


The United Nations University is an organ of the United Nations estab-
lished by the General Assembly in 1972 to be an international community
of scholars engaged in research, advanced training, and the dissemination
of knowledge related to the pressing global problems of human survival,
development, and welfare. Its activities focus mainly on the areas of peace
and governance, environment and sustainable development, and science
and technology in relation to human welfare. The University operates
through a worldwide network of research and postgraduate training
centres, with its planning and coordinating headquarters in Tokyo.

The United Nations University Press, the publishing division of the
UNU, publishes scholarly and policy-oriented books and periodicals in
areas related to the University's research.



Power in transition





Power in transition: The peaceful
change of international order

Charles A. Kupchan, Emanuel Adler, Jean-Marc Coicaud
and Yuen Foong Khong
With the assistance of Jason Davidson and Mira Sucharov

aUnited Nations
University Press
TOKYO u NEW YORK u PARIS



( The United Nations University, 2001

The views expressed in this publication are those of the authors and
do not necessarily re¯ect the views of the United Nations University.

United Nations University Press
The United Nations University, 53-70, Jingumae 5-chome,
Shibuya-ku, Tokyo, 150-8925, Japan
Tel: �81-3-3499-2811 Fax: �81-3-3406-7345
E-mail: sales@hq.unu.edu
http://www.unu.edu

United Nations University Of®ce in North America
2 United Nations Plaza, Room DC2-1462-70, New York, NY 10017, USA
Tel: �1-212-963-6387 Fax: �1-212-371-9454
E-mail: unuona@igc.apc.org

United Nations University Press is the publishing division of the United Nations
University.

Cover design by Joyce C. Weston

Printed in the United States of America

UNUP-1059
ISBN 92-808-1059-6

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Power in transition : the peaceful change of international order /
Charles A. Kupchan . . . [et al.] ; with the assistance of Jason Davidson and
Mira Sucharov.

p. cm.
Includes bibliographical references and index.

ISBN 92-808-1059-6
1. Peaceful change (International relations) I. Kupchan, Charles.

II. Davidson, Jason. III. Sucharov, Mira.
JZ5538 .P68 2001
327.1009005Ðdc21

2001004005



Contents

Acknowledgements. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . vii

1 Introduction: Explaining peaceful power transition
Charles A. Kupchan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1

2 Benign states and peaceful transition
Charles A. Kupchan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 18

3 Negotiating ``order'' during power transitions
Yuen Foong Khong . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 34

4 Legitimacy, socialization, and international change
Jean-Marc Coicaud. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 68

5 Peaceful power transitions: The historical cases
Jason Davidson and Mira Sucharov. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 101

6 The change of change: Peaceful transitions of power in the
multilateral age

Emanuel Adler . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 138

v



7 Conclusion: The shifting nature of power and peaceful systemic
change

Charles A. Kupchan. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 159

Contributors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 174

Index . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 175

vi CONTENTS



Acknowledgements

This book is the product of a research project conducted under the aus-
pices of the Peace and Governance Programme of the United Nations
University in Tokyo. The project was made possible by the generous
®nancial support of the United Nations University. The authors bene®ted
from workshops held at the United Nations University, the Institute
of Defence & Strategic Studies in Singapore, the Shanghai Institute for
International Studies, and the Carnegie Moscow Center. We thank the
participants in these workshops for their insightful and helpful comments
on the project. We would also like to express our deep gratitude to Jason
Davidson and Mira Sucharov. They not only contributed an excellent
case-study chapter to this book and provided research throughout, but
also played an important role in the intellectual development of the
project. In Tokyo, Yoshie Sawada provided excellent administrative
support for the implementation of the project; we thank her for her
patience and hard work. We also thank Janet Boileau of the United
Nations University Press and the copy editor, Liz Paton.

Charles A. Kupchan
Emanuel Adler
Jean-Marc Coicaud
Yuen Foong Khong

vii



1

Introduction: Explaining peaceful
power transition

Charles A. Kupchan

American preponderance provides a remarkable geopolitical stability at
the start of the twenty-®rst century. In virtually every quarter of the
globe, American power and purpose are central to the preservation of
peace. Even countries with the capability to challenge American leader-
ship, such as Germany and Japan, choose not to do so. Its cultural reach
and material preponderance quite possibly endow the United States with
greater in¯uence over global affairs than any other power in history has had.

America's unipolar moment will not last inde®nitely, however. Eco-
nomic output in the United States has fallen from one-half to one-quarter
of global product over the past ®ve decades, and secular processes of
diffusion will continue to redistribute economic and military might in
the years ahead. A rising China and a Europe united by a single market
and a single currency are emerging counterweights to American power.
Assuming the European Union (EU) succeeds in deepening its level
of integration and adding new members, it will soon have in¯uence on
matters of ®nance and trade equal to America's. In addition, the Ameri-
can polity may well embrace a more sparing internationalism in coming
years. As younger generations rise to positions of in¯uence and constitute
a larger share of the electorate, the formative experiences shaping today's
internationalism ± World War II and the Cold War ± will recede into the
past.

As the century progresses, America will not be able to sustain the global
preponderance that it enjoys today. A unipolar international system will
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over time give way to a world of multiple centers of power. A more dif-
fuse concentration of power could have quite adverse global conse-
quences. Although scholars disagree about whether bipolar or multipolar
systems are more stable, most agree that both are less stable than uni-
polar systems.1 A substantial literature also indicates that power tran-
sitions are usually accompanied by major war.2 Furthermore, the absence
of a global hegemon could mean turmoil for an international economy
characterized by unprecedented ¯ows of capital and goods.3

Accordingly, the United States and the broader international commu-
nity must start to address how to manage this coming transition in the
international system. Instead of focusing on how to preserve and wield
global primacy, US grand strategy must focus on how to preserve inter-
national stability as global power becomes more equally distributed. It
is far more prudent to begin preparing for a multipolar world now,
while the United States still enjoys preponderance and the in¯uence that
comes with it, than to wait until international order has already begun to
unravel.

The waning of American hegemony and its geopolitical consequences
thus present scholars and policy makers alike with a critical question: Can
the impending transition to multipolarity be managed peacefully? In
other words, is systemic change possible without war? This query in turn
broaches a second question, which is the central focus of this book:
Under what conditions and through what causal mechanisms can power
transitions occur peacefully?

The importance of addressing how to manage transition in the inter-
national distribution of power peacefully does not just stem from the
prospect of a near-term shift in the international system. In addition, we
seek to ®ll a major intellectual gap in the ®eld. The existing literature on
power transitions is curiously silent on the question of peaceful change.
There are two reasons. First, peaceful power transitions are quite rare.
Past face-offs between hegemon and rising challenger have, in most cases,
led to major war. Second, peaceful transitions have not attracted the
attention of scholars precisely because they were non-events (war did not
break out). The absence of scholarship on peaceful power transitions,
coupled with the prescriptive importance of ®guring out how to facilitate
them, underscores the value of examining their causes.

This volume thus seeks to ®ll an important gap in the ®eld of inter-
national relations at the same time that it addresses the pressing question
of how to facilitate peaceful change. We identify past cases of peaceful
transition, seek to understand what variables enable major power shifts
to occur without war, and draw lessons for how the international com-
munity can best manage the coming transition to multipolarity. In light of
the dearth of existing work on this topic, this volume represents a brain-
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storming effort, not a de®nitive study. Our aim is to generate an initial set
of hypotheses about how and why power transitions can occur without
war, to examine these hypotheses through a set of exploratory case studies,
and to draw initial lessons for the contemporary era.

The sources of structural change

The intellectual importance of this volume stands on its own: shedding
light on the sources of peaceful change will help redress a gap in the lit-
erature. The timeliness and policy relevance of the enterprise are more
contingent: they rest on the claim that unipolarity will be short-lived and
that it is therefore necessary to begin mapping out a strategy for manag-
ing systemic change. Many analysts would contest this claim and contend
that American primacy will last for decades to come.4 Accordingly, I
begin by explaining why unipolarity is likely to wane in the near term.
Understanding the sources of structural change is also important in ®gur-
ing out how to manage it.

Most scholars of international politics trace change in the distribution
of power to two sources: the secular diffusion over time and space of
productive capabilities and material resources; and balancing against
concentrations of power motivated by the search for security and pres-
tige. Today's great powers will become tomorrow's has-beens as nodes
of innovation and ef®ciency move from the core to the periphery of
the international system. In addition, reigning hegemons threaten rising
secondary states and thereby provoke the formation of countervailing
coalitions. Taken together, these dynamics drive the cyclical pattern of
the rise and fall of great powers.5

In contrast to this historical pattern, neither the diffusion of power nor
balancing against the United States will be important factors driving the
coming transition in the international system. It will be decades before
any single state can match the United States in terms of either military or
economic capability. Current power asymmetries are by historical stan-
dards extreme. The United States spends more on defense than all other
great powers combined and more on defense research and development
(R&D) than the rest of the world combined. Its gross economic output
dwarfs that of most other countries and its expenditure on R&D points to
a growing qualitative edge in a global economy increasingly dominated
by high-technology sectors.6

Nor is balancing against American power likely to provoke a counter-
vailing coalition. The United States is separated from both Europe and
Asia by large expanses of water, making American power less threat-
ening. Furthermore, it is hard to imagine that the United States would
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engage in behavior suf®ciently aggressive to provoke opposing alliances.
Even in the wake of NATO's air campaign against Yugoslavia, US forces
are for the most part welcomed by local powers in Europe and East Asia.
Despite sporadic comments from French, Russian, and Chinese of®cials
about America's overbearing behavior, the United States is generally
viewed as a benign power, not as a predatory hegemon.7

The waning of unipolarity is therefore likely to stem from two novel
sources: regional amalgamation in Europe and shrinking internationalism
in the United States. Europe is in the midst of a long-term process of
political and economic integration that is gradually eliminating the im-
portance of borders and centralizing authority and resources. To be sure,
the EU is not yet an amalgamated polity with a single center of authority.
Nor does Europe have a military capability commensurate with its eco-
nomic resources. But trend lines do indicate that Europe is heading in the
direction of becoming a new pole of power.

A single market and a single currency endow Europe with a collec-
tive weight on matters of trade and ®nance rivaling that of the United
States. The aggregate wealth of the EU's 15 members is almost equal to
America's, and the coming entry of a host of new members will tilt the
balance in Europe's favor. Europe has recently embarked on efforts to
forge a common defense policy and to acquire the military wherewithal
to operate independently of US forces. The EU has established a policy
planning unit, appointed a high representative to oversee security policy,
and started to lay the political groundwork for revamping its forces. It
will be decades, if ever, before the EU becomes a unitary state, especially
in light of its impending enlargement to the east. But, as its resources
grow and its decision-making becomes more centralized, power and in-
¯uence will become more equally distributed between the two sides of
the Atlantic.

The continuing rise of Europe and its leveling effect on the global dis-
tribution of power will occur gradually. Even more distant will be China's
ascent as a major economic and military player, a development that will
ultimately have important consequences for both regional and global
power balances. Although it may make sense to treat China as one of
the world's main powers in order to in¯uence its trajectory, it will be a
decade, if not two, before China has a world-class economy and military
establishment.

Of more immediate impact will be a diminishing appetite for robust
internationalism in the United States. Today's unipolar landscape is a
function not just of America's preponderant resources, but also of its
willingness to use them to underwrite international order. Accordingly,
should the will of the body politic to bear the costs and risks of interna-
tional leadership decline, so too will America's position of global primacy.
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On the face of it, the appetite of the American polity for inter-
nationalism has diminished little, if at all, since the collapse of the Soviet
Union. Both the Bush (senior) and the Clinton administrations pursued
ambitious and activist foreign policies. The United States has taken the
lead in building an open international economy and promoting ®nancial
stability, and it has repeatedly deployed its forces to trouble spots around
the globe. But American internationalism is now at a high-water mark
and, for three compelling reasons, it will be dissipating in the years ahead.

First, the internationalism of the 1990s was sustained by a period of
unprecedented economic growth in the United States. A booming stock
market, an expanding economy, and substantial budget surpluses created
a political atmosphere conducive to trade liberalization, expenditure on
the military, and repeated engagement in solving problems in less for-
tunate parts of the globe. Even under these auspicious conditions, the
internationalist agenda has shown signs of faltering. Congress, for ex-
ample, has mustered only a ®ckle enthusiasm for free trade, approving
NAFTA in 1993 and the Uruguay Round in 1994, but then denying
President Clinton fast-track negotiating authority in 1997. Congress has
also been skeptical of America's interventions in Bosnia and Kosovo,
tolerating them, but little more. Now that the stock market has begun to
sputter and growth is slowing, these inward-looking currents will grow
much stronger. The little support for free trade that still exists will
dwindle. And such stinginess is likely to spread into the security realm,
intensifying the domestic debate over burden-sharing and calls within
Congress for America's regional partners to shoulder increased defense
responsibilities.

Second, although the United States pursued a very activist defense
policy during the 1990s, it did so on the cheap. Clinton repeatedly au-
thorized the use of force in the Balkans and in the Middle East, but he
relied almost exclusively on air power, successfully avoiding the casu-
alties likely to accompany the introduction of ground troops in combat. In
Somalia, the one case in which US ground troops suffered signi®cant
losses, Clinton ordered the withdrawal of US forces from the operation.
In NATO's campaign against Yugoslavia, week after week of bombing
only intensi®ed the humanitarian crisis and increased the likelihood of a
southward spread of the con¯ict. Nevertheless, the United States blocked
the use of ground forces and insisted that aircraft bomb from 15,000 feet
to avoid being shot down.

Congress revolted despite these operational constraints minimizing
the risks to US personnel. A month into the campaign, the US House
of Representatives voted 249 to 180 to refuse funding for sending US
ground troops to Yugoslavia without congressional permission. Even
a resolution that merely endorsed the bombing campaign failed to win
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approval (the vote was 213 to 213). In short, the American polity appears
to have near-zero tolerance for accepting casualties. The illusion that
internationalism can be maintained with no or minimal loss of life will
likely come back to haunt the United States in the years ahead, limiting
its ability to use force in the appropriate manner when necessary.

Third, generational change is likely to take a toll on the character and
scope of US engagement abroad. The younger Americans already rising
to positions of in¯uence in the public and private sectors have not lived
through the formative experiences ± World War II and the rebuilding of
Europe ± that serve as historical anchors of internationalism. Individuals
schooled in the 1990s and now entering the workforce will not even have
®rst-hand experience of the Cold War. These Americans will not neces-
sarily be isolationist, but they will certainly be less interested in and
knowledgeable about foreign affairs than their older colleagues ± a pat-
tern already becoming apparent in the Congress. In the absence of a
manifest threat to American national security, making the case for en-
gagement and sacri®ce abroad thus promises to grow increasingly dif®cult
with time. Trend lines clearly point to a turning inward and a nation tiring
of carrying the burdens of global leadership.

This analysis suggests that American primacy will be short lived. The
power transition literature and the historical record provide good reason
for concern: as unipolarity disappears, so too will the stability it has en-
gendered. At the same time, this structural change will occur through
different mechanisms than in the past, suggesting that it may be easier to
manage peacefully than previous power transitions. The rising challenger
is Europe, not a unitary state with hegemonic ambition. Europe's aspira-
tions will be moderated by the self-checking mechanisms inherent in the
EU and by cultural and linguistic barriers to centralization. In addition,
the United States is likely to react to a more independent Europe by
stepping back and making room for an EU that appears ready to be more
self-reliant and more muscular. Unlike reigning hegemons in the past, the
United States will not ®ght to the ®nish to maintain its primacy and pre-
vent its eclipse by a rising challenger. On the contrary, the United States
is likely to cede leadership willingly as its economy slows and it grows
weary of being the security guarantor of last resort. The prospect is thus
not one of clashing titans, but one of no titans at all.

The challenge for this volume is therefore two-fold. We must shed light
on the sorely understudied problem of peaceful systemic change and seek
to explain historical cases of power transitions that occurred peacefully.
At the same time, we must apply the lessons of the past to the contem-
porary global arena. As just mentioned, the coming transition in polarity
will take place through different pathways than previously. And it will
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occur in the era of nuclear weapons, economic globalization, and revolu-
tionary changes in information technology ± all variables affecting the
consequences of systemic change for international order and stability.
With a return to multipolarity looming on the horizon, knowing more
about how to effect peaceful power transition in the contemporary era
takes on a special urgency.

Toward a theory of peaceful systemic change

Power transitions can lead to three outcomes: war, cold peace (stability
based on competition and mutual deterrence), or warm peace (stability
based on cooperation and mutual reassurance).8 War is the historical
norm; most power transitions lead to violent con¯ict. Cold peace, because
of the advent of nuclear weapons, may become a more frequent result of
systemic change. Indeed, the onset of the Cold War was essentially a shift
from unipolarity to bipolarity that resulted in a cold peace. Explaining
instances of cold peace requires little conceptual innovation. The security
competition that usually accompanies power transition is present in a
cold peace, but mutual deterrence prevents the outbreak of war.

It is systemic change accompanied by warm peace that poses the most
pressing empirical and conceptual puzzle.9 And it is this puzzle that
serves as the central focus of our project. We bring to this inquiry no
theoretical predispositions. The aim is to take a step forward in ex-
plaining peaceful systemic change, not to advance any single school of
thought. At the same time, the authors do share a similar intellectual bent
and the problem under study does lend itself to a particular type of
argumentation. We share a belief that ideational variables remain sorely
understudied in the ®eld of international relations and need to be in-
corporated much more fully into the mainstream research agenda. The
advent of the constructivist school has helped remedy this shortcoming by
putting ideas and identity at the center of scholarly inquiry. We do not,
however, privilege constructivism. The most fruitful line of inquiry entails
examining how power, institutions, and ideas and identity together shape
outcomes.

The growing literature on security communities is instructive in this
respect.10 Scholars working on security communities are probing how
and in what circumstances states are able to develop stable expectations
of peaceful change. Although peaceful transition can occur in the absence
of a security community, the process through which zones of stable peace
emerge is one clear pathway through which systemic change can take
place without war. We also draw on the literature on the democratic
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peace, a rich and theoretically eclectic body of scholarship that seeks to
explain why democratic states have historically not gone to war with one
another.11

The study of peaceful power transition provides an ideal opportunity to
pursue this broad line of inquiry into the relationship between power,
institutions, and ideas and identity. Power clearly matters; it is change in
its distribution, after all, that triggers contestation over hierarchy. At the
same time, the fact that contenders for primacy are able to manage their
struggle peacefully suggests the presence of institutional and ideational
variables that succeed in moderating security competition. Furthermore,
because a rising contender often challenges existing international institu-
tions erected by the hegemon to manage order, considerable explanatory
power devolves to ideational variables.

The notion of ideational contestation best captures the central analytic
focus of this study. Needless to say, power transitions are ®rst and fore-
most contestations over power. But peaceful transition results from im-
plicit and explicit negotiation over ideas and identity much more than
from adjustments to or negotiation of the material balance of power. Po-
tential rivals must ®rst engage in a process of ideational convergence,
which then enables them to resolve, or in some cases renders irrelevant,
their contest over material power. A shared ideational framework mod-
erates, if not eliminates, the sense of threat posed by countervailing
power. In this sense, perceptions of the character of the polities that wield
power, not perceptions of the balance of power per se, are the focal point
of the inquiry. Explaining peaceful transition thus entails probing under
what conditions rival states construct benign images of one another's
character and then move on to craft a mutually acceptable and legitimate
order.

The central argument is as follows. Ideational contestation gives way to
peaceful transition through three related, but distinct, causal mechanisms.
First, hegemon and rising challenger must engage in a sustained process
of strategic restraint and mutual accommodation that ultimately enables
them to view one another as benign polities. Put differently, each party
must ascribe to the other a set of characteristics that engenders an abid-
ing, mutual sense of af®nity. It is the reciprocal construction of benign
images that enables both parties to view the other's material power as
non-threatening, if not indeed as a source of mutual security.

Second, peaceful transition emerges from ideational contestation when
hegemon and rising challenger succeed in fashioning agreement on the
outlines of a new international order. Both parties must be satis®ed
powers if transition is to occur without war or mutual deterrence. Such
mutual satisfaction emerges from a dynamic negotiation over the nature
of the emerging order. The key elements of order on which the parties
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must reach a consensus include: a new hierarchy, basic rules concerning
trade and the use of force, procedures for managing territorial change,
and mutual recognition of spheres of in¯uence.

Third, peaceful transition depends not just on the ability of hegemon
and rising contender to forge agreement on order, but also on their abil-
ity to legitimate that order. Order emerges from reaching agreement on
behavioral conventions and the institutions of governance. Legitimacy
evolves from grounding those conventions and institutions in a broader
normative framework. The parties must forge a consensus not just on
rules, but on the values that underlie those rules. Legitimacy deepens the
durability of peaceful change by protecting it against elite turnover and,
during the democratic age, eliciting popular consent in and support for
the prevailing international order.

Benign images, order, and legitimacy work together in cumulative
fashion. The reciprocal construction of benign images serves as the foun-
dation of our causal chain. But benign images alone are not suf®cient to
produce peaceful transition. Power and its management still matter, and
agreement on order is therefore a second necessary condition. Benign
images can persist temporarily in the absence of agreement on order, but
they are likely to erode if not eventually embedded in a consensus on
ordering principles. In similar fashion, leading states can erect order
without sharing benign images of each other, but then order results from
deterrence and balancing, not from negotiation and cooperative man-
agement. It is the combination of benign images and agreement on order
that produces peaceful transition. Legitimacy is the capstone of the pro-
cess. Peaceful transitions have occurred in the absence of legitimacy. But
the resilience and durability that legitimacy grants to benign order make
it an important ingredient of a lasting and stable peace. I now elaborate
on these three core variables ± benign character, order, and legitimacy ±
which will be explored in further depth in the following three chapters.

Benign character

Realists and institutionalists of various stripes have long appreciated that
the quality of power, not just its quantity, matters. In evaluating how to
react to a powerful state, nearby states seek to evaluate their neighbor's
intentions as well as its capabilities. In Stephen Walt's characterization,
states balance against threatening power, not just against power alone.12
And classical realists have long distinguished between aggressor states,
which seek to overturn the prevailing system, and status quo states, which
seek to preserve it.13

Realism and institutionalism, however, both presume that all states
have the same essential character and pursue the same interests. Aggres-
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sor states and status quo states differ only as to their place in the inter-
national hierarchy, their power trajectories, and their need for offensive
weapons, not their internal political character and the external behavior
it produces. Behavior is a function of relative power and the changing
character of power due to shifts in technology, but not of the character of
the units that wield power. Institutionalists maintain that power can be
tamed by institutions, which ameliorate endemic competition by enabling
like states to pursue their own interests through cooperative strategies.
But cooperation nevertheless takes place among atomistic, self-regarding
states residing in an anarchic environment.

This intellectual template is fundamentally at odds with many ob-
servable aspects of contemporary international politics. America's pre-
ponderant power is not triggering the formation of opposing coalitions.
Indeed, an overt US military presence is welcomed in most quarters of
the globe. Relations between the United States and Western Europe are
characterized by an abiding sense of trust and commonality, even in the
absence of the external threat that initially triggered the formation of the
Western alliance. Far from engaging in the security competition consis-
tent with a self-help system, the Western democracies regularly chastize
one another for spending too little on defense. Not only are these states
not threatened by each other's power, but they assign positive value to
one another's strength.

The thickening web of international institutions goes part way in ex-
plaining these radical departures from realist expectations. But the char-
acter of relations among the liberal democracies of North America and
Western Europe is based on something far more profound than high
levels of transparency and low transaction costs. Members of the Atlantic
community are comfortable encouraging one another to acquire more
defense capability because it has become virtually unthinkable that one
member would ever use such capability against another. In similar fash-
ion, most European and East Asian countries welcome a robust US
presence in their respective regions because of a deep-seated comfort
with the character of American power and the international intentions
they ascribe to the American polity.

The notion of benign character best captures what lies behind this ex-
traordinary level of cooperation. Transformation in the identities that
states ascribe to one another produces a radical change in how they react
to one another's power, enabling them to escape the competitive dynamics
endemic to international politics. The mutual attribution of benign char-
acter thus brings about peaceful change by muting, if not eliminating, the
security consequences normally associated with shifts in the distribution
of power. It is this transformation in the perceived character of states that
is at the core of peaceful transition.
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Four causal mechanisms appear to be most prominent in enabling and
facilitating the mutual construction of benign images. First, the existence
of multiple external threats creates incentives for both parties to ®nd
ways of reducing the number of potential enemies they face. Hegemon
and rising challenger need not face a common external threat. Rather,
each must face an array of demanding threats, making reconciliation be-
tween them an attractive option for freeing up resources to concentrate
against others. The motivation is not power aggregation, as in an alliance.
Rather, it is eliminating potential enemies by transforming them into
friends.

Second, the exercise of strategic restraint ± what I call self-binding ±
plays an important role in allowing trust and reciprocity to build, in turn
enabling an incremental cognitive shift toward the mutual attribution of
benign character. Self-binding behavior and institutions communicate
benign intentions and a state's willingness to forgo opportunities for in-
dividual gain. The assessment of benign intentions over time turns into
the attribution of benign character. The process works in a self-reinforcing
manner, with each side becoming more willing to engage in self-binding
as it attributes benign intentions and character to the other.

Third, the prior existence of an emotive af®nity and shared identity
facilitates the mutual construction of benign images. A common culture
(based on ethnicity, religion, language, or race) can provide a foundation
for both parties to assume a special congruence of interest and outlook.
So too can similarity in domestic regime breed a certain sense of comfort
and af®nity. The rational expectation of congruent interest and the emo-
tive draw of cultural similarity work together to encourage the reciprocal
attribution of benign character.

Fourth, reconciliation and open dealing with the past facilitate benign
imaging, especially when the parties in question have engaged in direct
con¯ict in the past. Even if relevant parties engage in self-binding and
exhibit behavior that should engender trust and reciprocity, residual his-
torical animosities block the transformation of the collective images that
polities hold of one another. In addition, a state's willingness to engage in
open debate about its own past sends a reassuring signal to other states
about the nature of its polity. Self-evaluation and accountability reinforce
external perceptions of a state's benign character.

Agreement on order

If reigning hegemon and rising challenger are to manage systemic change
peacefully, they must reach agreement on how to adapt the prevail-
ing international order to a new distribution of power. Once the rising
state has crossed the threshold that enables it credibly to challenge the
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hegemon, the two parties enter the zone of contestation in which they
negotiate over hierarchy and ordering principles and rules. The bargain-
ing may be overt and explicit ± both parties seek to resolve their differ-
ences through formal negotiation. Or it may take more subtle forms, with
each party unilaterally adjusting its objectives and behavior to accom-
modate the other party. Peaceful transition depends not just on the
emergence of a stable order, but also on the manner in which that order
takes shape and on how it is sustained. It must emerge through con-
sensual bargaining rather than through one party imposing its will on the
other. And it must be sustained through cooperation and mutual satis-
faction, not through deterrence and mutual threat.

The dimensions of order on which hegemon and challenger must reach
agreement vary across time and space; the constitutive elements of order
are not static. Establishing an initial consensus on international hierarchy
± a ``pecking order'' of in¯uence and status ± is a starting point. The
hegemon tacitly cedes ground, making room at the table for the rising
challenger. The challenger accepts its elevated status and in¯uence but, at
least at the outset, acknowledges the hegemon's continued primacy. This
initial construction of a new hierarchy provides a foundation for negoti-
ation over a host of ordering principles and rules.

Efforts to refashion ordering principles focus on the following issues.
Hegemon and challenger must forge a consensus on rules for managing
security matters: when, in what circumstances, and against whom the use
of force is justi®ed; through what mechanisms to deal with territorial
change; what geographic spheres of in¯uence and functional division of
labor to establish. Contestation also takes place over the rules and
mechanisms that govern international trade and investment. At stake
are both organizing principles (such as mercantilism versus free trade)
and the more discrete rules and institutions that govern international
business.

In chapter 3, Yuen Foong Khong identi®es conditions that appear to
increase the likelihood that contenders for primacy reach agreement on
order. First, the relevant parties need to enjoy an af®nity of identity.
Second, the rising challenger must be accorded meaningful participation
in shaping the new rules of the game. Third, the current hegemon and
other status quo powers must perceive this rising challenger as having the
necessary resources and resolve to be a serious contender for primacy.

Legitimacy

Peaceful transition depends not just on the emergence of a mutually ac-
ceptable international order, but also on the extent to which that order is
legitimate. Agreement on order can take shape in the absence of a legit-
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imating framework, but legitimacy facilitates a consensus on order and
makes that order more durable and resilient. Legitimacy emerges when
hegemon and contender agree not just on hierarchy and a set of core
rules on the conduct of foreign policy, but also on a set of deeper nor-
mative principles. Rather than being based on causal assumptions and
followed because of their practical appeal, normative principles are based
on values and followed because of their moral appeal. States abide by
them because they ought to, not because it is in their material interest to
do so.

The legitimation of order facilitates peaceful transition and makes it
more durable for three main reasons. First, legitimacy engenders a shared
identity and sense of we-ness. In this sense, hegemon and rising con-
tender do not just live comfortably alongside each other, but they con-
struct a common political space. Second, embedding order in a legitimat-
ing framework makes that order more able to accommodate change. If
continuing power shifts or exogenous shock threaten the new order
erected by hegemon and rising contender, both parties can fall back on a
shared set of values as they seek to ®nd a new equilibrium. Third, legiti-
macy ensures greater continuity by broadening the social base that sup-
ports reconciliation and accommodation. At a minimum, the existence of
a legitimating framework means that the entire elite community, not just
those at the top, share the values on which peaceful transition is based.
Regime change then becomes less destabilizing. And, in the era of de-
mocracy, legitimacy ensures that peaceful transition rests on broader
popular support, making it even more durable.

Legitimacy most readily emerges when the polities in question share a
common religion or other normative framework prior to the time they
enter the zone of contestation. Shared moral values then provide a ready
foundation for the reciprocal construction of benign images, agreement
on order, and the legitimation of that order. It is possible, however, for
polities deliberately to engage in practices aimed at embedding inter-
national order in a legitimating framework. The European Union, for
example, has established a European Parliament and a host of other
supranational institutions and practices in order to erect a legitimate
realm of politics at the supranational level.

In chapter 4, Jean-Marc Coicaud identi®es a number of important
conditions that can help build international legitimacy. He notes that
status quo powers should not be too beholden to maintaining the status
quo. Embracing normative change and making room for rising con-
tenders are essential to legitimating new conceptions of order. In this
respect, and somewhat paradoxically, contenders for primacy that enjoy
healthy levels of national integration, strong state structures, and clear
national values are more likely than their weaker counterparts to embrace
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normative change. Strong states have the domestic conditions that facili-
tate compromise and reciprocity. National integration and legitimacy at
home thus strengthen a state's ability to promote socialization and legiti-
macy at the international level. Coicaud goes on to develop the notion of
democratic hegemony as he maps out how the United States might go
about promoting international legitimacy as its material preponderance
wanes.

