan went to
war in 1914 as an ally of Britain. Most importantly, the
United States entered the war in 1917 under President
Woodrow Wilson, whose vision of international soci-
ety, articulated in his Fourteen Points, later drove
the agenda of the Paris Peace Conference in 1919. The
overthrow of the Tsar and seizure of power by Lenin’s
Bolsheviks in November 1917 quickly led Russia (soon
to become the USSR) to seek peace. Germany no longer
fought on two fronts, but faced a new threat as America
mobilized. With the failure of its last great offensive in
the west in 1918, and an increasingly effective British
naval blockade, Berlin agreed to an armistice.

The Treaty of Versailles in 1919 promised a new
framework for European security and a new interna-
tional order. Neither was achieved. There were crucial
differences among the victorious powers over poli-
cies towards Germany and over principles governing
the international order. Moreover, the treaty failed
to tackle, what was for some, the central problem of
European security after 1870—a united and frustrated
Germany. Moreover, it further encouraged German
revanchism by creating new states and contested bor-
ders. Economic factors were also crucial. The effects
of the Great Depression, triggered in part by the Wall
Street Crash of 1929, weakened liberal democracy in
many countries and strengthened the appeal of com-
munist, fascist, and Nazi parties. The economic impact
on German society was particularly damaging. While
all European states suffered mass unemployment,
in Germany there was hyperinflation. The value of
the German currency plummeted as more and more
money was printed and the cost of living rose dra-
matically. Economic and political instability provided

the ground in which support for the Nazis took root.
In 1933, Adolf Hitler gained power, and transforma-
tion of the German state began. Debate remains about
the extent to which Hitler’s ambitions were carefully
thought through and to what extent expansion was
opportunistic. A. J. P. Taylor provided a controversial
analysis in his 1961 book, The Origins of the Second
World War, in which he argued that Hitler was no dif-
ferent from other German political leaders. What was
different was the philosophy of Nazism and the combi-
nation of racial supremacy with territorial aggression.
British and French attempts to negotiate with Hitler
culminated in the Munich Agreement of 1938. Hitler’s
territorial claims on the Sudetenland in Czechoslovakia
were accepted as the price for peace, but within months
Germany had seized the rest of Czechoslovakia and
was preparing for war on Poland. Recent debates about
appeasement have focused on whether there existed
realistic alternatives to negotiation, given the lack of
allied military preparedness.

In 1939, the defensive military technologies of the
First World War were overwhelmed by armoured war-
fare and air power, as the German blitzkrieg brought
speedy victories against Poland and in Western Europe.
Hitler was also drawn into the Balkans and North
Africa in support of his Italian ally, Benito Mussolini.
With the invasion of the USSR in June 1941, the scale of
fighting and the scope of Hitler’s aims were apparent.
Massive early victories gave way to winter stalemate
and the mobilization of the Soviet people and military.
German treatment of civilian populations and Soviet
prisoners of war reflected Nazi ideas of racial supremacy
and caused the deaths of millions. Nazi anti-Semitism
and the development of concentration camps gained
new momentum after a decision on the ‘Final Solution
of the Jewish Question’ in 1942. The term Holocaust
entered the political lexicon of the twentieth century as
the Nazis attempted the genocide of the Jewish people
and other minorities, such as the Roma.

The rise and fall of Japan

After 1919, attempts to provide collective security were
pursued through the League of Nations. The US Senate
prevented American participation in the League, how-
ever,and Japanese aggression against Manchuria in 1931,
the Italian invasion of Abyssinia in 1935, and German
involvement in the Spanish Civil War of 1936-9 were
met with ineffectual international responses. In 1868,
Japan emerged from centuries of isolationism to pursue
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industrial and military modernization and thenimperial
expansion. In 1937, it invaded China, already embroiled
in civil war between communists and nationalists. The
brutality of the Japanese troops is best remembered for
“The Rape of Nanjing’ in 1937-8, when 40,000-300,000
civilians were massacred and over 20,000 women raped.
Tokyo’s strategic ambitions, however, could only be real-
ized at the expense of European empires and American
interests. President Franklin D. Roosevelt increasingly
sought to engage America in the European war, against
strong isolationist forces; by 1941, German subma-
rines and American warships were in an undeclared
war. The American imposition of economic sanctions
on Japan precipitated Japanese military preparations

for a surprise attack on the US fleet at Pearl Harbor on
7 December 1941. When Germany and Italy declared
war on America in support of their Japanese ally,
Roosevelt committed the United States to the liberation
of Europe. After a combined strategic bombing offen-
sive with the British against German cities, the allies
launched a ‘second front’ in France in 1944, for which
the Soviets had been pressing.

Defeat of Germany in May 1945 came before the
atomic bomb was ready. The subsequent destruc-
tion of the Japanese cities Hiroshima and Nagasaki
remains controversial (see Opposing Opinions 3.1 and
Table 3.1). Aside from moral objections to attacking
civilian populations, fierce debate emerged, particularly

Opposing Opinions 3.1 The use of atomic bombs against Hiroshima and Nagasaki was justified

For

Dropping atomic bombs was decisive in bringing about
Japanese surrender and ending the Pacific war. Up until
then, the Japanese had continued to fight on regardless of
casualties—even in the face of military defeat, the bombing of
their cities, and an increasingly effective naval blockade. Other
demonstrations of allied military power would not have been
decisive.

Bombing several targets was necessary to shock Tokyo into
surrender. The bombing of Tokyo in March 1945 caused some
80,000-120,000 deaths, yet the Japanese government remained
determined to fight on. Using atomic bombs on several cities,
and against non-military installations, was necessary to con-
vince Tokyo that burning cities would continue until Japan
surrendered.

Other military options would not have ended the war
swiftly. Japanese military resistance, including kamikaze sui-
cide attacks, inflicted significant casualties on allied forces.
Invasion of Japan would have meant huge losses among allied
soldiers as well as Japanese civilians. Continuing naval block-
ade and conventional air power would not have ended the war
in 1945.

The legacy of Hiroshima and Nagasaki has strengthened
the nuclear taboo. The demonstration of the horror of nuclear
weapons has strengthened deterrence and the avoidance of war
since 1945.

Against

The war was already won. Soviet entry into the war against Japan
was imminent, and President Truman knew from American signals
intelligence that the Japanese government was already pursuing
peace feelers through Moscow. The only significant obstacle to
peace was retention of the emperor. Although the allies continued
to insist on unconditional surrender, once the bomb was dropped,
they accepted the emperor as a constitutional monarch after 1945.

It was morally wrong to target cities when other options
existed. Inadequate thought was given to alternatives, including
attacks on military targets or adjusting unconditional surrender
to preserve the emperor. Even if the bombing of Hiroshima might
be justified, the destruction of Nagasaki was wholly unnecessary.
Truman himself displayed moral qualms by stopping the drop-
ping of a third bomb.

The bomb helped to create the cold war. One reason why
Truman used the atomic bomb was to end the war before
Moscow could extend its influence in Asia. Atomic bombing
underscored America’s nuclear monopoly and aimed to extend
US political and economic power in Asia and Europe.

Dropping the bomb fuelled nuclear proliferation. Demon-
strating the destructiveness of nuclear weapons strengthened states’
determination to acquire them, both to enhance their political sta-
tus and to deter attacks on themselves. After Hiroshima, the Soviets
accelerated their atomic programme. Dropping the bomb may have
ended the war, but it started a global arms race.

1. Do you believe that it was morally acceptable to use atomic bombs against Japanese cities?

2. Are you convinced that the only reason for the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki was to end the war?

3. What in your view were the positive and negative consequences for world politics after 1945 of using atomic bombs against Japan?

() For advice on how to answer these questions, see the pointers www.oup.com/he/baylis8e
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Table 3.1 Second World War estimated casualties

Hiroshima (6 August 1945): 70,000-80,000 ‘prompt’; 140,000
by end 1945; 200,000 by 1950

Nagasaki (9 August 1945): 30,000-40,000 ‘prompt’; 70,000 by
end 1945; 140,000 by 1950

Tokyo (9 March 1945): 80,000-120,000

Dresden (13-15 February 1945): 24,000-35,000+

Coventry (14 November 1940): 568

Leningrad (siege 1941-44): 1,000,000+

among American historians, about why the bomb was
dropped. Gar Alperovitz, in his 1965 book Atomic
Diplomacy, argued that, as President Truman already
knew Japan was defeated, his real motive was to coerce
Moscow in pursuit of post-war American interests
in Europe and Asia. Such claims generated angry and
dismissive responses from other historians. Ensuing
scholarship has benefited from the greater availability of
historical evidence, though debate persists over whether
Truman dropped the bomb simply to end the war, or
how far other factors, including coercion of the Soviets,
informed his calculations.

End of empire

The demise of imperialism in the twentieth century
marked a fundamental change in world politics. It
reflected, and contributed to, the decreasing impor-
tance of Europe as the arbiter of world affairs. The
belief that national self-determination should be a
guiding principle in international politics marked a
transformation of attitudes and values. During the
age of imperialism, political status accrued to impe-
rial powers. After 1945, imperialism became a term
of opprobrium. Colonialism and the United Nations
Charter were increasingly recognized as incompat-
ible, although achievement of independence was often
slow and sometimes marked by prolonged and armed
struggle. The cold war frequently complicated and
hindered the transition to independence. Different
factors influenced decolonization: the attitude of the
colonial power; the ideology and strategy of the anti-
imperialist forces; and the role of external powers.
Political, economic, and military factors played vari-
ous roles in shaping the transfer of power. Different
imperial powers and newly emerging independent

Key Points

e Debates about the origins of the First World War focus on
whether responsibility should rest with the German
government or whether it resulted from more complex
factors.

e The Treaty of Versailles in 1919 failed to address central
problems of European security, and in restructuring the
European state system created new sources of grievance
and instability. Principles of self-determination, espoused
in particular by Woodrow Wilson, did not extend to the
colonial empires of the European powers.

e The rise of Hitler presented threats that European political
leaders lacked the ability and will to meet, culminating in
the outbreak of the Second World War.

e The German attack on the Soviet Union extended the
war from short and limited campaigns to extended,
large-scale, and barbaric confrontation, fought for total
victory.

e The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor brought America into
the war in Europe, and eventually forced Germany into
war on two fronts (again).

e Debate persists about whether the atomic bomb should
have been used in 1945.

states had different experiences of the end of empire
(see Table 3.2).

Britain

In 1945, the British Empire extended across the globe.
Between 1947 and 1980, 49 territories were granted
independence. In 1947, the independence of India, the
imperial Jewel in the Crown’, created the world’s largest
democracy, although division into India and Pakistan
led to inter-communal ethnic cleansing and hundreds
of thousands of deaths. Indian independence was largely
an exception in the early post-war years, however, as suc-
cessive British governments were reluctant to rush decol-
onization. The end of empire in Africa came towards the
end of the 1950s and early 1960s, symbolized by Prime
Minister Harold Macmillan’s speech in South Africa in
February 1960, when he warned his hosts of the ‘wind of
change’ blowing through the continent.

British withdrawal from empire was comparatively
peaceful, except for India and conflicts in Kenya (1952-6)
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Table 3.2 Principal acts of European decolonization, 1945-80

Country Colonial Year of
state independence

India Britain 1947
Pakistan Britain 1947
Burma Britain 1948
Sri Lanka Britain 1948
Indonesia Netherlands 1949
French Indo-China France 1954
Ghana Britain 1957
Malaya Britain 1957
French African colonies* France 1960
Zaire Britain 1960
Nigeria Britain 1960
Sierra Leone Britain 1961
Tanganyika Britain 1961
Uganda Britain 1962
Algeria France 1962
Rwanda Belgium 1962
Kenya Britain 1963
Guinea-Bissau Portugal 1974
Mozambique Portugal 1975
Cape Verde Portugal 1975
Sao Tomé Portugal 1975
Angola Portugal 1975
Zimbabwe Britain 1980**

* Including Cameroon, Central African Republic, Chad, Gabon,
Ivory Coast, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, and
Upper Volta.

**In 1965, the white minority government in (what was then)
Rhodesia declared independence from Britain. Civil war ensued,
eventually followed by the creation of Zimbabwe in 1980.

and Malaya (1948-60). In Rhodesia/Zimbabwe, the tran-
sition to ‘one person one vote’ and black majority rule
was opposed by a white minority willing to disregard
the British government and world opinion. The South
African government aided and abetted this minority.
Under apartheid, after 1948, South Africans engaged in
what many saw as the internal equivalent of imperialism,
while South Africa also conducted traditional imperialist
practices in its occupation of Namibia. In addition, South
Africa exercised important influence in postcolonial/cold
war struggles in Angola and Mozambique after the last
European empire in Africa—that of Portugal—collapsed
when the military dictatorship in Lisbon was overthrown.

France

The French experience of decolonization stood in con-
trast to that of the British. France had been occupied dur-
ing the Second World War, and successive governments

sought to preserve French international prestige by
maintaining its imperial status. In Indo-China after
1945, Paris withdrew only after prolonged guerrilla war
and military defeat at the hands of the Viet Minh, the
Vietnamese revolutionary forces led by Ho Chi Minh. In
French Africa, the picture was different. Under President
Charles de Gaulle, France withdrew from empire while
attempting to preserve its influence. In Algeria, however,
the French refused to leave. Many French people regarded
Algeria as part of France itself. The resulting war, from
1954 to 1962, caused hundreds of thousands of deaths,
and France itself was brought to the brink of civil war.

Legacies and consequences: nationalism
or communism?

From the perspective of former colonies, the principles
of self-determination that underpinned the new global
order were often slow to be realized, and required politi-
cal, ideological, and in some cases military mobilization.
The pattern of decolonization in Africa was diverse,
reflecting the attitudes of colonial powers, the nature
of local nationalist or revolutionary movements, and in
some cases the involvement of external states, including
cold war protagonists. Tribal factors were also important
in many cases. The most horrifying example of the polit-
ical exploitation of tribal divisions came in the former
Belgian colony, Rwanda, when in 1994 some 800,000
1,000,000 Tutsis were massacred by the Hutu majority
(of whom an estimated 100,000 were also killed). Tutsi
women were also subjected to mass rape, including with
the purpose of spreading HIV/AIDS. To what extent the
imperial powers created or exacerbated tribal divisions
is an important question in examining the political sta-
bility of newly independent states. Equally important
is how able new political leaderships in these societies
were in tackling formidable political challenges and eco-
nomic problems of poverty and underdevelopment.

In Asia, the relationship between nationalism and
revolutionary Marxism was a potent force. In Malaya
the British defeated an insurgent communist move-
ment (1948-60). In Indo-China (1946-54) the French
failed to do likewise. For the Vietnamese, centuries of
foreign oppression—Chinese, Japanese, and French—
soon focused on a new adversary: the United States.
For Washington, early reluctance to support European
imperialism gave way to incremental and covert
involvement, and, from 1965, growing military com-
mitment to the newly created state of South Vietnam.
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American leaders embraced a domino theory: if one
state fell to communism, others would follow. Chinese
and Soviet support for North Vietnam highlighted the
cold war context. However, Washington failed to coor-
dinate limited war objectives with an effective political
strategy; once victory was no longer possible, it sought
to disengage through ‘peace with honor’. The 1968 Tet
(Vietnamese New Year) offensive by the ‘Viet Cong’
guerrillas marked a decisive moment, convincing many
Americans that the war would not be won, although it

Key Points

e Decolonization was founded on the principle of self-
determination and marked the eclipse of European power.

e Different European powers had differing attitudes to
decolonization after 1945: some sought to preserve their
empires, in part (the French) or whole (the Portuguese).

e The process of decolonization was relatively peaceful in
many cases; in others, however, it led to revolutionary wars
(Algeria, Malaya, and Angola) whose scale and ferocity

Cold war

The rise of the United States as a world power after 1945
was of paramount importance in international poli-
tics. Its relationship with the USSR provided a crucial
dynamic in world affairs, one that affected—directly
or indirectly—every part of the globe. In the West, his-
torians have debated with vigour and acrimony who
was responsible for the collapse of the wartime alli-
ance between Moscow and Washington. The rise of the
Soviet Union as a global power after 1945 was equally
crucial. Moscow’s relations with its Eastern European
‘allies’, with the People’s Republic of China (PRC),
and with revolutionary forces in the Third World were
vital issues in world politics and key factors in Soviet-
American affairs.

Some historians date the origins of the cold war to
the Russian Revolution of 1917, while most focus on
events between 1945 and 1950. Whether the cold war
was inevitable, whether it was the consequence of mis-
takes and misperceptions, or whether it reflected the
response of courageous Western leaders to malign
and aggressive Soviet intent, are central questions
in debates about its origins and dynamics. For many
years, these debates were supported by evidence from
Western archives and sources, and reflected Western

was not until 1973 that American forces finally with-
drew, two years before South Vietnam collapsed.

The global trend towards decolonization was a key
development in world politics in the twentieth-century,
one frequently shaped by both local circumstances and the
international dynamics of the cold war. Yet, while imperi-
alism withered, other forms of domination or hegemony
took shape. This term has been used to critique the behav-
iour of the superpowers, notably Soviet hegemony in
Eastern Europe and US hegemony in Central America.

reflected the attitudes of the colonial powers and nationalist
movements.

e Independence and national liberation became embroiled in
cold war conflicts when the superpowers and/or their allies
became involved, for example in Vietnam. Whether
decolonization was judged successful depends, in part, on
whose perspective you adopt—that of the European power,
the independence movement, or the people themselves.

assumptions and perceptions. With the end of the cold
war, greater historical evidence of the motivations and
perceptions of other states, notably that of the Soviet
Union, has emerged.

1945-53: onset of the cold war

The onset of the cold war in Europe reflected failure to
implement the principles agreed at the wartime confer-
ences of Yalta and Potsdam. The issue of the future of
Germany and various Central and Eastern European
countries, notably Poland, produced growing tension
between the former wartime allies. Reconciling princi-
ples of national self-determination with national secu-
rity proved a formidable task. In the West, feeling grew
that Soviet policy towards Eastern Europe was guided
not by historic concern with security but by ideological
expansion. In March 1947, the Truman administration
justified limited aid to Turkey and Greece with rheto-
ric designed to arouse awareness of Soviet ambitions,
and declared that America would support those threat-
ened by Soviet subversion or expansion. The Truman
doctrine and the associated policy of containment
expressed the self-image of the US as inherently defen-
sive. It was underpinned by the Marshall Plan for
European economic recovery, proclaimed in June 1947,
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which was essential to the economic rebuilding of
Western Europe. In Eastern Europe, democratic social-
ist and other anti-communist forces were undermined
and eliminated as Marxist-Leninist regimes, loyal to
Moscow, were installed. The exception was Yugoslavia,
where the Marxist leader, Marshal Josip Broz Tito,
consolidated his authority while maintaining indepen-
dence from Moscow. Tito’s Yugoslavia subsequently
played an important role in the Third World Non-
Aligned Movement.

The first major confrontation of the cold war took
place over Berlin in 1948. The former German capital
was left deep in the heart of the Soviet zone of occu-
pation, and in June 1948 Stalin sought to resolve its
status by severing road and rail communications. A
massive airlift kept West Berlin’s population and its
political autonomy alive. Stalin ended the blockade
in May 1949. The crisis saw deployment of American
long-range bombers in Britain, officially described as
‘atomic-capable’, although none were actually armed
with nuclear weapons. US military deployment was fol-
lowed by political commitment enshrined in the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) treaty in April
1949. The key article of the treaty—that an attack on one
member would be treated as an attack on all—accorded
with the principle of collective self-defence enshrined
in Article 51 of the UN Charter. In practice, the corner-
stone of the alliance was the US commitment to defend
Western Europe. This soon meant American willing-
ness to use nuclear weapons against Soviet ‘aggression’.
For Moscow, ‘political encirclement’ encompassed a
growing military, and specifically nuclear, threat.

While the cold war originated in Europe, conflicts
in Asia and elsewhere were also crucial. In 1949, the
30-year-long Chinese civil war ended in victory for
the communists under Mao Zedong. This had a major
impacton Asian affairs and perceptions in both Moscow
and Washington (see Case Study 3.1). In June 1950, the
North Korean attack on South Korea was interpreted as
part of a general communist strategy and a test case for
American resolve and the will of the United Nations to
resist aggression. The resulting American and UN mili-
tary commitment, followed in October 1950 by Chinese
involvement, led to a war lasting three years in which
over 3 million people died before pre-war borders were
restored. North and South Korea themselves remained
locked in hostility, even after the end of the cold war.

Assessing the impact of the cold war on the Middle
East is more difficult. The founding of the state of Israel
in 1948 reflected the legacy of the Nazi genocide and

the failure of British colonial policy. The complexities
of Middle Eastern politics, diplomacy, and armed con-
flict in the years immediately after 1945 cannot be read-
ily understood through the prism of Soviet-American
ideological or geo-strategic conflict. Both Moscow and
Washington supported the creation of Israel in previ-
ously Arab lands, although by the 1950s the Soviets
supported Arab nationalism. The pan-Arabism of the
charismatic Egyptian leader, Gamal Abdel Nasser,
embraced a form of socialism, but one far removed
from Marxism-Leninism. The state of Israel was cre-
ated by force, and owed its survival to a continuing
capability to defend itself against adversaries who did
not recognize the legitimacy of its existence. Israel
developed relations with the British and the French,
culminating in their secret agreement to attack Egypt
in 1956. Over time, Israel built a more crucial relation-
ship with Washington, with whom a de facto strategic
alliance emerged. Yet Britain, France, and the United
States also developed a complex web of relationships
with Arab states, reflecting historical, strategic, and
economic interests.

1953-69: conflict, confrontation,
and compromise

One consequence of the Korean War was the build-up
of American forces in Western Europe, as commu-
nist aggression in Asia heightened perceptions of the
Soviet threat to Europe. The idea that communism was
a monolithic political entity controlled from Moscow
became an enduring American fixation, not shared in
London or elsewhere. Western Europeans neverthe-
less depended on Washington for military security,
and this dependence grew as cold war confrontation
in Europe deepened. The rearmament of the Federal
Republic of Germany in 1954 precipitated the cre-
ation of the Warsaw Pact in 1955. Military build-up
by Washington and Moscow continued apace, creat-
ing unprecedented concentrations of conventional
and, moreover, nuclear forces. As the Soviets developed
the capacity to strike the United States with nuclear
weapons, the credibility of ‘extended deterrence’ was
questioned as American willingness to risk ‘Chicago
for Hamburg was called into doubt. The problem was
exacerbated as NATO strategy continued to depend on
American willingness not just to fight, but to initiate,
nuclear war on Europe’s behalf. By the 1960s, there
were some 7,000 nuclear weapons in Western Europe
alone. NATO deployed nuclear weapons to offset Soviet
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Case Study 3.1 China’s cold wars

© iStock.com / Keith Molloy

The Chinese Communist Party under Mao Zedong came to power
in 1949 after 30 years of civil war (interrupted only by the Japanese
invasion of 1937). Mao’s theories of socialism and of guerrilla war-
fare helped inspire revolutionary struggle across the Third World.
Ideology framed China’s internal development and informed
its external relations. Mao's attempts to modernize agriculture
and industry brought great change, though often at huge cost to
China’s people. The Great Leap Forward, launched in 1958, resulted
in famine (and repression) on an enormous scale. Estimates
vary, but suggest some 30 to 42 million people died as a conse-
quence. Subsequent attempts at radical reform during the Cultural

conventional superiority, while Soviet ‘theatre nuclear’
forces in Europe compensated for overall American
nuclear superiority.

The death of Stalin in 1953 portended significant
changes for the USSR athome and abroad. Stalin’s eventual
successor, Nikita Khrushchev, strove to modernize Soviet
society, but helped unleash reformist forces in Eastern
Europe. Moscow backed away from confrontation with
Poland. However, the situation in Hungary threatened

Revolution between 1966 and Mao’s death in 1976 brought politi-
cal instability and further alienated China from the West.

Relations between Mao and Stalin initially reflected ideo-
logical fraternity, but under Khrushchev ideological differences
became apparent. Mao was critical of Khrushchev’s aim of coex-
istence with the West. The Soviets ended support for Beijing’s
atomic programme, but failed to prevent China from exploding
an atomic bomb in 1964. The two countries also competed ideo-
logically and politically for leadership of the international social-
ist movement, particularly in the Third World.

Beijing’s earlier involvement in the Korean War brought large-
scale fighting between Chinese and American troops. And China’s
regional and ideological interests clashed with those of the US
in Korea, Formosa (Taiwan), and Southeast Asia in the 1960s.
East-West détente, and America’s search for a negotiated with-
drawal from Vietnam, however, helped facilitate rapprochement
between Washington and Beijing.

Western perceptions of a communist monolith were fur-
ther weakened in 1978 when newly unified Vietnam invaded
Kampuchea (Cambodia) and overthrew the Khmer Rouge under
Pol Pot, who was backed by Beijing. The ideologically driven
genocide by the Khmer Rouge killed an estimated 1 to 2 million
people. In 1979, communist China launched a punitive attack on
communist Vietnam and moved conventional forces to the bor-
der with the Soviet Union, Vietnam’s ally.

In the 1980s, economic reform under Deng Xiaoping cau-
tiously embraced market principles. Economic reform was to
bring economic transformation and global expansion. Yet the
cold war legacy of an all-powerful communist party remained.
Western-style democratic institutions and human rights failed to
follow economic change, and, in contrast to Gorbachev, Deng
used force to repress his radical opponents. Whereas reform pre-
cipitated the collapse of the USSR, the PRC survived and pros-
pered. China has become a global economic power with the
military accoutrements of a ‘superpower’, and plays an increas-
ingly important role in the UN Security Council and the global
politics of the post-cold war world.

Question 1: Which internal developments in the People’s Republic
of China most influenced its role in the cold war?

Question 2: How successfully did China manage its relations with
the US and the USSR after 19497

Soviet hegemony and, in 1956, the intervention of the
Red Army brought bloodshed to the streets of Budapest
and international condemnation. Soviet intervention in
Hungary coincided with the attack on Egypt by Britain,
France, and Israel, precipitated by Nasser’s seizure of the
Suez Canal. The British government’s actions provoked
fierce domestic and international criticism, and the most
serious rift in the ‘special relationship’ between London
and Washington. President Dwight D. Eisenhower
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strongly opposed his allies’ action, and in the face of puni-
tive American economic action the British abandoned the
operation (and their support for the French and Israelis).
International opprobrium at Soviet action in Budapest
was lessened and deflected by what many saw as the final
spasm of European imperialism.

Khrushchev’s policy towards the West combined a
search for political coexistence with continued ideologi-
cal confrontation. Support for national liberation move-
ments aroused Western fears of a global communist
challenge. American commitment to liberal democracy
and national self-determination was often subordi-
nated to cold war considerations, as well as to American
economic and political interests. The cold war saw the
growth of powerful intelligence organizations in both
the US and USSR, whose roles ranged from estimating
intentions and capabilities of adversaries to secret inter-
vention in the affairs of other states. Crises over Berlin

Case Study 3.2 The Cuban missile crisis

© Everett Historical / Shutterstock.com

In October 1962, the Americans discovered that, contrary to pri-
vate and public assurances, the Soviets were secretly deploying
nuclear missiles in Cuba. President Kennedy responded with a
naval blockade of the island, and American nuclear forces moved
to unprecedented states of alert. The superpowers stood ‘eyeball
to eyeball, and most historians believe this was the closest we
have been to nuclear war. American nuclear war planners cal-
culated that US attacks alone would kill hundreds of millions of
people. Scientists later estimated that the result would have been
an environmental apocalypse, now known as a ‘nuclear winter’,
which would have caused the virtual extinction of humankind.
The crisis reached its climax on 26-28 October, by when
Kennedy and Khrushchev were determined to reach a diplomatic

in 1961 and Cuba in 1962 (see Case Study 3.2) marked
the most dangerous moments of the cold war. In both,
there was risk of direct military confrontation and, cer-
tainly in October 1962, the possibility of nuclear war.
How close the world came to Armageddon during the
Cuban missile crisis, and exactly why peace was pre-
served, remain matters of debate among historians.