The historical cases

The historical cases on which we draw fall into two categories. The ®rst is
classic overtake, in which a rising challenger approaches parity with and
then surpasses the reigning hegemon, but a new order emerges without
war. Classic overtake represents the standard version of power transition
within the existing literature. Within this category, we focus primarily on
one case study: the peaceful transition that took place between the
United States and Great Britain during the late 1800s and early 1900s.
The United States emerged as a great power toward the end of the nine-
teenth century and threatened British positions in the Americas as well as
British naval supremacy in the Atlantic. Nevertheless, the United States
and Britain did not engage in a hegemonic war. On the contrary, they
resolved their differences through negotiation and forged a strategic
partnership that has lasted to this day. We will examine how and why.
Other illustrative cases of overtake are also studied, particularly in
Khong's chapter.

The second set of cases involves what we label regulatory conventions
for power management. These cases do not entail the explicit overtake of
the hegemon by the rising challenger. Instead, contenders for primacy
generate institutions and rules to regulate ongoing shifts in the distribu-
tion of power so as to avoid the security competition and rivalry that
usually accompany such shifts. This broadening of the notion of power
transition is the product of two considerations. First, instances of classic
overtake that occur peacefully are exceedingly rare. Indeed, the US±
British transition appears to be the only clear case.14 Second, the generic
class of events under examination here is consequential change in the
distribution of power that does not trigger security competition. Classic
overtake, because primacy passes from one state to another, is only the
most pronounced form. Conventions for power management that succeed
in regulating the consequences of ongoing power shifts also shed light on
how states go about escaping competition and building order based on
cooperation rather than deterrence.

We examine two cases involving regulatory conventions for power
management: the Concert of Europe and the Association of South East
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Asian Nations (ASEAN). The Concert succeeded in preserving peace in
Europe from the end of the Napoleonic Wars (1815) until the Crimean
War (1854). During this period, Europe's ®ve major powers (Britain,
France, Prussia, Austria, and Russia) worked within the framework of
the Concert to mute balancing and regulate relations among themselves ±
despite successive crises and shifts in the strategic landscape. The Concert
unraveled after the revolutions of 1848.

ASEAN emerged in South-East Asia in 1967 and has succeeded in
preserving peace among its members ever since. Its initial members were
Indonesia, Malaysia, Thailand, Singapore, and the Philippines. Vietnam,
Cambodia, Brunei, and Myanmar have since joined. Examining ASEAN
helps broaden the conceptual range of the cases because it involves non-
European states and cultures and because its members are small and
middle powers rather than great powers.

Although these cases are quite disparate, they are united by the light
they shed on how polities escape endemic competition with each other
and thereby enable power transitions to occur peacefully. Rapproche-
ment between Britain and the United States, the formation and operation
of the Concert of Europe, the ability of ASEAN to preserve peace in an
unstable neighborhood ± these all illuminate how to eliminate strategic
rivalry among proximate states.

Furthermore, the different types of historical cases parallel the differ-
ent types of challenges facing the international community. The rise of
China will confront the United States with economic and geopolitical
dilemmas similar to those that America's rise posed to Britain. The United
States and the European Union will need to erect regulatory conventions,
such as a concert, to manage their economic and strategic relations, es-
pecially as Europe becomes a more in¯uential global actor. And ASEAN
sheds light on how countries in the midst of economic and political
transition can nevertheless build a lasting peace with one another. This
achievement is especially important in light of the ®nding that democra-
tization and economic change can often be sources of instability and
con¯ict.15

In the next chapter, I develop the notion of benign character and ex-
amine the role it plays in facilitating peaceful transition. In the third
chapter, Yuen Foong Khong examines the concept of international order
and the conditions under which states are able to reach agreement on
the basic dimensions of order. Jean-Marc Coicaud then follows with a
chapter on international legitimacy and socialization, examining the role
that they play in facilitating peaceful transition and making it durable.
Each of these chapters uses the three case studies to explore the three
key elements of the argument ± benign character, order, and legitimacy.
Jason Davidson and Mira Sucharov then follow with a chapter that
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provides a detailed examination of the volume's three cases and demon-
strates the importance of benign character, agreement on order, and
legitimacy in explaining outcomes. In chapter 6, Emanuel Adler re¯ects
on the changing nature of power transition in the contemporary era of
multilateralism, seeking to put the volume in a broader historical per-
spective. In chapter 7, I offer further re¯ections on how changes in the
nature of power are likely to affect systemic change in the present era.
I then lay out the main policy recommendations that arise from our
analysis, addressing what steps the international community can take to
facilitate peaceful change.
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2

Benign states and peaceful
transition

Charles A. Kupchan

The twentieth century witnessed the emergence of several ``pockets of
nonanarchic space'' ± groupings of states that have escaped the security
dilemma and behave toward one another without fear of predatory intent.
Scholars across different theoretical traditions acknowledge that the
United States and Canada, the Nordic countries, the states of Western
Europe, and the Atlantic democracies taken collectively enjoy a quality of
stable peace that de®es traditional notions of anarchic competition. Just as
citizens in most liberal democracies go about their business without police
escort or guns at their waists, so do these states interact with one another
with their guard down and their fear of armed con¯ict almost nonexistent.

I argue in this chapter that this anomalous behavior stems from a pro-
found and deep-seated belief among the states in question that they will not
do one another harm. This deep-seated belief in turn arises from a recipro-
cal process in which the parties engage in the mutual attribution of benign
character. They come to see one another as benign polities with benign in-
tent, enabling them to escape the competitive imperatives of the interna-
tional system. The central task of the chapter is to ¯esh out the concept of
benign character, theorize about how and when it emerges, and through the
case studies demonstrate its importance in facilitating peaceful transition.

Benign states

The existing literature on state type regularly distinguishes between
revisionist and status quo states.1 Revisionist states are rising powers that
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seek to overturn the existing international order. Status quo states are
reigning powers that seek to preserve the existing order. A state's type is
a function solely of its power trajectory ± whether it is rising or declining
± and the objectives that follow from its position.2

In contrast, I propose three state types: aggressor, status quo, and be-
nign. Aggressor states are polities that seek power as opposed to security
and that rely on acquisitive and predatory strategies to do so. They see
competition and con¯ict as necessary to attain their objectives. Status quo
states seek to preserve the existing order and hierarchy primarily by
meeting challenges to that order. They see competition as necessary
for turning back challengers, but otherwise do not initiate security com-
petition or engage in predatory behavior. Benign states seek security
rather than power and do so primarily through deepening the stability
and cooperative character of international order. They pursue competi-
tive security strategies only when necessary to meet challengers, and
otherwise pursue cooperative strategies and seek to foster consensual
forms of international governance.

Benign character manifests itself in quantitative, qualitative, and pro-
cedural dimensions. In quantitative terms, benign states engage in self-
binding by withholding power and refraining from fully exercising their
resources and in¯uence. This strategic restraint may be codi®ed, as in the
cases of contemporary Germany and Japan, or it may be embodied only
in practice.3 The qualitative dimension of benign character concerns the
ends to which power is exercised. Benign states seek to manage rather
than maximize power, to promote joint gains rather than to behave in an
extractive and exploitative manner, and to erect orders based upon the
notion that international community and the spread of shared norms and
identities can overcome competitive relations among atomistic state units.
The procedural dimensions of benignity entail a preference for multilat-
eral over unilateral initiative. Benign states favor consensual governance,
and resort to unilateral decision-making only when multilateralism fails
to produce an acceptable outcome.

The key difference between a status quo state and a benign state stems
from their diverging conceptions of the sources of order and stability.
Stability in a world of status quo states stems from the absence of strate-
gic rivalry among satis®ed ± but atomistic and self-regarding ± state units
still residing in an anarchic environment. The security dilemma is in
abeyance because no aggressor state triggers it. Stability in a world of
benign states stems from successful efforts to carve out nonanarchic space
through promoting cooperation, trust, and shared values and identities.
The security dilemma is eliminated because states no longer reside in an
anarchic, self-help setting.

Benign behavior is a necessary but not a suf®cient condition for the
mutual attribution of benign character. For perceptions of benign char-
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acter to follow from instances of benign behavior, a political process
within the observing state must generate the construction of a new cor-
porate identity of the target state. Furthermore, this process must work in
a reciprocal fashion. Each party must see the other as benign for the
process of rapprochement to be sustained and lead to peaceful transition,
and for peaceful transition to lead to a durable and stable peace.

The attribution of benign character: Causal mechanisms

What causal engines drive the political and social processes through
which the mutual attribution of benign character takes place? Strategic
necessity provides the initial impetus. Each of the states in question faces
multiple threats, saddling them with a range of commitments that strains
available resources. Mutual accommodation at ®rst emerges as a means
of easing these burdens and improving the strategic environment for both
states.4 The parties in question are not forming an alliance to aggregate
capabilities against a common threat. Instead, they are removing one
another from their respective lists of potential enemies. A number of
factors determine why these states choose one another ± as opposed to
other adversaries ± for rapprochement. Proximity, the nature of the
threats they pose to each other, and the relative importance of the inter-
ests at stake are key variables. Interestingly, emotive af®nity plays per-
haps its most potent role at this point in the story by serving as a source
of social selection. Everything else being equal, states will select like
states as partners for rapprochement, rather than states with which they
do not share cultural ties.5

Once strategic necessity provides the initial opening, the mutual attri-
bution of benign character proceeds through three causal mechanisms.
First, the parties begin to exercise strategic restraint. Reciprocal self-
binding is less a driving force behind rapprochement than a practice that
makes room for the process to move forward. Passing up opportunities
for individual advantage plays a critical role in signaling benign intent. In
so doing, it in turn creates further opportunities for instances of mutual
accommodation. Both parties reap material bene®ts because they are able
to focus attention and military resources on remaining threats. Lasting
rapprochement gains a stable foothold when a pattern of reciprocal ac-
commodation has been established, with both sides enjoying payoffs and
looking to the next round.

Second, social and economic interaction between parties breeds more
knowledge of and familiarity with the other. In some cases, interac-
tion actually increases as a result of initial rapprochement, fostering new
social links. In other cases, interaction that already existed has a more
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potent impact because it takes place within a new political context.
Agents within the state that stand to bene®t from better relations begin
to play a role in furthering rapprochement. Military establishments, for
example, see a way to reduce overcommitment and begin to develop
closer ties. And traders and bankers begin to see economic opportu-
nities in rapprochement. Material incentive thus provides impetus behind
ideational change.

Third, political elites in both parties capitalize on clear instances of
cooperative behavior to begin constructing a new domestic narrative
about the other ± a key step in moving toward the mutual attribution of
benign character. At the early stages of this process of identity construc-
tion, elites focus primarily on tearing down preexisting enemy images.
They do so in large part to disarm critics of their accommodating policies
and to provide political cover for rapprochement. But they are also laying
the groundwork, even if unwittingly, for a deeper and more durable
transformation of the corporate identities that the parties hold of each
other. In part through the conscious and deliberate efforts of elites, and in
part through processes of social construction that eventually run on their
own steam (interaction and the spread and deepening of social net-
works), the tearing down of enemy images gives way to the building up
of benign images. The agents of social construction range from discrete
actors within both states (political elites, bureaucracies, journalists and
writers, economic interest groups, political action groups) to transna-
tional institutions and networks that begin to constitute a collective realm
of political and social activity.

The historical cases

The purpose of this section is two-fold. I will use the notion of benign
character to shed new light on the case studies and, in doing so, demon-
strate the analytic value of the concept. At the same time, examination of
the cases will help re®ne and provide a more nuanced understanding
of when and how polities come to see each other as benign. Discussion
of the cases is necessarily selective and aimed primarily at conceptual
development. Readers not familiar with the broad outlines of the cases
may want to read the historical overviews in chapter 5 before proceeding.

Rapprochement between the United States and Great Britain

The rapprochement that emerged between the United States and Great
Britain at the turn of the twentieth century represents not just a remark-
able instance of peaceful power transition, but also an excellent case for
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studying transformation in the identities that states hold of each other.
The United States and Britain started the nineteenth century at war with
one another. They then spent decades eyeing each other suspiciously and
maintaining forti®cations and garrisons along the Canadian border, fear-
ful that any number of territorial or trade issues could again lead to hos-
tilities. By the beginning of the twentieth century, however, the two
countries had not just settled their disputes, but become lasting partners.
Indeed, elites on both sides of the Atlantic were proclaiming that war
between their two countries had become unthinkable.

Many scholars of the period attribute this dramatic shift in US±British
relations to the rise of Germany and the threat that it posed to Great
Britain.6 The German naval buildup, the argument goes, left Britain with
no choice but to reduce its commitments in the western Atlantic so that it
could concentrate its resources in Europe. The problem with this argu-
ment is that rapprochement began far earlier than did Germany's arma-
ments program. Both Britain and the United States started leaving
the Canadian border undefended in the 1870s.7 The crisis over borders
in Venezuela, which many historians identify as a watershed event in
recasting relations between the two powers, occurred in 1895, well before
the ®rst German Naval Law of 1898. Balancing against Germany, although
it did come to play a role in consolidating US±British links, was not the
engine behind Anglo-American rapprochement.8

The temporal turning point in the relationship appears to have been
the US Civil War. Determined to demobilize much of the army and dra-
matically reduce defense spending, the United States decided to leave
most of its border with Canada undefended. Canada meanwhile formed a
confederation and became relatively autonomous from Britain in 1867.
Britain subsequently lost interest in picking up the cost of fortifying and
patrolling the Canadian border with the United States. From roughly
1871 onwards, both the US and Canadian territory were vulnerable to
attack. Nonetheless, neither side took advantage of the resultant oppor-
tunities for territorial gain. This reciprocal strategic restraint set in motion
a process through which both parties began to assume that the other had
benign intentions.9 There was no dramatic or immediate warming up of
relations, but there was a gradual erosion of the sense on both sides that
the United States and Britain were destined to be implacable enemies.

The crisis over Venezuela helped crystallize the emerging sense of
af®nity that was growing between the two countries.10 In response to
vociferous American objections to Britain's stance on Venezuela's bor-
ders, Britain backed down. The two countries then agreed to submit all
future disputes to neutral arbitration. Public of®cials and journalists on
both sides of the Atlantic acclaimed the resolution of the matter and the
new amity in the relationship. It is important to keep in mind that this
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episode of strategic restraint and rapprochement took place years before
Germany embarked on building its high seas ¯eet.

During the following years, rapprochement at the elite level began
to give way to a sense of broader social af®nity and, over time, to the
reciprocal attribution of benign character. Rapprochement was taking
place not just at the level of high politics and diplomacy; a broader soci-
etal transformation was taking place. This shift in the images the two
polities held of each other proceeded as social groups in both states be-
gan to reap the bene®ts of rapprochement and sought to further it and
make it more durable. Politicians needed to justify their accommodating
policies by portraying the other party as a friend that could be trusted.
Military planners found resources freed up as they no longer had to plan
for war with each other. Traders saw the prospect of increased pro®ts.
Through speeches in Parliament or Congress, articles in magazines and
newspapers, and educational outlets these agents played an important
role in altering the identities that the two polities held of each other.11

The depth of these changes in mutual perception was re¯ected in the
extent to which the two sides saw one another not just as not threatening,
but as contributors to one another's security. American elites came to see
British concessions not just as isolated instances of accommodation, but
as a sign of British acceptance of a new division of labor in building
security in the Atlantic. In turn, the British came not just to tolerate, but
also to welcome, America's increasing power and appetite for expansion.
The British broke with their European counterparts in supporting the
United States in the Spanish±American War. And they reacted positively
to America's annexation of the Philippines, arguing that Britain would
much prefer to have America in control of the islands than any other
great power. The Times of London reacted to America's move into the
western Paci®c with ``equanimity and indeed with satisfaction. We can
only say that while we would welcome the Americans in the Philippines
as kinfolks and allies united with us in the Far East by the most powerful
bonds of interest, we should regard very differently the acquisition of the
archipelago by any other power.''12

The extent to which common ethnicity and language facilitated the
mutual attribution of benign character is dif®cult to assess. Once recip-
rocal restraint had given way to rapprochement, individuals on both sides
of the Atlantic began to refer to war between the United States and
Great Britain as fratricide. As Lionel Gelber notes, by the end of the
nineteenth century, the British sensed that war with the United States
would bring with it ``some of the unnatural horror of a civil war.''13
American commentators shared this sentiment. Such statements made
clear that the two parties shared a sense of cultural af®nity. At the same
time, decades of hostility made evident that racial ties were not a suf®-
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cient condition for the emergence of benign images. Strategic necessity
and the desire of both Britain and the United States to reduce defense
commitments were driving rapprochement. These drivers created the en-
vironment in which racial af®nity then kicked in as an important variable.

Once in play, cultural af®nity appears to have facilitated a peaceful
power transition between the United States and Britain through two dis-
crete pathways. First, a process of social selection may well have been at
work in determining which of several rising powers Britain ultimately
chose to appease. Germany's proximity to Britain clearly played a role in
London's decision to challenge the rise of German power while, in con-
trast, it sought to accommodate the rise of the United States. But British
strategy was also shaped by a certain comfort with the United States,
which derived from a common heritage and a similar political culture.14
The British believed that these similarities made it less likely that the
United States would seek unilateral advantage and exploit their will-
ingness to make concessions. As mentioned, British of®cials welcomed
America's imperial push into the Philippines, preferring that the United
States, rather than its European rivals, establish a strong presence in the
Paci®c. Britain's elites thus developed a deep-seated belief that the
United States had benign intentions and that its rise would not ultimately
threaten British security.

Second, cultural similarities made it easier for elites in both the United
States and Britain to sell mutual accommodation to their respective pub-
lics. After years of antagonism, giving ground and making concessions
entailed considerable political risk. Elected of®cials on both sides of the
Atlantic faced criticism from hardliners and from interest groups that felt
threatened by the scaling back of defense commitments. Cultural ties
provided elites with ready ammunition against these critics, and offered
elected representatives and journalists a panoply of arguments that they
could use in propagating benign images of the other. In this sense, cul-
tural af®nity closed the distance between the two polities and thereby
facilitated the mutual attribution of benign character.

The Concert of Europe

The Concert of Europe emerged in 1815 from the remnants of the alli-
ance formed to defeat Napoleonic France. Nonetheless, the four victori-
ous powers moved quickly to transform an alliance used to aggregate
power into a concert used primarily to restrain power. And, instead of
imposing a punitive peace on France, they invited their defeated adver-
sary to join the Concert and embraced it in their great power councils.

The self-binding and strategic restraint that muted competitive balanc-
ing among Europe's major powers emerged through explicit negotiation.
The statesmen of the day gathered face-to-face to map out the rules of
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the road to which all ®ve states agreed to adhere. Although opportunities
soon emerged for individual members to pursue individual advantage,
they refrained from doing so in order to preserve trust and reciprocity
within the Concert framework. When crises emerged, such as over the
Spanish revolution of 1820 or the military uprising in Naples during
the same year, the Concert did recognize spheres of in¯uence related to
the geographic and historical interests of particular parties. But inter-
vention and settlement of borders took place only after consultation. The
guiding principle, aptly stated by a French diplomat of the time, was that
``the concurrence of the great powers is necessary in order to preserve
that unanimity of views which is the fundamental character of the alli-
ance, and which it is of the utmost importance to maintain and emphasize
as a guarantee for the repose of Europe.''15 In many instances, the Con-
cert coordinated inaction in order to avoid potential rivalry and the clash
of interests. By withholding their power and refraining from intervention,
the great powers preempted the competition that would have otherwise
emerged.16

Building on the momentum provided by the alliance against Napoleon,
the Concert did succeed in promoting a nascent sense of benignity among
its members. The mutual attribution of benign character emerged from
the sense of common purpose, the face-to-face contact among leaders and
their diplomats, and the practice of strategic restraint. The personal con-
tacts that developed among leaders during the war against Napoleon and
through the concert system appear to have been crucial in building a
sense of community and af®nity. Metternich and other key participants in
the Concert explicitly noted how crucial were the personal relationships
that developed through direct contact.17 In this sense, the leaders of
Europe's great powers were able to cultivate a feeling of commonality
and a shared identity.

The Concert could, however, go only so far in propagating a sense of
benign character among its members. Several factors limited the extent to
which the Concert was able to advance self-binding and reciprocity to the
more profound stage of transforming social identities. First, the Concert
preserved an undercurrent of competitive balancing as a deterrent to
members contemplating defection; the prospect of facing a preponderant
opposing coalition helped keep the great powers in line.18 As a conse-
quence, the members did not completely drop their guard. They saw each
other as partners for now, but the return of militarized rivalry was not out
of the question. In this sense, elites neither believed nor propagated the
idea that their partners in the Concert were benign polities that could be
permanently trusted.

Second, the Concert was split between two liberalizing states (Britain
and France) and three monarchies (Russia, Prussia, and Austria). This
difference in the domestic structure of member states not only produced a
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divergence about how to react to liberal uprisings in Europe, but also
limited the extent to which a sentiment of af®nity emerged among Con-
cert members. Indeed, Russia, Prussia, and Austria participated in the
Holy Alliance at the same time that they were members of the Concert,
formalizing their separate status as monarchies. Britain and France did
not form a liberal counterpart, but they tended to ®nd themselves in the
same camp when the Concert was confronted with responding to the
emergence of liberal movements in Europe's smaller countries. So too
did strains emerge within the Holy Alliance, with nationalistic ambitions
causing tension between Prussia and Russia, and Prussia and Austria
jockeying for position within Germanic Europe. These divides stood in
the way of the emergence of a shared identity and mutual sense of benign
character.

Finally, the limited degree of popular participation in foreign affairs
stymied the processes of social construction through which new identities
emerge. The leaders and top diplomats of Europe's ®ve major powers
developed close personal ties and nurtured an atmosphere of reciprocity
and trust. But the Concert operated in the realm of high politics; the
bonds developed among top of®cials did not trickle down and serve as
the basis for either a new domestic narrative or new social contacts
among the ®ve parties. As a result, the Concert was extremely vulnerable
to leadership change. Indeed, the revolutions of 1848 effectively brought
the Concert to an end by giving power to a new cadre of elites, who
operated without the personal contacts and expectations of reciprocity
enjoyed by their predecessors. Had the polities at large, and not just
elites, been party to the processes of strategic restraint and community-
building that were at the heart of the Concert, it might well have survived
the domestic upheavals of 1848.

ASEAN

The formation of ASEAN followed Indonesia's decision to end its policy
of ``konfrontasi '' (``confrontation'') with its immediate neighbors. As the
dominant power in South-East Asia, Indonesia set the tone for the
region. When ¯exing its muscles and demonstrating aggressive intent,
Indonesia stood in the way of a region-wide security regime. Once Indo-
nesia began to practice strategic restraint, however, the stage was set for
basing regional stability on cooperation and integration rather than on
deterrence and balancing.19

As in the other cases, strategic necessity drove reconsideration of
Indonesia's policy of confrontation: the costs of strategic competition to
economic development and the burden on the region as a whole were too
high.20 Early initiatives within ASEAN focused on resolving territorial
disputes and coordinating efforts to counter the domestic threats posed
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by communist insurgencies throughout the region. Over time, the mem-
bers began to focus more explicitly on nurturing a collective regional
identity and using ASEAN not just to resolve disputes and counter
threats, but also to promote a durable sense of community that would
reduce, if not eliminate, security competition among member states. The
notions of ``ASEAN spirit'' and ``ASEAN way'' were propagated as a
means of both developing shared norms and practices and promoting
a shared identity.21

Dispute resolution and more regular contacts among ASEAN mem-
bers have fallen short of producing the mutual attribution of benign
character; ASEAN states still do not have complete con®dence in the
intentions of their neighbors. Indeed, Singapore maintains a robust air
force largely as a deterrent in reserve against its much larger neighbors.
At the same time, ASEAN has succeeded in nurturing a collective re-
gional identity or ``we-ness'' that has dramatically reduced inter-state
tensions and the likelihood of armed con¯ict. With the exception of
Singapore, members do not maintain robust military forces capable of
sustained offensive operations. Border patrols focus on interdicting drugs
far more than on territorial protection. As Acharya notes, ``no ASEAN
country seriously envisages war against another at present.''22 Especially
in light of the region's domestic challenges and complicated ethnic poli-
tics, the absence of inter-state security competition is quite striking.

The ASEAN case differs from the two cases discussed above in several
important respects. First, all of ASEAN's members, including Indonesia,
are regional powers, not great powers. And they live in a neighborhood
into which outside great powers often extend their reach. As a result,
collective balancing against the United States, Japan, and China (in dif-
fering degrees and at different times) has ®gured in the form and substance
of regional cooperation. The goal has been not to aggregate capability
against outside powers or to project ASEAN's in¯uence externally, but
to resolve South-East Asia's problems internally as a means of preempt-
ing great power intervention. This outside ``other'' has helped ASEAN
build a collective regional identity.

Second, ASEAN members, with the exception of Singapore, have
tended to view domestic threats as far more serious than external threats.
Even with the decline of communist movements in the region, managing
regime change, dealing with multi-ethnic societies, and responding to
pressures for political liberalization have focused the attention of elites
on internal threats. Somewhat paradoxically, this inward focus has facili-
tated regional security cooperation. Military forces have been trained and
used to deal primarily with internal security, not territorial defense or
acquisition. As a consequence, ASEAN members have neither the capa-
bility nor the inclination to threaten each other. In addition, elites inter-
ested in remaining in power and countering domestic opponents help one
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another prevent cross-border ¯ows of personnel and arms, providing
momentum behind security cooperation. Domestic instability has there-
fore served the interests of regional cooperation and integration.

Third, ASEAN has worked through far more informal and ad hoc
mechanisms than most other multilateral organizations. Cultural factors
have played an important role in this respect; East Asians in general are
uncomfortable with the legalism and institutionalization of Anglo-Saxon
and European diplomacy. Disputes are resolved by working through in-
formal networks, not by making deals at the negotiating table. Decisions
emerge through building a consensus, not through codi®ed procedures.
Again, its distinctive style of negotiation and dispute resolution has
helped ASEAN promote a collective identity.

The ®nancial crisis in South-East Asia in 1998 put ASEAN's peace-
preserving capabilities to the test. Its broader security agenda was put
on hold as governments focused on recovering economic stability and
growth. The Indonesian government fell; political instability, accom-
panied by sporadic bouts of violence, ensued. Malaysia was spared the
same scope of turmoil, but fell prey to considerable domestic unrest.

ASEAN and the regional security order it has promoted demonstrated
remarkable resilience throughout the economic crisis. Despite conditions
that gave elites strong incentives to seek to export domestic challenges by
triggering external con¯ict, relations among ASEAN members remained
stable. Malaysian leader Mohamed Mahathir did play the foreign con-
frontation card to bolster his popularity, but the targets were the United
States, George Soros, and Israel, not Malaysia's neighbors. Indeed, no
signs of regional security competition emerged throughout the crisis.
ASEAN appears to have fostered a security order and regional identity
suf®ciently robust to weather major economic dislocation and political
turmoil.

Cultural and racial af®nities have both aided and hindered regional
rapprochement and the cultivation of a shared regional identity and sense
of benign character. Malay language and ethnicity have furthered cultural
af®nity among Indonesia, Malaysia, and Singapore. At the same time, the
substantial Chinese populations in these countries (and their dispropor-
tionate wealth) have complicated both domestic politics and inter-state
ties, especially between Singapore and its immediate neighbors. None-
theless, the concept of the ``ASEAN way'' emerges from an inclusive
understanding of Asian culture that cuts across the many different ethnic
groups represented in the member countries. That Australia and New
Zealand are not welcomed into the group despite their proximity and
prominent role in shaping the regional security environment makes clear,
however, that such cultural inclusivity does not extend to Anglo-Saxon or
European cultures.
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Benign character and managing contemporary power
transition

A common identity and shared sense of benign character, even if only
nascent, have played an important role in creating the pockets of stable
peace examined above. As already mentioned, state identity and the
mutual attribution of benign character are also critical in understanding
the formation of the stable zone of peace that today exists among the
Atlantic democracies. Accordingly, these variables must be taken into
consideration in looking ahead to the coming return to multipolarity. If
emerging centers of power see each other as benign, the return to multi-
polarity will be far easier to manage peacefully than systemic transitions
in the past. Indeed, a key goal of policy makers should be to consolidate
and gradually expand the pockets of stable peace that exist today.23

The importance of consolidating existing zones of peace raises the
critical question of what will happen to Atlantic relations as a more equal
distribution of power emerges between the United States and Europe. As
mentioned in chapter 1, Europe, not Asia, represents the near-term
challenger to American predominance. Is the mutual sense of benignity
that has emerged between North America and Western Europe irre-
versible, or will it be overwhelmed by the competitive incentives that will
accompany parity? History suggests that a more equal distribution of
power and in¯uence between Europe and the United States will bring
with it renewed geopolitical competition. The emergence of rivalry
among poles of power is, after all, one of the few recurring truths of
international politics.

Whether relative parity will indeed trigger rivalry between Europe and
the United States depends in large part on what it is that now keeps the
Atlantic relationship in such good shape. If it is American preponderance
that now holds competition in abeyance, then the rise of Europe promises
to trigger geopolitical competition. From this perspective, Europe is fol-
lowing America's lead because it does not have the power to do other-
wise. When the power asymmetry comes to an end, so will European
acquiescence. If, on the other hand, the mutual attribution of benign
character and a shared commitment to democratic values and an open,
multilateral order are the foundation of the transatlantic community, then
the West should easily weather a more equal distribution of power across
the Atlantic. From this perspective, benignity, democratic norms, and
multilateral institutions will overwhelm the incentives on both sides of the
Atlantic to engage in power balancing.24

My own assessment is that power asymmetry and benign character are
working together to produce the current durability and cohesiveness of
the transatlantic community. Europe has been following America's lead
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in part because of US preponderance, but also because it welcomes the
particular brand of international order that the United States has
crafted.25 As Europe matures and its aspirations broaden, more compe-
tition with the United States will follow. But this competition is likely to
be muted and restricted largely to the economic realm. Such optimism
that geopolitical rivalry between North America and Europe is not on the
horizon stems from the following considerations.