A more stable period of cold war coexistence and
competition developed after 1962. Nevertheless, nuclear
arsenals continued to grow. Whether this situation is
best characterized as an arms race, or whether internal
political and bureaucratic pressures drove the increases
in nuclear stockpiles, is open to interpretation. For
Washington, commitments to NATO allies also pro-
vided pressures and opportunities to develop and
deploy shorter-range (‘tactical’ and ‘theatre’) nuclear
weapons. The nuclear dimension of world politics
increased with the emergence of other nuclear weapons

settlement, involving political concessions. However, subsequent
evidence suggests the risk of ‘inadvertent nuclear war'—arising
from misperceptions, the actions of subordinates, and organi-
zational failures—was much greater than realized by political
leaders at the time or by historians later. Luck may have played a
frighteningly large part in the survival of humanity.

The diplomatic impasse was resolved six days after the block-
ade was announced, when Khrushchev ordered the withdrawal
of the missiles in return for assurances that the United States
would not invade Cuba. Kennedy also undertook to ensure the
removal of comparable nuclear missiles from Europe. While
much of the literature has focused on the Soviet-American con-
frontation, greater attention has been given to Cuba and the
role of its leader, Fidel Castro. As the crisis reached its climax, he
cabled Khrushchev, who interpreted his message as advocating
pre-emptive nuclear attack on America. Castro's message rein-
forced Khrushchev’s determination to strike a deal with Kennedy,
which he did without consulting Havana. Later, Castro said he
would have wanted to use the tactical nuclear weapons that the
Soviets sent to fight an American invasion.

In the aftermath of the crisis, there was progress towards the
Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963 that banned testing of nuclear
weapons in the atmosphere. Moreover, the two superpowers
recognized that future crises should be avoided, and Moscow
made no further attempts to coerce the West over Berlin.
Nevertheless, both sides continued to build up their nuclear
arsenals.

Question 1: Why did the Soviets and Americans come to the brink
of nuclear war in October 1962?

Question 2: What was the role of Cuba in the Cuban missile crisis?
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states: Britain (1952), France (1960), China (1964), India
(1974), and Pakistan (1998). Israel and South Africa also
developed nuclear weapons, though the South Africans
dismantled them as apartheid ended. Growing concern
at the proliferation of nuclear weapons led to negotia-
tion of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in
1968, wherein states that had nuclear weapons com-
mitted themselves to halting the arms race, while those
that did not promised not to develop them.

1969-79: the rise and fall of détente

As American military involvement in Vietnam was
deepening, Soviet-Chinese relations were deteriorating.
Indeed, by 1969 the PRC and the USSR fought a minor
border war over a territorial dispute. Despite (or per-
haps because of) such tensions, the foundations for what
became known as détente were laid between Moscow
and Washington, and for what became known as rap-
prochement between Beijing and Washington. Détente
in Europe originated from the Ostpolitik of the German
Socialist Chancellor, Willy Brandt, and resulted in
agreements that recognized the peculiar status of Berlin
and the sovereignty of East Germany. Soviet-American
détente had its roots in mutual recognition of the need
to avoid nuclear crises, and in the economic and mili-
tary incentives to avoid an unconstrained arms race.

In the West, détente was associated with the political
leadership of President Richard Nixon and his adviser
Henry Kissinger (both of whom were also instrumental
in Sino-American rapprochement). During this phase
in Soviet-American relations, each side pursued politi-
cal goals, some of which were increasingly incompatible
with the aspirations of the other superpower. Both sup-
ported friendly regimes and movements, and both sub-
verted adversaries. Détente came as political upheavals
were taking place in the Third World (see Table 3.3).
The question of to what extent the superpowers could
control their friends, and to what extent they were
entangled by their commitments, was underlined in
1973 when the Arab-Israeli war embroiled Washington
and Moscow in a potentially dangerous confrontation.
Getting the superpowers involved in the war—whether
by design or by serendipity—nevertheless helped to
create the political conditions for Egyptian-Israeli rap-
prochement. Diplomatic and strategic relations were
transformed as Egypt switched allegiance from Moscow
to Washington. In the short term, Egypt was isolated in
the Arab world. For Israel, fear of a war of annihilation
fought on two fronts was lifted. Yet continuing political

Table 3.3 Revolutionary upheavals in the Third World,
1974-80

Ethiopia Overthrow of Haile Sept. 1974
Selassie

Cambodia Khmer Rouge takes April 1975
Phnom Penh

Vietnam North Vietnam/'Viet April 1975
Cong’ take Saigon

Laos Pathet Lao takes over state May 1975

Guinea- Independence from Sept. 1974

Bissau Portugal

Mozambique Independence from June 1975
Portugal

Cape Verde Independence from June 1975
Portugal

Sao Tomé Independence from June 1975
Portugal

Angola Independence from Nov. 1975
Portugal

Afghanistan Military coup April 1978

Iran Ayatollah Khomeini Feb. 1979
installed in power

Grenada New Jewel Movement March 1979
takes power

Nicaragua Sandinistas take Managua July 1979

Zimbabwe Independence from April 1980

Britain

Source: F. Halliday (1986), The Making of the Second Cold War
(London: Verso): 92.

violence and terrorism, and enduring enmity between
Israel and other Arab states, proved insurmountable
obstacles to a regional settlement.

Soviet support for revolutionary movements in the
Third World reflected Moscow’s self-confidence as a
superpower and its analysis that the Third World was
turning towards communism. Ideological competi-
tion with the West and with China ensued. In America
this was viewed as evidence of Soviet duplicity. Some
claimed that Moscow’s support for revolutionary forces
in Ethiopia in 1975 killed détente. Others cited the Soviet
role in Angola in 1978, where Moscow supplied arms and
helped transport Cuban troops to support the Marxists.
The perception that Moscow was using arms control to
gain military advantage was linked to Soviet behaviour
in the Third World. Growing Soviet military superiority
wasreflected in increasing Soviet influence, it was argued.
Critics claimed that the SALT (Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks) process failed to prevent the Soviets from deploy-
ing multiple independently targetable warheads on large
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intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), threatening
key American forces. The United States faced a ‘window
of vulnerability’, they claimed. The view from Moscow
was different, reflecting divergent assumptions about the
scope and purpose of détente and the nature of nuclear
deterrence. Other events weakened American influence.
The overthrow of the Shah of Iran in 1979 resulted in the
loss of an important Western regional ally, although the
subsequent revolutionary Islamic government was hos-
tile to both superpowers.

December 1979 marked a point of transition in East—
West affairs. NATO agreed to deploy land-based Cruise
and Pershing II missiles in Europe if negotiations with
Moscow did not reduce what NATO saw as serious military
imbalances. Later that month, Soviet armed forces inter-
vened in Afghanistan to support the USSR’s revolutionary
allies. Moscow was bitterly condemned in the West and in
the Third World, and was soon embroiled in a protracted
and bloody struggle that many compared to America’s
war in Vietnam. In Washington, President Jimmy Carter’s
view of Moscow changed dramatically. He withdrew the
SALT II Treaty from Senate ratification, sought an inter-
national boycott of the 1980 Olympic Games in Moscow,
and announced the creation of a Rapid Deployment Force
for use in an area stretching from the Persian Gulf to the
Horn of Africa. Nevertheless, Republicans increasingly
used foreign and defence policy to attack the Carter presi-
dency. Perceptions of American weakness permeated US
domestic politics, and in 1980 Ronald Reagan was elected
president, committed to a more confrontational approach
with Moscow on arms control, Third World conflicts, and
East-West relations in general.

1979-86: ‘the second cold war’

In the West, critics of détente and arms control argued
that the Soviets were acquiring nuclear superiority.

Some suggested that the United States should pursue
strategies based on the idea that victory in nuclear war
was possible. Reagan’s election in 1980 was a watershed
in Soviet-American relations. He inherited the issue of
nuclear missiles in Europe, which loomed large in the
breakdown of relations between Eastand West. Changes
in the strategic and European nuclear ‘balances’ had
generated new anxieties in the West about the cred-
ibility of extended deterrence (see Table 3.4). NATO’s
resulting decision to deploy land-based missiles capable
of striking Soviet territory precipitated great tension
in relations between NATO and the USSR, and politi-
cal friction within NATO. Reagan’s own incautious
public remarks reinforced perceptions that he was ill-
informed and dangerous in nuclear matters, although
his key arms policies were largely consistent with those
of his predecessor, Jimmy Carter. However, Reagan was
uninterested in agreements that would freeze the sta-
tus quo for the sake of reaching accord, and Soviet and
American negotiators proved unable to make progress
in talks on long-range and intermediate-range weap-
ons. One particular idea had significant consequences
for arms control and for Washington’s relations with
both its allies and adversaries. The Strategic Defense
Initiative (SDI), quickly dubbed ‘Star Wars’, was a
research programme designed to explore the feasibil-
ity of space-based defences against ballistic missiles.
The Soviets appeared to take SDI very seriously; they
claimed that Reagan’s real purpose was to regain the
American nuclear monopoly of the 1940s. Reagan him-
self retained an idiosyncratic attachment to SDI, which
he believed could make nuclear weapons impotent and
obsolete. However, the technological advances claimed
by SDI proponents did not materialize and the pro-
gramme was eventually reduced and marginalized.
The ensuing period of superpower confrontation
between 1979 and 1986 has been described as the

Table 3.4 Principal nuclear weapons states: number of intact nuclear warheads, 1945-90

1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990
USA 6 369 3,057 20,434 31,982 26,662 27,826 24,304 24,327 21,004
USSR = 5 200 1,605 6,129 11,643 19,055 30,062 39,197 37,000
UK = = 10 30 310 280 350 350 300 300
France = = = = 32 36 188 250 360 505
PRC = = = = 5 75 185 280 425 430
Total 6 374 3,267 22,069 38,458 38,696 47,604 55,246 64,609 59,239

Source: R. S. Norris and H. Kristensen (2006), ‘Nuclear Notebook: Global Nuclear Stockpiles, 1945-2006', Bulletin of the Atomic

Scientists, 62(4) (July/August): 66.
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second cold war and compared to the early period of
confrontation between 1946 and 1953. In both Western
Europe and the USSR there was fear of nuclear war.
Much of this was a reaction to the rhetoric and policies
of the Reagan administration. American statements
on nuclear weapons, and military interventions in
Grenada in 1983 and against Libya in 1986, were seen as
evidence of a new belligerence. Reagan’s policy towards
Central America, and support for the rebel Contras in
Nicaragua, generated controversy in the United States
and internationally. In 1986, the International Court
of Justice found the United States guilty of violating
international law for the Central Intelligence Agency’s
(CIA’s) covert attacks on Nicaraguan harbours.

The Reagan administration’s use of military power
was nonetheless limited: rhetoric and perceptions were
at variance with political action. Some overseas opera-
tions ended in humiliating failure, notably in Lebanon
in 1983. Nevertheless, there is evidence that some in
the Soviet leadership took seriously the Reagan admin-
istration’s words (and deeds) and became anxious that
Washington might be planning a nuclear first strike. In
1983, Soviet air defences shot down a South Korean civil-
ian airliner in Soviet airspace. The American reaction,
and imminent deployment of American nuclear missiles
in Europe, created a climate of great tension in East-West
relations. Some historians believe that in November 1983
Soviet intelligence may have misinterpreted a NATO
training exercise (codenamed ‘Able Archer’) leading to
fear in Moscow that NATO was preparing an attack.
How close the world came to a serious nuclear confron-
tation in 1983 remains a subject of debate (see Table 3.5).

Throughout the early 1980s, the Soviets were
handicapped by a succession of aging political lead-
ers (Leonid Brezhnev, Yuri Andropov, and Konstantin
Chernenko), whose ill-health further inhibited Soviet
foreign policy. This changed dramatically after Mikhail
Gorbachev became premier in 1985. Gorbachev’s ‘new
thinking’ in foreign policy, together with domestic

Table 3.5 Cold war crises

1948-9 Berlin USSR/US/UK

1954-5 Taiwan straits US/PRC

1961 Berlin USSR/US/NATO

1962 Cuba USSR/US/Cuba

1973 Arab-Israeli war Egypt/Israel/Syria/
Jordan/US/USSR

1983 Exercise ‘Able Archer’ USSR/US/NATO

reforms, created a revolution in Moscow’s foreign
relations and within Soviet society. At home, glas-
nost (or openness) and perestroika (or restructuring)
unleashed nationalist forces that, to Gorbachev’s dis-
may, brought about the collapse of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics.

Gorbachev’s aim in foreign policy was to trans-
form international relations, most importantly with
the United States. His domestic agenda also cata-
lysed change in Eastern Europe, although, unlike
Khrushchev, he was not prepared to use force or coer-
cion. When confronted with revolt in Eastern Europe,
Gorbachev’s foreign ministry invoked Frank Sinatra’s
song ‘I Did it My Way’ to revoke the Brezhnev doc-
trine that had earlier limited Eastern European sov-
ereignty and political development. The Sinatra
doctrine meant Eastern Europeans were now allowed
to ‘do it their way. Moscow-aligned regimes gave
way to democracies, in what was, for the most part,
a peaceful as well as speedy transition (see Ch. 4).
Most dramatically, Germany was united and the East
German state (the German Democratic Republic)
disappeared.