The Atlantic democracies are far more than allies of convenience.
They have succeeded in carving out a unique political space in which the
rules of anarchic competition no longer apply. These states enjoy un-
precedented levels of trust and reciprocity. It is hard to imagine that their
interests would diverge suf®ciently to trigger strategic rivalry. Indeed,
armed con¯ict among the members of the Atlantic community has be-
come unthinkable. These attributes of the Atlantic community are deeply
rooted in the democratic character of its members and in the thick net-
work of institutions they have erected to regulate their relations. The
benign quality of the relationship between North America and Europe is
very unlikely to be threatened even by a quantitative shift in the balance
of power.

The character of the emerging European polity also minimizes the
potential for security competition between Europe and the United States.
The European Union is primarily an instrument for managing the power
of its member states, not for amassing and projecting it. Furthermore,
even as integration proceeds, cultural and linguistic barriers are likely to
prevent Europe from amalgamating into a single pole of power under
a central authority. The decentralized nature of the emerging Europe
will limit its willingness and ability to project power externally, further
diminishing the risk of geopolitical competition with the United States.26

Despite the low probability that Europe's rise will lead to estrange-
ment from the United States, some preventive measures are in order.
Washington should ensure that it makes room for and encourages
a stronger and more independent Europe. American efforts to resist
Europe's ascent as a power center would only alienate Europeans and
increase the chances of balancing and geopolitical rivalry. The United
States and its European partners should also strengthen multilateral
practices and institutions. When Washington is no longer able to call the
shots, it will have no choice but to rely more heavily on consensual gov-
ernance and multilateral institutions to manage international order.

Expanding the existing zone of peace will for several reasons be far
more dif®cult than simply preserving it. First, strategic necessity played
an important role in binding together North America and Europe. So too
did an external threat facilitate Franco-German rapprochement and the
enterprise of European integration. Europe is now sustained by its own
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internal logic, and the process of deepening and widening the EU con-
tinues even in the absence of an external threat. But EU integration is
likely to proceed slowly and extend only so far. For countries outside the
Atlantic community, it is not apparent what will serve as the driving force
behind rapprochement either with the Atlantic democracies or with each
other.

Second, cultural af®nity does seem to matter in the formation of stable
zones of peace. The historical record suggests that benign images most
readily form among polities that share a common culture, language, or
ethnicity: USA±Britain, USA±Canada, the Nordic states, and Western
Europe. Efforts to expand the Atlantic zone of peace to include Asian
states may therefore run up against cultural barriers. Indeed, talk of
an Asian way and the exclusion of Australia and New Zealand from
ASEAN suggest that it may be dif®cult to foster the mutual attribution of
benign character among European and Asian polities. It is perhaps more
likely that the ASEAN process will spread northward, serving as a model
for security integration throughout East Asia. That prospect raises the
issue of what type of relations would emerge between a more integrated
and collective East Asia and regional collectives in North America or
Europe. Such relations may ultimately depend more on the ability of
regional groupings to reach agreement on the basic features of interna-
tional order than on their ability to promote benign images. It is just this
issue of negotiating order that Yuen Foong Khong takes up in the fol-
lowing chapter.
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3

Negotiating ``order'' during power
transitions

Yuen Foong Khong

War between the rising power and the declining power is the historical
norm during power transitions. Power transition theorists also argue that
such wars occur when the power differential between the existing hegemon
and the rising challenger narrows. More precise studies have suggested
that war is unlikely when the existing hegemon enjoys an overwhelming
power advantage (say, 10:1); war becomes much more likely when the
preponderance of the hegemon declines substantially (to, say, 3:1).1 If
these ®ndings are accepted, the relative shift in power between the hege-
mon and the challenger must be seen as the underlying cause of transition
wars.

Yet, as the case of the United States' overtake of Britain and other less
well-known cases of peaceful transitions indicate, the existence of an
underlying cause of war does not mean war will always be the result. For
war to occur, there need to be proximate causes as well.2 The authors of
this book assume that the clash of ideas and convictions ± ideational
contestation ± about order in the international system is one such proxi-
mate cause. As the rising power closes in on the declining power, the
rising power expects its ideas about how the system ought to be organized
and governed to be taken seriously. If these notions about order are
fundamentally at odds with those of the declining power and if neither
side is willing to give way, the proximate cause of war will obtain, and a
con¯ict is very likely. On the other hand, if agreement on the principles of
order is successfully negotiated, an important proximate cause of war will
be removed, and the chances for a peaceful transition will be increased.
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This chapter will examine four cases of rising powers in the Asian
Paci®c system ± Japan's rise in East Asia in the late nineteenth century,
the United States at the turn of the twentieth century, Indonesia's bid for
hegemony in South-East Asia in the 1960s and its aftermath, and the rise
of China since the 1980s ± to tease out how the elements of ``order'' were
negotiated. In the analysis that follows, I elaborate on the notion of order
and suggest why it becomes such an important issue of contention during
power transitions. Following Gilpin, I assume that the elements of order
that are most in need of negotiation during power transitions are: the
hierarchy of prestige; rules about trade and the use of force; procedures
for managing territorial change; and mutual recognition of spheres of
in¯uence.3 If the rising power or challenger (A) and declining power or
existing hegemon (B) can come to agreement on most or all of these
elements, order is likely to be obtained (see table 3.1).

Agreement on the hierarchy of prestige means acknowledgement by A
and B about their relative status and power (A and B agree on who is the
top dog and the kind of in¯uence that each deserves to exercise in the
international community). Agreement on the rules of trade means A and
B are favorably disposed toward, or have signed, pacts ± such as the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade and the World Trade Organi-
zation ± that regulate their trading relationship. Consensus on the use of
force refers to a common understanding on the conditions under which
military force may be used. For example, A and B may consider it legit-
imate to use force (in the nineteenth century) to obtain colonies or (in
the twenty-®rst century) to prevent any state from pursuing a policy of
ethnic cleansing. Agreement on procedures for managing territorial
change means sharing common views on issues such as the right to self-
determination, the legitimacy of using military force, and the role of the
United Nations in effecting territorial revisions. Mutual recognition of
spheres of in¯uence refers to A's understanding that B has a special
interest in some portion of the globe (say the Western hemisphere) and
refraining from interfering, in the expectation that B would show similar
restraint and understanding for A's areas of interest.

The analysis suggests that in two of the cases ± Japan and Indonesia ±
there was no agreement on the above elements of order with the declin-
ing powers. Despite their growing power, neither Japan nor Indonesia
succeeded in moving up the international hierarchy of prestige; nor were
their spheres of in¯uence or attempts at territorial change recognized by
the West. Not surprisingly, the rise of both Japan and Indonesia in the
Asian Paci®c subsystem resulted in con¯ict with the declining or retreat-
ing powers. In contrast, in our third case study, Britain was quick to rec-
ognize the United States' great power status in 1895 and to reaf®rm
America's sphere of in¯uence in the Western hemisphere. Both countries
also had common understandings on trade and the role of arbitration in
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managing territorial change; these common understandings facilitated the
peaceful overtake of Britain by the United States. The outcome of the
fourth case study ± China's rise since 1989 ± is too soon to tell, although,
if our indicators are anything to go by, it would seem that to date there is
greater disagreement than agreement between China and the United
States (the existing hegemon or assumed declining power over time).

In addition to analyzing the relationship between agreement on order
and peaceful transition, this chapter also explores, in a more tentative
way, the issue of what makes agreement (on order) more likely. All in all,
the cases suggest that negotiations about order between the declining
power and the rising power are more likely to succeed if (a) there exists
some af®nity of identity between the powers concerned; (b) the declining
power allows real participatory negotiation by the rising power; (c) the
rising power is perceived to ``have what it takes,'' i.e. strong current and
potential capabilities (see table 3.2).

Conceptualizing international order

``Order'' in the most general sense refers to a condition or state of affairs,
but more speci®cally ``order'' describes a pattern or method that signi®es
the lack of chaos.4 At the international level, order is most widely construed
in terms of its normative substance, as the condition of ``peace'' or the ab-
sence of general war. As an introductory textbook on international relations
put it, ``Order is when relationships between states are stable, predictable,
controlled and not characterised by violence, turbulence or chaos.''5

Table 3.1 Outcomes of negotiations between rising and declining powers

Rising power Japan USA Indonesiaa

China,
1989±

Existing/declining power ``West''b Britain ``Malaysia''c USA

AGREEMENT?
Elements of order to be

negotiated
New hierarchy No Yes No No
Rules on trade No Yes No Yes
Use of force, rules No Yes No No
Managing territorial change No Yes No No
Spheres of in¯uence No Yes No No

Notes: For explanations of outcomes, see table 3.2.
a. 1963±1967.
b. Britain, France, Germany.
c. Backed by Britain.
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When, and more importantly how, such predictability, stability, and
non-violence can come to characterize inter-state relations are the key
questions and the key points of contention between rising and declining
powers. Lenin addressed the ``when'' by arguing that the international
system would be con¯ict prone as capitalism reaches its highest stage and
ushers in an era of imperialistic rivalry and wars; only a socialist revolu-
tion would short-circuit this logic of capitalism and bring about peace and
stability.6 Evan Luard took an important stab at the ``how'' in his study
of the Principles of International Order when he argued that ``to secure
order in international society . . . a more hopeful course was . . . to develop
the kind of conventions and understandings which are the underlying
basis of order in less advanced [domestic] societies.'' Moreover, for
Luard, these conventions and understandings change with time: ``each
generation of states . . . requires its own code to meet its own conditions
and needs''7

Agreeing with Luard, Hedley Bull has also addressed the ``how'' of
international order in his work, The Anarchical Society.8 Bull focuses on
the importance of institutions in engendering order. Institutions, for Bull,
are the habitual practices, or norms, or rules of the game which de®ne
social practices, assign roles, and guide interactions among actors in the
system.9 Institutions are the means by which order is achieved, sustained,
and maintained, and can thus be expected to be the main focus of con-
tention about international order, where negotiations and agreement are
crucial.

Bull and Luard's focus on habitual practices, norms, and the rules of
the game points us in the right direction. To use these notions to illumi-
nate ideational contestation during power transitions, however, we need
to be more speci®c about the ``objects'' or ``issues'' around which states
will want to construct the rules of the game. Bull himself identi®es the
need for three kinds of rules of the game relevant to international order:

Table 3.2 Power transitions, ideational contestations, and outcomes in the Asia
Paci®c

Explanatory variables
Rising
power/
challenger

Declining
power/
hegemon Af®nity?

Participatory
equality?

Non-
pushover?

Agreement
on order?

Japan ``West'' No No No No
USA Britain Yes Yes Yes Yes
Indonesia Malaysia

(backed
by UK)

No No No No

China USA No±Yes No No Depends
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the fundamental normative principle of world politics, the rules of co-
existence, and rules regulating cooperation.10 As indicated earlier, these
``rules'' will be operationalized along the lines suggested by Gilpin,
namely, the kinds of rules and understandings that the rising and declin-
ing powers would need to agree upon are the new hierarchy, rules con-
cerning the use of force and trade, spheres of in¯uence, and procedures
for managing territorial change.11 Agreement on these issues means
agreement on the principles of international order. It also means the
removal of a potential proximate cause of war.

Order and peaceful power transition

Attempts to reconceptualize the form and substance of international
order can be expected in times of structural change: when there is a shift
in the distribution of power among the major states; with the ascension of
large numbers of new members; or when states develop new capabilities
with systemic impacts. The focus of this book is on the ®rst instance
of change, particularly the transition from one leading great power to
another. Changes in relative power at the great power level are asso-
ciated with competition over positions within the hierarchy, often ac-
companied by contestation over the relative importance of the various
basic goals of international society.

Realist and neorealist theorists are pessimistic about prospects for
peaceful power transitions. Notably, Robert Gilpin's ``hegemonic insta-
bility'' theory asserts that the incongruity between a rising power's capa-
bilities and its continued subordinate position in an international system
dominated by an erstwhile hegemon triggers a security dilemma that can
be resolved only by major war.12 His is a stark realist view that regards
states as driven by zero-sum power concerns which make negotiation on
hierarchy, rules, and values impossible. Empirically, it would seem that
neorealists are correct: a large majority of power transitions are accom-
panied by war, with the modi®cations to the international order made by
the victors on the basis of victorious military contestation rather than
ideational negotiation. Yet the existence of historical examples of peace-
ful power transitions ± though rare ± suggests that there are speci®c
conditions under which the incongruity between capabilities and status
felt by the rising power does not necessarily lead it to war. In particular, I
am interested in the cases in which the rising and declining powers do not
®ght each other, but try to negotiate a new international order.13

Indications of these conditions may be found within the broad range of
liberal arguments emphasizing the congruence of state interests that help
reduce threat perception and thus overcome the security dilemma. Inter-
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dependence theorists, for instance, assert that mutual dependence acts as
an incentive for states to negotiate and agree on changes in the inter-
national order, by rendering war unacceptably costly.14 The condition of
congruence suggests not just commonality but complementarity of state
interests and goals; it is this quality of mutually reinforcing needs that may
help to overcome con¯icts resulting from changes in relative power.15
Liberal approaches highlight a second condition that contributes to the
propensity for peaceful transitions: af®nity, which refers to the recog-
nition of common identity, be it ethnic, historical, or ideological, and thus
a shared understanding and acceptance of a certain order which rela-
tive power changes are not allowed to affect. Democratic peace theory,
for example, emphasizes an af®nity based on democratic norms and
structures.16

Congruence of interests and af®nity of identity that allow states to
reduce their perceptions of threat from changes in relative power are thus
the conditions that may contribute to peaceful power transitions. How-
ever, there still remains the question of how this may be achieved. As
seen from the previous discussion of institutions and rules, the concept of
order turns on management, which encompasses the whole range of pro-
cedures and subtleties that constitute diplomacy and what may be called
ideational engagement and contestation in the context of change to bring
about peaceful outcomes. Concert diplomacy is a prime example of reg-
ulatory conventions that seek to manage and contain the process of
change to preempt violent overtake and rivalry.17 The idea of manag-
ing con¯icts is also very strong in more recent institutional theories
of regimes and governance.18 On the other hand, peaceful resolution of
rivalries associated with great power overtake may be managed through
bilateral negotiations and arrangements between the declining and rising
power.

Having explored the reasons why agreement might be possible between
the contending powers, it is now possible to delve into the four case studies
to examine whether and to what extent the contending powers were able
to agree on the principal elements of international order.

The rise of Japan in the late nineteenth century

Between 1895 and 1915, Japan ``emerged as one of the world's great
powers.''19 Japan's meteoric rise to great power status was, typically,
studded by war: making its debut with victory in the Sino-Japanese War of
1894±1895, Japan signaled its ``arrival'' by defeating Russia in 1905. Yet,
given our interest in the potential of agreed norms in effecting peaceful
change, it is worth noting that Japan's conscientious conformity to the

NEGOTIATING ``ORDER'' DURING POWER TRANSITIONS 39



agreed norms of international society at the time did not prevent violent
power transition in the Far East. In the 50 years following its forced
opening to the outside world in 1853, Japan proved an example par ex-
cellence in conforming its government institutions, legal system, and
general international practices to the interests, rules, and values of ``civi-
lized'' international society, as prescribed by Western nations. The Meiji
government declared Japan's intention of joining international society by
formally abandoning Japan's 200-year seclusion in 1868.20 This was fol-
lowed by the 1871±1873 Iwakura Mission to the West, which marked the
beginning of earnest learning about the institutions of Western inter-
national society.21 For the ®rst time, Tokyo sent permanent resident
diplomatic missions abroad to reciprocate those established in Japan as a
result of ``unequal'' treaties.

Japan successfully applied the European model in its diplomatic rela-
tions with Korea and China: in an imitation of Western relations with
``uncivilized'' Japan, Japan imposed a series of ``unequal'' treaties on
Korea in 1876, ending the latter's seclusion. In 1896, Japan also gained
most-favored-nation (MFN) status with China.22 Japan's acceptance and
learning of international law were also impressive ± the Meiji govern-
ment used the law of nations to defend Japan against unequal treaties
and Western interference in its domestic affairs, employing concepts such
as sovereign equality, independence, and non-intervention.23 Its success
is indicated by Britain's 1894 agreement to terminate consular jurisdic-
tion in Japan, and the removal of all restrictions on tariff autonomy
by 1911. Even in war, Japan tried to impress the West by its meticulous
observation of international law: eminent Japanese jurists were involved
in the conduct of both the Sino-Japanese and Russo-Japanese wars as
legal advisers.24

This should have been an ``easy'' example of norms agreement ± the
rising power willingly subscribed to the rules of the game played by ex-
isting powers in return for the right to play. Yet the power competition
that ensued was marked by three major wars within 50 years. The im-
pediments to peaceful transition in this case appear to lie in the process of
negotiation for membership, associated with understandings about the
nature of the prevailing order itself. Some writers contend that Japanese
frustration and humiliation at the perceived double standards employed
against them by the Western powers during their rise to international
society contributed to greater subsequent Japanese aggression.25 In this
vein, most writers highlight the censure of the 1895 Triple Intervention
after the Sino-Japanese War.

As was pointed out earlier, Japan's victory over China in the Sino-
Japanese War of 1894±1895 marked its ``debut'' as a great power in Asia.
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This had been the ®rst Far Eastern war in which the Western powers
agreed to non-intervention, yet Russia, Germany, and France subse-
quently threatened collective military action if Japan did not return the
Liaotung peninsular to China.26 Japanese humiliation and anger were
further exacerbated when these powers proceeded to claim ports in the
very territory that Japan had been forced to return. From the point of
view of the Japanese, their careful conformity to the spirit and letter
of international law and diplomacy had been rewarded by a display of
superior coercive force. This drove home Japan's inferior status as well as
the hollowness of the principle of sovereign equality amongst members of
the international society. Richard Storry writes that ``[n]o understanding
of twentieth century Japanese nationalism is possible without some com-
prehension of the bitterness and sense of humiliation that swept the
country in the wake of the Triple Intervention''; ``Western nations had
been feared usually; and disliked very often. But on the whole they had
been respected by Japan. Now they were distrusted, despised even, as
hypocrites.''27

Japan's hopes of being recognized as a great power via its success in the
®rst Sino-Japanese War were dashed by the Triple Intervention. Despite
its victory, Japan was relegated to its old position in the (international)
hierarchy of prestige. From Japan's perspective, ``the rules of the game''
were also inconsistently applied. Understandings on the use of force, ter-
ritorial change, and spheres of in¯uence meant one thing when used by
the Western powers (to their advantage); they meant another thing when
applied to Japan (to its disadvantage).

The Triple Intervention had a signi®cant impact on Japanese national-
ism because of the change in self-perception it engendered. The feeling
that Japan had been something of a naõÈve pushover was widely expressed
in the media and by politicians. It seemed that, having adopted and
abided by the established diplomatic and legal norms of international
society, Japan still did not gain the respect of the other ``civilized'' powers.
Thus Japan came to see superior military force as the way to earn the
equal treatment and security it desired.28 In this context, the deputy for-
eign minister at the time wrote that Japan had now to bide its time and
concentrate on building up the forces to consolidate its national power,
and particularly to pursue an alliance with a stronger power.29 In the run-
up to the war with Russia in 1905, broad-based pressure groups argued
strongly for war on the basis that, because of Japan's weak stance in 1895,
Russia did not accord it suf®cient respect to give in on their disputes over
Korea and Manchuria.30 The importance of overcoming their humiliation
at being perceived as a pushover can be seen in the way the Japanese
deliberately phrased their diplomatic correspondence to the Russians
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concerning the 1905 Treaty of Portsmouth after their victory in the
Russo-Japanese War, and the ultimatum issued to the Germans in 1914,
in language very similar to that of the Triple Intervention.31

The failure of the great powers to engage with a rising Japan in facili-
tating a smooth power transition or at least peaceful accommodation may
be attributed to the inability to arrive at any agreement on the ®ve ele-
ments highlighted in table 3.1. There was no recognition of Japan's status
in the hierarchy of the great power club, and this prevented the possibil-
ity of arriving at any agreement on the four other elements. It was not
that Japan's demands were not heard at the negotiating table; rather,
its very existence at the table was denied. In its zeal to be considered
a ``modern'' state, Japan had to accept the double-edged sword of
nationalism ± the principal imperative of nationalist doctrine being the
attainment of congruity between the nation and the state.32 Although
nationalism allowed for the state to use its propaganda machine in order
to mobilize its people when it was under threat, the constructions of
``self'' and ``other'' generated by nationalist discourse made territorial
integrity and security of the utmost importance in any government's
maintenance of legitimacy.

The failure of the great powers to accept Japan into their ranks,
coupled with their encroachments into areas contiguous to Japan (i.e.
China, Manchuria, and Korea), made it almost inevitable that Japan
would force its way in ± removing all possibility of either accommodation
or peaceful power transition. Aritomo Yamagata, Japanese prime minis-
ter in 1898, expressed this point succinctly by predicting that ``within ten
years, we shall be at war. At that time, our enemy will be neither China
nor Korea, but Britain, France and Russia.''33

Failure to achieve agreement on the four other elements may be seen
in the signi®cant length of time Japan took to unchain itself from the
burden of extraterritoriality and the attainment of tariff autonomy.
As early as 1869, the Japanese were aware that extraterritoriality was a
violation of its independence, and by 1876 Foreign Minister Terashima
Munenori expressed the importance of the restoration of tariff auton-
omy.34 This burden was eased in 1899 with the coming into force of
Japan's civil code, which allowed for treaty revisions that leveled the
economic playing ®eld between Britain and Japan. The recognition of
Japan as a sovereign state and an equal trading partner consequently was
established with all the other powers, though not immediately.35 The
dif®culty in removing the unequal treaties clearly illustrates two main
points: ®rst, Japan's rise to great power status was not recognized and its
location in the hierarchy of states was unclear; and, secondly, there was
no agreement on the rules of trade ± one of the elements of a peaceful
power transition.
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With regard to the ®nal three elements of a peaceful transition (agree-
ment on the rules regarding the use of force, managing territorial claims,
and the allocation of respective spheres of in¯uence), their closely related
nature makes it dif®cult to discuss them separately. In general, the norm
established for all three elements was that of imperialism. This was dis-
tinguished by colonialism for economic gain and the practice of realpoli-
tik in the form of power politics in order to create a sphere of in¯uence
for oneself.36 In the management of territorial claims and the allocation
of spheres of in¯uence, there was agreement between Russia and Japan
over the exchange of Sakhalin for the Kurils in 1875, whereby Russia was
to control Sakhalin and Japan would obtain the Kurils.37 This agreement
was, however, a break from the norm. As mentioned above, the failure to
arrive at an agreement on the three ®nal elements of a peaceful transition
between existing/declining powers and rising powers culminated in the
Triple Intervention.

The late nineteenth century saw the height of Western imperialism,
and Japan in its modernization streak merely took on board the available
modus operandi of the period. Therefore, it seemed ``normal'' for it to
compete with the other powers through colonial expansion for its own
bene®ts.38 The moral of the story is that it would seem that a necessary
but perhaps not a suf®cient condition requires that there be real partici-
patory negotiation with even the most acquiescent of rising powers. In
the case of Japan, this was certainly missing, in large part because of the
perception that it was indeed not an equal member of the great power
club. Despite Japan's military prowess, there was no recognition of its
place in the new hierarchy of states in Asia.

There was a marked lack of perceived af®nity on the part of the Western
powers towards Japan, stemming from the fact that Japan was an anom-
aly in the nineteenth-century international system centered on Europe
and European imperial rivalries (see table 3.2). Japan's rapid economic,
social, and political development along Western lines and its military
capability portended the rise of the ®rst Oriental great power, at once
a member of ``civilized'' international society and irascibly foreign.
Because of its late start in a region peripheral to Europe however, Japan
was seen as an impudent second-rate power, constituting a ``yellow peril''
but unable to defeat China or Russia. Britain and Germany hoped at the
best that Japan would act as a side-show to keep Russia occupied in the
Far East for some time, distracting its attention from Europe.39 However,
even after its victory over Russia, Japan saw itself as continually singled
out for discrimination despite being recognized as a ``civilized'' great
power. Japanese immigrants to the United States were discriminated
against in Immigration Acts in 1913, 1917, and 1924. More signi®cantly,
Japan's attempt to secure clauses on ``racial equality'' or even a simple
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endorsement of the principle of the equality of nations in the League of
Nations Covenant failed at the Paris Peace Conference, even though a
majority of 11 out of 17 states voted in favor.40 Such real discrimination
on the part of the Western great powers alienated Japan and convinced
the Japanese that they would not be accorded respect by adhering to
international norms selectively applied by biased Western powers.

The United States and Britain in the early twentieth century

The United States, in contrast to Japan, rose from being a new great
power in 1865 to becoming the new hegemon in 1945. Here, we consider
the salient elements of the ®rst phase of US ascension prior to World War
I to compare the different experiences of the United States and Japan.
Based on its size and resources, the United States was recognized from
the aftermath of its Civil War as a formidable potential great power.
However, it only really ``arrived'' after the Spanish±American War in
1898: after its victory and seizure of the Philippines, the United States be-
gan its steady ``backyard expansion'' into the Caribbean, Latin America,
and the Paci®c islands.

The initial phase of US ascension and expansion was ± apart from the
Philippines ± con®ned to the Western hemisphere, its natural sphere of
in¯uence and where its preponderant power prevented serious challenges
from other great powers with limited power projection capabilities. A
declining Britain found its interests in the Western hemisphere exposed
and, in the wake of the Boer War, chose to cede dominance of this region
to the United States as it focused on Europe and limited commitments
elsewhere.41 Initially, US expansion occurred in much the same way as
that of other great powers: buying and leasing ports, acquiring protec-
torates, making commercial treaties, and annexing territory. However,
the United States also began to apply its own particular rules to the
``game.'' For instance, in its intervention in the Venezuelan crisis of 1895,
the Cleveland administration extended the Monroe Doctrine espousing
principles of non-intervention and non-colonization, and used it as a basis
for American opposition to European expansion in Latin America. It in-
curred Lord Salisbury's caustic reminder that the Monroe Doctrine was
not international law and ``no nation, however powerful, [is] competent
to insert into the code of international law a novel principle which was
never recognized before, and which has not since been accepted by the
government of any country.''42 Even in the Far East, where all the great
powers had their ®ngers in the Chinese pie, the United States tried to
impose its own open door doctrine ± an ingenious policy ostensibly pro-
moting free trade, but in fact seeking to protect commercial interests for
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the United States, which had no formal sphere of in¯uence with which to
compete.43

Much has been written about the rise of the United States and the
ceding of British preeminence at the turn of the twentieth century. The
relevant question for us is how the two powers ``negotiated'' the rules of
the game such that it avoided war. As the above suggests, the United
States and Britain came close to war over the Venezuelan crisis in 1895.
The British±American negotiations during the crisis provide fascinating
insights into their ability to agree on the various elements of order and on
the domestic forces and af®nities that nudge them in the direction of
agreement.

What is incontrovertible is that the crisis was resolved when Britain
appeased the United States: Prime Minister Salisbury's cabinet voted,
over his lone objection, to accept adjudication by a US Commission on
the Venezuelan±British Guiana border. This action by Britain would be
the ®rst of several signals that the old hegemon was ceding its place to the
upcoming hegemon, and of course that the upcoming hegemon ± the
United States ± was rising to the top of the prestige hierarchy.44 In short,
Britain and the United States were able to agree on the new hierarchy.

But why did the Salisbury cabinet choose to cede ground to the
Americans? Realists argue that Britain was militarily weaker than the
United States and that threats emanating from Germany and Russia
persuaded its policy makers to appease the United States.45 The British
concession was further motivated by London's recognition of the limits of
its own military ability to protect its far-¯ung interests on so many fronts.
As Paul Kennedy has argued, ``the Royal Navy, although superior to any
American ¯eet, could only be superior in the western hemisphere by
abandoning the Mediterranean.'' Britain was indeed alarmed by German
pretensions in South Africa, which the British regarded as a vital piece of
real estate, when Wilhelm II expressed his support of the Boer leader,
Kruger, for repelling the Jameson raid. Britain viewed the Germans
rather than the Americans as a relatively more serious threat to its
interests. Therefore, ``it was not dif®cult for the Cabinet to agree to
American arbitration to the Venezuelan issue'' while it recognized
American predominance in the Western hemisphere.46

Liberals, however, place greater emphasis on the political af®nity
between Britain and the United States: the two countries identi®ed with,
and had greater trust in, one another because they see themselves as
democracies. It was that democratic af®nity that persuaded Britain to
choose to appease the United States, instead of, say, Germany.47 Liberals
also point to the pacifying effects of economic interdependence: economic
interests on both sides of the Atlantic were keen to ensure nothing un-
toward would jeopardize the relations between the two countries. When
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the war scare precipitated by the 1895 Venezuela dispute triggered panic
selling on the New York stock exchange by the British unloading of
American securities, business communities pressured their governments
to resolve the squabble amicably.48 Whether the realists or the liberals
are right will not affect the fact that Britain ceded ground and the United
States came out on top; but if perceptions of mutual ``democraticness''
in¯uenced Britain to choose the United States, the emphasis we place on
the role of identity and af®nity in negotiating the new international order
would be fully justi®ed.

As far as agreement on the rules of trade is concerned, the strength-
ening of the federal government under the constitution and the Jay
Treaty of 1794 placed the economic relations of the United States and
Britain on the basis of ``reciprocal and perfect liberty.'' This essentially
allowed Washington to expand its economic relations with London on an
equal basis of competition and trade and freed British economic interests
from many of the obstructive controls applicable under the mercantilist
colonial system.49 The United States consequently became a chief source
of raw materials for British producers while British manufactured goods,
textiles, and investment capital were sought across the Atlantic.

After the American Civil War, the Industrial Revolution profoundly
affected the economies of both countries. Although the United States
continued to export products such as cotton and wheat to Britain, such
exports were now accompanied by manufactured goods. The United
States also refrained from reciprocating Britain's unilateral lowering of
barriers to international trade from 1860 as it continued to exploit the
opportunity afforded by British free trade policies to ¯ood that market
with steel, iron, and wheat.50 The de®cits created by that exchange
were huge. In 1893, US$421 million worth of American products went to
Britain whereas US$183 million worth of British products were imported
into the United States. In 1899, the respective ®gures were US$512 mil-
lion and US$118 million.51 As Paul Kennedy aptly noted, ``[b]ecause it
[the United States] had such a vast surplus in its trade with Europe, the
latter's de®cit had to be met by capital transfers ± joining the enormous
stream of direct European investments into US industry, utilities, and
services.''52 British capital invested in areas like the American range-
cattle, mining, milling and agriculture industries and the stock exchange
contributed substantially to the economic development of the United
States and bound both economies closely to each other.53

The process by which the British reconciled themselves to the right
of the Americans to wield a preponderant in¯uence in the Western
hemisphere was undoubtedly also helped by American reciprocity in its
Chinese economic interests. Dominating 70 percent of China's trade
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(equaling one-sixth of the total British commerce), the British were keen
to maintain their access to the Chinese market. British of®cials valued
American support and this came about in 1894 when the Chinese gov-
ernment ventured to restrict the import of foreign machinery. The State
Department consequently endorsed the Foreign Of®ce's remonstrances
against China's policy, illustrating both countries' commitment to keeping
the Far Eastern markets open to economic penetration. This indubitably
stocked up much goodwill between the two countries to smooth over
future dif®culties.54

The British decision to accept adjudication by the US Commission on
the Venezuela±British Guiana border dispute af®rmed the Monroe Doc-
trine: the Western hemisphere would remain under the jurisdiction of the
United States and even British possessions there would need the assent
of the United States for territorial changes. As Salisbury's biographer
noted, ``British Governments had for long accepted the Monroe Doc-
trine. Salisbury was also ready to recognize it, not it is true as a binding
international treaty but as expressing the wishes of the United States.''55
In his initial refusal to subject areas along the Venezuela±British Guiana
border long settled by British citizens to arbitration, the Prime Minister
merely wished to ensure the protection of British settlers' rights and in-
terests against Venezuelan pretensions. ``We are contending for men not
for land,'' Salisbury wrote to Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain.56
Notably, when the Prime Minister maintained to his cabinet that he
would resign rather than accede unreservedly to ``American threats,''
Salisbury was willing nonetheless to accept the arbitration of unsettled
territories east of the Schomburgk line.57 At any rate, the consensus
reached within the British government as a result of the whole Venezuela
affair was that the Western hemisphere was undeniably Washington's
domain. The American ambassador to Britain, Thomas Bayard, noted
that, with the resolution of the territorial squabble, `` `the doctrine of
European abstention' from colonialism in Latin America [had become] `a
®xed fact.' ''58 This was af®rmed in the public discourse of leading British
of®cials and opinion-makers. Colonial Secretary Joseph Chamberlain
and the Leader of the House of Commons, Arthur Balfour (Salisbury's
nephew), publicly expressed their recognition of the Monroe Doctrine, as
did Queen Victoria, Liberal Opposition leader Sir William Harcourt, and
the Earl of Rosebery.59

That acquiescent British disposition toward the United States regard-
ing the Monroe Doctrine would be reaf®rmed during the 1898 Spanish±
American War. In August 1895 an editorial in the London Times com-
menting on Spanish±American squabbles in the Caribbean had stated
that ``the annexation of Cuba to the United States would be regarded
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with little favour by British statesmen.'' Yet when the United States
fought Spain and annexed Cuba in 1898, British of®cials would lend their
endorsement to American imperialism.60

Parenthetically, while Washington sought to establish its claim to pri-
macy in Latin American affairs, it reaf®rmed to London its diplomatic
principles of non-interference in European affairs. Since London had
recognized American rights, it would be incumbent upon the United
States to assure it would show similar restraint and conciliation in relation
to Britain's interests in Europe and elsewhere. India, for example, was
regarded as a British preserve. Olney's missive to Chamberlain was
understandably conciliatory: although the Monroe Doctrine ``enjoins
certain duties upon the United States as regards the States of the Western
Hemisphere, it forbids any interference in the political affairs of Euro-
pean States or any alliance with European States looking to such inter-
ference.''61 That mutual recognition of each power's sphere of in¯uence
went far toward assuaging whatever tensions might have spilled over
from the Venezuelan dispute.

The recourse to arbitration in the Venezuelan affair and the signing of
a general arbitration treaty (despite its non-rati®cation by Congress)
marked the culmination of an Anglo-American practice that proved to be
an effective diplomatic instrument in managing territorial change as well
as alleviating the resultant strains between the two Anglo-Saxon nations.
Arbitration had its ideological roots in nineteenth-century liberalism
when the general aversion to war moved many Western nations to for-
mulate agreements among themselves that dif®cult issues would be re-
solved before a stipulated arbitral body. Washington and London were
advocates of that liberal initiative and both governments endorsed the
arbitration principle in 1873 (House of Commons) and 1874 (Con-
gress).62 In the period between the end of the American Civil War and
the Venezuela crisis, both countries submitted no fewer than six disputes
for arbitration. These included the Alabama claims, the San Juan border
disagreements, the Civil War claims, the contentious ®shery articles in the
Treaty of Washington, and quarrels over pelagic sealing in the Bering
Sea.63 Meanwhile, there were moves by interested elements from both
sides of the Atlantic for the United States and Britain to conclude a
general arbitration treaty. It was within this historical context that the
Venezuela crisis ¯ared up.

Understandably, the American demand for the Salisbury government
to submit its territorial claims along the Venezuela±British Guiana bor-
der for arbitration was not a novel idea. The existence and legitimacy of
such a procedure between the two countries for managing territorial
change and the historical precedents that had been established over the
years arguably helped to defuse the prospects for further diplomatic
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misunderstanding over the American challenge to British territorial
claims. For that matter, the talk of war spontaneously led to the mobili-
zation of journalists, the clergy, liberals, lawyers, business interests, aca-
demia, and politicians in both countries to push for arbitration on the
territorial issue. These groups also gave fresh impetus to the movement
toward the negotiation of a general arbitration treaty between Britain
and the United States.64

Although Congress later refused to ratify a general arbitration treaty
that had come out of Olney's and Pauncefote's negotiations, London's
assent to arbitration and the subsequent Anglo-American submission
to the rulings of an arbitral commission over the disputed Venezuela±
British Guiana territories in effect staved off con¯ict between the two
countries. Of course, the effectiveness of these arbitral bodies in pre-
venting con¯ict had depended to a large extent on the two countries' ac-
knowledgement of their legitimacy and impartiality. The composition of
the Arbitration Tribunal (two Americans, two British members, and one
non-Anglo-American) facilitated acceptance of its rulings by Washington
and London in October 1899.65

The above analysis suggests that the ability of Britain and the United
States to agree on the new hierarchy, reciprocity in trade, spheres of
in¯uence, and management of territorial change appears to have been
conducive to the peaceful overtaking of the former by the latter (see
table 3.1). On a more comparative note, the cases of Japan and the
United States illustrate opposing power transition scenarios: a relatively
weak new power with limited regional ambitions conforming to a set of
norms already agreed upon and held by others, compared with a strong
new great power candidate with a well-de®ned regional dominance, in-
creasingly trying to establish its own rules in competition with others, and
to play its own game beyond its regional sphere. Ironically, the ®rst case
led to war whereas the second did not. This paradoxical pair of cases
serves to highlight some of the critical conditions under which the nego-
tiation of hierarchy and norms may be successful. The degree of af®nity
between rising and incumbent power, the extent to which the rising
power is allowed to participate in constructing the new order (Japan was
denied that role), and the perceived potential and current capabilities
of the rising power all seem to in¯uence the success of the negotiations
(table 3.2).

Indonesia's bid for regional hegemony and its aftermath

It is possible to view the international relations of peninsular South-East
Asia in the 1950s and 1960s in terms of an abortive Indonesian bid for
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regional hegemony in the wake of decolonization by the Western powers.
The United States in the Philippines, Britain in Malaya, Singapore, and
Burma, France in Indo-China, and the Netherlands in Indonesia either
were retreating willingly or were engaged in losing battles to hold on to
their colonies. What was unmistakable to all in South-East Asia was that
the force of nationalism was unstoppable and that the days of formal
empire were over. It was in this context that Indonesian President
Sukarno made a bid for leadership of the region.

Indonesia loomed large in peninsular South-East Asia by virtue of its
territorial expanse and population. It was also the ®rst South-East Asian
nation to declare independence from its colonial masters ± the Dutch in
this case ± in the aftermath of World War II. Unlike its closest neighbors
(the Philippines, Malaya, and Singapore), Indonesia had to ®ght a bloody
war of independence against the Dutch and it was not until 1949 that it
defeated the Dutch and achieved true independence.

Success in wresting independence and ``recovering'' Irian Jaya from
the Netherlands brought Indonesia and President Sukarno enormous
prestige and self-con®dence. Many third world leaders looked up to
President Sukarno as a spokesperson for the developing world. More-
over, Sukarno and some (though not all) of his closest associates believed
in a ``Greater Indonesia,'' with Indonesia as the natural leader of the
Malay archipelago, an area they de®ned as stretching beyond Java and
Sumatra to Malaya and the Philippines.66

Sukarno and his colleagues also articulated an approach to regional
order that positioned Indonesia as the vanguard of the new and progres-
sive forces. According to this approach, the world could be divided into
two groups: the New Emerging Forces (NEFOS) and the Old Established
Forces (OLDEFOS). Indonesia was a natural leader of the NEFOS and
it saw itself at the top of the hierarchy of NEFOS, especially within
peninsular South-East Asia. As the leading NEFO in South-East Asia,
Indonesia's assent was to be expected for any changes to the regional
system. Sukarno was also skeptical about the rules of the capitalist trad-
ing system, and he reserved the right to use force to manage territorial
change or maintain Indonesia's sphere of in¯uence.

Indonesia's notion of regional order suffered a rude jolt when the de-
parting British mooted the creation of a Federation of Malaysia in 1963.
Malaya, a former British colony, had been independent since 1957. As
Britain prepared to let go of its remaining colonies in South-East Asia in
the early 1960s ± Singapore, North Borneo (Sabah), and South Borneo
(Sarawak) ± it saw ®t to link them with Malaya to form the Federation of
Malaysia. Geography ``dictated'' that Malaya was Singapore's natural
hinterland; ideology made it unthinkable (to British and Malayan of®-
cials) to risk an independent Singapore vulnerable to communist in¯u-
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ence. A Singapore that was a part of Malaysia was assumed to be more
economically and politically resilient. But the inclusion of Chinese-
dominated Singapore threatened to upset the ethnic balance in Malaya.
To restore the ethnic balance, Sabah and Sarawak were then appended to
the Federation of Malaysia. This detach-and-combine approach to decol-
onization, whereby Malaya, Singapore, Sabah, and Sarawak were to form
Malaysia, would have been hailed by historians as an ingenious way of
managing territorial change had it not triggered a violent reaction from
the aspiring regional hegemon, Indonesia.

Neither Britain nor Malaya consulted Indonesia about the impending
formation of Malaysia. President Sukarno saw the latter as an affront to
Indonesia and its conception of regional order. The departing powers
appeared not to recognize the position of Indonesia in the post-colonial
hierarchy in South-East Asia. Moreover, the integration of resource-rich
Sabah and Sarawak, two states that share a border with Kalimantan In-
donesia, would almost double Malaya's geographic land mass and, by
implication, its power. Indonesia was not consulted on this neocolonial
attempt to effect territorial change; moreover, the intended territorial
revision (in Malaysia's favor) not only occurred within what Indonesia
perceived as its sphere of in¯uence, but actually involved territory con-
tiguous to Indonesia's borders.

Equally ominous for Sukarno, the formation of Malaysia represented a
restoration of the OLDEFOS ± Malayans did not ®ght for their inde-
pendence, it was ``given'' to them by Britain; despite formal indepen-
dence, Malaya remained very much a neocolony. For Sukarno, authentic
states such as Indonesia, which achieved their independence through the
baptism of ®re, could not countenance the emergence of OLDEFOS since
they represented the reinsertion of the old colonial order and its unjust
and exploitative ways.67 In short, from Indonesia's perspective, the for-
mation of Malaysia threatened to alter the very nature of the regional
order in a direction opposed to the vision and interests of Indonesia.

Thus it is unsurprising that, when the British and Malayans went ahead
to create Malaysia despite Indonesia's objections, Sukarno launched
a military campaign known as konfrontasi (confrontation) to ``crush''
Malaysia. Konfrontasi has been analyzed extensively elsewhere and its
details need not be recounted here.68 What is relevant is that the military
campaign failed, and Indonesia's bid to become the arbiter of regional
order faltered. Indeed, Indonesia's bid for regional hegemony was not
the only victim; the failure of konfrontasi was also a factor in the Indo-
nesian military's decision to depose Sukarno in 1965. With Sukarno and
his closest associates out of power, Indonesia under General Suharto
embarked on a process of reconciliation with Malaysia and Singapore.
Instead of aspiring to be the regional hegemon, Indonesia focused
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on being a good neighbor. A major outcome of this process of regional
reconciliation was the creation of the Association of South East Asian
Nations (ASEAN) in 1967.

The advent of ASEAN was a critical milestone in the negotiation of
regional order among the peninsular South-East Asian countries. After
all, it was disagreement between Indonesia and Britain/Malaysia about
who was sovereign over what ± Indonesia felt that Sabah and Sarawak
could not be part of Malaysia ± that led Sukarno down the war path.
With Sukarno gone, Indonesia, together with Thailand and Malaysia, was
able to co-found ASEAN, in effect recognizing Malaysia (with Sabah and
Sarawak in it) and Singapore (which separated from Malaysia in 1965 for
reasons not relevant to this chapter) as sovereign states. It was precisely
the ideational contestation over the relevant units or the players who
quali®ed that was responsible for the turmoil of 1963±1965. Indonesia,
the rising power, saw itself as being at the top of the regional hierarchy
and assumed the prerogative of determining the relevant players and the
territory over which they could be sovereign. The departing power
(Britain) and the leaders of newly formed Malaysia contested this bid for
regional hegemony and Indonesia decided to use force. The formation of
ASEAN brought an end to this contestation because it signaled agree-
ment on the relevant players and the territory over which they were sov-
ereign. It also signaled that Indonesia was distancing itself from aspiring
to be at the top of the hierarchy of South-East Asian states. In short,
ASEAN, a regional organization constituted by states, af®rmed the sov-
ereign status and equality of its members.

While ASEAN's formation resolved the issue of who can play, the
rules of the game were codi®ed less by formal agreement than by years of
practice. It was not until 1976 ± spurred mainly by the altered strategic
circumstances in Indo-China ± that ASEAN spelt out a regional code for
the conduct of inter-state relations. Enshrined in the ASEAN Treaty of
Amity and Cooperation (TAC) are norms and principles which are to
guide signatories in their conduct of relations with one another. These
norms include ``mutual respect for the independence, sovereignty . . .
territorial integrity of all nations''; ``non-interference in the internal
affairs of one another''; ``settlement of differences or disputes by peaceful
means''; and ``renunciation of the threat or use of force.''69 Although
these norms have a universal ring to them, they were considered espe-
cially relevant to the ASEAN states. One reason for codifying them in
1976 was the hope that a victorious Vietnam ± perceived as a potential
hegemon by some ± would recognize these norms and abide by them in
the conduct of its relations with other states. In a sense, it was Sukarno's
disavowal of these norms and his preference for the NEFOS norms that
made military con¯ict an option.
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Sukarno's replacement by Suharto, the advent of ASEAN, as well as
the subsequent codi®cation of the TAC norms facilitated the emergence
of a more tranquil South-East Asia. The adventurism and rivalry of the
early 1960s were gradually replaced by the exercise of ``self-restraint''
and cooperation. Some analysts believe that ASEAN has already become
a ``security community''; elsewhere I have argued that, at best, ASEAN is
a nascent security community, and a very fragile one at that.70 However,
between 1967 and 1997, the institution of ASEAN became a focal point
around which member states in general, and Indonesia in particular,
found it convenient to ``bind'' themselves in most senses of the term:
voluntary and reciprocal self-restraint, identity building, and also binding
oneself (with the other ASEAN members) when arguing against domes-
tic pressure groups.77 Suharto and the other pro-status quo elites of
South-East Asia saw ®t to emphasize the importance of ASEAN soli-
darity and cooperation, thus erecting a formidable obstacle for domestic
forces in Indonesia and elsewhere who might otherwise have been more
insistent about their aspirations for regional leadership, if not hegemony.

In the late 1990s, Indonesia was plagued by economic, political, and
ethnic convulsions generated by the Asian ®nancial crisis, and Suharto
himself was ousted from power by a popular uprising. Many Indonesians
felt that, although the Suharto years had brought impressive economic
growth, this had bene®ted Suharto's family, cronies, and friends dispro-
portionately. Suharto's successors seem to place less of a premium on
ASEAN and regional solidarity, and the continued ability of ASEAN's
norms and modalities to bind Indonesia will be subjected to exacting tests
in the years ahead. When Indonesia ®nally recovers from its economic
crisis, it is likely to take on a more assertive regional role than in the
heyday of ASEAN and Suharto, but it is likely to remain well below the
domineering and militaristic thresholds established during the Sukarno
years.

The analyses of Indonesia in the 1960s and the formation of ASEAN
are instructive because they suggest that a rising regional power with
aspirations to replace the declining power(s) is likely to engage in some
form of ideational contestation. When events threaten to undermine this
attempt at creating a new normative order (as when Britain announced
the formation of Malaysia), the rising power may resort to force (as
Sukarno did in 1963±1965). The absence of a consensus on the require-
ments of order is thus a proximate cause of konfrontasi. In contrast,
ASEAN's success in arriving at a consensus on hierarchy (no formal
hierarchy will be tolerated) and the governing norms (as stipulated in the
TAC) seems to have gone a long way toward creating a warm peace
between its members. Since the mid-1960s, Indonesia's population and
geographic land mass have expanded; it has seen substantial economic
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progress, but it has not deemed it vital or necessary to assume the top
spot or call all the shots in South-East Asia.

China as a rising power

The rise of China in the twenty-®rst century represents for many the be-
ginning of the next major global power transition. Like the United States,
China falls within the category of ``natural'' great powers: historically, the
``Middle Kingdom'' dominated the North-East Asian region by virtue of
its geographical size and its material, political, and moral superiority.
However, in modern times China has never been accorded international
great power status, because of ®rst the intrinsic introspection of the
Chinese Empire, then the ``century of humiliation'' that followed its
opening and defeat by Western powers, followed by the severe con-
straints placed upon communist China during the Cold War. The period
of change and transition following the end of the Cold War is regarded
with a strong sense of inevitability as China's golden opportunity to de-
velop and assert its great potential capabilities, but the regional context
of its rise portends severe power competition.

East Asia today is probably one of the most inauspicious regions in
which to rise as a new great power, given the range of international in-
terests in it. East Asia contains one of the world's economic superpowers
and many of the most dynamic economies, and is a crucial part of the
world economy. More importantly, it is of enduring interest to the world's
remaining superpower. It was the major theater for the ``hot'' elements of
the Cold War fought as a part of the American ideological crusade; the
United States built up a system of bilateral alliances that cemented its
hegemonic position in the region. The United States has signaled its de-
termination to keep a position of strength in the region beyond the Cold
War context because of remaining communist regimes in China, North
Korea, and Vietnam, because of the region's economic importance, and
because of its security commitments in the region.

China in the post±Cold War hierarchy

The rise of a ``natural'' great power such as China in this context poses
direct hierarchical contestation with the United States as superpower, in
spite of their current power differentials. Furthermore, the contrasting
ideologies and historical experience of regional leadership of the two
powers up the stakes of this power challenge so that it has become about
the clash of different versions of regional order altogether. This underlies
the way in which the two powers have tried from the start to clearly ar-
ticulate their relative hierarchical positions.
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A 1990 Pentagon review of the strategic future of the Asia Paci®c spe-
ci®cally stated that the United States would maintain a military presence
to check the ``expansionist regional aspirations'' of ``second-tier'' states ±
a term that demotes China from its Cold War international position
between the two superpowers to that of a regional power on par with
potential powers such as Japan, Korea, or Indonesia.72 China, on the
other hand, is making a quiet claim to rightful regional leadership, and
of®cial Chinese rhetoric repeatedly brands the United States as a super-
power in decline in a now multipolar world and is scathing about the
United States' continued ``hegemonism'' and imperialist ambitions to
dominate East Asia.

A new incongruity has arisen within the ``junior partner'' status China
acquired from the Sino-American rapprochement in the 1970s, because
the binding power of a common enemy has been lost with the collapse of
the Soviet Union. As the notion of ``second-tier'' states implies, from the
viewpoint of the United States China has yet to qualify as a ``peer'' state
of the United States in the post±Cold War hierarchy. Moreover, although
a member of the ``Perm-Five'' (Permanent Member of the United
Nations Security Council), China has not so far been invited to the G-8
meetings ± of which Russia is a member ± despite its being a recognized
economic power. As far as the United States and the G-8 are concerned,
China has potential, but has yet to make it to the big league.

Without the previous congruence of strategic interests, domestic poli-
tics have come to the fore in determining both Chinese and American
foreign policies. In China, the diminished need to maintain good ties with
Washington coincided with a heightened focus on maintaining regime
stability following the collapse of communism in Eastern Europe and the
challenge of pro-democracy movements at home. The regime's suppres-
sion of pro-democracy protesters in Tiananmen Square in 1989 high-
lighted Beijing's concern for suppressing domestic dissent, and American
support for the democracy movement was a sharp reminder of the fun-
damental ideological rivalry with the United States, which had been
ignored for more than a decade because of strategic partnership.73 The
domestic determinants of China's foreign policy can be expected to
remain strong because China is in a process of economic and political
transition usually associated with aggressive external policies.74 Succes-
sion politics, regime and general political stability in the face of liberal-
ization and development, and the fear of external subversion make it
dif®cult for Chinese leaders to demonstrate conciliatory attitudes to the
West for fear of being seen as capitulating to Western ``hegemony'' and
selling out the national interest.75

In the United States, the 1980s consensus between the executive and
the legislature on American China policy has similarly been eroded,
especially with the Tiananmen episode, which fueled diverse interest
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groups ranging from the Hollywood entertainment industry championing
Tibetan human rights, to various American±Chinese constituencies con-
cerned about the repercussions for Hong Kong and Taiwan. Congressio-
nal activism on China policy has been on the rise since then, with a wide
spectrum of Congressmen and Congresswomen ®nding it bene®cial to
adopt stances strongly critical of Beijing.76 The uproar over human rights
spilled over into a range of con¯ictual issues in Sino-American relations ±
the trade de®cit, arms control, Taiwan, and now National and Theater
Missile Defense ± and fueled general charges that China was investing in
a huge military buildup, developing a muscular foreign policy, and swiftly
becoming the next ``rogue'' revisionist superpower. In the 1992 Presi-
dential election, Bill Clinton was tough on China; he criticized Bush's
``coddling of dictators'' and promised to use trade relations as a lever to
force China to improve its human rights record.77 Although electoral
rhetoric, including that emanating from the 2000 Presidential election,
ought not to be accepted at face value, it does point to an underlying
reservoir of sentiment in the American polity that is doubtful about how
benign and legitimate a great power China is likely to be. In the post±
Cold War era, the granting or withholding of ``peer status'' to China
is undoubtedly linked to images about China's benignness and moral
legitimacy.

The lack of agreement on the new hierarchy does not mean that the
United States and China are destined to clash. The desire for the peaceful
assimilation of China as an emerging power, along with the recognition of
a new congruence in interests, has led the United States to engage more
positively in negotiations with China on the ``rules of the game.'' At
times, it still appears to US policy makers that China consistently takes
an opposite stance on every issue that the administration regards as an
international norm or principle. The discussion that follows will examine
the negotiations over four main international norms under contention,
and evaluate the prospects for a peaceful transition. It suggests that
agreement on the rules of trade has been possible whereas agreement
on the use of force, territorial change, and spheres of in¯uence remains
dif®cult.

Trade rules

The international order under American leadership has been charac-
terized by the promotion of the liberal values of democracy and human
rights, and market economies. Engagement with China over these liberal
norms has resulted in signi®cant compromises, but the issue of bilateral
trade shows most clearly the opportunities provided by asymmetrical
power for the United States to in¯uence China's acceptance of some
international norms.
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The con¯ict between China and the United States on human rights
turns on Beijing's insistence that issues such as Tibet, China's population
planning program, the treatment of prisoners, and the way it deals with
internal subversion are internal affairs of a sovereign state, with a right to
non-interference from foreign states, organizations, or individuals. The
United States, on the other hand, has sought to assert the existence of
universal human rights norms by expressing its concern over Beijing's
violations in their bilateral relations, notably through the linkage of
human rights with trade issues.

However, as discussed above, Clinton backed down on the attempted
linkage to MFN status for China in 1994, realizing that revoking China's
trading status would not only abandon American interests in the world's
largest emerging market, but lose the opportunity for the contacts with a
broad spectrum of Chinese society that will come with interdependence
and the spread of technology.78 MFN has moved from being associated
with a tool of containment to being a part of the crucial need to bring
China into international society and the norms of more open trading
regimes.79 This move towards a more ¯exible approach that disentangles
the various ``games'' is an essential ®rst step towards negotiating a post±
Cold War East Asian order.80

However, there remain issues of contention inherent in Sino-American
bilateral trade relations. The United States registers a large and grow-
ing trade de®cit with China, which grew from US$68 million in 1983 to
almost US$40 billion in 1996, and is now second only to that of Japan.81
Although indications are that the causes for this lie in the trend of newly
industrializing economies transferring production to China, the adminis-
tration exerted pressure on China to open up its markets, as part of what
was seen as Clinton's economic brinkmanship in a conscious attempt to
link the domestic economy and jobs with foreign policy.82 Beijing has
made signi®cant compromises on this front, lowering trade barriers (such
as in the 1997 textile agreement), and also in the agreement to protect US
intellectual property rights from piracy in China. The latter has become
the main issue of contention; the inadequate implementation of the
agreement led to the threat of 100 percent tariffs on a range of China
exports to the United States in 1997.83 China's concessions on bilateral
trade issues re¯ect the current superior bargaining power of the United
States, which is the main supplier of the advanced technology ± high-
technology consumer goods, agricultural and industrial equipment, as well
as some defense technology ± crucial to further Chinese economic and
defense development. The United States has also been one of China's
largest markets for its low-technology consumer goods.84 In contrast, in
spite of the estimated 170,000 jobs dependent upon US$12 billion worth
of exports to China each year, this represents only a small portion of US
foreign trade.85
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This points to the potential in more general economic tools that may be
used to induce China to negotiate on a broad range of norms. The main
source of limitations for China lies in economic exigencies: Beijing has
placed priority on participating in the international economic arena, and
on securing crucial trade links and investments in Chinese industrial de-
velopment. China has excellent chances of becoming an economic super-
power in the medium term, and interdependence arguments may yet
prove persuasive in favor of peaceful negotiations for a new order that
will allow this to happen.86 In East Asia, economic ties may forge a sure
route to agreement on regional security and order. Japan and China, de-
spite mutual strategic fears, have actively cultivated their economic rela-
tionship since the 1970s. China recognizes Japan's invaluable role as a
trading partner and source of advanced technology, and Japan thus has
an important role in using its present economic and technological superi-
ority to steer China into a constructive and cooperative engagement in
regional politics.87

An examination of US±Chinese negotiations on China's entry into the
World Trade Organization (WTO) is instructive. WTO membership has
been linked by the United States to the condition of China making cred-
ible commitments to lowering its trade barriers; the wrangles continued
to the last minute in part because China was acutely conscious of the do-
mestic costs of making those commitments. China already enjoyed sub-
stantial access to the markets of the advanced industrialized countries
and, although joining the WTO would improve and formalize such access,
it would also place overall limits on its protectionist policies and special
treatment of national enterprises, which currently violate the rules.88
However, from the point of view of upholding a liberal global economy,
China's participation is crucial because of its size and the degree to which
other states have a stake in its economic health.89 The key to this appar-
ent dilemma is to couple the realization of China's power with a recog-
nition of its desire to shape its international milieu as be®ts a great power.

We have seen with the case of Japan that a new power that simply
accepts given norms may undermine its own international image by
appearing to be a pushover ± this logic is multiplied in the context of a
rising China acutely aware of its past humiliations and its rising power,
and above all concerned with trying to consolidate regime stability partly
through foreign policy that is seen to protect the national interest. This to
some extent explains why the WTO negotiations were so protracted and
contentious, and also suggests why negotiations over the other elements
of order are also likely to be long and acrimonious, with no assured
outcomes.

But the ultimately successful WTO negotiations between the United
States and China signal broad agreement between the two countries on
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the rules of international trade, and that is conducive to order. China did
its calculations and concluded that, despite the domestic costs, it was
better to be part of the WTO rather than outside of it. A China that is
part and parcel of, and that partakes in making the new rules for, critical
international institutions such as the WTO, is less likely to view itself and
to be viewed by others as a pushover. Analysts do not see China's entry
into the WTO as merely bene®ting world trade; they also see it as ad-
vantageous to international order.

Use of force, territorial change, and spheres of in¯uence

A key element in ensuring a peaceful power transition is to arrive at a
consensus on the norm of peaceful con¯ict resolution. This is particularly
pertinent to China, which, according to some analysts, has been one of
the states most ready to employ force in the past 50 years.90 The most
urgent areas of current concern about China's use of force are Taiwan
and the islands in the South China Sea, over which it claims sovereignty.
This discussion will focus on Taiwan, because it is the most important
of China's claims as well as the most dangerous ¯ash-point in Sino-
American relations. The acrimonious debate between China and the
United States over Taiwan illustrates the lack of agreement on norms
regarding the use of force and managing territorial change.