Gorbachev pursued arms agreements that helped
ease tensions that had characterized the early 1980s.
In 1987, he travelled to Washington to sign the
Intermediate Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, ban-
ning intermediate-range nuclear missiles, including
Cruise and Pershing II. While this agreement was
heralded as a triumph for the Soviet premier, NATO
leaders, including Margaret Thatcher and Ronald
Reagan, argued that it vindicated the policies pursued
by NATO since 1979. The INF Treaty was concluded
more quickly than a new agreement on cutting stra-
tegic nuclear weapons, in part because of continuing
Soviet opposition to SDI. Instead, it was Reagan’s suc-
cessor, George H. W. Bush, who concluded a Strategic
Arms Reduction Treaty (START) agreement reducing
long-range nuclear weapons (though only back to the
level they had been in the early 1980s). Gorbachev used
agreements on nuclear weapons to build trust and to
demonstrate the serious and radical nature of his pur-
pose. However, despite agreements on conventional
forces in Europe (culminating in the Paris Agreement
of 1990), the end of the cold war marked success in
nuclear arms control rather than nuclear disarma-
ment (see Table 3.6). The histories of the cold war and
nuclear weapons are connected very closely, but while
the cold war is over, nuclear weapons are still very
much with us.
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Table 3.6 Principal arms control and disarmament agreements

Treaty Purpose of agreement Signed Parties
Geneva protocol Banned use of chemical weapons 1925 140
Partial Test Ban Treaty Banned atmospheric, underwater, outer-space nuclear tests 1963 125+
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty Limited spread of nuclear weapons 1968 190+
Biological Weapons Convention Banned production/use 1972 180+
SALT | Treaty Limited strategic arms* 1972 US/USSR
ABM Treaty Limited anti-ballistic missiles 1972 US/USSR
SALT Il Treaty Limited strategic arms* 1979 US/USSR
INF Treaty Banned two categories of land-based missiles 1987 US/USSR
START 1 Treaty Reduced strategic arms* 1990 US/USSR
START 2 Treaty Banned multiple independent re-entry vehicles (MIRVs) 1993 US/USSR
Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty Banned all nuclear tests in all environments 1996 180+

* Strategic arms are long-range weapons.

Source: adapted from Harvard Nuclear Study Group (1985), ‘Arms Control and Disarmament: What Can and Can't be Done’, in
F. Holroyd (ed.), Thinking About Nuclear Weapons (Buckingham: Open University): 96.

Key Points

e Disagreements remain about when and why the cold war
began, and who was responsible. Distinct phases can be seen
in East-West relations, during which tension and the risk of
direct confrontation grew and receded.

e Some civil and regional wars were intensified and prolonged
by superpower involvement; others may have been
prevented or shortened.

e Nuclear weapons were an important factor in the cold war.
To what extent their development had a momentum of its

Conclusion

The changes that took place in twentieth-century world
politics were enormous. Assessing their significance
raises many complex issues about the nature of inter-
national history and international relations. How did
war come about in 19142 What accounts for the rise of
Hitler? What were the origins, dynamics, and costs of
the cold war? These questions have generated robust
debate and fierce controversy. This conclusion empha-
sizes several points about the relationship between
total war, the end of empire, and cold war. However
war broke out in 1914, the transformation of warfare
into industrialized total war reflected a combination of
technological, political, and social forces. Subsequently,
political leaders proved incapable of restoring peace
and stability; attempts to reconstruct the European

own is a matter of debate. Agreements on limiting and
controlling the growth of nuclear arsenals played an
important role in Soviet-American (and East-West) relations.

e The end of the cold war did not result in the abolition of
nuclear weapons.

e Various international crises occurred in which there was risk
of nuclear war. How close we came to catastrophe at these
times remains open to debate.

state system after 1919 failed to address enduring prob-
lems while creating new obstacles to a stable order. The
rise of Nazi Germany brought global conflagration and
new methods of fighting and killing. The scale of car-
nage and suffering was unprecedented. Nazi ideas of
racial supremacy resulted in brutality and mass murder
across Europe and culminated in genocide against the
Jews. One consequence was the creation of Israel, which
set in motion conflicts that continue to have global
repercussions today. In the 1930s, the rise of an expan-
sionist military regime in Tokyo likewise portended
protracted and brutal war across the Pacific.

The period since 1945 witnessed the end of European
empires constructed before, and in the early part of,
the twentieth century, and saw the rise and fall of the
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cold war. The relationship between the end of empire
and cold war conflict in the Third World was a close,
though complex, one. In some cases, involvement of the
superpowers helped bring change. In others, it resulted
in escalation and prolongation of conflict. Marxist ide-
ology in various forms provided inspiration to Third
World liberation movements, and provocation to the
United States (and others). The Vietnam war was the
most obvious example of this. Precisely how the cold
war affected decolonization is best assessed on a case-
by-case basis, but one key issue is the extent to which
the objectives of revolutionary leaders and movements
were nationalist rather than Marxist. It is claimed that
both Ho Chi Minh in Vietnam and Fidel Castro in Cuba
were primarily nationalists, who turned to Moscow and
to communism only in response to Western hostility.
Divisions between Moscow and Beijing also demon-
strated diverging trends in the practice of Marxism. In
several instances, conflict between communists became
as bitter as that between communists and capitalists.
In other areas, notably the Middle East, Marxism faced
the challenge of pan-Arabism and revolutionary Islam,
which held greater attraction for the peoples involved.
Superpower involvement was more complex and diffuse,
though in moments of crisis nevertheless significant.
Similarly, the relationship between the cold war and
nuclear history is close, though problematic. Some his-
torians contend that the use of atomic weapons played
a decisive part in the origins of the cold war. Others see
the prospect of annihilation as central to understanding
Soviet defence and foreign policy, and the unprecedented
threat of devastation as crucial to understanding the
mutual hostility and fear of leaders in the nuclear age.
Yet it is also argued that without nuclear weapons, direct
Soviet-American conflict would have been much more
likely, and had nuclear weapons not acted as a deterrent,

Questions

war in Europe could have happened. Still others contend
that nuclear weapons played a limited role in East-West
relations, and that their importance is exaggerated.

Nuclear weapons have, nevertheless, constituted
a focus for political agreement, and during détente,
arms agreements acted as the currency of international
politics. Yet how close we came to nuclear war in 1961
(Berlin), or 1962 (Cuba), or 1973 (Arab-Israeli war), or
1983 (Exercise ‘Able Archer’), and what lessons might be
learned from these events, are crucial questions for his-
torians and policy-makers alike. One central issue is the
extent to which cold war perspectives and the involve-
ment of nuclear-armed superpowers imposed stability
in regions where previous instability had led to war
and conflict. The cold war may have produced unprec-
edented concentrations of military and nuclear forces in
Europe, but it was also a period characterized by stabil-
ity and great economic prosperity, certainly in the West.

Both the cold war and the age of empire are over,
although across the globe their legacies—good and bad,
seen and unseen—persist. The age of ‘the bomb’, and
of other weapons of mass destruction (chemical and
biological), continues. To what extent the clash of com-
munist and liberal/capitalist ideologies helped to facili-
tate or to retard globalization is a matter for reflection.
Despite the limitations of the human imagination, the
global consequences of nuclear war remain all too real.
The accident at the Soviet nuclear reactor at Chernobyl
in 1986 showed that radioactivity knows no national
boundaries. In the 1980s, scientists suggested that
the explosion of even a fraction of the world’s nuclear
weapons over a fraction of the world’s cities could end
life itself in the northern hemisphere. While the threat
of strategic nuclear war has receded, the global problem
of nuclear weapons remains a common and urgent con-
cern for humanity in the twenty-first century.

1. Do you agree that Germany was responsible for the outbreak of war in 1914?
2. Why do you think the Versailles Treaty failed to solve the problems of European political

instability from 1919 to 1939?

NOY Ui g L8

Do you accept that there were no feasible alternatives to the appeasement of Hitler?

Why do you think atomic bombs were dropped on Japan?

How would you explain why the United States became involved in the Korean and Vietnam wars?
Do you think that American and Soviet objectives during détente were compatible?

Do you agree that the British were more successful at decolonization than the French?



Chapter 3 International history of the twentieth century

8. How would you compare the end of empire in Africa with that in Asia after 1945?
9. What role do you believe nuclear weapons played in world politics between 1945 and 2000?
10. How close do you think we came to nuclear war during the cold war?

(. Test your knowledge and understanding further by trying this chapter’s Multiple Choice
? Questions www.oup.com/he/baylis8e
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Chapter 4

From the end of the cold war
to a new world dis-order?

MICHAEL COX

Framing Questions

e Has the international system become more or less stable since the end of the cold war?

® Does the rise of other powers signal the decline of the West?

e [s globalization under threat?

Reader’s Guide

This chapter provides a broad overview of the inter-
national system between the end of the cold war—
when many claimed that liberalism and the West had
won the long battle against their ideological rivals of
the twentieth century, communism and the USSR—
through to the second decade of the twenty-first cen-
tury, when the West itself and the liberal economic
order it had hitherto promoted appeared to be com-
ing under increased pressure from political forces at
home and new challengers abroad. But before we turn
to the present, the chapter will look at some of the key

developments since 1989—including the Clinton pres-
idency, the George W. Bush administration’s foreign
policy following the attacks of 9/11, the 2008 finan-
cial crash, the crisis in Europe, the transitions taking
place in the Global South, the origins of the upheav-
als now reshaping the Middle East, the political shift
from Barack Obama to Donald Trump, the emergence
of Asia, and the rise of China. The chapter then con-
cludes by examining two big questions: first, is power
now shifting away from the West, and second, to what
extent does the current wave of populism in the West
threaten globalization and the liberal order?
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Introduction

The modern world system is in many ways a by-product
of a cold war that took on the appearance of permanency
until it suddenly ended in 1989. But the cold war was itself
the outcome of the greatest war ever known in history:
the Second World War. Fought on two continents and
across three great oceans, the Second World War led to
a major reordering of world politics which left Germany
and Japan under Allied control, most of Europe and Asia
in tatters, former colonies in a state of political turmoil,
and two states—the US and the USSR—in positions of
enormous strength. Indeed, as early as 1944, analysts
such as the American writer W. T. R. Fox were beginning
to talk of a new world order dominated by something
quite new in international relations: superpowers—
the United States, the USSR, and, in 1944, the British
Empire. With enormous capabilities under their control,
areach that was truly global, and allies who were entirely
dependent on their protection, it was evident that two
of these superpowers at least—the United States and the
USSR—would go on to shape a post-war international
system quite different in structure from what had existed
earlier in the twentieth century.

The causes of the cold war have been much debated.
But several factors in the end can be identified, including
a deep incompatibility between the social and economic
systems of East and West, mutual fears on the part of
the USSR and the US concerning the other’s intentions,
and insecurities generated by an on-going nuclear arms
race. Beginning in Europe, the cold war soon spread to
what became known as the Third World. Here, the con-
flict assumed a far more deadly form, with over 25 million
people being killed as a result of real wars being fought
from Korea to Vietnam, Latin America to southern Africa.

Inevitably, the discipline of International Relations
(IR) was influenced by the cold war. Indeed, having
also become a largely American discipline after the
Second World War, IR was now very much shaped by
the theoretical preferences of key US scholars such
as Hans J. Morgenthau, whose 1948 textbook Politics
Among Nations went into seven editions, and a little
bit later by Kenneth Waltz, whose 1959 Man, The State,
and War soon became a classic. Though different in
their approaches to world politics, both Morgenthau
and Waltz championed the theoretical case for what
became the dominant IR paradigm during the cold
war: realism. Waltz did something else as well: he pro-
vided what many believed was a rationalization for the
cold war, in a much-quoted article published in 1964.
In this article, he even went so far as to suggest that by
reducing the number of major international actors to
only two (bipolarity by any other name) the cold war
had created its own form of stability (Waltz 1964).

This way of thinking about the cold war may in large
part explain the failure of IR academics to seriously
contemplate the possibility of it ever coming to an end.
Nor was there much reason to think that it could, given
the then standard Western view that the USSR was a
serious superpower stretching across 11 time zones
with enormous human and natural resources (oil and
gas most obviously), not to mention formidable military
and scientific capabilities. The cold war therefore would
go on. But—as we now know—it did not. Economic
decline, the cost of the cold war itself, East European
discontent with Russian rule, and the reformist policies
pursued by the last Soviet leader, Mikhail Gorbachev,
finally spelled doom for the Soviet system.

The United States: managing the unipolar ‘moment’

The collapse of Soviet power in Eastern and Central
Europe, followed two years later by the end of the USSR
itself, did not just change the way in which millions of
people around the world regarded their own political
futures. It also led to profound changes in the structure
of the international order. Indeed, with the passing of
the USSR, scholars of International Relations began to
talk of a rapid transition from a world in which there
had been two balancing powers—a bipolar system—
to another in which there was no balance at all—a

unipolar system in which the United States would now
shape international politics almost completely.

This new global conjuncture raised a series of impor-
tant questions. One, of course, was how stable would
the new international order be? Another was how long
could US primacy last? And yet a third was what kind
of foreign policy would the United States pursue now
that it no longer had a single enemy to fight?

In the end, these particular questions were not
answered on the pages of foreign policy journals so much
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as by the election of President William (Bill) Jefferson
Clinton in 1992. Helped into office by an electorate that
was now more focused on domestic matters rather than
international affairs—and sensing that the American
people were seeking a new foreign policy approach—he
concentrated mainly on economic issues, linking pros-
perity at home with the US’s ability to compete abroad.
This did not preclude the US having to address other
more traditional threats, such as the proliferation of
nuclear weapons and terrorism. But having won the cold
war, not only were the American people deeply reluctant
to intervene abroad, there seemed to be no pressing rea-
son for the US to get sucked into conflicts overseas either.