For China, Taiwan has always been a domestic issue, the product of an
un®nished civil war; it asserts a sovereign claim over Taiwan as a rene-
gade province in a similar position to Xinjiang, Inner Mongolia, or Tibet,
for which self-determination is not an option. The main problem with
Taiwan is the United States' role in ensuring the perpetuation of its sep-
aration from the mainland. As of Sino-American rapprochement in 1972,
the United States has recognized the principle of ``one China,'' that is,
that Taiwan is part of China. However, it has continued to maintain a
strong defense relationship with Taiwan, to deter China from imposing
reuni®cation by force. Thus the United States has held up the norm of
peaceful con¯ict resolution against China's claims of sovereign equality
and non-interference.91

The United States has to tread a ®ne line between the two Chinas, and
constructive engagement with China on this issue must be accompanied
by pressure on Taiwan for restraint while waiting for a peaceful solu-
tion.92 The United States must assure Taiwanese security but also ac-
commodate China's interest in preventing international recognition of
Taiwan as a sovereign state. China has not so far attempted an invasion
of Taiwan, but Washington's handling of the sensitive issue in the post±
Cold War period was careless up to 1996, re¯ecting the general tendency
on the part of the United States to dictate the rules of the game to China.
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George Bush's 1992 decision to sell F-16 aircraft to Taiwan was fol-
lowed in 1994 by a policy review that responded to the development of
Taiwanese democracy by upgrading Taiwan's protocol status and receiv-
ing Taiwanese cabinet-level of®cials in US government of®ces, and ®nally
in 1995 by issuing a visa to Taiwan President Lee Teng-hui to visit
Cornell University. The last provoked the 1996 Taiwan Straits crisis, in
which Beijing carried out military exercises and live-®re missile tests near
Taiwan, and the United States sent two carriers to the region in response.
Washington had failed to exercise its ``balancing'' in¯uence and had in-
stead taken steps unilaterally to alter the rules of US±Taiwan relations,
which could have encouraged Taiwan to declare independence ± a move
that Beijing has stated would lead to war.93

Since then Washington has handled the issue de®ned by Chinese leaders
as core to national sovereignty more adroitly. This coincided with the
gradual consolidation of the domestic leadership of both presidents. As
President Jiang Zemin consolidated his leadership position in the past
few years, there are indications that the Chinese government is coming to
a greater acceptance of the international rules of the foreign policy game
± President Jiang attempts to justify the actions of his government to
Western media rather than simply dismissing criticism in the manner of
his predecessors. Also, he has made cautious assurances about the place
of democracy and the rule of law within China and in Hong Kong.94

President Clinton, on his part, was able to adopt a new policy of
``strategic dialogue'' with China in 1996, involving summit meetings be-
tween the two leaders. These meetings were important in signaling the
perceived equality of status between the two states, and led to positive
improvements in relations. The 1998 Clinton±Jiang summit was an op-
portunity for Clinton to assure his Chinese hosts that ``we do not seek to
impose our vision on others,'' and later in effect to agree to disagree with
the Chinese over Tiananmen, urging Americans to ``acknowledge the
painful moments in our own history when fundamental human rights
were denied . . . [and the fact that] we still have to continue to work to
advance the dignity and freedom and equality of our own people.'' This
implied that the United States had to be patient and sensitive to the
Chinese, and in the meantime, having expressed their disagreements,
move on in ``partnership and honest friendship.''95

Clinton also took the signi®cant step of reiterating US policy on
Taiwan by enunciating the ``3 No's'': the United States does not support
Taiwanese independence, or one China, one Taiwan, or Taiwan's mem-
bership in international organizations that require statehood. The admin-
istration has also reiterated that its alliance with Taiwan is purely defen-
sive, and that Taiwan can expect no support if it declares independence.
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The worry is that both China and Taiwan may perceive their respective
time horizons to be narrowing ± China fears that Taiwan may gain more
international sympathy and supporters with time and Taiwan fears that
China's military might turn decisively against Taiwan in the medium
term. Disagreement between China and the United States on the legiti-
macy of using force in managing territorial change in the case of Taiwan
reveals a potential ¯ash-point and issue of military contention between
the rising and existing powers. The initial moves of the George W. Bush
administration have been far from reassuring to the Chinese. In contrast
to the Clinton administration, which portrayed China as a ``strategic
partner,'' Bush and his advisers prefer to see China as a ``competitor.''
The Bush administration also appears to be distancing itself from China
and moving closer to Taiwan, if its willingness to consider selling major
armaments to Taiwan is any indication. Still, only time will tell whether
the new Republican administration really intends to move down the
route of containment and confrontation.

What the above account of the various issues suggests is that the United
States and China seem to be able to arrive at a common understanding on
trade; the United States does not, however, consider China a peer power,
nor does it recognize a Chinese sphere of in¯uence in East Asia or
China's right to use force to effect territorial change with respect to
Taiwan or the South China Sea. These partial agreements and major dif-
ferences indicate that the ideological contestation associated with power
transitions is already discernible in the US±China relationship and that
the two powers have much work to do if they are to narrow their differ-
ences through negotiations in the years to come.

Conclusion

This chapter has explored the preconditions of peaceful transitions. I
have argued that if the rising and existing/declining powers share a simi-
lar notion of or are able to negotiate and come to a consensus on ``inter-
national order,'' the chances for a peaceful transition will be substantially
increased. International order was de®ned as a condition where relation-
ships between states are stable and predictable and not characterized by
violence and chaos. Following the literature, I assumed that to attain that
stability and predictability it is necessary for the relevant powers to come
to an agreement on hierarchy, trade rules, rules on the use of force, rules
on managing territorial change, and spheres of in¯uence. The analysis of
four cases of rising powers in the Asian subsystem along these lines con-
®rmed the expectation that the ability to come to an agreement on most
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of these elements of order ± as in the case of the United States and
Britain in the 1890s ± was correlated with peaceful transition, whereas
failure to agree on most of these elements ± as in the case of Japan and
Indonesia ± was associated with violent transitions.

As far as the next transition in most analysts' minds is concerned ±
the case of a rising China challenging the United States, the existing
hegemon ± there is more disagreement than agreement between the two
powers at this early stage. Although the chapter has focused on whether
or not there was agreement between the relevant powers on the various
issues, it also broached the question of why agreement was possible in
some cases and not possible in others, albeit in a more tentative manner.
Agreement between the contending powers is more likely if there exists
some af®nity of identity between them; if the rising power is afforded
serious participation in the shaping of the rules of the game; and if the
rising power is perceived to have what it takes. If these ®ndings are not
totally off the mark, they could provide analysts with crude indicators of
how close or far apart future contending powers are, and of the chances
of their coming to an eventual agreement, given their identities and their
mutual perceptions.
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4

Legitimacy, socialization, and
international change

Jean-Marc Coicaud

Introduction

To assume that legitimacy plays a role in peaceful transitions seems rea-
sonable and plausible. The fact that legitimacy contributes to stabilizing
and pacifying national politics through its role in the process of social in-
tegration and justi®cation, and that the evolution of international affairs
shows a tendency over time towards the creation of a global society, only
encourages us to think along these lines. There is no reason not to think
that the analogy applies. In principle, legitimacy should be able to per-
form the same function of paci®cation at the international level as in the
national setting.

Questions do arise, however, about this view of legitimacy as an inter-
national factor for peace in situations of competition for and transition of
power that do not arise when viewed through the national prism. One
reason is that different characteristics affect the distribution and exercise
of power at the international and national levels. Such differences largely
boil down to the fact that the socialization1 of international politics re-
mains, to this day, much more limited than that of the politics of an
integrated nation. Compared with integrated national polities, interna-
tional relations, even when conceptualized as a social system, still display
a profound sense of uncertainty and lack of reciprocity among the various
actors. Hence, the lesser role of legitimacy.
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Nonetheless, far from ruling out the relevance of legitimacy for peace-
ful transitions, the problematic nature of the international context en-
hances its relevance and makes its study even more urgent. In view of the
asocial tendency of international politics, overlooking the socializing and
pacifying force that legitimacy can offer would certainly be a mistake.
This would be a luxury we can ill afford when it comes to the constant
process of transition among rising and fading powers, allegedly one of
the circumstances most likely to drive international affairs to degenerate
into a war, or, more generally, when it comes to a shift of power distri-
bution. The intellectual need to understand how legitimacy can facilitate
a peaceful transition among competing powers, and the political need to
increase this role so as to reduce the danger that tensions will lead to
open war, show us the path to follow.

To give some guidance to our inquiry, we must keep some basic ques-
tions in mind. What, for instance, are the attributes and functions of
legitimacy that permit it to play a peaceful role in a transition in the dis-
tribution and hierarchy of power? How do these attributes and functions
play out at the international level? How does legitimacy relate to the two
other conditions identi®ed in this book ± benignity and order ± in situ-
ations of transition in the international setting? How can an analysis that
includes legitimacy contribute to our understanding of the entire process
of change in the current international system?

These questions inform the structure of this chapter, which examines
three major sets of issues. The ®rst section focuses on the issue of legiti-
macy per se, adopting a rather general point of view. In addition, the
section touches upon the manner in which legitimacy permits actors to
manage and reduce the stress attached to the evolving distribution of
power, particularly in the context of democratic legitimacy. It also ana-
lyzes international legitimacy and its contribution to the paci®cation of
power rivalries and transition. The second section looks at three histori-
cal contexts and levels of regulation to examine the impact of legitimacy
upon the peaceful management of power competition at the international
level. It draws upon the same cases studies as the book as a whole: the
Concert of Europe, the United States±Great Britain rapprochement in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and the Association of
South East Asian Nations (ASEAN). The third section, which also serves
as the conclusion, analyzes the implications of the re¯ections developed
in the chapter for the evolution of the current international system. More
speci®cally, the section attempts to decipher what path should be fol-
lowed by the present international hegemon ± the United States ± in
handling its challengers so that, should a power transition occur in the
coming years, it may be conducted in a peaceful manner.
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Five main overarching lessons ± which constitute a road map for the
reading of the chapter ± emerge from the issues touched upon and the
arguments made throughout the study.

First, the goal of international order is to search for the establishment
of socialized instability, and not to create stability at all costs, as is tradi-
tionally assumed. Aiming for absolute stability is an illusion, and a dan-
gerous one. It is an illusion because the nature of international relations
is to be in a constant state of ¯ux as part of, and as a tool of, history. The
state of ¯ux may be more or less settled, but it always has change at its
core. Stability as the ultimate goal is also a dangerous illusion in that it
tends to arti®cially freeze the forces of change and to impose upon them a
status quo that can become, over time, less and less wanted as it is more
and more challenged. As such, imposed stability is likely to generate
uncontrolled forms of change. Socialized instability, in contrast, enables
change to be controlled because it leaves room for it.

Second, legitimacy is a key element of socialized instability. Just as
legitimacy is decisive in ensuring national integration and the acceptance
of an asymmetric distribution of power, so legitimacy also contributes to
negotiating the acceptance of the unequal distribution of power at the
international level. This quality of legitimacy presupposes a number of
requirements. One of the most important is that legitimacy has to be
based upon values and institutional mechanisms that echo and ade-
quately monitor the strategic aspects of the identity and changes of the
social realms to be socialized. If this is not the case, legitimacy is margi-
nalized and, devoid of its integrating capacity, loses its claims to validity ±
political, social, normative, and emotional. Obviously, so far it has been
rather dif®cult to ful®ll these requirements at the international level. The
inability of legitimacy to connect with or generate a sense of socialized
community beyond borders accounts largely for this state of affairs. This
inability is itself explained by the use of international legitimacy for state-
oriented goals. In the past, international legitimacy has been envisioned
not as an end in itself but as a way to secure the national legitimacy of
the states involved in its establishment. Furthermore, even now, the
enhancement of a form of democratic international legitimacy within
the framework and world-view of the United Nations is part of the
double-edged diplomacy of member states. Hence the fact that inter-
national legitimacy has been, so far, secondary to national legitimacy,
especially vis-aÁ -vis major powers.

Third, the fate of a given international legitimacy tends to be very
much attached to the destiny of the main powers. To begin with, the
norms and mechanisms of international legitimacy are mainly a projec-
tion, at the international level, of key elements of the political culture of
the dominant country or countries of the time. This does not come as a
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surprise because these countries have both the power ± material (politi-
cal, military, ®nancial, etc.) and cognitive (diplomatic, normative, ideo-
logical) ± and a vested interest in de®ning the rules of the game at the
international level. Having a primary involvement, bene®t, and stake in
international interactions, they de®ne, monitor, and guarantee the valid-
ity of international order. They oversee the establishment of means of
international conciliation and socialization. Thus the norms and mecha-
nisms of international legitimacy, and the extent to which they structure
the international realm, are likely to echo and be homogeneous with the
strategic characteristics of the domestic legitimacy and world-view of
dominant powers. Owing to the close bonding between the domestic
legitimacy of dominant powers and international legitimacy, the strengths
and weaknesses of the domestic legitimacy tend also to be largely the
strengths and weaknesses of international legitimacy. In addition, the
normative and political viability of international legitimacy rests mainly
on the ability of the dominant powers to remain leading actors domesti-
cally and internationally. If the domestic legitimacy of the dominant
powers erodes, their power to underwrite the international system is
hampered. If the international distribution of power that they endorse is
decisively undermined, the ability to integrate domestically and generate
con®dence is likely to be lost at home. This is logical because major
powers tend, in one way or another, to make the international dimension
part of their national agenda, to establish a strong connection between
the two.

Fourth, international democratic legitimacy, as it has been developing
in recent decades within the framework of multilateralism, is the way
of the future. It is the way of the future when it comes to socializing a
plurality of competing interests and national entities at the international
level. However, a satisfactory institutionalization of international demo-
cratic legitimacy has to meet two main conditions. To begin with, although
it is not reasonable to think of getting rid of the national/international
divide and of the priorities that it displays in favor of the national,2 a
better balance has to be found between the responsibilities exercised at
the national and international levels. As it happens, the burden here is
mainly on the major powers. Their unparallelled power of in¯uence sim-
ply makes them ethically and politically more accountable. This does not
mean, however, that weaker countries should develop a victim and en-
titlement mentality, expecting major countries to be responsible on all
accounts. Weaker countries too have duties. And one of these duties
is not to expect everything to come from the outside as regards their
national situation. Ful®lling their national responsibilities should be one
way of being aware of their international responsibility. In addition, as-
suming that the establishment of a form of international constitutionalism
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is the envisioned goal, including mechanisms of checks and balances,
international democratic legitimacy cannot be reduced to the universal-
ization of a power hegemony ± currently that of the United Sates. The
institutionalization of the emerging international democratic legitimacy
requires the democratization of hegemony. Democratic hegemony
amounts to the organization of the end of unreciprocal hegemony.

Fifth, democratic values are an ideal and extremely effective tool for
establishing a contemporary form of international legitimacy. They are
highly inspirational, because they are based upon a sense of universality/
universalization and of sameness among people; they have the better-
ment of people's condition as one of their main goals. By aiming to put
individuals and countries on an equal footing, they provide the substance
and therefore the procedures for imagining and implementing a struc-
tured international order in which the various actors can ®nd their place.
Nevertheless, these values need to be taken seriously if they are not to
become a tool of political expansion, if they are not to trigger violence
through people feeling alienated and deceived by them and their un-
desired effects. This presupposes ful®lling the conditions of inclusiveness,
plurality, and mobility at their heart. This requires institutionalizing a
web of political power, which has to be strong and open but also identi-
®able. Indeed, the ability to identify power, its sources, modalities, and
effects, is key to its accountability and the evaluation of its legitimacy.

Legitimacy as a socializing force in politics

Legitimacy is a complex enough notion to require some clari®cation, even
in the limited context of this chapter. It will help our purpose to make the
generic attributes and functions of legitimacy explicit and to indicate how
they contribute to the socialization and paci®cation of interactions among
actors.

On legitimacy and democratic legitimacy

Taken at the most general level, legitimacy is the value that justi®es the
relationship between the people who are governed and those who gov-
ern.3 It is the process through which both political power and obedience
are justi®ed. The recognition of the right to govern is based upon a set
of conditions mainly concerning consent, values and identity, and law. It
also generates a number of constraints on the exercise and effects of
political power involving the notions of responsibility and accountability.
If well integrated, these elements allow legitimacy to bring to institutional
regulations and arrangements not only a sense of ef®ciency and order, but
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also a sense of justice. This is especially the case when it comes to dem-
ocratic legitimacy, at the national level or at the international level.

At the core of the dynamics of legitimacy is the matrix of rights and
duties, of reciprocity and mutual expectations. This forms a system of
sociability to which people have to consent. Consent requires a social
content to refer to and upon which to agree. Without content, there is
nothing to consent to. Such content is provided by the values around
which the identity of the collectivity and of its members is built. Values
contribute to the establishment of distinctions and hierarchies between
principles to abide by, or ideals to aspire to, and courses to eschew. They
are part of the process that indicates a consensus on what is commend-
able and what is condemnable.

Political institutions are expressions and implementation tools of
law. They are entities destined and designed to decide, monitor, regulate,
guarantee, and enforce policies meant to actualize the level and mod-
alities of reciprocity envisioned by the values that give the identity of
society its key features. Their task is to engineer social arrangements
to ensure that services are convincingly performed for each member of
society and for the group as a whole, allowing reasonably peaceful and
integrated interactions to take place among and within the various
spheres of society and its members. The role of integration required from
political institutions aiming at being legitimate has constraining effects on
the exercise of political power. These constraining effects amount to a
sense of responsibility vis-aÁ -vis society, which is a key requirement of the
legitimate exercise of power.

Because of the centrality of legitimacy in democratic politics, it has
sometimes been argued that legitimacy is only a modern and democratic
phenomenon. This is not the case, although one has to admit that legiti-
macy is a key feature of democratic politics. Various elements explain the
close bonds, indeed the love affair, between legitimacy and democracy.
They boil down to the fact that democratic politics is the enterprise of
socialization ``par excellence.'' One of the best illustrations of this situa-
tion is found in the ideally tailored properties of democratic values and
rights for the exercise of consent and its recognized importance for dem-
ocratic legitimacy. Values such as freedom and equality in particular and
the systems of beliefs and rights they create display the importance
of consent and of its required quality, its non-coerced character. They
give to people's consent the power and the right ± codi®ed and im-
plemented through deliberative and elective mechanisms ± to challenge
those who govern. The test that this challenge constitutes is a crucial
element of the legitimacy of democratic institutions. This means that
democracy encourages and integrates as much as possible the evolving
distribution of power. In democratic culture, legitimate power is meant
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to circulate and to be, in principle, accessible to everyone. This largely
de®nes the mission statement of democratic political institutions. They
have to do their best to guarantee that power is not permanently held by
one segment of society at the expense of others. As such, democracy ®nds
its legitimacy, and therefore its enduring power of socialization, in trying
to ensure that a situation of power hegemony existing at a given time is
not transformed into a monopoly over power.

International legitimacy as a regulatory force in the distribution of
power

In the aftermath of World War II, a comprehensive type of international
legitimacy was ®rst established through the United Nations system. Be-
cause this is the most global type of international legitimacy ever, we
would be ill advised to ignore it in a study on the impact of legitimacy on
the peaceful transition of power. This is especially the case since the
study is concerned with policy implications for the evolution of the cur-
rent international system. In this context, the third section of the chapter
will show that there are conditions under which the present hegemon, the
United States, should handle its future challengers so that their competi-
tion does not degenerate into open con¯ict. These conditions presuppose,
among other things, the awareness and integration of stipulations at-
tached to the concept of international legitimacy launched 50 years ago
and the framework of political deliberation and action associated with it.

Despite its unparallelled qualities as a system of international legiti-
macy, the framework of structure and regulation that has emerged since
World War II is far from expressing and being able to implement a level
of socialization equivalent to that which exists on a national plane, espe-
cially in integrated national polities. The shortcomings encountered by
the current system of international legitimacy should not come as a sur-
prise since they echo the traditional dif®culties of legitimacy in extending
its powers of socialization beyond borders. Even when the validity of
international legitimacy is recognized, it is never envisioned and en-
trenched as the only horizon of political actors. As an outgrowth and
projection at the international level of domestic legitimacy, international
legitimacy continues to be inhabited by state legitimacy and is in compe-
tition with it. A telling illustration of this situation is the problematic
collection of international principles that gives the present system of
international legitimacy its normative foundations and directions and
spells out for state actors the main rules of the game of international life.

The interrelationships among the major principles constituting the
fundamental standards of today's international law4 are those of com-
patibility, competition, and hierarchy. Relationships of compatibility
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among these principles are required to ensure the relative homogeneity
and coherence of international law and of the international system it aims
to help structure and regulate. A prime example of this point is the com-
patibility between the principle of the sovereign equality of states and the
principle of non-intervention in the internal affairs of other states. As
important as the relationships of compatibility are those of competition
among the principles. One of the best illustrations of the relations of
competition can be found in the tensions at work between the principle
of the sovereign equality of states and that of respect for human rights.
Choosing one of these principles over the other is to participate in the
establishment of a hierarchy between them. The juxtaposition of these
relationships of compatibility, competition, and hierarchy in international
law echoes the various demands that the international system is asked to
recognize and serve. It expresses the main values that shape the interna-
tional democratic culture. These relationships are not etched in stone.
The products of a historical and political evolution, they continue to evolve.
They evolve with the changes affecting the structuring parameters of
contemporary culture in its various aspects. They evolve with the changes
affecting the identity of national states, the con®guration of states' inter-
play with the international dimension, and, ultimately, the international
system and international law themselves.

Assessing the powers of socialization in the current system of interna-
tional legitimacy leads to the question of the contribution of international
legitimacy to the peaceful management of power competition and transi-
tion. It certainly tends to curtail power rivalry and facilitate peaceful
power transition at the global level, as the handling of the competition
between the United States and the Soviet Union showed. As a forum of
discussion, the system of multilateral legitimacy established after World
War II helped to manage the dangers contained in the East±West con-
frontation. It also proved to be a useful diplomatic tool at the end of the
1980s and the beginning of the 1990s, when it facilitated the end of the
Cold War and a peaceful transition towards a new international power
distribution.5

International legitimacy and the socializing of power
transitions

The magnitude and modes of legitimacy displayed by the three desig-
nated case studies of the book ± the Concert of Europe, the rapproche-
ment between the United States and Great Britain, and ASEAN ± are
substantial and diverse. This is why they are a fruitful way to examine the
in¯uence of mechanisms of international legitimacy on peaceful power
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transition. Each provides enough evidence on various aspects of the dy-
namics of legitimacy to illustrate and test its contribution to the peaceful
competition and transition of power in an international setting.

The Concert of Europe: The legitimacy of the past and the attempt
to contain the future

Two norms of socialization applied in the Concert of Europe, although at
different levels. The ®rst was the balance of power, which functioned as a
regulatory norm concerned with the handling of power relations among
countries. Second were substantive norms related to the values with
which powers identi®ed. Although the Concert of Europe was supposed
to call upon these values in a consonant and convergent fashion, their
articulation proved to be, in the long run, the reason for its demise. They
undermined the Concert because they could not embrace and integrate
one of the challenges that it faced all along: nationalism. Indeed, partly
designed to restrain France, viewed at the time as an uncontrollable
power, the Concert was also meant to contain nationalism, then the
emerging new norm of domestic political legitimacy and one that spilled
over into the international realm. It was mainly the impotence of the
Concert of Europe in coming to terms with nationalism that brought it to
an end. How did this happen?6

The ®rst norm of socialization was the commitment to the balance of
power as a form of power regulation. The architects of the Congress of
Vienna recognized that, if Central Europe was to have peace and stabil-
ity, they would have to undo Richelieu's work of the 1600s. Richelieu had
fostered a weak, fragmented Central Europe, providing France with a
permanent temptation to encroach and turn it into a virtual playground
for its army. To counter this, the statesmen who convened in Vienna set
about consolidating, but not unifying, Germany. Austria and Prussia were
made the leading German states, after which came a number of medium-
sized states that had been enlarged and strengthened. In dealing with the
defeated enemy ± France ± the victors concluded that Europe would be
safer if France were relatively satis®ed rather than resentful and dis-
affected. As a result, France was deprived of its conquests but left with its
pre-Revolutionary frontiers intact.

After the Congress of Vienna, the commitment to the norm of the
balance of power was expressed in two power structures: the Quadruple
Alliance, consisting of Great Britain, Prussia, Austria, and Russia; and
the Holy Alliance, which was limited to the three so-called Eastern
Courts of Prussia, Austria, and Russia. The need for the Quadruple
Alliance for the exercise of the balance of power has to be viewed in light
of two factors. First, since France in the early nineteenth century was

76 POWER IN TRANSITION



regarded as a chronically aggressive and inherently destabilizing power,
a Quadruple Alliance including Great Britain was forged to nip any
aggressive French tendencies in the bud through overwhelming force.
Second, Great Britain was perceived as a crucial partner because a ®xed
principle of its foreign policy was to be the protector of the balance of
power.

The other segment of the Concert of Europe was the Holy Alliance.
The Holy Alliance was altogether different from the Quadruple Alliance.
In its own way, it functioned as a substantial norm of socialization,
bringing together the Eastern Courts, which were committed to combat-
ing revolution and nationalism. It viewed the religious imperative ± about
which Tzar Alexander I felt very strongly and which he wanted to
implement in concert with conservative values to facilitate a complete
reform of the international system ± as instituting an obligation by the
signatories to preserve the domestic status quo in Europe. Metternich
considered democratic forces dangerous and unpredictable, and he
therefore identi®ed peace and stability with conservative legitimate rule.
He expected the crowned heads of ancient dynasties, if not to preserve
the peace, at least to preserve the basic structure of international rela-
tions. It was in this context that the Eastern powers made conservative
legitimacy the cement meant to hold the international order together.

The exclusion of Britain from the Holy Alliance no doubt weakened
the Concert more than would have been the case had all its members
agreed on common norms. But more important, perhaps, for the limi-
tations of the Concert of Europe was the fact that the Eastern powers
themselves possessed goals that could only be in con¯ict in the long run.
Prussia, probably more conservative than Austria but certainly less so
than Russia, had expansionist territorial ambitions. Russia was more
conservative than Austria and tempted to use the nationalist card in its
own interest. Austria was less conservative than Russia, but eager to
contain nationalism. The agreement by the three conservative monar-
chies served as a guidepost for dealing with the numerous crises that
arose during the life of the Concert. However, it was not calculated to last
forever, for the simple reason that the balance of power was based on the
wrong type of substantive legitimacy. In linking the balance of power to
an old form of national legitimacy, the Concert disconnected itself from
the forces that it should have tried to co-opt: the forces of nationalism.

Such a connection might, in fact, have been impossible, especially for
Austria. Austria was a polyglot empire, grouping together the multiple
nationalities of the Danube basin in its historic position between Ger-
many and northern Italy. It stood in the direct path of the two storms that
would bring about the collapse of the system: liberal nationalism and
conservative nationalism. On the liberal nationalism front, the domestic
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institutions of Austria were less and less compatible with the national and
liberal political trends of the century, but were also unable to cope with
the demands agitating parts of its empire in northern Italy. On the con-
servative nationalism front, Prussia loomed over Austria's position in
Germany, and Russia over its Slavic populations in the Balkans.

Aware of the increasingly dissonant currents of liberalism and nation-
alism that threatened its existence, Austria sought to spin a web of moral
restraint to forestall tests of strength. Metternich's consummate skill
shone brightest in inducing the key countries to submit their disagree-
ments to a sense of shared values. As long as Austria managed to con-
vince its closest allies, Prussia and Russia, each of which represented a
geopolitical threat to the Austrian Empire, that the ideological danger
posed by revolution outweighed their strategic opportunities, Austria was
able to maintain the status quo. Metternich delayed the inevitable by
turning Russia ± a country he feared ± into a partner on the basis of
the commonality of conservative values, and at the same time reserving
Great Britain ± a country he trusted ± as a last resort for resisting chal-
lenges to the balance of power. However, the more the alliances ap-
proached a system of collective security, the more Great Britain felt
compelled to dissociate itself. And the more Great Britain dissociated
itself, the more dependent Austria became on Russia, hence the more
rigidly it defended conservative values. As Austria grew more and more
dependent on Russia, the question came to be how long the appeals to
the Tzar's conservative principles could restrain Russia from exploiting
its opportunities in the Balkans and at the periphery of Europe. The
answer turned out to be 30 years, during which Metternich dealt with
revolution in Naples, Spain, and Greece while effectively maintaining a
European consensus and avoiding Russian intervention in the Balkans.

The Concert of Europe was ultimately shattered by the Eastern Ques-
tion. This was the result of independence struggles in the Balkans as the
various nationalities tried to break loose from Turkish rule. The dilemma
this posed for Metternich's system was that it clashed with the commit-
ment to maintain the status quo: the independence movements that today
were aimed at Turkey would tomorrow attack Austria. Moreover, the
Tzar, who was the most committed to conservative legitimacy, was also
the most eager to intervene. But neither Vienna nor London believed
that the Tzar would preserve the status quo after his armies had been
launched. The war broke out in Crimea in 1854 on the pretext of religious
claims ± who should be granted the title of Protector of the Christians in
the Ottoman Empire, France or Russia? But the real motive was that
Tzar Nicholas I was pursuing the ancient Russian dream of gaining Con-
stantinople and the Straits, something that Great Britain could not allow
to happen owing to the importance of its interests in the Mediterranean.
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Austria at ®rst remained neutral, afraid that siding with Russia would
give France a pretext for attacking Austria's Italian territory, and that
Russia's advance in the Balkans might increase the restlessness of
Austria's Slavic populations. Neutrality was the sensible course. But the
threat of France to its Italian positions proved too unsettling, and Austria
presented an ultimatum to the Tzar, demanding that Russia retreat from
the principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia, which Nicholas had ordered
to be occupied. This was the end of a friendship that dated back to the
Napoleonic Wars. Once Austria had cut itself loose from the shackles of
shared values, this freed Russia to conduct its own policy on the basis
of geopolitical considerations. Pursuing such a course, Russia was bound
to clash with Austria over the future of the Balkans and, in time, to seek
to undermine the Austrian Empire.

The reason the Vienna settlement had worked so long was that the
three Eastern powers had seen their unity as the essential barrier to rev-
olutionary chaos and to French domination of Europe. In the Crimean
War, however, Austria maneuvered itself into an uneasy alliance with
Napoleon III, who was eager to undermine Austria in Italy, and with
Great Britain, which was unwilling to engage in European causes. This
liberated Russia and Prussia to pursue their own undiluted national in-
terests. Prussia exacted its price by forcing Austria to withdraw from
Germany, while Russia's growing hostility in the Balkans turned into one
of the triggers for World War I and led to Austria's ultimate collapse.

Faced with the realities of power politics, Austria failed to realize that
its salvation had been the commitment to conservative legitimacy. The
concept of the unity of conservative interests had transcended national
borders and thus tended to mitigate the confrontations of power poli-
tics. Nationalism had the opposite effect, exalting the national interest,
heightening rivalries, and raising the risks for everyone. Austria had
thrown itself into a contest that, given all its vulnerabilities, it could not
possibly win. Within ®ve years of the end of the Crimean War, the Italian
nationalist leader Camillo Cavour began the process of expelling Austria
from Italy by provoking a war with Austria, backed by a French alliance
and Russian acquiescence, both of which would once have been incon-
ceivable. Within ®ve years, Bismarck would defeat Austria and secure
the dominance of Germany. Once again, Russia would stand aloof and
France would do the same, albeit reluctantly. When the period ended,
Germany stood as the strongest power on the continent. Conservative
legitimacy ± the principle of the unity of conservative rulers that had
mitigated the harshness of the balance of power system during the Met-
ternich years ± had turned into an empty slogan.

Based on a legitimacy that was too narrow and of the wrong kind ±
being less and less representative ± the Concert of Europe was an
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extremely fragile and unsustainable arrangement in the long run. It res-
olutely looked to the past and attempted to conserve it. It was formed out
of a vision of legitimacy that did not give itself the means to address and
integrate the nationalist forces about to reshape the identity of both
domestic and international politics and legitimacy.7 In addition, the fact
that the Concert depended upon cabinet politics greatly constrained the
decision-making processes and the parameters and goals that they envi-
sioned. It accentuated the politics of narrow consent and hampered the
Concert's ability to address and integrate the unfolding changes. The
agreement at the top could not bridge the growing gap between the poli-
tics of the balance of power and the values of society. In not envisioning
mechanisms through which the evolution of this agreement could have
been possible, the Concert made itself too much a defense mechanism, a
thing of the past, and ultimately relegated itself to that past.

The rapprochement between the United States and Great Britain:
Selective value inclusiveness and its unsocializing side-effects

In the late nineteenth century and early twentieth century, the United
States rose from its role as a minor actor in international affairs to a
position of international in¯uence and became capable of mounting a
formidable challenge to British power. The growth of American strength
was not con®ned to the economic sphere. It was also manifested mili-
tarily, particularly on the seas. One might have expected Britain to see
the United States as the gravest menace to its international position,
and the United States to view Britain as the main impediment to its
future advancement. Confrontations over the Venezuelan boundary, the
isthmian canal, and the Alaskan±Canadian border were all symptomatic
of attempts by the United States to advance its strategic and territorial
interests and of Britain's attempts to resist. In spite of this, the Anglo-
American power rivalry did not end in a hegemonic war. It was resolved
through peaceful accommodation. There were good reasons for this
outcome.

At the beginning of the twentieth century it had become obvious that
Britain's imperial reach was badly overextended.8 The ®scal pressure, for
instance, that the imperial responsibilities were putting on the British
Empire showed that some choices had to be made. Where would the
necessary trimming and withdrawal of power be the least dangerous and
least painful, in real and potential terms? What allies could be found
to help ease the pain by occupying the positions from which Britain was
retreating without posing a threat to its Empire ± indeed becoming, if
possible, partners in arms? The answers to these questions were of prime
importance, since the British Empire was under attack in a number of its
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possessions. This was the case in Afghanistan, Persia, Turkey, and India,
where British interests were fodder for the Russian territorial appetite. It
was the case in North Africa and South Asia, where British interests were
clashing with those of France. Even Germany was a concern, since it had
embarked upon an ambitious program of naval expansion that threat-
ened to deny to Britain its traditional maritime supremacy. Finally, as
the ancient Chinese Empire began to disintegrate and Japan suddenly
emerged as a rapidly rising regional power, not to be pushed around
easily, the specter of entanglement in a con¯ict in the Far East arose.
None of these threats could be taken lightly, as the war in South Africa
and the dif®culty Britain encountered in prevailing there revealed. As a
result of the rivalries associated with the security threats in these regions,
neither Russia, nor Germany, nor France, nor Japan could qualify as a
potential partner. The only possibility left was the United States.

Finding an arrangement with the United States made sense for a num-
ber of practical reasons.9 A ®rst reason was the intensity of economic and
®nancial links between the two countries. At the end of the nineteenth
century, Anglo-American commerce accounted for more than 40 percent
of all US exports and about 18 percent of American imports. For Britain,
these ®gures were 7.5 percent of total exports and 24 percent of total
imports. Geopolitical considerations furnished another set of motives. To
start with, for Britain to defend its position in the Western hemisphere
would have meant launching a war against the United States that it could
not have won. With the mounting American naval power, a victory over
the United States was clearly out of reach. On the other hand, in accom-
modating the United States in the Western hemisphere, the British
Empire could hope to serve its own interests. Britain would concentrate
on the protection of its Empire in other regions of the globe, leaving the
United States unchallenged in a zone turned thus into its own backyard.
This especially made sense since most of the Latin American countries
had by now gained independence and offered only limited opportunities
for the Empire. In addition, British statesmen had strong reasons for
thinking that America was not the principal threat to their security.
Unlike the other continental powers of Europe, the United States was
distant from the British Isles and from much of the British Empire.
Moreover, in contrast to Britain's other rivals, the United States har-
bored no real designs on British possessions or spheres of in¯uence. The
rapprochement of the United States and Britain in the Western hemi-
sphere was made possible still further by the fact that the United States,
too, distrusted Germany for the strengthening of its naval power and its
ambitions in the Western hemisphere.

Nonetheless, these views would not have been possible if the Anglo-
American friendship had not been perceived as bene®cial, even indis-
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pensable and natural, owing to the ideological and cultural af®nities
between the two countries, as a result of the overlap between their core
values. The cultural and value af®nities that allowed a relationship of
trust to develop were initially rooted in an appeal to the common political
culture of democracy, liberty, and freedom in the United States and
Britain. On the American side, this feeling increased after the reform bills
of 1867 and 1884 extending the franchise in England, which largely dis-
solved the traditional American stereotype of Great Britain as an archaic,
hopelessly feudal, and aristocratic country. Similarly, Britain's granting of
self-governing Dominion status to Canada helped to erase longstanding
American notions of British tyranny. On the British side, although Britain
was, as a matter of policy, not concerned with institutions different from
its own, it felt warmly about the sense of political commonality with the
United States. It felt that the democratic culture of the United States,
for all its commitment to equality and meritocracy, was a product of the
English world.

The Anglo-Saxon link bringing together Britain and the United States
was another factor accounting for a sense of cultural and value af®nities
between the two countries. This was especially important at a time when
the idea of natural selection and of the survival of the ®ttest was
being applied enthusiastically to human relations in the form of social
Darwinism. The rival imperialism of Britain, Russia, France, America,
and Japan lent considerable credence to the belief that a struggle for
world supremacy among the Anglo-Saxon, Slavic, Latin, and Oriental
races was indeed under way. In that context, the British and Americans
were bound to aid one another if they should clash with those of other
racial groups. Furthermore, the white Anglo-Saxon elite and the press in
the two countries stressed their unique ability to address the ``needs'' of
non-European peoples and to make the world better through coloniza-
tion. The various value af®nities between the United States and Britain,
which played a signi®cant role in the threat assessments of the two coun-
tries, therefore led Britain in particular to discount the danger posed by
the United States. Although well aware of the United States' rapid
growth and its awesome military and industrial potential, Britain simply
could not see the United States as a menace to its vital interests. Hence,
also, the fact that Britain tended to see American economic success as
something to be congratulated and emulated rather than feared. This atti-
tude was even more marked with regard to imperialism. American at-
tempts at expansion were, for the most part, greeted with warm approval,
as manifested in the positive British reaction to the Spanish±American
War and the seizure of Cuba and the Philippines by the United States. So,
instead of meeting in battle, Britain and the United States were reconciled.
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Although the tradition has been to wonder at the achievement of the
rapprochement, it should not however lead us to be over-impressed, or
oblivious to its unsocializing side-effects at the global level. The reasons
accounting for the rapprochement, rather than being left uncritiqued,
have to be viewed in the light of their negative impact on international
order as well. In this context, one has to stress that the af®nity of cultures
and values, once recognized between the two powers, helped color their
relations with other non-Anglo-Saxon countries, which were then por-
trayed in negative terms, especially if they were at the perimeter of the
``civilized'' world.10 This certainly applied to Latin American countries.
The attitude of contempt that the Anglo-Saxon world projected toward
them provided, among other things, an opportune justi®cation for extend-
ing American control over Central and South America. But, more dan-
gerously for the state of peace at the global level, the Anglo-American
rapprochement affected the way Britain and the United States saw their
immediate challengers, Germany and Japan in particular.

The common value imperatives that bound the two nations provided
them with a number of conjoint goals, kept them from warring, made
restraint and accommodation easier, and contributed to the development
of benign images of one another. But they were also part of a process
of selective morality and universality, enhancing the construction of
dangerous images of their contenders. As such, they contributed to the
failure of the international system at that time to embrace and socialize
rising national powers that were craving recognition and inclusion. In
disqualifying the claims and ambitions of their challengers as expansionist
and dangerous, the rapprochement, clothed in the good conscience and
righteousness of Anglo-Saxon liberalism, contributed to the isolation and
disenfranchisement of Germany and Japan.11 Since Britain and the
United States were largely at the time in the position of de®ning the rules
of the international game, the joining of forces that the rapprochement
constituted ended up being an antagonizing factor vis-aÁ -vis powers that
wanted to take part in the international system. The more the major
democratic powers of the period ± the United States, Britain, and France
± were reluctant to make room and share the bene®ts of international
order, the more humiliated and frustrated Germany12 and Japan13 would
become. Exclusion could only make these two countries, already deeply
insecure about themselves and their international standing, more inse-
cure and resentful, and more inclined to resort to the military option.14 In
embracing each other, the United States and Britain helped close the
gates of the international system on anxious rising challengers,15 unin-
tentionally facilitating the eventual possibility of war. This would be a
high price to pay for the Anglo-American rapprochement.
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ASEAN: In search of enhanced internal and regional legitimacy

From the start, the Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN)
was envisioned as a tool to address and possibly solve two problems of
socialization and legitimacy. First, ASEAN was viewed as a way to over-
come the weak sense of internal legitimacy that most of the member
countries were suffering from. It would do this by strengthening cooper-
ation among nations and enhancing the economic growth, social progress,
and cultural development of the region. Second, it was meant to foster a
feeling of regional community in order for its member countries to rec-
ognize each other as partners and to be perceived as actors to be taken
seriously at the international level. Fostering a feeling of regional com-
munity was also designed to keep the great powers out of the region and
to oppose the spreading of the communist threat.

The extent to which ASEAN has been a solution inside its member
countries' borders, the extent to which it has been able to facilitate a
transition towards a better power distribution and better social and eco-
nomic integration, has been limited. The state of the internal legitimacy
of a number of nations of South-East Asia has remained shaky and a
factor in regional tension owing to the dramatically uneven distribution
of social, economic, and political national power. This has been the case
in particular with Indonesia, which is especially unfortunate since it is
one of the key players in ASEAN. As such, Indonesia is a source of
regional instability. Other countries, which have been able to establish
well-functioning political institutions ± including an ef®cient state and
administration ± and a rather strong internal legitimacy, have tended
to play an important role in regional negotiation, as the example of
Singapore shows. But it is dif®cult for them to balance out entirely the
shortcomings of the pivotal element that Indonesia represents.

The results of ASEAN as a diplomatic device designed to enhance
a feeling of regional community are mixed. On the one hand, ASEAN
has been relatively successful. To a certain extent, it owes this relative
success to the shared experience of colonization and subsequently of
decolonization ± a major factor in regional identity formation and in
the establishment of ASEAN. At the moment of their independence, the
common experience of the colonial period ± domination and exploitation
by colonial powers, treatment as inferior people in their own lands, per-
ceived obstruction by Western powers of their struggle for independence
± had created an attachment by the people of nations of South-East Asia
to the principles of sovereignty, territorial integrity, and non-interference
in domestic affairs. At the same time, the South-East Asian countries
viewed themselves as distinct and competitive. The relations among them
bore most of the attributes of the European balance of power system
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of the nineteenth century. Any signi®cant increase in strength by one of
them was almost certain to evoke an offsetting maneuver by the others.
The combination of these two factors was a decisive motivation for
looking for ways to mitigate the Hobbesian dimension of regional politics
in South-East Asia and the bene®ts that outside forces could draw from
it. With ASEAN, member states accepted and in large measure abided by
key principles in the conduct of their international relations. These prin-
ciples included mutual respect for political independence, territorial in-
tegrity, and national identity; non-interference in one another's internal
affairs; peaceful settlement of disputes; renunciation of the threat or use
of force; and effective cooperation. Years later, the situation offers no
comparison with the early post-independence period. ASEAN member
states have now acquired a vested interest in the survival and stability of
fellow members. The concerns of other ASEAN states and the con-
sequences for the region have come to ®gure in the formulation of
national interest. In addition, ASEAN countries continue to search for
counterweights among one another to balance the in¯uence of China and
Japan in the region. Though they will disavow it, they included the feared
Vietnam in their group in large part in order to balance China and Japan.
And that, too, is why ASEAN is asking the United States to remain
engaged in the region while ensuring that it does not become an over-
powering factor.

In spite of these achievements, one has to concede that ASEAN is
hardly more than an ad hoc regulatory arrangement. It is very far from
amounting to a structure of legitimacy able to bring together the coun-
tries of the region in a cohesive manner and to reverberate convincingly
at the international level. The remaining weak internal legitimacy of
some of its members, and especially one of its key members, Indonesia,
as noted before, constitutes a major impediment. It is dif®cult for a group
of nations to project strongly outwards if the countries that are part of
it are hardly socially integrated. A lack of sound internal legitimacy,
of effective political institutions, is all the more problematic considering
the cultural and value diversity among and within nations of the region,
a diversity that then appears to be another major obstacle to ASEAN
ambitions.

Cultural or value af®nity is one of the keys to the development of a
dynamic of legitimacy and its bene®ts ± because of its in¯uence on iden-
tity formation. As a result, one should not overlook the shallow nature of
this af®nity in the ASEAN region and the negative effect it has. ASEAN
countries display to this day a wide spectrum of experiences. ASEAN
includes strong and weak states with a variety of political systems and
cultural traditions, in different stages of political and economic develop-
ment. It also displays situations of transition to a market economy, polit-
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ical liberalization and democratization (in some countries), or resistance
to political change (in others), or even the two trends at the same time in
the same countries. Such differences illustrate the heterogeneity of values
characterizing the region. The cultural in¯uences that made their mark
throughout its history ± South-East Asia is the meeting place of the ®ve
great religions (Hinduism, Buddhism, Confucianism, Islam, and Chris-
tianity), as well as of many ethnic groups ± probably contributed to a
certain extent to the development of a sense of regional cultural syncre-
tism. The cohabitation of these in¯uences and ethnic groups did not,
however, favor the construction of a real feeling of community, within
and among nations of the region. Colonial rule and the struggle against it,
while generating a shared experience that had the mobilizing impact
mentioned earlier, came also to be a complicating factor in the context of
this cultural and value diversity. Far from putting an end to the tense co-
habitation of cultures, ethnicities, and values, they often deepened the
sense of divide and contributed to the revival of historical animosity. By
endorsing certain existing units and arbitrary boundaries, colonial rule
contributed to the ethnic and racial diversity, and hence the arti®ciality,
of many states. The inability of the states to function properly as tools of
economic, political, and social integration transformed this arti®ciality of a
number of countries of the region into structural weakness. This weak-
ness ultimately translates into the limitations imposed upon the ability of
ASEAN to be the important tool of peaceful transition it was initially
envisioned to be internally and regionally. The limited extent to which
ASEAN has so far brought about a sense of socialization and legitimacy
at the regional level echoes the cultural and value diversity keeping apart
the nations of the region.

Re¯ecting upon the case studies: Legitimacy, change, and
socialization in an international context

Out of these cases, a number of lessons can, tentatively, be formulated.
The ®rst lesson is that change is the ultimate test of international legiti-
macy.16 The ability of international legitimacy to integrate change is a
moment of truth. It is a moment of truth with regard to how deeply
international legitimacy penetrates into the national powers that it is
supposed to monitor. It is also a moment of truth with regard to how the
values that shape the normative identity of international legitimacy are
able to embrace unfolding changes. It appears that not any value will
do. Some are ®tter than others to welcome and handle change. If the
normative content of international legitimacy is too eager to maintain
the status quo, this will hamper its integration capacity, especially since
conservative-driven values are likely to be echoed by rigid rules and
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procedures of regulation and negotiation. As such, the system generates a
lot of pressure for itself from within, with a tendency to make any chal-
lenge into a strategic threat to be viewed through the lens of con¯ict.
Rather than strengthening the system of international legitimacy, it only
weakens it, as we have seen with the Concert of Europe.

The second lesson is that the ability to have and maintain a key role in
the international system requires a strong home base. A high level of
national integration is essential for a country to be a sustainable inter-
national power regulator and power broker. If this is lacking, its interna-
tional capacity can only be fragile and likely to unravel. Conceivably, the
whole international system will also go through a profound transforma-
tion with the collapse of the key actor. This lesson can be deduced in part
from the role played by Austria in the Concert of Europe. Although the
internal weaknesses of Austria and its central position in the balance of
power accounted largely for the creation of the Concert, they also caused
its death. To some extent, this point about the interplay between internal
legitimacy and the international system ®nds an echo in the implosion of
the Soviet Union and its loss of in¯uence in the late 1980s and early
1990s. In disintegrating from within, because it had chosen social and
political control over social and political socialization, the Soviet Union
lost most of its international power. In addition, the international system
to whose management it had contributed broke down. This connection
between national integration and legitimacy and the ability to be part
of the management of the international system should also be a matter of
re¯ection for contemporary China.

The lack of internal integration of a key actor is, however, not an
absolute impediment to the international system of regulation if other
countries party to the system are able to take over and balance out the
weaknesses of the major player. This is the third lesson, drawn from the
ASEAN case. It nonetheless presupposes two crucial conditions: the ex-
istence of solid alternative partners and a common interest in the contin-
uation of the international arrangement. Clearly, this was not the case in
the context of the Concert of Europe, since Austria had more at stake in
the Concert than did any of its partners, which ultimately bene®ted from
its collapse. But it is the case with ASEAN. Although Indonesia has been
one of its chief actors, the problems that it is now encountering, while
weakening it, do not necessarily threaten the existence of the regional
arrangement. Besides Indonesia, there are other countries which play an
important role in regional regulation and remain committed to the sur-
vival and ¯ourishing of ASEAN, and they are able partially to compen-
sate for any present shortcomings of the leading player.

The fourth lesson, deduced from the side-effects of the Anglo-American
rapprochement, is that claims expressed by rising contenders should be
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taken seriously by the international system. It should do its best to inte-
grate them. Their integration is likely to have a double socializing effect.
First, integrating the claims does not necessarily mean they must be
accepted as they are. The international system could use the eagerness of
the claimants to be part of the system as a bargaining chip to get con-
cessions on the nature of the claims and, incidentally, on the nature of the
political regimes making them. Second, in making room for the claims,
not only could the international system socialize them, but it would
probably also increase its own credibility and power of socialization
for the future. This presupposes that the values promoted by the inter-
national system are rather open, so that they create space for the chal-
lengers, and that they are embedded strongly enough to rein in the
unreasonable ambitions that such challengers could have and induce
them, if necessary, to adapt to the international environment they want
to join.

Liberal democratic values are ideally placed to play this role as long as
they do not pave the way to non-reciprocal liberalism. This is a ®fth and
®nal lesson for us, also drawn from the unsettling side-effects of the rap-
prochement. Liberal democratic values are likely to play a role of social-
ization, from normative, institutional, and practical points of view, as long
as they organize reciprocity among actors. When this happens, sharing
the bene®ts of the international system also makes it possible and justi®-
able to share the burden. On the other hand, a unilateral approach to
international affairs generates more one-sided attitudes, especially when
it originates with the dominant force in the game. In the process, it is not
only the liberal structure of the international system that runs the risk of
losing its validity; it is also the values and ideas at its foundation ± hence,
the necessity to ensure that calling upon democratic values in the inter-
national setting is not a disguise for universalizing an undemocratic
hegemony. This brings us to the third and ®nal section of the chapter.

Socialization of rising security threats and democratic
hegemony

It is essential for the hegemonic power being challenged to take into con-
sideration its challengers' claims for recognition. Not doing so runs the
risk of putting their interactions on a confrontational path. Although the
increasing socialization of the international system, through the for-
malized system of international democratic legitimacy established after
World War II and through the growing links of interdependence, makes
war among competing powers an improbable option, we should not be led
to rule it out entirely. This is especially the case since American hegemony
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is likely to be challenged in coming years, and certain conditions will
have to be met to ensure that this challenge does not get out of control.
The effects of mounting national and regional resentment at a lack of
organized reciprocity at the international level must not be under-
estimated. The potential antisocial consequences should be an invitation
to the United States to be wise in the management, defense, and projec-
tion of its hegemony.

Legitimacy as the expression and condition of benignity and order

In chapter 2, Charles Kupchan looks for the conditions under which
American power could be perceived as benign. In this context, he speaks
of the generosity of the hegemonic power. In addition, Yuen Foong
Khong argues in his chapter that, when it comes to order, the relevant
states must be able to arrive at a mutually acceptable agreement on the
central dimensions of order. This entails forging a consensus on hierarchy
and on basic rules concerning the use of force, trade, and inter-state re-
lations. It appears that the re¯ections in the present chapter on legitimacy
and democratic legitimacy at both the national and international levels
may help to identify some of the conditions under which American power
could be benign and order could be achieved. Democratic legitimacy
could provide the hegemon and its potential contenders with a frame-
work in which to negotiate their disagreements and embed their agree-
ments. For this to happen, a requirement needs to be ful®lled: American
power has to fully integrate the message of democratic legitimacy. Dem-
ocratic legitimacy states that power competition, at both the national and
international levels, is socializable and socialized only as long as the
values at the core of democratic culture are implemented continuously
and consistently, with all the consequences that this implies for the power
holders. Although it is certainly tempting for a hegemonic power to
transform its situation into a monopoly, democratic power is conditioned
by ethical imperatives. The democratic hegemon must be willing to share
and to allow the possibility of the redistribution of power.

The United States as hegemon: Facing hard choices

Democratic legitimacy and its ability to socialize and pacify power com-
petition offer two possible routes to the United States as the only current
global superpower. First, it could use its hegemonic position to oppose
the continued implementation of democratic legitimacy. This route would
be understandable and all too human. Politics is not about sainthood.
Being committed to facilitating the success of its competitors is certainly
not easy for a hegemonic power, especially when competitors are not
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equally committed to its success. This, in itself, can be used as a rational-
ization, if not a justi®cation, for putting self-interest ®rst. However, this
route is not necessarily the safest one for American foreign policy, in that
it is unlikely to produce conditions for peace, let alone a just peace. It
could produce unfortunate consequences in terms of international vio-
lence. It could generate envy and resentment, a situation that could fuel
the emergence of radical and violent opposition to the hegemonic power.
As a matter of fact, this is already happening in various regions of the
world, where international terrorism is making the United States its most
favorite target. In addition, when there is a perception that a hegemonic
power is employing a double standard or inconsistency in its application
of democratic values, the values themselves and their power to structure
debates and interactions tend to be undermined. This also facilitates the
development of unfriendly confrontation.

The second possible path for the United States is the commitment
to democratic values at the international level as a way to enhance the
socialization of international affairs. There are good reasons to follow this
route. To start with, there is the need for the United States to be aware of
the normative demands that accompany being the democratic super-
power of the time. If it wants to be faithful to its own national mythology
and to the democratic creed it professes, it has to give the lead to the
expectations of democratic imperatives. This is part of its responsibility,
and it is accountable for it. More pragmatically, the enhancement of
democratic values at the international level could prove to be, for the
United States, a sound strategy for ensuring its own security and the sta-
bility of the international system. This is especially the case since there is
no shortage of ways to promote this enhancement.

Already largely tested and in the making through the increasingly
dense web of multilateral and communal activities initiated after World
War II, these methods involve security, economic, commercial, and other
negotiations and regulations. As such, they involve trying to secure the
establishment of real mechanisms of fairness at the international level,
in the political, security, economic, and other such spheres. They imply
making as sure as possible that pluralism is expressed, protected, and
promoted in strategic areas. Although not yet fully embedded, taking into
account these principles, partly in relation to the United Nations system,
has certainly already lessened tensions and contributed to the fact that
democratic legitimacy tends to be more and more the value of reference,
nationally and internationally. For international democratic legitimacy
to become more deeply embedded and to contribute more effectively to
the paci®cation of power competition, it is, however, necessary to revisit
the notion of hegemony.

90 POWER IN TRANSITION



Revisiting the nature and role of the hegemon

The understanding of socialization at the international level is an extra-
polation of the national dimension, of the process of nation-state forma-
tion.17 This has had two major consequences for the study of international
affairs and the envisaged socialization of global politics. First, compared
with the internal ordering and integration that national politics has cre-
ated in modern times, international affairs have appeared unruly and
anarchical. Second, borrowing from the concentration of power that
construction of the nation-state implied, the idea emerged in the 1980s
that hegemony was a prime condition for international socialization. This
seemed all the more convenient to American analysts of international
affairs in that it appeared ful®lled in the superpower position that the
United States acquired after World War II and in its gradually growing
in¯uence worldwide, and made it possible to look into the possible theo-
retical justi®cation for such domination. It is in this context that inter-
national relations, as an academic ®eld, mobilized Thomas Hobbes'
thoughts on the natural state of anarchy and the need for a Leviathan,
as well as Antonio Gramsci's notion of a hegemonic bloc. As a result,
hegemony and the concentration, if not monopoly, of power that it
implies became one of the core notions of the contemporary American
understanding of international politics, one through which order and
stability were meant to be achieved and maintained.18

This understanding of the role of the hegemon has little to do with
democratic legitimacy. Democratic legitimacy, far from being simply the
justi®cation for the monopoly of violence elucidated by Weber, who was
mainly addressing the issue of legitimacy in a context rather foreign to
democratic politics, is in principle the organization of the circulation of
power. While it is true that the organizational role of the state involves
limiting the access to the means of violence,19 this should not be per-
mitted to interfere with the very foundation of democratic legitimacy:
relatively open access to and participation in power. As a result, if
parallels have to be drawn between socialization at the national level and
socialization at the international level, they have to be established on
clear grounds. In calling upon a somewhat Hobbesian version of the
hegemon, theorists of international politics remain dependent upon a
pre-democratic vision of national politics that they then superimpose
upon the international scene. But, just as contemporary national politics
is no longer identi®able with pre-democratic politics, international poli-
tics should not be reduced to its pre-democratic features and principles.

It is inaccurate to consider international politics as being in a nascent
stage equivalent to that of national politics at the time of the formation
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of nation-states, and thus requiring an analogous and pre-democratic
hegemon. It is especially inaccurate when the current hegemon ± the
United States ± identi®es itself with democratic culture. Although it
is true that international politics is not fully socialized, especially in dem-
ocratic terms, it is no longer the raw anarchy that some observers de-
scribe. Nor is there anything to indicate that the forms of socialization in
international politics are meant strictly to duplicate the way in which the
nation-state was historically established and socialized.

The United States' contenders: Seeking hegemony or respect?

Calling for democratization of the United States' hegemonic status does
not mean making it a victim of political idealism and romanticism. If
democracy tends to structure the overall political culture of our time, it
does not imply that democracy is all there is to contemporary political
culture. In particular, it does not put an end to power competition and the
tensions that competition generates. So, while encouraging the United
States to democratize its power, it is important to identify the countries
likely to be its challengers and assess how dangerous they could be for a
democratized American hegemon.

There are very few possible real contenders at the global level. Among
the big powers, Russia and Japan can be eliminated from the start. Russia
is no longer in the competition, though one should not underestimate
the reactions that could arise from internal resentments attached to its
demise.20 Japan, despite its economic power, has too many problems of
self-positioning to be a real threat. Its awkwardness in projecting itself
regionally and internationally is a testimony to its limitations and a pro-
found impediment.21 The two most credible contenders, as more or less
homogeneous units, are Europe and China. However, the dangers they
represent have to be mitigated. Neither one is likely to challenge the
United States for hegemony. They seek respect more than hegemony.

From the beginning, the post±World War II European project was
meant to be a key element of the paci®cation of Western Europe, espe-
cially among the European powers that had gone to war in World War I
and World War II, such as Germany and France. The outward dimension
was no less important. Although not stated in military terms, it was as-
sumed that an integrated and prosperous Europe would be a good pro-
tection against the dangers ± internally as well as externally from the East
± of communism. With the integration of the core of Western Europe
largely on its way, the European project is now facing challenges that are
results of its success: deciding upon the modalities of further integration,
in terms of federation and/or of preserved sovereignty, and upon how far
the enlargement should go.
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When it comes to the outward projection of Europe, it is interesting to
notice that it has evolved over time and that its main target has changed.
The Soviet Union is no longer the main outside threat. With the hegem-
ony of the United States, the European construct has for some time now
been ± and not only under France's auspices ± a tool to envision, if not to
put into action yet, ways of containing American dominance. This course
of action does not mean, however, that Europe aspires to return to world
hegemony, or that it is ready to challenge the United States on this
ground. Europe is too inhabited by uncertainties and contradictory forces
concerning its external future to follow this path. In addition, without
even stressing here the importance of the cultural bonds between the
United States and Europe, the countries of the European Union are too
committed to democratic ideals and mechanisms nationally and interna-
tionally to envisage direct confrontation with the United States. The
``demilitarized mind''22 is now a feature too deeply embedded in the West
European world-view to make competition for international hegemony
likely.23

As for China, a number of factors shape it as a self-involved power, not
really able to project its ambitions beyond its immediate region. First and
foremost, the nature of the values structuring the identity of China does
not allow the type of universalization of power that the universal values
of the Western democratic message allowed. As a result, even if Asia as a
region achieves greater global strategic importance in the future, with
China as its leading power, it is still dif®cult to imagine that without
the base of universalizable ideals and values China could project itself
globally.

More importantly, perhaps, there is a characteristic that Europe and
China share vis-aÁ -vis the United States. This element militates against the
likelihood of a confrontation between Europe and the United States, or
between China and the United States. It concerns the nature and devel-
opment of their already noticeable competition. This competition is not
and will not be about the replacement of the current bene®ciary of world
hegemony by a new bene®ciary of a hegemonic situation. It is and will be
about establishing a more balanced set of relationships among powerful
units. Europe and China are, indeed, less concerned with replacing the
United States in its hegemonic position than with preventing its hegem-
ony from becoming overwhelming and ®nal. The emerging competition is
about the search for reciprocity, mutuality, and respect. It is also about
making sure that the international system remains open to change and
the possible circulation of power. It is about diversity and reciprocity.

As a matter of fact, it is this search for respect and reciprocity
that largely explains the growing regional trading bloc mentality in the
European Union, as a way to resist and challenge the globalization of
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American order.24 The search for respect is perhaps even more impor-
tant for China. Ever since the Opium Wars of the early nineteenth cen-
tury forcibly opened the country, the West in general, and the United
States in particular, have been viewed by the Chinese as the agents of an
endless series of humiliations. Equality of status, a ®erce insistence on not
bowing to foreign prescription, is for Chinese leaders not a tactic but a
moral imperative.25

Realizing democratic hegemony

The position of domination in which the United States ®nds itself today is
an interesting one. It is tempted to push to the limits what late modernity
is normatively and politically allowing in terms of acting as a modern
empire.26 It is tempted to generate a semi-institutionalized imperial
regime, a multifaceted imperialism. And, as we know, empires have no
interest in operating within an international system. They aspire to
domesticate the international realm. They aspire to be the international
system. As such, they have no need for a balance of power.27 The uni-
versal character of the democratic values that lie at the core of American
culture,28 and the importance that American foreign policy attaches to
their spread, can only facilitate the tactical realization of this temptation,
adapted to the gouÃ t du jour.29 On the other hand, the democratic culture
with which the United States identi®es itself places strong constraints on
such behavior. One cannot act as a pseudo-empire, as an imperial power,
and pretend to be a democratic power ± especially when other units of
power are growing into challenger status.