Yet, as Clinton conceded, the US could neither escape
from the world nor retreat from it. There may have been
little appetite for military intervention, especially fol-
lowing the 1993 debacle in Somalia, but the US was
hardly inactive. It did after all impose its own military
‘solution” on the Serbs in the unfolding war in former
Yugoslavia. Clinton then pushed hard for the enlarge-
ment of NATO. And he was anything but hesitant
when it came to trying to resolve some fairly intractable

After the USSR: Yeltsin to Putin

Scholars of International Relations have long been deeply
interested in the interplay between the great powers and
the reasons why even the most powerful have in the
end disappeared from the stage of history—something
that happened to the Ottoman and Austro-Hungarian
empires after the First World War, then to the European
colonial empires after the Second World War, and finally
to the Soviet empire itself between 1989 and 1991. But his-
tory also demonstrates that when empires fall this is not
always followed by stability and prosperity. So it was in the
past; so it turned out to be following the collapse of Soviet
communism. Many challenges faced the new Russia.
First there was the issue of what to do with the USSR’s
nuclear arsenal, and how to either prevent weapons
leaving the former USSR or ensure that control of them
remained in Russian hands. Second, there was an equally
serious problem posed by the break-up of the USSR. Not
only did 25 million Russians now find themselves living
outside of Russia proper, but the other nations of the for-
mer USSR also had to work out some kind of relationship
with a Russia which found it almost impossible to think of
its relationship with such states as Ukraine and Georgia
in anything other than imperial terms. Finally, there was
the even more basic problem of making the transition

regional conflicts, including in Northern Ireland. It
was very easy for more conservative critics at the time
to argue that the US had no ‘grand strategy’. But this
was less than fair or accurate. It may have had no single
enemy to fight, but it could hardly be accused of having
no foreign policy at all. Moreover, if Clinton displayed
caution when it came to employing American military
power overseas, this seemed to correspond to the wishes
of most Americans during the 1990s. It also allowed the
United States to focus on the one thing it seemed to do
best: unleashing the power of the market at home while
spreading American liberal values abroad.

Key Points

e The end of the cold war increased the US's weight in the
international system.

e Under President Clinton there was a great focus on
economic issues as a central part of US foreign policy.

e President Clinton was attacked by his conservative critics
for having no ‘grand strategy’.

from a centralized, planned economy, designed to guar-
antee full employment, to a competitive market economy
where many of the old industries that had been the bed-
rock of the USSR (including its huge military-industrial
complex) were evidently no longer fit for purpose. Clearly
some very tough times lay ahead, made tougher still by
the extraordinarily painful market reforms that Russia
adopted from 1992 onwards. Indeed, as a result of its
speedy adoption of Western-style privatization, Russia
experienced something close to a 1930s-style depression,
with industrial production plummeting, living standards
falling, and whole regions once devoted to cold war mili-
tary production going into free fall. Nor did the economic
situation show much sign of improvement as time went
on. Indeed, in 1998 Russia experienced its own financial
crisis, one that wiped out the savings of ordinary people
and made the new post-communist regime under Boris
Yeltsin even less popular than it had been a few years ear-
lier. Not surprisingly, a year later he decided to resign.

It was not at first clear that Yeltsin’s successor would
behave any differently. Indeed, it was no less a person than
Yeltsin himself who chose Vladimir Putin as his anointed
successor in 1999. Nor, it seems, did the new oligarchs
voice any degree of opposition to Putin’s elevation. In fact,
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there is a great deal of evidence to suggest that they were
perfectly happy with his accession to power. Already
immensely wealthy himself, Putin only demanded one
thing from the new Russian super-rich: acquiescence.
Those who were prepared to go along with this did very
well. Those who did not found themselves either in prison
(such was the fate of the richest Russian of all, Mikhail
Khodorkovsky) or in exile (which in the end is what hap-
pened to the hugely powerful Boris Berezovsky).

A product of the KGB (the Soviet security agency)
and a central figure in the creation of its successor orga-
nization in the shape of the FSB, Putin seemed to have
few, if any, original ideas of his own. However, he did
understand power in the purest sense. Ruthless even by
Russian standards, he brooked no opposition. But his
wider task, as he saw it, was not just to impose his will on
others but to restore Russian prestige after what he saw as
its precipitous decline during the 1990s. Putin never hid
his ambitions. Nor did he lack for a coherent narrative.
The disintegration of the USSR, he repeated, had been
a tragedy, and even though it would not be possible to
put the old empire back together again there would be no

further concessions. This might not take Russia back to
anything like the Soviet era. But Russia, he insisted, had
to assert itself more forcefully—most obviously against
those in the West who thought they could take Russia for
granted. Nor should the newly wealthy simply be serv-
ing their own needs. They should also be asking what
they could do for Russia. This would not lead (and did
not lead) to a restoration of the old-style communist eco-
nomic system. However, it did mean the newly privatized
Russian economy was placed under much greater con-
trol by the Russian state. Putin even redefined the notion
of democracy and gave it what many saw as a distinctly
Russian or ‘sovereign’ character, in which the outward
form of democracy remained intact while its inner con-
tent, in terms of an independent parliament and equal
access to free media, was gradually hollowed out.

This shift in outlook produced some confusion in the
West. At first the Americans and the Europeans turned
something of a blind eye to these developments on the
realist assumption that it was important to work closely
with Russia: partly for economic reasons—Russia
was a major supplier of oil and gas to Europe; partly

Case Study 4.1 Russia and the West: a new cold war?

Ukrainians protesting against Russian intervention
© Matthew Chattle/Alamy Stock Photo

It has become increasingly fashionable among commentators to
define the Russian relationship with the West as being like a ‘new’
cold war. Perhaps the first to use the term was Edward Lucas in his
2008 bestseller, The New Cold War. Russian military intervention in
Georgia, he believes, signalled the beginning of a new and danger-
ous period in the relationship. Subsequent developments have only
seemed to confirm this early assessment. The murders of investiga-
tive journalists in Russia itself, targeted assassination outside Russia,
its meddling in the internal affairs of the Baltic republics, Russia’s
use of cyberwar, its various disinformation campaigns designed to
undermine the West, and finally its interventions in Ukraine after

2013 all point to a profound crisis in relations—a new cold war in
effect. Lucas also blames the West, not so much for having caused
the conflict—Russia, he insists, is the guilty party—but rather for hav-
ing failed to recognize the threat and confront it in its early stages.
Preoccupied as the West once was with building a partnership with
Russia, it didn't see the writing on the wall until it was too late.

Critics of the term 'new’ cold war do not so much dispute the
facts—though some would blame the West as much as Russia for
having precipitated the crisis. Rather they question the use of the
term itself. They make four specific arguments. First, the cold war
coincided with the existence of the old communist superpower,
the USSR, and as the USSR no longer exists the term ‘cold war’ is
not a suitable term to define the crisis in Russia’s relations with
the West today. Second, the cold war was basically an ideological
clash between opposing socio-economic systems—one commu-
nist and the other capitalist—whereas the current clash has little
or nothing to do with ideology. It is just a pure power struggle.
Third, the cold war kept the two sides apart. The new contest, on
the other hand, seems to recognize no such boundaries, and as
such might be much more dangerous. Finally, critics of the idea of
anew cold war argue that one must beware of using terms drawn
from history like ‘cold war’ which do more to obscure contempo-
rary reality than illuminate it (M. Cox 2011).

Question 1: Is the term ‘new cold war’ useful or misleading?

Question 2: Is the West or Russia most to blame for growing ten-
sions between Russia and the West?
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because Putin appeared to be popular among ordinary
Russians; and partly because Russia was a permanent
member of the UN Security Council and remained a
nuclear weapons state. However, the cumulative impact
of Putin’s policies could not but complicate Russia’s
relations with the West. Some even began talking—
very loosely—of a ‘new’ cold war between Russia and
the West (see Case Study 4.1). Whether or not it had
become one remains open to question. Yet whatever
one called it, one thing was becoming increasingly
obvious: the relationship was fast becoming increas-
ingly bitter and fractious. Russia blamed the West; the
West, Russia. But it was clear that in spite of efforts on
the US side to ‘reset’ the relationship, one event after
another was pushing things towards a breaking point.
The situation deteriorated noticeably following
Russian intervention in Georgia in 2008. Justifying
this on the grounds that the West was trying to foment
liberal change in its own ‘backyard’, Russian rhetoric
against Western policies then began to intensify. Its use
of the veto against the West in the UN became more fre-
quent. It then decided it would use all means necessary
to keep Bashar al-Assad in power in Syria. Then, and

Europe: rise and decline?

Though Americans may have claimed that it was the US
that ‘won’ the cold war, it was in fact Europe and in par-
ticular Germany that were the most immediate beneficia-
ries. First, a continent and a country that had once been
divided were now united. Second, the states of Eastern
Europe achieved one of the most important of interna-
tional rights: the right of self-determination. Finally, the
threat of serious war with potentially devastating conse-
quences for Europe as a whole was eliminated. Naturally,
the move from one order to another did not happen
without conflict, as events in former Yugoslavia (1990-9)
revealed only too tragically. Even so, the new united
Europe, with its open borders and democratic institu-
tions, clearly had much to look forward to.

But what kind of Europe would it be? Here there
was much room for debate, with some, especially the
French, believing that Europe should now develop its
own specific European security arrangements inde-
pendent of the United States—the old Gaullist dream.
Others, meanwhile, believed Europe should remain
closely tied to the US—a view most forcefully expressed
by both the new elites of Central Europe themselves,
not to mention the other, more established members of

most seriously, in 2013-14 came the crisis in Ukraine
and the illegal annexation of Crimea. Evidence also
began to emerge that Russia was not only trying to desta-
bilize Ukraine but the West too by backing the Trump
presidential candidacy in 2016 while giving ideological
and possibly financial support to parties and persons in
Europe hostile to the European Union. A political cor-
ner seemed to have been turned. The relationship had
reached what some regarded as a point of no return.

Key Points

e The break-up of the USSR inevitably unleashed problems
which proved difficult to solve.

e Economic reforms in the 1990s created a new class of
super-rich Russians but exacerbated Russia’s overall
economic decline.

e Vladimir Putin has attempted to reverse what he saw as
Russia’s decline in the 1990s.

e The relationship between the West and Russia has
deteriorated drastically, particularly since Russian
intervention in Georgia in 2008 and its annexation of
Crimea in 2014.

the NATO alliance. Europeans could not agree either
about what kind of Europe they preferred. There were
those, of course, who sought an ever deeper union that
would fulfil their dream of building a United States of
Europe, one that among other things would be able to
play a major independent role in international poli-
tics. There were others who feared such a development.
Europe, they asserted, should be a Europe composed
of its very different nation-states, a Europe that recog-
nized national difference and did not try to undermine
the principle of sovereignty. Finally, Europeans divided
over economics, with a clear line being drawn between
dirigistes, who favoured greater state involvement in the
management of a specifically European social model,
and free marketeers—led by the British—who argued
that under conditions of global competition such a pro-
tected system was simply not sustainable and that thor-
oughgoing economic reform was essential.

While many in ‘old’ Europe debated Europe’s future,
policy-makers themselves were confronted with the
more concrete issue of how to bring the ‘East’ back
into the ‘West’, a process that went under the general
heading of ‘enlargement’. In terms of policy outcomes,
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the strategy scored some notable successes. Indeed, by
2007 the European Union had grown to 27 members
(and NATO to 26). In the process, the two bodies also
changed their club-like character, much to the con-
sternation of some older members, who found the new
entrants to be as much trouble as asset. In fact, according
to critics, enlargement had proceeded so rapidly that the
essential core meaning of both organizations had been
lost. The EU in particular, some now argued, had been
so keen to enlarge that it had lost the will to integrate.
Still, it was difficult not to be impressed by the capac-
ity of institutions that had helped shape part of Europe
during the cold war being employed now in quite new
roles to help manage the relatively successful (though
never easy) transition from one kind of European order
to another. For those realists who had earlier disparaged
the part that institutions might play in preventing anar-
chy in Europe, the important roles played by the EU and
NATO seemed to prove that institutions were essential.
But even if the EU proved to be more resilient than
some of its critics argued at the time, its role outside
the European area remained unclear. Europeans may
have wished for a stronger Europe; however, there was
marked reluctance to hand over serious security powers
to Brussels. Nor did Europeans seem especially keen on
boosting their collective strength by investing more in
hard power. Indeed, only the UK and France maintained
anything like a serious military capability, meaning that
when ‘Europe’ did feel compelled to act militarily—as it
did in Libya in 2011 and then a year later in Mali—it was
not ‘Europe’ as a collective actor that intervened, but one
or both of these two countries, with US support.
Nonetheless, Europe still retained what American
political scientist Joseph Nye has defined as significant
‘soft power’ assets. By the turn of the century it had also
become a formidable economic actor, with a market

A new Asian century?

Perhaps nowhere in the modern world does history, with
its memories and myths, exercise a greater influence than
in Asia. First subjected to European power during the
nineteenth century, and then to the even worse depreda-
tions of Japan before 1945, it was hardly surprising that
Asia became one of the most unsettled parts of the world
after the Second World War. Indeed, while Europe was
acquiring some degree of stability after 1945, Asia experi-
enced at least two devastating wars in Korea and Vietnam,
several revolutionary insurgencies, a genocidal revolution

capacity larger even than that of the United States. Not
only that: it continued to be the US’s most favoured
economic partner.

Still, not all the news was positive, and as one cen-
tury gave way to another, Europe slipped from being
the ‘poster child’ of international politics (some writers
even talked of the EU becoming a model for the twenty-
first century) to looking like the sick man of the West.
Indeed, with the onset of the so-called ‘euro crisis’ fol-
lowed by economic turmoil in Greece, and then—quite
unexpectedly—the decision by the British people in 2016
to leave the EU, the whole project looked to be under
serious stress. Some, in fact (including financier George
Soros), even predicted the EU’s demise, while others
talked increasingly gloomily about an ‘existential’ threat
facing Europe. And to add to its woes, the EU did not
seem to have a ready solution to perhaps the biggest
modern challenge of all: how to deal with the free move-
ment of peoples both within and from outside Europe
itself. Optimists could of course claim (and did) that in
spite of all this, the EU would muddle through; some
even insisted that the EU would emerge stronger than
ever precisely because of these various challenges. But
as one critical event followed another, it was difficult to
believe that the European Union would or could emerge
unscathed. Difficult and troubling times lay ahead.

Key Points

e In spite of the break-up of the former Yugoslavia, Europe
benefited from the end of the cold war.

e Europe may not possess much collective military power,
but it does retain important soft power.

e Europe also remains a major economic actor in the world.

e Many believe that the crisis in modern Europe is the most
serious it has faced since 1945.

in Cambodia, a short and bloody war between Vietnam
and Cambodia, and the Chinese invasion of Vietnam a
year later. If the cold war remained ‘cold’ elsewhere, this
could hardly be said of Asia before 1989.

The contrast between postcolonial Asia and post-
Second World War Europe could not have been more
pronounced. Indeed, scholars of International Relations
have been much taken with the comparison, pointing
out that whereas Western Europe after 1945 managed
to form a new liberal security community in which
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nationalism and ‘ancient hatreds’ came to play much
less of a role over time, Asia remained a complex tapes-
try of often warring and suspicious states, whose hatreds
ran deep and where nationalism played a central part in
defining identity. Nor did the end of the cold war lead to
the same results in Asia as in Europe. In Europe, 1989
concluded with free elections, the resolution of territo-
rial issues, a move to the market, the unification of one
country, and the disintegration of another (Yugoslavia).
In Asia, 1989 concluded with powerful communist par-
ties remaining in power in at least three countries (North
Korea, Vietnam, and China), several territorial disputes
remaining unresolved, Korea remaining divided, and
memories from the past—in particular Japanese aggres-
sion before 1945—still souring relations in the region.
This is not to say that Asia was not impacted by the end
of the cold war at all: clearly it was. However, the conse-
quences were not always liberal. Indeed, in China they
were anything but. Having witnessed what was unfold-
ing in the former USSR under the reformist leader-
ship of Gorbachev, the Chinese communist leadership
decided to do the opposite, namely abandon political
reform and impose even tighter control from the cen-
tre. North Korea, too, drew its own lessons. In fact, after
having seen what had happened to another communist
state which had once looked so stable—East Germany—
it now did everything it could to ensure that it did not
suffer the same fate, including using ‘nuclear blackmail’
against its various neighbours as a crude but most effec-
tive way of ensuring the regime’s survival.

Because of the very different ways the end of the cold
war played itself out in Asia, many writers (including
one very influential American scholar, Aaron Friedberg)
argued that far from being primed for a liberal peace,
Asia in general, and East Asia in particular, was ripe for
new rivalries. Indeed, according to Friedberg, Europe’s
very bloody past between 1914 and 1945 could easily turn
into Asia’s future. This was not a view shared by every
commentator, however. In fact, as events unfolded, this
uncompromisingly tough-minded realist perspective
came under sustained criticism. This did not deny the
possibility of future disturbances. Indeed, how could one
argue otherwise given the bitter legacy of history, Japan’s
ambiguous relationship with its own bloody past, North
Korea’s nuclear programme, and China’s claim to Taiwan?
But there were still several reasons to think that the future
might not be quite so bleak as Friedberg predicted.

The first and most important reason was the great
material advances achieved in the region since the late
1990s. The sources of this have been much debated, with

some suggesting that the underlying reason for economic
success was a strong entrepreneurial spirit wedded to a
powerful set of cultural (Asian) values, and others that
it was the by-product of the application of a non-liberal
model of development employing the strong state to
drive through rapid economic development from above.
Some believed that the active part played by the US in
Asia was critical too: by helping to manage Japan’s re-
entry into the international community during the post-
war years, opening up its huge market to Asian exports,
and providing many countries in the region with secu-
rity on the cheap, the US played that famous indispens-
able role. Even the former colonizing countries, now
organized through the European Union, were significant
actors in the Asian economic success story, buying Asian
goods and investing heavily into the region.

Finally, though Asia is not institutionally rich and
lacks bodies such as NATO or the European Union, it
has over time been able to build an important array of
bodies that do provide some form of collective voice and
identity. Potentially the mostimportant of these has been
ASEAN (see Ch. 23). Formed during the midst of a very
unstable part of the cold war in 1967 to enable dialogue
to take place between five Southeast Asian countries
(Indonesia, the Philippines, Malaysia, Singapore, and
Thailand), ASEAN has over time evolved to include five
more states: communist Vietnam, war-torn Cambodia,
oil-rich Brunei, the once military-led Myanmar, and
the tiny republic of Laos. ASEAN is, of course, a much
looser institution than the EU, and its underlying prin-
ciple remains the very traditional one of sovereignty
and non-interference in the internal affairs of other
sovereign states. Yet over time its fields of interest have
widened considerably, making it today much less than a
union but more than just the talking-shop it used to be.

In the end, though, the key to Asia’s current pros-
perity and future stability is what happens to its new
economic powerhouse—China. Much has now been
written about China’s rise and the impact this has had
on the world in general, and Asia more particularly. But
until recently China’s rise did not seem to be a cause of
much concern. A number of Chinese writers even fash-
ioned their own particular theory, known as the ‘peace-
ful rise’. This made it abundantly clear that China was
not like Germany or Japan in the inter-war period, and
that it was more than happy to rise within the system
rather than outside it. Nor did China seek confronta-
tion with the United States. Indeed, according to the
same analysts, the US should be seen as more partner
than enemy. And even if some had their doubts about
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US intentions, China, they advised, should always keep
its head down and not arouse American anger.
Developments in the South China Sea where China
is now trying to claim control—not to mention China’s
less accommodating foreign policy stance since
President Xi Jinping assumed office in 2013—have cast
serious doubts on all this, confirming what some real-
ist IR scholars had been saying all along: that when
new powers rise and emerge onto the international
stage they are bound to act in a more assertive fash-
ion. This prediction now appears to have been borne
out by recent events, and certainly many Asian coun-
tries have responded accordingly by doing what they
have always done in the past: calling on the United
States to balance the power of the local hegemon. The
United States in turn has responded, first in a rela-
tively benign way under Obama by saying it would
‘pivot’ to Asia in order to reassure regional allies, and
then, following the election of Donald Trump in 2016,
by declaring that China was now a revisionist power

which, along with its ally Russia, was seeking to ‘erode
American security and prosperity’ in the Asia-Pacific.
The impact of all this on the region has been striking.
Caught between two great powers—one (China) grow-
ing in economic importance and the other (the United
States) on whom they have always depended for their
security—many Asian countries now feel themselves
to be between a ‘rock and a hard place’. The region
may not be at some ‘1914 moment’ as some declared
100 years after the First World War. But there is no
denying that the region is beginning to feel increas-
ingly uncertain about the future. China’s belief that
it has every right to shape the politics of Asia (with-
out US interference), its growing military strength, its
economic leverage, and its talk of building a new ‘Silk
Road’ embracing the whole of the region, have inevi-
tably had a big impact across the Asian region. Asia,
it would seem, is living in what some in China have
termed ‘interesting times’, and is likely to be doing so
going forward (see Opposing Opinions 4.1).

Opposing Opinions 4.1 The twenty-first century will be Asian

For

The GDP of Asia taken together is rising fast. By the middle
of the twenty-first century, it will be bigger than that of the US
and the EU combined. At least three of the economies expected
to be among the largest in the world by 2050—China, India, and
Japan—are located in Asia.

The Western-led international order is on the decline. New
economic realities will force the West to give up its monopoly of
global power. In the future, Western countries will no longer be
able to run all the major international institutions, such as the
UN, the World Bank, and the IMF. China’s creation of the Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank, a multilateral development
bank, is just a sign of things to come.

China has already begun to take a more assertive role in
global affairs. In a 2017 speech, President Xi Jinping announced
the start of a ‘new era ... that sees China moving closer to center
stage’ (Xi 2017). China’s eagerness to take a leadership role on
global issues such as climate change demonstrates its belief that
its economic power entitles it to international influence over a
range of important issues.

1. Does Asia’s economic rise pose a challenge to the West?

2. Is the United States an Asian power?

Against

Asia still abides by the West’s economic norms and rules.
Asia’s economic rise has largely been dependent on adopting
Western economic norms, exporting to Western markets, and
playing by the West's economic rules. There is no Asian model.

The transatlantic region remains central in global security,
economy, and education. The EU and the US taken together
still account for nearly 50 per cent of world GDP and more than
75 per cent of world foreign direct investment. The US dollar also
remains the most important currency in the world and its econ-
omy the most innovative; and nearly 90 per cent of the world’s
top universities are located in the EU and the US, while only two
are to be found in ‘mainland’ China.

Asia is composed of countries which have a strong sense of
their own identity, but little common identity. Asia thus has
few regional institutions of its own. It is more divided than united
by history, while culturally and linguistically there is nothing
holding the region together. There is no Asian ‘order".

3. Does China pose an opportunity or a threat to other Asian powers?

() For advice on how to answer these questions, see the pointers www.oup.com/he/baylis8e
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Key Points

e The cold war in Asia was in fact very ‘hot'—marked by
revolutions, wars, and insurgencies.

e Asia has experienced relative peace and great prosperity
since the end of the cold war.

A new Global South

The economic success of Asia poses a much larger
question about the fate of the less developed countries
in general during the post-cold war era. As noted ear-
lier, the cold war had a massive impact on the Third
World in the same way that political struggles in the
Third World had an enormous impact on the cold war.
Liberation movements were of course animated by dif-
ferent ideas and employed quite different strategies to
achieve their many goals. But they were all united by
some common aims: emancipation from their former
colonial masters, rapid economic development, and the
speedy creation of societies where poverty, hunger, and
illiteracy would become but distant memories.

These high ideals expressed by new elites, buoyed up
by the enthusiasm of the poor and the dispossessed—
the ‘wretched of the earth’, as Frantz Fanon called
them—helped carry the newly independent countries
through some very difficult times. But many of the high
hopes expressed by such leaders as Jawaharlal Nehru
in India and Kwame Nkrumah in Ghana in the end
foundered, though for different reasons. Some of the
new rulers succumbed to the temptation of power and
high office. In other countries, the rhetoric of liberation
was soon overtaken by the reality of strife and civil war.
Quite a few of the original elites were also overthrown
by various rivals only too keen to share in the spoils
of office. And in many more countries, the military—
the so-called ‘men on horseback’—simply seized power
and replaced civilian leaders with their own people.
Nor did the new economies prove to be especially pro-
ductive: on the contrary, the majority turned out to
be extraordinarily inefficient. Meanwhile, many less
developed countries ran up enormous debts that ren-
dered them vulnerable to renewed Western economic
pressure. Finally, with the end of the cold war came the
collapse of the idea that some form of state-led develop-
ment offered a better way forward than the market.

The collapse of the “Third World’ as a political proj-
ect left behind a complex legacy, from on-going civil

e Asia is one of the most dynamic economic regions of the
world.

e China’s ascent—especially clear since President Xi Jinping
assumed office in 2013—has increased regional tensions.

wars on some continents (most notably in sub-Saharan
Africa) to the opportunity in others of rejoining the
world economic order. Certainly, with the USSR no lon-
ger playing an active political role, the way now seemed
open for major change. However, the consequences
often proved to be deeply problematic. Indeed, some
states that had been propped up by one or other of the
two superpowers during the cold war simply collapsed
into complete chaos, a fate that awaited Somalia and the
Congo. Nor did economic reform always deliver on its
promise. In fact, in many countries the implementation
of Western-style structural reform often led to greater
inequality, a decline in public services, and the expo-
nential growth of ever more rampant forms of corrup-
tion as more and more money began to flood into the
newly emerging economies.

Economic reform and the rapid reintegration of the
“Third World’ back into the world economy thus had
profound consequences, both for the countries them-
selves and for the wider international system. To many,
of course, the adoption of market reforms in places as
far apart as Brazil and India could have only positive
results. But wealth-creating reforms did not always lead
to the alleviation of economic distress. A new middle
class may have been in the making, but this did not
lead to a redistribution of wealth across the board. On
the contrary, as the less developed countries ‘devel-
oped’ they still could not rid themselves of some fun-
damental problems associated with poverty, including
widespread disease, malnutrition, and the deaths of
young children. Furthermore, as the threat of climate
change intensified, its effects were felt far more acutely
in poor countries than in the rich ones. A new world
economic order may have been in the making, but that
did not mean that the basic needs of millions of people
were being met. Nor did it mean that many economies
in the South had achieved balanced growth. When
commodity prices began to fall after 2014, many then
found themselves in very deep trouble indeed. From
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Venezuela and Brazil in South America, to Nigeria and
Angola in Africa, the story became uniformly depress-
ing. The good times were over.

In these less than propitious circumstances, it was
hardly surprising that millions of ordinary people in
the South expressed their frustration not by taking up
arms (as they might have done during the cold war),
but rather by doing what poor peoples have always
done: migrate in increasingly large numbers. The new
Global South, as it became popularly known, thus had
at least one obvious thing in common with the old
Third World: millions of its people without much to
look forward to did what people had done through the
ages: they moved to those parts of the world—the more
prosperous North in effect—where there was at least

From 9/11 to the Arab Spring

Whether or not there was, or is, a connection between
the unequal distribution of wealth and power in the
world and terrorism remains an open question. What
is not in doubt is the impact that the September 2001
attack on the United States had on international poli-
tics. Indeed, if the end of the cold war marked one of
the great turning points in modern international rela-
tions, then 9/11 marked another. Bin Laden and Al
Qaeda were no doubt motivated by far more than a
desire for social justice and a distaste for globalization.
As bin Laden’s many would-be analysts have pointed
out, his vision pointed back to a golden age of Islam
rather than forward to something modern. That said,
his chosen method of attacking the US using four
planes, his use of video to communicate with followers,
his employment of the global financial system to fund
operations, and his primary goal of driving the US out
of the Middle East could hardly be described as medi-
eval. US policy-makers certainly did not regard him as
some odd throwback to earlier times. Indeed, the fact
that he threatened to use the most modern and dan-
gerous weapons—weapons of mass destruction—to
achieve his objectives made him a very modern threat,
but one that could not be dealt with by the kind of tra-
ditional means developed during the cold war. As the
Bush administration constantly reiterated, this new
danger meant that old methods, such as containment
and deterrence, were no longer relevant. If this was the
beginning of a ‘new cold war’, as some argued at the
time, then it was one unlikely to be fought using poli-
cies and methods learned between 1947 and 1989.

the chance of a better life. The Third World as a politi-
cal project might have passed, but many of the prob-
lems facing the majority of humanity remained much
the same.