If the expression used at one point by Secretary of State Madeleine
Albright ± that the United States is the indispensable power ± has some
reason and validity, it cannot possibly mean that other powers are dis-
pensable.30 This would go against the democratic values that the United
States claims it identi®es with. It can only mean that the United States'
credibility lies in its ability to make the other countries equally indis-
pensable. In considering the spread of democratic representative in-
stitutions as a key to peace, the American power should be aware of the
consequences that this logically implies: organizing democratic hegem-
ony, rather than using democracy to organize and universalize its own
hegemony. To try to have it both ways can only be self-defeating for de-
mocracy and its ideals. There is no such thing as a free lunch in the world
of democratic legitimacy. Democratic legitimacy is not an aÁ la carte menu
from which one chooses what is convenient and leaves out what is not.
Democratic legitimacy provides bene®ts ± moral and social ± only so long
as they are accompanied by the possibility that they will be shared. It re-
quires consistency in its deployment to be valid. Democratic hegemony is
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not the universalization and monopolization of power by the dominating
power. It is the organization of the end of unreciprocal hegemony. It is
hegemony democratized.31

Liberalism, as the ideology of American power within and beyond its
borders, does not necessarily help to accomplish this task, since one of
its major characteristics is to present itself as an ahistorical and non-
ideological world-view, and thus as a ``natural'' best method for organiz-
ing society. Liberalism's philosophy of nature amounts to a depoliticiza-
tion of the political organization of interactions, at both the national and
international levels. It tends to invite the view that the distribution of
power it engineers is unavoidable and unchangeable.32 However, demo-
cratic institutions are meant to organize the mobility and circulation of
power. Democratic legitimacy is about ensuring relatively open access
to and fair competition for power. It is about ensuring power's constant
potential redistribution. That is also what the rule of law means, nation-
ally and internationally. That is the price to pay for securing the possi-
bility of peace among competing powers,33 a peace that is not a paix
armeÂe, a war in the waiting, but a true celebration of the potentialities of
life.34

The United States should not forget one of the lessons attached to the
end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union. The Soviet
Union collapsed not primarily because the United States defeated it. It
disintegrated because the Soviet Union defeated itself by thinking that
it could thrive by feeding on its own society ± despite the vital need
to organize universality, plurality, and mobility peacefully within itself,
despite the demands for socialization and political legitimacy. Because
democracy has been rather attentive to the demands for socialization and
legitimacy, it remains the only ®ghter still standing on the ®eld, and on
the rise more now than ever. The United States, as part of the democratic
culture, bene®ts from this situation and has greatly contributed to making
it possible. As a superpower, however, it should also listen to the lessons
this history conveys for the handling of international politics.

The sense of solidarity that American power displayed in the aftermath
of World War II in facilitating the reconstruction of the international
system and the countries ± both victorious and defeated ± devastated by
war contributed, in the end, to the United States' world hegemony. The
United States can once more display its power of solidarity, of interested
generosity. Indeed, the United States would bene®t ± although most
likely quite differently from the way it gained from its contribution to the
reconstruction of the international system in the aftermath of World War
II ± by following this path.35 Acting as a true democratic hegemon, it
would ®nish the job that it began under Woodrow Wilson and continued
with the creation of the United Nations. It should do so, but this time by
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contributing to preparing for its peaceful resignation as the only and
overarching superpower, in order to hasten a peaceful return to a paci®c,
positive and creative multipolarity. As well as political stamina and the
proper mechanisms to implement it,36 this requires moral strength. A
sense of urgency should be able to invigorate such a need for moral
strength. For, when socializing the rising contenders fails, when the
hegemon waits too long to open up, the remaining options tend to be
equally unsatisfactory. One is appeasement. It is hardly a good option. By
the time it lands on the desk of the decision makers, resentment has
usually reached boiling point among contending powers. A confron-
tational mood has settled in that is dif®cult to dispel, especially when
domestic conditions encourage it. Even accommodation from the still
dominant country will be insuf®cient. Such accommodation is seen as a
weakness, and constitutes an invitation to push further and grab more,
deepening the atmosphere of con¯ict. It is then that the chances of open
con¯ict become frighteningly real.
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rise of the United States as the main superpower and to a change of generation. The
supporters of the realist balance of power were often scholars and policy makers origi-
nally from Europe (for instance Hans Morgenthau and Henry Kissinger), who con-
tributed to adapting the European notion of realpolitik to the American understanding
and conduct of power politics throughout the Cold War.

19. In other words, I am advocating here not the end of the state, but the importance and
even exclusivity of certain functions to be performed by state institutions, nationally and
internationally.

20. Russia suffers domestically from serious and largely self-in¯icted problems, among which
are a predatory and incompetent state and elite ± the worst combination. As a conse-
quence, it appears unlikely that Russia will be able to recover on its own. To a certain
extent, its revival depends upon outside forces. However, there are not many interna-
tional partners. Furthermore, in part rightly so, the help they may offer is rather tenta-
tive, if not counterproductive. The Bretton Woods institutions and other private ®nan-
cial actors ± which Russia needs because it does not bene®t from foreign investments
channeled in by an economic diaspora, as is the case for China ± are quite hesitant. The
United States, which in the end is probably more interested in pushing its advantage
over Russia than in bringing it into the international system on the basis of a balanced
partnership, is also quite hesitant. The European Union, although cautious as well,
is perhaps the best bet for Russia. In the present circumstances, because of Russia's
geographical location and its cultural af®nity and long shared history with Western
Europe, the European Union has the strongest vested interest of all international
actors in facilitating Russia's domestic, continental, and international socialization. As a
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result, provided that Russian leaders adopt more transparent and ef®cient modes of
governing (which Europe is likely to ask for as a condition of an enhanced partnership,
but without the typical ideological righteousness and rigidity of American power), the
European Union will probably step in at some point. The question is when the con-
ditions will be met and minds ready on the two sides of the European continent for this
to happen.

21. In the 1980s, the technological and economic rise of Japan was viewed as a major threat
to the United States. It was mainly in the context of the elevation of this trans-Paci®c
competition to the global level that the international political economy became a major
®eld of study in international relations. It served as an indication of the changing nature
of international power and of the dramatic alterations that the anticipated hegemony of
Japan and decline of the United States were envisioned to bring to the global distribu-
tion of power. Although based on the impressive economic rise of Japan, the eventuality
of such a power transition between these two countries was only a false alarm ± largely a
self-induced panic attack on the part of the United States. Too many factors pointed
toward the extreme improbability of a scenario of Japan's assumption of the mantle of
global power. The intensity of the bilateral security relations between the two countries,
their mutual need to address and maintain stability in Asia, the almost ontological im-
possibility of Japan's translation of its economic power into global political power, and
the revitalization of the American economy are only some of these factors.

22. The ``demilitarized mind'' feature in Western Europe ± which does not imply total dis-
armament and a refusal to see the use of military means as a legitimate option in certain
circumstances ± should not necessarily be perceived as a weakness and a by-product of a
lack of agreement on a common defense strategy and policy or of clear strategic thinking
on crises arising in Europe (see the European hesitations regarding the intervention
in Kosovo). It has also to be understood in the light of a recent historical and cultural
European trend ± a trend in the context of which the conception and conduct of
international relations through the lens of a military world-view appear more and more
outdated for a number of situations. This explains why a number of West European
countries ± not only the internationally friendly countries such as the Nordic countries
or the Netherlands, but increasingly even the ones traditionally committed to a certain
extent to a global ``politique de puissance'' (France and the United Kingdom primarily)
± are moving away from a foreign policy that is heavily in¯uenced by the military in
terms of analysis and means.

23. The demilitarized mind now largely embedded in the West European world-view con-
trasts with the highly militaristic understanding of foreign policy of the other main world
powers: the United States, Russia, and China. This demilitarization of the mind to which
the European Union bears testimony could have far-reaching consequences. The West-
ern continent, where the modern nation-state emerged, could now be in the process of
organizing its demise or at least of integrating it into a new form of political association:
the federation, thus contributing to a new way of doing politics. This type of political
legitimacy perhaps in the making is not only regional but also international. First, as it is
about to embrace more and more territories, the European Union is tending ± rather
problematically one has to admit ± to extend beyond what some see as the ``natural''
limits of Europe. Second, this model emulates other regions of the world (for instance
the Southern Cone Common Market in South America). Third, it has interesting rela-
tionships with two of the models helping to structure international order, apart from the
state model: the American model and the United Nations model. There are relationships
of complementarity (for example, political and normative complementarity), overlap
(normative overlap for instance), division of labor (e.g. UN±NATO and USA±Europe
relationships in Kosovo), and competition (USA±UN, USA±European Union).
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24. The spread of regional blocs is not necessarily harmless. It might also exacerbate inter-
national competition and tensions.

25. Chinese scholars and policy makers in the ®eld of international affairs tend to have a
constitutional interpretation of the balance of power. They view it as part of a checks
and balances system, of a search for international reciprocity. Their constitutionalist
enlightenment is, however, limited. It is typically part of a double standard approach
characteristic of power holders more aware and eager to enjoy the privileges of power
than to abide by and follow imperatives of justice. Thus it does not prevent most Chi-
nese analysts and policy makers from seeing nothing wrong with China being engaged in
macho and ego-in¯ated politics at the international level, such as being oblivious to the
self-determination rights of regions and people located in border areas that China claims
are strategic for its own security and interests.

26. The empire ± in which institutionalized relationships of hierarchy and vassality exist
between the dominating center and the entities of the periphery ± is no longer seen as a
legitimate form of political regime. The only form of tight supranational association seen
as legitimate today is the federation, with relationships of parity and horizontal part-
nership among countries.

27. Balance of power and hegemony have both positive and negative aspects as ways to en-
sure international order. Balance of power avoids hierarchy and the alienation of state
units but tends to trigger competition and attempts to offset the balance of power and,
therefore, stability. Hegemony, by embedding order in overwhelming power, creates a
hierarchy that runs the risk of alienating other countries and generating a backlash.

28. Modern France and the United States, each in its own way, put a sense of sameness and
equality among individuals and a drive to enhance it as a right at the core of the uni-
versal and universalizing dimension of democratic values. This contributed to making
their ideological message a very attractive one. It helped create a cultural magnet that
progressives from countries at the receiving end have often been eager to emulate at
home. At times it was also a convenient mantle to clothe and attempt to legitimate ex-
pansion beyond borders. France, when it was at the height of its power, certainly bene-
®ted from its version of the universal and universalizing dimension of democratic values.
The United States' ability to expand and attract overseas has certainly also gained from
the American version of the universal and universalizing dimension of liberal values. In
modern times, such a convenient device of international power provided by domestic
cultural values is matchless. Take, for instance, the case of Britain. British liberal values,
anchored in a rather hierarchical and aristocratic understanding of political republican-
ism and liberalism, because they are less concerned with social equality than with polit-
ical liberty, certainly did not lend Britain such ideological attraction at the peak of its
international power. Its ability to seduce was targeted more to the elite of the periphery
than to the commoners and masses. The cases of pre-World War Germany and Japan
are even more striking. Germany was at the time fundamentally insecure about its
standing and had no domestic democratic tradition. It viewed its relationships with other
nations and cultures essentially in terms of hierarchy and force. Among conservative
decision makers, the tendency was to perceive other nations and cultures as different
and inferior, to be dominated and subjugated to the greater good of Germany. As for
Japan, its insularity and insistence on being different, the combined sense of inferiority/
superiority at the core of its self-image, and the ways it related to the outer world,
especially vis-aÁ -vis its immediate neighbors in Asia, could only make awkward, uncon-
vincing, and unattractive its attempts to justify its expansion policy in terms of pan-
Asian regionalism.

29. See Lea Brilmayer, American Hegemony: Political Morality in a One-Superpower World
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 1994).
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30. Although this probably unfortunately comes close to Albright's interpretation.
31. Spinoza holds that the devolution of all power to one actor is a fatal mistake: ``So it is

slavery, not peace, that is furthered by the transfer of all power to one man; for peace, as
I have said already, is not mere absence of war, but a union or agreement of minds'' (A
Treatise on Politics, chap. VI, paras. 4 and 5, in The Political Works, Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1958, p. 317). This certainly also applies at the international level.

32. This conception of liberalism has partly to be understood in connection with the in¯u-
ence of social Darwinism. It is also interesting to note that this view of liberalism co-
habits with another core liberal belief, the one emphasizing the individual's power to
create artifacts, to manufacture and change reality at will. In the end, liberal forces work
hard to ensure that the claims of the superior essence of liberalism prevail historically.
They leave nothing to the course of history, which is after all quite unpredictable in its
outcomes, even when these are viewed as natural and the best that could happen.

33. One cannot help thinking here about having some equivalent to the US Sherman Anti-
trust Act, which provides the legal basis for dismantling economic monopoly in the
name of open and fair competition and the rights of consumers. It is a piece of social
legislation used to limit perceived exploitation and the aggregation of power. Applied to
international politics, it would hypothetically put an end to political power monopoly.

34. In A Treatise on Politics, Spinoza leads the reader to conclude that democracy is likely
to be as close as a political regime can be to reaching a spiritual form of political power
where reason, right, freedom, faithfulness to oneself and others, joy, and, ultimately, life
with its highest inspirations and aspirations go hand in hand.

35. On this issue, see for instance G. John Ikenberry, After Victory. Institutions, Strategic
Restraint, and the Rebuilding of Order after Major Wars (Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 2001), pp. 257±273.

36. The proper mechanisms would have to address the domestic level as well as the inter-
national plane. Domestically, they imply somehow getting Washington and the US
Congress to break away from their parochialism vis-aÁ -vis international affairs. At the
international level, they would require the United States to move away from two re-
current shortcomings, which are partly encouraged by the limitations and constant
complaints of other international state actors. The ®rst is the politics of paternalism ± a
politics that tends both to lament other nations' lack of engagement, of taking respon-
sibility in international affairs, and to mock and vilify them when they try to engage and
take responsibility. The second is macho politics, which ultimately favors and enjoys
unilateral decisions. The effects of these shortcomings (which amount to attempting to
have it both ways: calling for burden-sharing while eagerly holding on to the privileges
and bene®ts of power) can be particularly damaging. Because of the dominating position
of the United States, any policy that happens to be an outgrowth of them still sets the
international agenda.

100 POWER IN TRANSITION



5

Peaceful power transitions:
The historical cases

Jason Davidson and Mira Sucharov

Introduction

In this chapter, we will illuminate the theoretical framework presented in
this volume through an examination of three cases of peaceful power
management: the United States and Great Britain (1895±1914), the
Concert of Europe (1815±1848), and ASEAN (the Association of South
East Asian Nations). While the US±UK case is an example of a power
transition in the formal sense, the Concert and ASEAN cases exemplify ±
to greater or lesser degrees ± the dynamics of power management and
security accommodation integral to our overall topic of interest.

The American±British transition of the turn of the twentieth century is
one of the clearest examples of a power transition in modern history.
Following Britain's ascent to power in the wake of Dutch decline, the
United States gradually drew closer, increasing the likelihood that war
might break out between hegemon and challenger. Contrary to what his-
tory might have predicted, the transition was completed peacefully. What
explains this puzzle? We will argue that the phenomenon of benignity ±
speci®cally, the mutual attribution of benign character ± was the strongest
factor leading to the peacefulness of the transition. We will also illustrate
the lesser degree to which agreement on order and legitimacy contributed
to the peaceful nature of the transition.

The Concert of Europe also provides fertile ground on which to test
the model presented here, as it is a striking example of cooperation in
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the security realm. We will demonstrate that the exercise of restraint was
prevalent throughout the history of the Concert, and that the group's
members were willing to forgo their immediate goals in the interests
of mutual accommodation. Agreement on order was also highly salient,
speci®cally in the form of agreeing to spheres of in¯uence. Finally, a
spirit of shared legitimacy buttressed the Concert, as at least two in-
stitutions were imbued with normative signi®cance: the monarchy and
Christianity.

Finally, the case of ASEAN, while neither as fully ordered nor as
legitimate as a formal security community might be, lends our model a
greater degree of geographic and temporal breadth. Now entering its
fourth decade, and ®nally having admitted all the states of South-East
Asia, ASEAN stands out as an example of sovereign states agreeing
to pursue multilateral aims for the ultimate goal of managing power
differentials among members. We will argue that the exercising of strate-
gic restraint facilitated the mutual perception of benignity among the
member states, resulting in a more durable dynamic of cooperation
within South-East Asia. The institutionalized mechanisms within the or-
ganization, agreement on hierarchy within the region, as well as a shared
anti-colonialist legacy have helped to further agreement on order and
legitimacy.

The remainder of this chapter will explore each of these three cases of
power management in turn.

The United States and Great Britain, 1895±1914

The American±British transition of the turn of the twentieth century is
the most easily identi®able case of a peaceful power transition in modern
history. Nineteenth-century Britain ruled the world's seas with an empire
the size of Rome's. By the mid-twentieth century, however, the United
States was in a similar position. It dominated international trade and
®nance, and held a sizable lead over its closest military rival, the Soviet
Union. The American±British transition therefore provides an excellent
testing ground for the claims made by the model presented in this book.
We will argue that, although the evidence for shared legitimacy and
agreement on order was sparse (as be®ts the nascent development of the
US±UK relationship), there is much evidence that the two countries
exercised restraint and mutual accommodation. We will outline speci®c
acts of accommodation and restraint, and the resulting mutual attribu-
tion of benign character. In addition, we will discuss the degree to which
order and legitimacy were agreed upon, and will conclude by countering
potential critics of our explanation of this case.
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Overview

Historical outline

As noted above, British power peaked during the nineteenth century. At
the dawn of that century the United States had not yet begun its ascent to
great power status and its relations with Britain were anything but
peaceful. The War of 1812 was triggered by the rights of neutrals to trade
with belligerents and non-belligerents during wartime. The United States,
as a non-belligerent in the Napoleonic Wars, sought such trade, whereas
the British aimed to keep the Americans from trading with warring par-
ties.1 The next clash occurred during the American Civil War (1861±
1865). Britain ruf̄ ed America's feathers by recognizing the South as a
belligerent, and later through incidents such as allowing British citizens to
fund and man the Southern ship the Alabama.2

After the Civil War, Britain and America entered an era which histo-
rian H. C. Allen refers to as the ``Quiet Years,'' which lasted until our
period of interest. The transition period began with the Venezuelan
boundary dispute of 1895, which nearly led to war between the two
countries. By the Spanish±American War of 1898 Britain was subtly aid-
ing the United States in its bid for power. Two other important con¯icts
were over the Alaskan boundary and over a Central American isthmian
canal that the United States hoped to construct. Internationally, the Brit-
ish were engaged in the Boer War (1899±1902), and then in the contest for
an Open Door to China. By the close of this period, the two states had
weathered these numerous incidents and had developed a partnership that
was to stand the test of time (the crises will be discussed in detail below).3

Documenting the transition

We may document the power transition both in terms of capabilities
(military and economic) and by noting the issue areas that had the
potential to draw the two states into war. The economic aspects of power
most clearly demonstrate the transition. In 1860, Britain's relative share
of world manufacturing output was 19.9 percent, as compared with the
United States' meager 7.2 percent. By 1900, however, it was the young
republic that had surged ahead, garnering 23.6 percent to Britain's 18.5
percent.4 The military dimension, however, presented less of a clear pic-
ture. The United States had long downplayed the necessity of a peace-
time military force. Consequently, the growth of its navy from roughly
169,000 tons in 1880 to 824,000 in 1910 (compared with Britain's 650,000
to 2,174,000) was noteworthy.5 Although the United States never chal-
lenged Britain's navy, it did become the second-ranked naval power by
1906.6 The size of the US army was less impressive, even when compared
with Britain, which has always had one of the smallest armies in Europe.7
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However, most observers knew that, like its naval counterpart, the
American army was limited only by ``the amount of money the American
people [chose] to spend on it.''8 In wartime, Americans could draw on
their massive population base ± second only to Russia's in 1910 ± and
convert it into one of the greatest armies in the world.9

Were there issues that might have led the two powers into con¯ict?
The answer is a resounding yes. The War of 1812 was started by the
neutrality/freedom-of-the-seas issue, which remained a constant source of
tension between Britain and the United States.10 However, there are at
least three other sets of issues that could have caused war between the
two countries. First, there were several outstanding con¯icts between the
United States and Canada.11 Because the United States and Canada
shared a massive border and the defense of that border was at least in
part guaranteed by Britain, war might have resulted.12 Second, Britain
had numerous colonial and commercial interests in the Western hemi-
sphere, where the United States claimed to be the ®nal arbiter of all
disputes. Third, and ®nally, the growth of American naval power could
have served as a point of contention between the two.13 Why, then,
despite the evidence of a major transition in power between Britain and
the United States, and despite several areas in which the two could have
come into con¯ict escalating into war, did the two resolve their differ-
ences peacefully?

Building benignity

We propose that, during this period, the United States and the United
Kingdom exercised restraint and practiced accommodation resulting in
the mutual attribution of benign character. We will document these
moves by discussing four issues. First, we will outline the concessions that
each made in their relations with the other. Second, we will document
that both the United States and the United Kingdom stopped planning
for war with the other. Third, we will note instances where the United
States or the United Kingdom actually favored increases in power by the
other. Finally, we will cite statements by the United States and the United
Kingdom to the effect that the other was seen as benign and therefore
could be trusted. Before continuing, however, we should note that the
pattern of benign action and attribution of benignity was not symmetrical.
Throughout the period Britain both took more benign action and attrib-
uted more benign character to the United States than vice-versa.14

Restraint and accommodation

The ®rst step in the construction of benignity occurred through con-
cessions made within the US±UK dyad. The ®rst and perhaps most telling
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incident was the Venezuelan boundary dispute, which was ostensibly
between British Guiana and Venezuela.15 When the British had assumed
power from the Dutch in 1814, the border had not been precisely estab-
lished. As such, British subjects began settling in areas (known as the
Schomburgk line) that were contested but formerly held by the Dutch.
Furthermore, by the 1890s, both parties began making territorial claims
that were beyond any that they had made previously. In this climate,
US Secretary of State Richard Olney introduced his ``twenty-inch gun''
declaration, stating the Monroe Doctrine required that the United
States make itself involved (because the dispute was in the Western
hemisphere).16

In his response several months later, British Prime Minister Salisbury
rejected the American claim that it had a role in the con¯ict.17 The con-
¯ict peaked when President Cleveland declared in a speech to Congress
that it was ``the duty of the United States to resist by every means in its
power'' the British action.18 The crisis was ultimately resolved by con-
cessions on the part of both the United States and the United Kingdom.
First, and perhaps most crucially, the British conceded the American
right to intervene and to establish an arbitration panel.19 The United
States conceded the speci®c point that areas settled for more than 50
years would be excluded by the arbitrators.20 Consequently, the settle-
ment that was eventually achieved largely favored the British at the
expense of the Venezuelans.

British concessions were also crucial in resolving the Alaskan boundary
dispute and the dispute over an isthmian canal. The former dispute was
rooted in an imprecise boundary between Alaska and Canada which
the United States had inherited from Russia.21 Canada accepted the US
interpretation of the boundary until gold was discovered in the Klondike
in 1896. Despite Canadian claims, a modus vivendi was achieved that
favored the United States, which Canada accepted under pressure from
London. Canada had also pressed the mother country to link American
concessions on the Alaskan boundary to British concessions on a pro-
posed isthmian canal (to be discussed shortly). In the event, Britain
de-linked the two, angering Canada.22 In taking this step, the British
Ambassador to Washington, Julian Pauncefote, stated, ``America seems
to be our only friend just now, and it would be unfortunate to quarrel
with her.''23 The British conceded in the eventual settlement, angering
Canada.24

The US±UK dispute over the creation of an isthmian canal began with
the Clayton Bulwer Treaty of 1850.25 This treaty speci®ed that the canal
be built by both Britain and the United States, and be strictly regulated in
order to keep the canal from biasing one country over others during
times of war or peace. When President McKinley reignited the idea of a
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canal in his address to Congress in 1898, he neglected even to mention
the British or the Clayton Bulwer Treaty. More than any of the other
disputes between the two parties, the isthmian canal dispute saw the
British concede virtually every point demanded by the United States.
When the ®rst Hay±Pauncefote treaty (rejected by the US Senate for not
being suf®ciently favorable to American interests) failed, the British
agreed to sign a second treaty, conceding several points that they had
initially rejected and gaining virtually nothing from the United States.26
In making these concessions Britain exercised restraint, contributing to
the creation of an image of itself as benign.

In a ®nal dispute the United States conceded in the face of British
opposition.27 In Guatemala, British ®nanciers held most of the country's
national debt. When dictator Manuel Cabrera repudiated the claim, the
British put pressure on his regime. American Secretary of the Treasury
Philander C. Knox strongly suggested that the British give ``consideration
to the predominant interests of the United States in the Caribbean re-
publics,'' and allow a takeover of the debts by Americans.28 Instead, the
British stood ®rm and won. British negotiator Lionel Carden traveled to
Guatemala and, backed by a warship, gained restoration of the debt
claim.29

Benign images

While benignity was encouraged by the concessions that both states made
in disputes with the other, perhaps the best indicator of mutual attribu-
tion of benign character is that each state stopped planning for war with
the other. British naval planning had long been based on the ``two-power
standard,'' which meant that the island nation's navy must be at least as
large as the combined forces of the two next-largest navies.30 In a mem-
orandum from early 1901, First Lord of the Admiralty Lord Selborne
adjusted the standard by explicitly excluding the United States from it.31
Further evidence of the shifting naval calculation emerges from the
negotiations on renewal of the Anglo-Japanese alliance in 1905. Both
powers agreed that their combined forces should be capable of matching
any two potential rivals, but Britain had dif®culty convincing Japan that
the ``two rivals'' should exclude the United States. British Foreign
Secretary Landsdowne later re¯ected on the British policy: ``We did
not consider it at all likely that we should be at war with the United
States.''32

Similar evidence of the British decision to stop planning for war with
the United States occurred when Britain began a full-scale withdrawal of
its troops from the Western hemisphere. In 1904, Britain proposed to
withdraw infantry at British installations in Halifax, Barbados, Trinidad,
Bermuda, and Jamaica.33 As early as 1906, the last units of British regu-
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lars had departed from Canadian soil, leaving it to defend itself against
the United States in the unlikely event of war breaking out between the
two neighbors.34

It is dif®cult to ®nd evidence to support conclusions about the war plans
of the United States, because that country was insular enough not to have
been planning as actively for its defense as was Britain. Perhaps the clear-
est evidence is a statement by President Roosevelt to a junior British dip-
lomat in 1905: ``[y]ou need not ever be troubled by the nightmare of
a possible contest between the two great English-speaking peoples. In
keeping ready for possible war I never even take into account a war with
England. I treat it as out of the question.''35

The next and perhaps most striking example of the mutual attribution
of benign character by the United States and Britain is that, at various
junctures, both favored increases in the power of the other. The British
favored increases in American power in the Spanish±American War,
during the American effort to annex the Philippines, and with the Amer-
ican construction of an isthmian canal. In the Spanish±American War,
the British could have played a strictly neutral role, and publicly did so.
Instead, they supported the American grab for international power in
several ways. First, the Royal Navy expedited the sale to the United
States of two British-built cruisers which had initially been intended for
Brazil.36 Another biased action occurred when a Spanish squadron that
might have challenged the United States in the Far East was prevented
from getting there because the British enticed the Egyptians to deny
them coal.37 A ®nal incident occurred when the British allowed Ameri-
can vessels to dock and remain in a Chinese bay that the British were
about to occupy (and hence by the laws of neutrality the Americans
would have been expelled). The British allowed the Americans to stay by
delaying the commencement of British occupation.38

The British were more overtly behind American efforts to expand
its power by annexing the Philippines. First, the British denied Spanish
requests to join with other powers to occupy the island. Second, British
of®cials stated that if the Philippines were to be held by any power other
than Spain it should be the United States.39 The British also actively
supported the American effort by lending landing craft to the US navy ±
a gesture that eased the establishment of American power on Panay
Island. In addition, a British gunboat intervened to bring about the
surrender of the strategic city of Cebu in the central Philippines to
US command.40 The ®nal and perhaps most dramatic case was that of
the American effort to construct an isthmian canal. As noted above, the
British had a role in the decision because of a prior treaty between the
two countries. Yet, despite numerous memoranda on the deleterious im-
pact the canal would have on the Anglo-American balance of power, the
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British conceded the canal to the Americans, with (as noted above) vir-
tually no constraints on American plans.41

Similarly, the United States subtly aided British efforts to maintain
their power in the Boer War.42 Theodore Roosevelt, vice-president when
the con¯ict broke out, made the clearest statement of American support,
proclaiming ``[i]t is in the interest of the English-speaking peoples, and
therefore of civilization, that English should be the tongue South of the
Zambesi.''43 One major action was that, unlike during the early years
of World War I, the United States did not stem the ¯ow of credit to
the belligerents. This decision greatly favored the British, as the Boers
lacked backing for even the smallest loans, whereas nearly 20 percent of
Britain's war costs were covered by US loans.44 A second step was to
continue to export goods that were all but obviously military in nature
(despite neutrality laws to the contrary), again favoring the British owing
to their vastly greater purchasing power.45 Finally, although American
diplomats handled British interests in enemy countries, they failed to
even receive Boer representatives until 1902, and then quickly dismissed
complaints of unequal treatment of the two belligerents.46 In short,
unlike relations between most states (even allies), the United States and
Great Britain aided each other in the increase or defense of their re-
spective power positions, thus demonstrating the benign view that they
held of one another.

General statements made by the United States and Britain also shed
light on the mutual attribution of benign character. Some of the most ®rm
statements on the American side are from Theodore Roosevelt. As early
as 1901 he stated that the United States had ``not the least particle of
danger to fear in any way or shape'' from the British.47 By 1905 he made
clear that ``I regard all danger of any trouble between the United States
and Great Britain as over, I think forever,'' and that ``England has a
more sincere feeling of friendliness for us than has any other power.''48
British sentiments were similar. In an exchange of letters in 1904, Sel-
borne, First Lord of the Admiralty, stated that ``[t]here is no party in the
United Kingdom nor even in the British Empire which does not contem-
plate war with the United States of America as the greatest evil which
could befall the British Empire in foreign relations.''49 A. H. Lee, a
British civil lord, replied that ``I cannot for a moment contemplate the
possibility of hostilities really taking place'' between the United States
and the United Kingdom.50 On the verge of taking of®ce in 1905, Liberal
Prime Minister Sir Edward Grey con®rmed that he would stand by the
three ``cardinal features'' of British foreign policy, the ®rst of which was
``the growing friendship and good feeling between ourselves and the
United States, a matter of common ground and common congratulation
to all parties in this country.''51
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Agreeing on order

The degree to which Britain and the United States agreed on order dur-
ing the period of transition was more embryonic than was the mutual at-
tribution of benignity. On hierarchy, for example, although the British
saw the United States as a regional hegemon, time elapsed before they
would view it as such in global terms. To the Americans, Britain was
already clearly departing from its great power role.52 The Americans and
British did, however, agree upon spheres of in¯uence. The crucial turning
point here was the Venezuelan crisis. In that con¯ict, as noted above,
Secretary of State Olney began by demanding an American role because
the dispute was within the American sphere of in¯uence.53 The clash
occurred when Lord Salisbury refused to recognize the American pre-
rogative to be involved.54 However, when the British recognized the
Americans as having a role in the con¯ict despite no direct interest in it,
the two states crossed the Rubicon in their relations. The British journal
The Spectator made this point more clearly than diplomats on either side
could, stating:

We want nothing that belongs to America, nor do we claim to interfere with what
she considers her special ``sphere of in¯uence.'' Our virtual acceptance of the
Monroe doctrine when we agreed to the Venezuelan arbitration has removed the
risk of serious quarrel in the future.55

Although the United States had long maintained little interest in Europe,
Britain's move to bow out of the Americas was crucial to the peacefulness
of the power transition.