Key Points

e The Third World was a political project that aimed to
create ‘real’ independence from the West.

e The end of the cold war effectively saw the end of the
Third World as a project.

e The less developed countries continue to be burdened by
debt and poverty.

e In the new Global South, resentments against the more
powerful West remain.

The way in which the Bush administration responded
to international terrorism proved to be highly contro-
versial, and, in the end, counter-productive too. In fact,
turning the quite legitimate war of self-defence against
the Taliban in Afghanistan into a war of choice to rid
the Middle East of Saddam Hussein in Iraq turned out
to be one of the greatest strategic errors of the age. Not
only did it make the United States look like a rogue
state bent on imperial aggrandizement: it also desta-
bilized the Middle East as a region—as many realist
critics predicted it might. But even the most trenchant
of critics could not have imagined how disastrous the
wider Bush response to the 9/11 attacks would turn out
to be, leaving as it did Iran as the dominant power in
the region and jihadi terrorism more entrenched than
ever. Little wonder that bin Laden later confessed that
George W. Bush had been a godsend to his cause.

This in turn raises an important question: why did
the Bush administration decide to go to war to liber-
ate Iraq? Many have, or had, a simple answer: the US’
dependency on oil and its desire to maintain access
to oil in Iraq. Others in turn laid the responsibility at
the door of the Israel lobby in Washington; a few even
saw it as part of a wider imperial strategy whose pur-
pose was to restore US credibility worldwide after the
Clinton years; and a not insignificant number argued
thatIraq was a legacy problem—a leftover from the 1991
Gulf War when the US had gone to war against Iraq
under George H. W. Bush but had not removed Saddam
Hussein. Whatever the motive—including the official
Western one of eliminating Saddam’s (non-existent)
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cache of weapons of mass destruction—the war ulti-
mately failed to achieve its longer-term objective of cre-
ating a stable and functioning democracy in Iraq.
Within a few years of the 2003 Iraq invasion, in a
region already burdened by the intractable Arab-
Israeli conflict, another unpredicted event in world
affairs took place: the peoples in many Middle Eastern
countries began to throw off their autocratic rulers
without much urging from the West. As the revolt
unfolded it assumed an ever more bloody and danger-
ous form, first in Libya where a NATO-led intervention
created a vacuum into which dangerously destabilizing
forces then moved. Egypt too went through a series of
mass convulsions. Meanwhile, the situation in Syria
moved from bad to worse to deeply tragic, and by 2018
over half the country’s population had been displaced,
approximately 3 million Syrians had become refugees,
and at least 400,000-500,000 had been killed. To make
matters worse, a new and more deadly form of terror-
ism began to make its presence felt in Syria and Iraq in

From Obama to Trump

If 9/11 marked one turning point in the international
relations of the early twenty-first century, then so too
in its own very different way did the election of Barack
Obama in 2008. Obama’s election was regarded at the
time as a massively significant event. It would never
have happened, however, but for two simple facts: the
fallout from an increasingly unwinnable and unpopu-
lar war in Iraq (for which Obama himself did not vote)
and the greatest economic crisis facing the US since
the 1930s. The two were closely connected, but it was
the economic crisis above all that propelled Obama
to power. Indeed, when faced with an economic melt-
down that could easily have led to the collapse of the
US economy, and possibly a worldwide depression too,
Americans in large majority transferred their sup-
port away from one president—George W. Bush—who
had hitherto seen ‘government’ as being the problem,
to another who accepted that if the US were to avoid
another great depression it would have to adopt a set
of radical policies that did not shy away from using the
state to save the market from itself.

If Obama’s first challenge was to put the US back on
the road to economic recovery, his second was to restore
US standing abroad. Meantime, he hoped (against
hope perhaps) that he would be able to shift the focus
of American foreign policy away from the political

the shape of the so-called Islamic State. Nor did outside
interventions help, with the West dithering between
seeking the overthrow of Assad and wishing to destroy
so-called Islamic State, and others—from Turkey, Saudi
Arabia, and the Gulf states through to Russia, Iran, and
Hezbollah—seeking influence in Syria by supporting
different parties to the conflict. It is little wonder that
the conflict turned out to be so intractable, its costs so
high, and its consequences for the region and indeed
for Europe so significant.

Key Points

e The 9/11 attacks transformed US foreign policy.
e |tis now agreed that the US failed in Iraq.

e The Arab Spring has led to instabilities that now threaten
the Middle East and the West.

e The Syrian crisis has so far turned out be costly and almost
impossible to resolve.

quicksands of the Middle East to the economically
enticing and dynamic region of Asia. But on one thing
he seemed to be clear: the US had to start acting with
much more caution in those parts of the world that did
not welcome its presence. This, however, did not mean
that Obama was not prepared to use US military power.
It was, after all, on his ‘watch’ that bin Laden was finally
hunted down and killed. And Obama also ordered the
use of an increasing number of drones over Pakistan
to kill Taliban leaders. Obama may have been cautious,
but he was no pacifist.

But perhaps Obama’s main contribution to foreign
policy was less in terms of specific actions taken and
more in relation to rethinking the US’s position in the
wider world. If Bush had a theory of the world, it was
based on the then uncontested view that the world was
unipolar and would likely remain so for many years
to come. Hence the US could act with a high degree
of impunity. Obama’s analysis was altogether differ-
ent. Drawing heavily from a series of influential new
studies which accepted that the US was moving into
what Fareed Zakaria called a ‘post-American’ world,
Obama and his foreign policy team concluded that
if the US wished to retain its leadership in this fast-
changing environment it had to devise more flexible
policies. Economic power was moving eastwards and
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southwards, he felt. A BRIC world of sorts was emerg-
ing (see Ch. 5). Other economic actors were moving up,
if not to replace the still formidable West (Obama was
no declinist) then at least to play a bigger role in world
affairs. All this left the US with two choices: either to
resist these changes and find itself as a result on the
wrong side of history, or to manage and lead them and
in this way guarantee the US’s continued leadership in
international affairs.

If Obama’s approach to world affairs was balanced and
pragmatic, the same could hardly be said of his succes-
sor, Donald Trump. Elected on a platform which attacked
globalization as un-American—the first US president
ever to do so—while boasting that he would ‘Make
America Great Again’, Trump the outsider startled and
unsettled the world in ways that no previous American
leader had ever done before (see Case Study 4.2). Hostile
to nearly everything Obama had done during his two
terms, Trump set about attacking what had hitherto
been considered mainstream foreign policy positions.
Thus, climate change, he opined, was a myth. NATO
was ‘obsolete’. ‘Brexit’ was a good thing. And Putin

might be somebody with whom the US could do busi-
ness. On the other hand, signing a nuclear deal with the
arch-enemy Iran was dangerous nonsense, and being
even mildly critical of Israel was a betrayal of an old
and trusted ally in the Middle East. More generally,
Trump let it be known that he would not be seeking
to reform or change authoritarian systems, so long as
those authoritarian countries, such as Saudi Arabia and
Egypt, stayed loyal to the United States.

Trump’s nationalist rhetoric and disregard for more
traditional ways of ‘doing foreign policy’ certainly won
him few friends among sections of the liberal estab-
lishment at home or democratic friends in Europe. Yet
halfway through his first term in office, the US economy
continued to boom while his approval ratings among
his own domestic supporters remained relatively
steady—in spite of his Republican Party losing control
of the House of Representatives in the Congressional
midterms of November 2018. Many no doubt hoped
that the whole Trump project would implode and that
he would simply be a one-term ‘wonder’. Then the US
could return to ‘normal’. Others, though, were less

Case Study 4.2 Populism, globalization, and the end of the liberal order?
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Perhaps the most significant development in world politics since
the 2008 financial crisis has been the rapid rise of a new form
of nationalist or populist politics, which many fear is leading
to increased tensions among states across the world and even
threatening the global economy and globalization itself. The
impact thus far of this new brand of politics, which identifies dis-
tant metropolitan elites as the problem, immigrants and refugees
as athreat, and globalization as a challenge to economic security,
has been immense. If nothing else, it made the election of Trump
a reality and has upended ‘normal’ politics in the European
Union. Some insist that this ‘revolt’ is primarily driven by rising
inequality and stagnant wages, all linked to globalization and the

opening up of the world economy. Others view the new populist
wave as expressing a legitimate fear among ordinary citizens of
losing control of borders put there to protect their country from
outsiders. The fact that ‘Brexiteers’ in the UK and Trump in the US
played up nativist fears by suggesting both countries were being
‘swamped’ by unwanted foreigners tells us much about one of
the key factors spurring the growth of populist movements in
the West.

This new phenomenon inevitably raises big questions for stu-
dents of world politics and those concerned about the future of
globalization. The world economy has not yet deglobalized, as
some predicted it might after the 2008 ‘crash’ On the other hand,
growing trade tensions between China and the US, and increased
opposition in Europe to the free movement of people, point to a
world in which the current order is likely to come under increas-
ing scrutiny from disaffected groups, who feel they have gained
little and lost much in the headlong rush towards globalization.
A new world dis-order appears to be beckoning.

Question 1: Why does populism seem to be appearing much
more in the advanced Western countries than in successful
emerging economies like India and China, where globalization
has been embraced by new rising elites?

Question 2: Has populism become a permanent feature of the
political landscape, and, if so, what will be the likely effect on
international affairs if the nationalism that normally accompanies
populism becomes a more potent force?
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sure. After all, Trump had ridden into office on a tide of
widespread discontent in America among key groups,
from white men to evangelicals, through to a large
section of the American working class who felt they
had been cheated by globalization and liberal elites in

Key Points

e Barack Obama was elected in 2008 in large part because of
the 2008 financial crisis.

e Obama’s foreign policy aimed to restore US soft power standing
in the world while drawing US troops home from Iraq and
Afghanistan.

Conclusion

When the cold war ended and the USSR fell apart in
less than three very event-packed years, a good number
of experts genuinely believed that we could now look
forward to a peaceful and prosperous new era. And for
a while a new era did indeed beckon. However, as this
chapter as shown, things in the end did not quite turn
out like that. New threats came to replace old ones.
Old rivalries between former enemies never quite went
away. Europe ran into immense problems. The US got
sucked into an unwinnable war in Iraq. There was a
major economic crash in 2008. And to add to this mix
of problems, it seemed to some as if the West’s moment
in the sun was coming to rapid end with the rise of new
powers—China in particular.

Yet one should beware of writing off either the power
of the West or that of the United States. Those who
now insist with great confidence that power is shift-
ing somewhere else would be well advised to recall the
important ‘fact’ that the West as a whole still controls a
formidable set of economic assets, continues to domi-
nate the world’s leading institutions, and can lay claim
to manifest forms of soft power. Equally, the United
States (Trump or no Trump) retains massive military

Questions

> W N =

Is the European Union doomed?

Washington. If that coalition could hold, and Trump
could keep the US economy moving forward, then
there was at least a chance that he might get re-elected
in 2020, with consequences for the rest of the world that
could prove to be very disturbing indeed.

e Obama rejected the idea that the US was in decline. His view
was that the US had to adjust its policies to take account of
new economic realities—most notably in Asia.

e Trump’s call to ‘Make America Great Again’ has had a very
disturbing impact on world politics.

capabilities and can project power globally in ways
that no other state can. The US also still accounts for
nearly 25 per cent of the world’s GDP, has a formidable
technological lead over other powers, and still prints
the mighty dollar which remains the world’s currency
of choice. Writing bestselling books with eye-catching
titles about American decline may make for good copy.
But it tells us little about the world as it is currently
constituted.

That said, there is no doubt that the West is facing
some severe challenges, and not just from illiberal pow-
ers like China and Russia. Indeed, as Trump’s own elec-
tion has revealed, the tide against liberalism appears
to have turned in the West as well. When the cold war
ended between 1989 and 1991, many assumed that lib-
eralism had triumphed. However, that is not how things
seem to be unfolding as we move deeper into the twenty-
first century. As events once again unfold in unforeseen
ways, scholars of world politics—who perhaps thought
the world was becoming a more settled and more toler-
ant place following the end of the cold war—will once
again have to come to terms with a reality they neither
anticipated nor, one suspects, much like either.

What was the cold war and why did it end so unexpectedly?
What do you understand by the ‘unipolar moment'?
Is the West facing a ‘new cold war’ with Putin’s Russia?
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What was the Third World and why does it no longer exist?

Are we heading into a new ‘Asian century’?

Why did George W. Bush decide to invade Irag and what were the results?

What impact has the crisis in the Middle East had on world politics?

How would you explain the rise of populism in the West?

How much of a threat does populism pose to liberalism and the liberal economic order?
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Chapter 5

Rising powers and the
emerging global order

ANDREW HURRELL

Framing Questions

e Have rising powers effectively challenged the US-led global order?

e Arerising powers actually powerful?

e What does the debate about rising powers tell us about the longer-term evolution

of a new global international society?

Reader’s Guide

After a period of US dominance of the international
political and economic systems, the world order began
to undergo what many came to see as a fundamental
structural change from the mid-2000s. This was initially
associated with the rise of the BRICS countries (Brazil,
Russia, India, and China, and from 2010 South Africa),
and was then accelerated by the financial crisis that
hit the core Western countries after 2007. This chap-
ter begins by examining the US-led global order that
emerged at the end of the cold war and the arguments
that this was likely to remain stable and to endure. The
second section considers the challenges to the idea of
a US-dominated global order, paying particular atten-
tion to the role of large, emerging developing coun-
tries, to the idea of the BRICS, to the regional role of
these countries, and to the new Southern coalitions

that were coming to play an increasingly influential role
in negotiations and institutions affecting trade, climate
change, and foreign aid. The third section distinguishes
between different arguments about the diffusion of
power and discusses what is involved conceptually
when one talks of rising powers’ The fourth section
examines some of the major theoretical arguments
about how rising powers affect the international politi-
cal system. The concluding section evaluates the claims
about rising powers in a very different international
context marked by the return of geopolitical tensions,
the growth of nationalist and populist governments
in many parts of the world, and serious challenges to
multilateralism and global governance. It suggests that
rising powers matter not simply because of their cur-
rent and likely future power but rather because of the
longer-term challenge they pose to the Eurocentrism
and Western dominance of the international order.
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Introduction

At the end of the cold war the structure of global
order appeared clear and straightforward. The West
had won. The United States was the sole superpower
and the world was living through a period of unipo-
larity that many believed would continue well into the
twenty-first century. The US-led order had three pillars:
first, the unrivalled extent and many dimensions of US
power; second, the Western-dominated institutions
and multilateral organizations originally created in the
wake of the Second World War—the United Nations,
GATT (the World Trade Organization (WTO) from
1995), and the World Bank Group and International
Monetary Fund; and third, the dense set of transat-
lantic and transpacific relations and alliance systems.
For many commentators, this liberal Greater West
had triumphed and was bound to increase its global
reach—partly through the intensification of economic
and social globalization, partly through the power and
attractiveness of Western ideas of democracy, human

The post-cold war order

In the 1990s global order was widely understood
through the lens of liberal internationalism or liberal
solidarism (see Ch. 6) (Hurrell 2007). Globalization was
rendering obsolete the old system of traditional inter-
national relations—the so-called Westphalian world of
great power rivalries, balance of power politics, and an
old-fashioned international law built around state sov-
ereignty and strict rules of non-intervention. Bumpy as
it might be, the road seemed to be leading away from
Westphalia—with an expanded role for formal and
informal multilateral institutions; a huge increase in
the scope, density, and intrusiveness of rules and norms
made at the international level but affecting how domes-
tic societies are organized; the ever greater involvement
of new actors in global governance; moves towards the
coercive enforcement of global rules; and fundamental
changes in political, legal, and moral understandings
of state sovereignty and of the relationship between the
state, the citizen, and the international community.

In addition to an expansion of inter-state modes of
governance, increased attention was being paid to the
world of complex governance beyond the state. Global
order and global governance would no longer be the
preserve of states. There was already a much more

rights, and liberal capitalism, and partly through
deliberate US policies and the effective deployment of
American power.

The central question, however, was whether this
period of US predominance would last. On one side, ana-
lysts considered the stability of US power. To what extent
would the US fall prey to ‘imperial overstretch’, due to the
loss of domestic support for its global hegemonic role?
On the other side, attention quickly came to focus on
the large, fast-growing countries in what had previously
been called the Third World, or the Global South. Even if
one leaves China in a category of its own, in the next tier
down a range of other states were becoming more influ-
ential globally, as well as cementing a significant degree
of regional influence: Brazil in South America, India in
South Asia, Nigeria and South Africa in Africa. These
developments came to be seen as a power challenge to
the US and Europe, as well as representing a challenge
to the historic Eurocentrism of the international order.

prominent role for NGOs and social movements, for
transnational companies, and for the direct involve-
ment of groups and individuals, often empowered by
new technologies and new forms of social mobilization.
From this perspective, the state was losing its place as
the privileged sovereign institution and instead becom-
ing one of many actors in a broader and more complex
social, political, and economic process.

Academics, especially in Europe and the United
States, told three kinds of liberal stories about the post-
cold war world. Some stressed institutions and the
cooperative logic of institutions. They argued that insti-
tutions are needed to deal with the ever more complex
dilemmas of collective action that emerge in a global-
ized world. The complexity of governance challenges
meant that international law and international regimes
would necessarily increase in number, scope, and vari-
ety. It also meant that as large states, including large
developing states, expanded their range of interests
and integrated more fully into the global economy and
world society—as they ‘joined the world’, in the popular
language of the 1990s—they would be naturally drawn
by the functional benefits provided by institutions and
pressed towards more cooperative and ‘responsible’
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patterns of behaviour. They would gradually become
socialized into a Western-led global order. The process
would not necessarily be easy. It would be uneven and
often unsettling. But, on this view, the broad direction
of travel was clear.

Others stressed the Kantian idea of the gradual but
progressive diffusion of liberal values, partly as a result
of liberal economics and increased economic inter-
dependence, partly as a result of the growing influ-
ence of global civil society, and partly as a result of
the successful example set by the multifaceted liberal
capitalist system of states. A third group told a more
US-centred story. The US was indeed the centre of a
unipolar world. But, true both to its own values and to
its rational self-interest, Washington would have a con-
tinued incentive to bind itself within the institutions
that it had created in the cold war era in order to reas-
sure smaller states and to prevent balancing against
US power (Ikenberry 2001). A rational hegemon in an
age of globalization would understand the importance
and utility of soft power and self-restraint. In return
for this self-binding and the procedural legitimacy
it would create, and in return for US-supplied global
public goods and the output legitimacy that they
would confer, other states would acquiesce and accept
the role of the United States as the owner and operator
of the international system.

The challenge posed by the Soviet Union and its
allies (the so-called Second World) had been seen off
with the victorious end to the cold war. Through a mix
of these three liberal logics, those developing states of
the old Third World that had previously challenged
the Western order (especially in their demands in the
1970s for a New International Economic Order) would
now become increasingly enmeshed, socialized, and
integrated. The nature and dynamics of power were
changing. Soft power would outstrip hard coercive
power in importance, and concentrations of liberal
power would attract rather than repel or threaten. Just
as the example of a liberal and successful European
Union had created powerful incentives on the part of
weaker and neighbouring states towards emulation and
a desire for membership, so, on a larger scale and over
a longer period, a similar pattern would be observed
in the case of the liberal, developed world as a whole.
The 1990s, then, were marked by a clear sense of the
liberal ascendancy; an assumption that the US had the
right and power to decide what the ‘liberal global order’
was all about; and a clear belief that the Western order
worked and that it had the answers. Yes, of course there

would be isolated rogues and radical rejectionists. But
they were on the ‘wrong side of history’, as President
Clinton confidently proclaimed.

The idea that this US-led order was stable was not
confined to liberals. One group of neorealist think-
ers argued that the extent of US power was simply so
great that the normal logic of balance of power no
longer applied, and that no state was likely to emerge
in the foreseeable future with the capacity to disturb
US power and primacy (Wohlforth 1999; Brooks
and Wohlforth 2015/16). This was especially the case
since, for neorealists, military power is the most
important form of power. In terms of military power
the United States is in a class of its own: it accounts
for 45 per cent of the world’s total military spending;
it has an enormous lead in new military technologies;
it has a vast global network of more than 750 overseas
bases in over 100 countries; and it has a unique capac-
ity to project power to any corner of the world. Since
active opposition was ruled out, the expectation was
that weaker states would have no option but to seek
accommodation with the US and with the US-led
global order.

Many critical political economists also saw con-
tinuity. Across the developing world, neoliberal eco-
nomic reforms were spreading, partly imposed by
the US and the international financial institutions
that it dominated, and partly reflecting the choices
and class interests of elites in the Global South. The
commonality of worldviews and class interests link-
ing the transnational elite that met each year in Davos
would ensure the on-going dominance of Western-led
capitalism.

After the end of the cold war, the Global South came
to be redefined in transnational social terms rather
than as a grouping or category of nation-states (see
Ch. 4). Attention was focused more and more on the
social movements that were emerging in response to
neoliberalism: the World Social Forum, anti-global-
ization groups, and the protest movements that had
come to prominence at the WTO ministerial meeting
in Seattle in 1999. The challenge, then, to the US-led
order would not come from large developing countries
(such as India, China, or Brazil). Rather, it would come
from radical rejectionist states (such as Venezuela and
other South American countries that shifted to the
left politically or Iran and North Korea); from grass-
roots anti-globalization movements; and from trans-
national anti-Western Islamic groupings and terrorist
organizations.
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Key Points

e During the 1990s there was near universal agreement that
the global system was led by the power of the United States
and its allies and by the institutions that it dominated.

e From the perspective of the emerging powers, the US order
involved a powerful move to change many of the existing
rules, norms, and practices of global politics. Seen from the
Global South, the United States has rarely been a status quo
power but has often sought to mould the system in its own
image. After the end of the cold war it was in many ways a
strongly revisionist power: in the 1990s, in terms of pressing
for new norms on intervention, for the opening of markets,
and for the embedding of particular sets of what it saw as
liberal values in international institutions; and, in the early
years of the twenty-first century, in terms of its attempt to

The US order under challenge

By the late 1990s, this picture of a stable, US-dominated
global order was coming under increasing challenge.
The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 under-
scored the darker side of globalization. The experience
of trying to fight a ‘war’ on global terrorism and of using
hard coercive power to dominate weaker societies (as in
Iraq or Afghanistan) brought to the fore the limits of
military power for achieving political goals. The mis-
match between Washington’s rhetoric of human rights
and democracy and its systematic willingness to vio-
late human rights in defence of its national security (as
with Guantanamo, Abu Ghraib, and the policy of so-
called rendition of terrorist suspects) undercut Western
claims to moral superiority. And the unilateralism of
the Bush administration, for many people, undercut
the legitimacy and acceptability of US leadership.

One of the most visible signs that something was
changing was increased diplomatic activism by large
developing countries. The activist coalitional policies of
Brazil and India in the WTO provide a good example,
most notably in terms of the G20 coalition of develop-
ing countries created at Cancun in 2003 (known as
the Trade G20). At the fifth Ministerial Conference of
the WTO at Cancun in September 2003, developing
countries came together in several overlapping coali-
tions and decided to block the negotiations of the Doha
Development Agenda until their demands were met.
The conference ended in deadlock. Cancun represented
a symbol of the dissatisfaction of the developing world
with globalization, and indicated its greater willingness
to act in pursuit of its collective interests and against

recast norms on regime change, on the use of force, and on
the conditionality of sovereignty more generally.

o The states of the Global South did not face the United States
within a stable notion of a ‘Westphalian order’. In their view,
the dominant Western states were insisting that many of the
most important norms of the system ought to change, above
all in ways that threatened greater interventionism. But, at
the same time, it seemed to many that there was little
alternative but to accommodate Western power.

e There was widespread consensus that challenges to the
US-led order would result from ‘blowback’ or ‘backlashes’
against US and Western power and would be focused around
anti-hegemonic social movements and radical states.

the developed world. In expressing this collective dis-
satisfaction, the emerging powers of the developing
world—Brazil, China, India, and South Africa—took
the lead, and were joined by many other developing
countries.

A further example was the creation of IBSA: a coop-
eration project between the three democratic countries
of India, Brazil, and South Africa. The organization was
formalized by the Brasilia Declaration in June 2003,
and was followed by other linked initiatives that fuelled
cooperation in a broad range of areas. A third example
is provided by the BASICs (Brazil, South Africa, India,
and China). This group sidelined Europe in climate
change negotiations at Copenhagen in December 2009
and forced the United States to negotiate in a very dif-
ferent institutional context.

On their own these events might have attracted only
passing attention. Yet, for many, they reflected a much
deeper structural change that was taking place in the
global economy and in the dynamics of global capital-
ism. The idea of the BRICS captures this phenomenon.
The BRICS (Brazil, Russia, India, and China, and South
Africa from 2010) comprise the five largest economies
outside the OECD. By the early years of the twenty-first
century they held around 50 per cent of total global
foreign exchange reserves. They had reduced or elimi-
nated any residual dependence on foreign aid and, in
the cases of China, India, and Brazil, had themselves
become major aid donors. In 2009 these new donors
provided around US$11 billion of foreign aid. And
they had expanded their relations with each other, with
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China eclipsing the US as Brazil’s major trading part-
ner and Sino-Indian trade approaching US$60 billion
a year. South-South trade rose from being marginal as
late as the early 1990s to accounting for 17.5 per cent
of global merchandise exports by 2010 (Zoellick 2010).

The language of BRICS and of rising and emerging
powers took off from around 2003. Both popular com-
mentary and a great deal of political rhetoric focused
on the diffusion of power and the emergence of new
powers. The central point of these debates was not
where world order is now, but where it will go in the
future. The BRICS were important not just because of

Case Study 5.1 The BRICS

BRIC leaders meet for talks
© ITAR-TASS Photo Agency / Alamy Stock Photo

The ‘BRICs’ began as an acronym that referred to four emerg-
ing economies: Brazil, China, India, and Russia (see Case Study
16.1). The term was first coined in the research paper Building
Better Global Economic BRICs by economist Jim O'Neill of
Goldman Sachs in 2001. O'Neill regarded these four countries
as the key emerging market economies, and projected that
the relative size and share of the BRICs in the world economy
would rise exponentially. In his report, O'Neill also described
the implications of this for the Group of Seven (G7) and called
for a rearrangement of the representation in such groupings as
the G7. From this start there have been two ways of thinking
about the BRICs.

The first, and most common, has been to understand the
BRICs in the context of the future of the global economy. In
2003, a Goldman Sachs report compiled by Dominic Wilson
and Roopa Purushothaman, Dreaming with BRICs: The Path
to 2050, expanded on O'Neill's argument. Their report pre-
dicted that in all likelihood, by 2025 the BRICs would account
for over half of the size of the G7 in terms of GDP. And in less
than 40 years, the BRICs economies together could be larger
than the G7. Several reports have followed up on this, offering
more detailed analyses and readjusted projections of the BRIC
economies.

their recent rapid development, but because of the pre-
dicted changes that were going to transform the global
economy and change the balance of global economic
power (see Case Studies 5.1 and 5.2). The financial cri-
sis that hit the advanced capitalist core in 2007 fed into
these changes and these perceptions. For many influ-
ential figures, it was historically extremely significant
that the financial crisis broke out in the core Western
countries. It not only seriously damaged these econo-
mies but also undermined the technical and moral
authority at the centre of the global capitalist system.
Finally, the crisis reinforced the view that international

The key underlying argu