The US±UK relationship was marked by both agreement and dis-
agreement on the rules governing international economic relations. For
instance, the United States and Great Britain disagreed on basic prin-
ciples of trade during this period. Britain had long been a staunch global
advocate of free trade.56 Conversely, although the United States brie¯y
¯irted with free trade in the 1870s and 1880s, by the 1890s it had fully
embraced protectionism.57 On the other hand, the two countries did
agree on the rules of the international monetary system. Since the 1870s,
the world's leading economies were participants in the British-founded
and British-centered ``gold standard,'' wherein national currencies were
tied to gold at a legally ®xed rate.58 The United States began to move
towards the gold standard by adopting the gold-based dollar as its mon-
etary unit in 1873 (and concurrently demonetizing silver).59 However, the
United States almost shifted away from this policy with William Jennings
Bryant's bid for the presidency in 1896. In fact, Bryant based his cam-
paign on the evils of the gold standard.60 When Bryant was defeated by
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McKinley, the new president passed the Gold Standard Act in 1900,
consolidating the US commitment to those monetary rules.61

In short, the United States and Britain agreed on some parts of order
and disagreed on others. Spheres of in¯uence and the gold standard were
areas where the two powers found much to agree on. This agreement
would obviously reduce the probability of con¯ict and war between them.
On matters related to hierarchy and international trade, however, the two
countries disagreed. Perhaps this disagreement did not fuel greater
clashes than occurred because of the nascent benign images that the two
countries were developing.

Agreeing on legitimacy

Normative agreement between the Americans and British appears to
have been manifest in at least three ways. The ®rst was an appeal, made
less by statesmen than by public ®gures and lower-level politicians, to
the common political culture of democracy, liberty, and freedom in the
United States and Britain. This feeling increased especially after the
British Reform Bill of 1832, which expanded the number of voters and
increased the power of the House of Commons in Britain.62 In advocat-
ing an alliance between Britain and America, American preacher and
editor Lyman Abbott proclaimed, ``[w]ho can measure the advantage
to liberty, to democracy, to popular rights and popular intelligence, to
human progress, to a free and practical Christianity, which such an alli-
ance would bring with it?''63

The second pillar of the normative legitimacy the two nations agreed
upon was the notion of ``the White Man's burden.'' Repeatedly, elites
and the press in the two countries stated that they were bound together
by their unique ability to address the ``needs'' of non-European peoples.
Again The Spectator provided the clearest statement that ``our race is
meant to do in the world the work of foreman and ganger'' and that at
the turn of the century Americans could become ``fellow-labourers in
the work of the better ordering of the world.''64 In sum, it was argued
that the two countries were morally bound to better the world through
colonization.

The third and ®nal pillar was Anglo-American racialism. Elites on both
sides of the Atlantic viewed the two countries as of the same ``race.''65
Moreover, against the background of social Darwinism, many Americans
and Britons saw their common race as superior to others.66 In addition,
many understood the core of international relations to consist of con¯icts
between the races. In that context, the British and the Americans were
morally bound to aid one another if they should clash with those of other
racial groups.67 A ®nal point is that Anglo-American racialism meant
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that a war between the two countries would be akin to fratricide, some-
thing that should be avoided at all costs.68

These three common moral imperatives bound the two nations, pro-
viding them with common goals and keeping them from war. Further-
more, it is likely that the common normative grounds between the two
countries made restraint and accommodation easier and contributed to
the development of benign images.

Anticipating the critics

Criticisms may be leveled against the arguments we have outlined above.
Some have argued that the British faced multiple threats and merely
picked the more geographically distant challenger when deciding with
whom to ally.69 This logic might explain a British strategy of distancing
itself from the United States or even a traditional alliance to aggregate its
capabilities. However, the claim that Britain was merely balancing power
cannot explain its efforts to cultivate better relations with the United
States, even helping it increase its power.70 According to realist logic,
this type of action would be extremely dangerous because today's ally
may become tomorrow's enemy. Moreover, this logic fails to explain
benign American actions and its increasing view that the British were be-
nign.71 American behavior is dif®cult for the critics to explain because the
United States neither needed nor sought any formal alliance guarantees
from the British. A second more speci®c critique is that the British con-
ceded in the crises discussed above owing to the balance of power.72 Yet,
the balance of power was never as clearly in favor of the United States as
the critics pretend. On the eve of the Venezuelan crisis, for example, the
United States had no real navy to speak of (only three ®rst-class battle-
ships) as it faced the greatest navy in the world.73 Furthermore, in that
and other crises the United States had little active support from the other
great powers, and might even have faced others as rivals had war broken
out between Britain and the United States.74 In sum, the alternative
arguments we have outlined here are inadequate to explain this case.

Summary

The Anglo-American rapprochement can clearly be explained by the
model outlined in this volume. First and foremost, the two states ex-
ercised restraint and practiced mutual accommodation, which led, in
time, to the mutual attribution of benign character. They did so by con-
ceding in dyadic crises, by canceling war plans with each other, and by
favoring efforts by the other state to increase or maintain its power.
However, the recognition by the United States and Britain of each other's
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sphere of in¯uence was also important, as was the existence of common
norms such as democracy, freedom, and the ``White Man's burden.''

The Concert of Europe

The Concert of Europe (1815±1848) has long appeared to students of
international politics as an anomaly. In contrast to the competitive and
violent relations that characterized Europe both before and after, the
Concert embodied a peaceful phase in European diplomatic history. For
over 30 years between the Congress of Vienna and the revolutions of
1848, the great powers resolved their disputes without resorting to force.

We will ®rst demonstrate that virtually all of the great powers exercised
overt restraint at some point during the Concert. Moreover, most states
accepted ``second-best'' solutions to problems when their preferred out-
come was rejected. Even when states were fundamentally opposed to a
solution reached within the Concert, they voiced opposition but avoided
threats of force, in effect abstaining rather than vetoing action. We also
argue that the members of the Concert agreed on fundamental aspects of
the regional order obtaining in early nineteenth-century Europe. Recog-
nition of spheres of in¯uence was a crucial part of the Concert, and some
of its most acute tensions occurred where such agreement was weak.
Moreover, the regional hierarchy was largely stable and clear. Finally, we
will discuss agreement on legitimate norms. At least three of the great
powers ± Russia, Austria-Hungary, and Prussia ± agreed on the just
nature of monarchical political regimes, and all of the great powers pro-
fessed Christianity. Before turning to these claims, we will begin with an
overview of the Concert and its relevant players.

Overview

From 1792 until 1815, Prussia, Austria, Britain, and Russia episodically
formed and then dissolved balancing coalitions against France.75 Britain
was the only state that consistently balanced against France, while Aus-
tria, Russia, and Prussia entered and exited the various coalitions based
on political expediency. However, in 1814 at Chaumont, Britain, Austria,
Russia, and Prussia pledged to resist Napoleon until his defeat while re-
fusing to accept a separate peace.76 By November 1815, the four allies
had agreed upon a general European peace settlement ± the Treaty of
Vienna. A ®nal important development in 1815 was the signing of the
Holy Alliance by the monarchs of Russia, Austria, and Prussia, binding
them in Christian solidarity.
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The Concert faced numerous crises from 1815 to 1848. At Troppau
(1820), Laibach (1821), and Verona (1822), the members eventually
resolved to send troops to suppress revolutions in Naples and Spain. The
great powers also entered into a series of crises over Greek independence
between 1821 and 1827. Dynastic questions led to a revolution in Portu-
gal in 1828 and to the Carlist Wars in Spain (1834±1839), which the allies
were forced to address. Finally, clashes between Turkey and Egypt be-
tween 1831 and 1833 and between 1839 and 1841 occupied great power
attention.

When numerous revolutions broke out in 1848, the Concert suffered
major blows. In Austria and France new leaders came to power and they
were far less enamored with the Concert than their predecessors had
been. Britain had long been skeptical of the utility of the Concert and
Russia was beginning to bridle at the restraint the Concert placed on its
policy in the East. Consequently, it is of little surprise that the Concert
failed to prevent the Crimean War (1854±1856) or the Wars of German
Uni®cation (1863±1871).

Building benignity

This section will document the actions that members of the Concert took
which had the potential to contribute to the construction of benign im-
ages. These actions included restraint, wherein a state refrained from
pursuing immediate goals in anticipation of a negative action by its peers.
Mutual accommodation was also prevalent, as states both accepted
options other than their ideal outcome, and did not attempt to veto
courses of action to which they were fundamentally opposed. In this
period, virtually all of the ®ve great powers both restrained themselves
and accommodated others. It is necessary to recognize, however, that,
despite these actions, benign character was not mutually attributed in a
lasting sense. In part, as will be discussed below, there was a fundamental
disagreement on an important portion of the ``order'' of nineteenth-
century Europe, namely the crumbling Ottoman Empire, as well as
spheres of in¯uence. However, there were also residues of past behavior
that the steps toward benignity could not erase. For example, Russia's
aggressive past in Poland and vis-aÁ -vis the Ottoman Empire made its
peers skeptical that its actions during the Concert truly signi®ed a change
in its character.77 Our discussion of restraint and accommodation will
begin with the Congress itself, and then turn to the Troppau, Laibach,
and Verona conferences. That will be followed by a discussion of the
Greek independence crisis. Finally, we will explore the Concert's re-
sponses to the two Turko-Egyptian crises.78
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The Concert began with the Congress of Vienna, which witnessed
several acts of restraint and mutual accommodation.79 The ®rst and
foremost instance of this was the lenient treatment of France.80 Britain,
Russia, and Austria all had reasons for restraining themselves vis-aÁ -vis
prostrate France. The British, led by Viscount Castlereagh, and the
Austrians, represented by Metternich, were concerned with preserving
a France large enough to counter Russian power on the European conti-
nent.81 Whatever the logic, the three were united in opposition to Prus-
sia, which was totally opposed to the lenient peace.82 However, the
Prussians stood aside in light of the agreement of the other powers and
signed on to the peace. A second important example of restraint and ac-
commodation was the German question. The most important issue was
the creation of a German confederation and the relative power of Austria
and Prussia within it. After much wrangling, a compromise settlement
was reached, based on a loose confederation with Austria wielding the
presidency, while Prussia exercised de facto hegemony over the states of
northern Germany.83 Equally interesting was the Russian acceptance of
Austrian leadership despite an opportunity to disrupt the scheme.84

The ®rst test of the Concert came with two revolutions in 1820: one in
Spain and one in Naples. In January of that year, the Spanish military
rose against their autocratic Bourbon king, Ferdinand VII. They took
advantage of the dire straits of the country in the aftermath of the
Napoleonic Wars and hoped to institute a constitution that would place
the bulk of governing power in an elected parliament.85 Tzar Alexander
of Russia immediately called for intervention to suppress the (as he saw
it) illegitimate and contagious revolutionary movement. Castlereagh,
the British Foreign Secretary, opposed intervention because the revolu-
tion was unlikely to threaten the security of any of the major powers.
Metternich was instead concerned that intervention would entail either
Russian troops passing through the heart of Europe, or French interven-
tion ± with the associated danger that France would attempt to renew the
Napoleonic domination of Spain.86 An important part of the debate over
intervention was that, as will be discussed below in the context of order,
Spain was not in any single state's recognized sphere of in¯uence. It
appeared as if the Concert would be inactive when confronted with its
®rst major crisis.

Fortunately for the Concert, the Spanish revolution was followed by a
revolt in Austrian-controlled Naples. There, again, military of®cers rose
against their monarch, Ferdinand I. The response to the Neapolitan
revolt was more positive. In large part this was because the great powers
recognized Italy and speci®cally Naples as within Austria's sphere of in-
¯uence. Therefore, when Metternich declared his aim to intervene on
behalf of Ferdinand I, he had the support of the Concert.87 The Tzar's
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initial resistance was overcome by Metternich's elucidation of the
Europe-wide revolutionary threat that needed to be checked in Naples.
Only France continued to oppose intervention, but it, like Prussia with
the lenient peace for France, eventually allowed intervention to go
forward.88 At Troppau and Laibach, the Concert powers discussed the
revolutions and decided upon an outcome for Naples.89

Far more interesting, however, was the return to the question of the
Spanish revolt. Because of Naples, Austria could no longer be a strong
opponent of intervention. Britain had become even more opposed to in-
tervention in Spain, as the insular George Canning became the new For-
eign Secretary.90 The situation in Spain escalated as well, as Ferdinand
VII openly appealed to the Tzar for assistance.91 In conference at Verona,
Austria, Prussia, and Russia agreed that intervention was necessary and
sent notes to the revolutionary government in Spain threatening such
intervention if the king were not restored.92 Britain abstained for the
aforementioned reasons, while France abstained in protest that it was not
formally endorsed as the power to intervene if the rebels did not agree to
the appeals of the Concert. In the wake of the notes, France intervened
without the consent of the Concert. This action on its face appears to
con®rm George Canning's reaction at the time that it was ``[e]very nation
for itself and God for us all.''93 There are two important points to the
contrary. First, no state threatened or went to war over French interven-
tion in Spain. Thus, although Britain and Austria in particular opposed
French intervention, they abstained rather than actively opposing it.
Second, France agreed to several conditions governing its intervention in
Spain, most notably that its troops be withdrawn when their objectives
were achieved (which they were).94 In a myriad of ways, then, the revo-
lutions in Spain and Naples demonstrated the restraint and accommoda-
tion of the great powers during the Concert.

Whereas the crises surrounding Spain and Naples were based on a
desire for regime change, the crises surrounding Greece and Belgium
centered on struggles for independence. For the Greeks, the struggle was
about their independence from the Ottoman Turks. This was one of the
most dif®cult crises for the great powers, however, because of their dras-
tically con¯icting interests and a fundamental disagreement over whose
sphere of in¯uence Greece fell into. Russia had the clearest interests, as
the power best poised to acquire the spoils of the disintegrating Ottoman
Empire as well as being the primary religious patron of the Orthodox
Greeks. All the other great powers preferred to preserve Ottoman rule in
Greece. Austria-Hungary's interest in the area was based on the fact that
Greece was located close to its border with Turkey and to its interests in
the Balkans. The French were more concerned with rejuvenating their
status (and restraining Russia) than with the speci®c interests of the
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Greek question. Finally, Britain was always interested in the dissolving
Ottoman Empire because so many of the issues threatened to impact its
interests in wartime and peacetime sea travel.95 Perhaps most important,
however, was not the clash of interests, which was present in all of the
crises discussed here, but rather the disagreement on spheres of in¯u-
ence. Russia felt that Greece was within its sphere, but each of the other
great powers disputed this claim.96

Shortly after the Greek revolt broke out in 1821, Russia sent a unilat-
eral ultimatum to the Turks demanding that they protect Christians,
which Turkey summarily rejected.97 Given the disagreement over spheres,
a Russo-Turkish war seemed a certainty. However, Metternich and
Castlereagh succeeded in convincing the Tzar to exercise restraint and
work towards a Concert-based solution.98 For the next four years the
Russians attempted to ®nd a multilateral solution to the problem, at one
point even circulating a Memoire which ``drew attention to Russia's pre-
vious self-denial.''99 By 1825 Russia was frustrated with the lack of rec-
ognition of its restraint and a lack of success in resolving the Greek
question. The problem was heightened with a renewed Turkish offensive
in 1825, which looked to topple Greek resistance, and with the accession
of Tzar Nicholas I to the throne in Russia, a ruler more committed to
Russian interests than to the Concert.100 Once again, unilateral inter-
vention by Russia seemed imminent.

Early in 1826, however, British Foreign Minister Canning accom-
modated the Russians by agreeing to the St. Petersburg Protocol (which
France would sign a year later), which entailed a joint offer of mediation
between the Greeks and Turks, with Greek independence as its ob-
ject.101 After the St. Petersburg Protocol, Russian behavior took a turn
that was far less benign. The day following the Protocol, Tzar Nicholas
sent a series of demands to Turkey (having nothing to do with Greece)
which the Turks, cognizant of the Protocol, quickly accepted in the Con-
vention of Akkerman (1826). Noteworthy is the fact that none of the
great powers protested or threatened violence against Russia ± not even
Austria, which was most threatened by Akkerman.102 Instead, coopera-
tion proceeded apace. Britain and France sent ships to the Mediterranean
to participate in a naval blockade. The three powers eventually destroyed
a combined Turko-Egyptian ¯eet at the battle of Navarino (1827).103 On
the heels of Navarino, the Turks disavowed the Convention of Akkerman
and Russia declared war in 1828. Again, although earlier Russian aggran-
dizement was fundamentally to blame, the other great powers stayed out
of the con¯ict. By 1829 the Russians were victorious over the Ottomans,
but they did not press for further gains in the Treaty of Adrianople;
instead, it was largely based on the 1826 Convention of Akkerman.104
Shortly after Adrianople, the Ottoman Empire conceded on the question
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of Greek independence and the crisis drew to a close.105 The Greek crisis
was colored by Russian impatience and aggrandizement but also by sur-
prising restraint and accommodation by the other great powers, several
of which had interests that could have led them to more con¯ictual, even
violent, action.

The crises over Turkey and Egypt began in 1831 with the demand by
Muhammad (Mehemet) Ali, Pasha of Egypt, that Turkey cede Syria to
it.106 When Turkey refused, war broke out. While Russia, and to a lesser
extent Britain and Austria, sought to preserve the Ottoman Empire
against the upstart Ali, the French sought to improve their in¯uence in
the region by supporting Egypt.107 By 1832, Ali's troops were so suc-
cessful that it appeared as if they might take Constantinople. On the
verge of this event, the Turks requested assistance from the Concert
powers, and only Russia agreed to intervene. Although the other powers
did not protest formally, they were concerned with potential Russian
aggrandizement.108 Instead, Russia convinced Turkey to sign the Con-
vention of Kutahya (1833). While the Russians made no gains, they did
sign a defensive alliance with the Turks (Unkiar-Skelessi 1833), signifying
that Russia was the Ottoman Empire's protector.109 Some, notably the
British, were concerned about the Russo-Turkish defensive alliance. In-
stead of expressing concern, Austria chose to combine with Russia (they
were later joined by Prussia) in the Treaty of Munchengratz (1833) to
guarantee the preservation of Ottoman territories.110

Peace reigned between Egypt and Turkey until the Turkish Sultan
Mahmud II attempted to regain his losses by attacking Egypt in 1839.
Again Turkey suffered massive losses, but this time the Concert powers
(excluding France) accommodated each other and agreed on a Collective
Note to Mahmud offering to negotiate on his behalf with Egypt.111
Mahmud agreed and the four developed the 1840 Convention for Peace
of the Levant, entailing both general principles on the Ottoman Empire
and a speci®c settlement to the war. France rejected the settlement, and
its minister-president Adolphe Thiers made veiled threats of violence to
the other four great powers. After Austro-British military efforts against
Egypt, the Pasha Ali conceded defeat and accepted the peace settle-
ment.112 Moreover, Thiers resigned his post as minister-president and
France, eager to rejoin the Concert, signed the Straits Convention of
1841.113 In sum, the Egyptian crises demonstrate a Russian willingness
to restrain itself and a general sense of accommodation and cooperative
efforts to resolve the crises.

We may glean some general patterns from these complex historical
details. First, in almost all of the crises discussed here, most members of
the Concert either restrained themselves or accommodated their neigh-
bors. Second, even when they were less willing to do this, they did not
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threaten violence to achieve their desired settlement. Nevertheless, the
record was not all positive, and lasting benign images did not ensue. As
noted above, in at least one incident ± France and the Turko-Egyptian
crisis ± violence was threatened. Moreover, Russia, feeling frustrated at
the lack of benignity attributed to it, acted without restraint at the Con-
vention of Akkerman (1826). These acts, particularly given residues of
past aggrandizement by both these countries, inhibited the development
of benign images in Europe during this period.

Agreeing on order

Order was an important part of the success of the Concert, and particu-
larly of the absence of war for nearly half a century. The primary way in
which the members of the Concert agreed upon order was through their
agreement that particular geographic areas would be the spheres of
in¯uence of particular members of the Concert. When agreement on
spheres was strong it allowed for a state to deal as it saw ®t with crises in
its sphere. If, however, two or more states contested a sphere, coopera-
tion was more dif®cult and con¯ict more likely. In this section, we will
document which powers held what spheres and we will discuss the im-
portance of agreement or lack of agreement on spheres of in¯uence in
the different crises discussed above.

Britain was recognized by all of the great powers as having two related
spheres of in¯uence. The ®rst was Britain's undisputed mastery of the
seas and colonial areas.114 No crises emerged over colonies or maritime
laws, but it is certain that, if they had, Britain would have had virtually a
free hand in resolving them. The second British sphere was Portugal.
Britain intervened to quash the 1828 revolution in Portugal without sup-
port, consent, or formal approval from any of its peers.115 Similarly,
Austria-Hungary was perceived by the Concert to be dominant on the
Italian peninsula.116 As discussed above, Austria's 1823 intervention in
Naples was not contested by any of the great powers (even France).
Austria also shared a sphere of in¯uence with Prussia over the German
Confederation. Consequently, those two states were seen as being re-
sponsible for crises in Germany.117 Because of the aggression of Revo-
lutionary and Napoleonic France, past French spheres of in¯uence, such
as Spain and the Netherlands, were contested. This is why French in-
tervention in both crises was tolerated by the Concert only under strict
limitations.118 Finally, Russia's recognized sphere was Poland. Thus, it
handled the Polish revolution of 1830 as if it were an internal affair.119
However, as noted repeatedly above, Russia felt that it had a sphere of
in¯uence encompassing the Ottoman Empire, whereas the rest of the
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Concert ®rmly rejected this notion. This disaccord proved problematic in
both the Greek and Turko-Egyptian crises.

Another important facet to the agreement of Concert powers on order
was a relatively stable hierarchy for the relevant years. Historian Paul
Schroeder claims that a ``dual hegemony'' was shared by Britain and
Russia during the Concert.120 Indeed, after the Napoleonic Wars, Britain
was the dominant naval power while Russia maintained the world's
largest army.121 The places of Austria and Prussia were equally clear.
Austria, while having turned Napoleon's defeat into a windfall of terri-
torial gains, was evidently in decline.122 Prussia was on the rise, but still
not with the interests or the capabilities to be on par with Austria, not to
mention Russia or Britain. It should be clear from the above analysis that
Prussia played virtually no part in most of the major crises of the Concert
period. Finally, France was the wild card of the Concert period. France
certainly had the latent power (even after the Vienna settlement) to
challenge Russia and Britain, but lacked both internal cohesion and
international status. Consequently, France tried to improve its perceived
position in the European pecking order, often, as in the Turko-Egyptian
crises, antagonizing its neighbors in the process.

Agreeing on legitimacy

Common normative consensus was a particularly strong element during
the Concert, although it was not unanimous. While Russia, Austria, and
Prussia shared norms, Britain and at times France usually stood apart.
Agreement on legitimacy centered around religious consensus and
agreement on domestic political regimes. Concurrent with the Congress
of Vienna was the initiation of the Holy Alliance, championed by Tzar
Alexander. The Holy Alliance committed Russia, Austria, Prussia, and
later France to act, ``in their reciprocal relations, upon the sublime truths
which the Holy Religion of our Savior teaches.''123 Although there re-
mained signi®cant denominational differences between these four powers,
Tzar Alexander appealed to a super-denominational union of Christian
monarchs.124 What the Alliance envisioned was that the monarchs of
Europe should act in their relations towards one another with the prin-
ciples of Christianity foremost in their thoughts. Many at the time, and
since, have criticized the Holy Alliance. Castlereagh referred to it as ``a
piece of sublime mysticism and nonsense,'' while even Metternich (whose
monarch was a member) claimed that it was ``high sounding nothing.''125
We should also recognize that Britain remained fully outside both the
formal agreement and the sense of normative consensus throughout the
Concert period. At minimum, however, the Holy Alliance contributed to
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the perceived legitimacy of the Concert by the four members. Because
Russia, Austria, and Prussia played key roles in constructing the Vienna
settlement and sought to preserve it, challenges to the status quo (espe-
cially revolutions) would be challenges to the perceived Christian prin-
ciples as well.126

A second and equally important normative element was agreement on
the just nature of domestic political regimes. In 1789 the French ®rst
raised the question of the ``divine right'' of kings. By executing Louis
XVI in 1793, however, they generated opposition to any form of liberal-
ization that would last over half a century.127 The three eastern powers ±
Austria, Prussia, and Russia ± were the most convinced of this course.
They were so committed to retaining the divine right principle that they
suppressed efforts to attain constitutions, even quite conservative ones.
For example, Austria backed the Prussian government in resisting efforts
by its populace to demand a constitution in 1820.128 Britain and France
were not party to this normative agreement. Yet the agreement on just
political regimes by the three conservative monarchies served as a
guidepost for dealing with the numerous crises which arose. This logic
helped convince Austria of the need for intervention in Spain, and kept
Russia from intervening in Greece as long as it did.129 The exclusion of
Britain and France on this issue, and the exclusion of Britain from the
Holy Alliance, did not lead to open hostility and tension but no doubt
weakened the Concert more than would have been the case had all
members agreed on common norms.

Summary

The Concert of Europe was characterized by steps toward mutual attri-
bution of benign character, as well some agreement on order and legiti-
macy. States repeatedly held back when they could have gained more but
knew it would displease their neighbors. They also conceded to their
peers if they knew their concession was the only way to reach agreement.
Even when states fundamentally disagreed with each other, they would
abstain from sanctioning the decision but would not block it. Only once
during the duration of the Concert did one state even threaten another
with violence (France over the Turko-Egyptian crisis). Agreement on
order was similarly robust. States recognized spheres in which others
were dominant, and hence could manage crises on their own. Conversely,
when con¯icts were speci®cally strong they often had to do with disputes
over spheres of in¯uence. Hierarchy was also relatively stable and clear,
making for little jostling for rank. Finally, states were bound not merely
by their benign acts or by their agreement on rules, but also, for Russia,
Austria, and Prussia, by their commitment to common norms. Both
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Christianity and the monarchy provided focal points for greater legiti-
macy and policy coordination.

ASEAN

ASEAN, while not formally a security community, is nevertheless a self-
conscious multi-state collective dedicated to preserving economic, socio-
cultural, and political links within a particular region ± and ultimately to
preventing war among its member states. In this latter goal they have
succeeded, with no inter-member war fought since ASEAN's founding in
1967. Like the Concert of Europe, ASEAN is a good ± albeit not ¯awless
± example of an organization aimed at managing the vicissitudes of power
among its members, if not power transitions in the traditional sense. In
this section, we will present an overview of the organization, document-
ing its historical evolution, before turning to a discussion of each of the
three variables of interest in this study ± benignity, order, and legitimacy.
We will demonstrate that these phenomena were facilitated by the
extension of membership to Indonesia and Vietnam (two of the region's
primary belligerents prior to ASEAN's formation), as well as by the
shared values of capitalism, self-suf®ciency, anti-colonialism, and anti-
communism.

Overview

ASEAN was established on 8 August 1967 in Bangkok, with Malaysia,
Singapore, Indonesia, the Philippines, and Thailand as founding members.
Brunei was the ®rst additional country to be added (in 1984); Vietnam
was admitted in 1995, Laos and Myanmar (Burma) joined in 1997, and,
most recently, Cambodia joined in April 1999. Bolstering the organiza-
tional structure of ASEAN has been the ASEAN Regional Forum
(known by its abbreviation ARF), which was formed in 1994. ARF com-
prises all of the ASEAN members plus the United States, Japan, Canada,
the European Union, South Korea, Australia, New Zealand, as well as
Russia, China, and India. (Papua New Guinea is an observer.) ARF's
mandate is to broaden the discussion of Asian security issues to include
the Paci®c region, and to contribute to con¯ict prevention ± as distinct
from con¯ict resolution.130

Both ASEAN and ARF are the latest in a line of attempts at multi-
lateralism in South-East Asia. The earliest expression of it came in the
form of the Bandung Conference of 1955, comprising the newly de-
colonized states of Africa and Asia. Although the Conference embodied
multilateral cooperation, its primary aim was to lobby internationally for
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the interests of the South-East Asia region. Following that, the collective
efforts of the South-East Asian states shifted toward establishing a co-
operative environment in which the security aims of each state would be
facilitated by the others. In this vein, and more closely approaching what
would become ASEAN, the Association of Southeast Asia (ASA) was
established on 31 July 1961 by Thailand, Malaya, and the Philippines.
The organization was short-lived, however; ASA activities were soon
suspended as the Philippines and Malaya suffered tensions over the for-
mer's claim to Sabah. (This tension would be a recurring theme in the
early years of ASEAN, as will be discussed below.) Moreover, ASA was
stymied by its limited membership and by accusations of it being pro-
Western.131 This claim laid the foundation for a more inward-looking
organization that would ultimately come in the form of ASEAN.

In the meantime, Maphilindo was formed in 1963, its name invoking
the three founding member states: Malaya, the Philippines, and Indone-
sia. Maphilindo was established in an effort to mitigate tension arising
from Malayan border disputes, thus foreshadowing the active attempts at
projecting benign images that would become prevalent in the years of
ASEAN. With the establishment of Malaysia later that year, the attempt
at multilateralism embodied in Maphilindo was ended prematurely.

ASEAN was established in the wake of the ending of the konfrontasi
(policy of confrontation) between Indonesia and Malaysia (1963±1965).
ASEAN exempli®ed the attempt to deal with regional problems from
a regional perspective, and in this goal has been largely successful. In
principle, any South-East Asian state was entitled to join, and, with the
inclusion of Cambodia, all are now members. The change of regime in
Indonesia ± from that of communist leader Sukarno to the more conser-
vative General Suharto (in a military coup on 1 October 1965) ± enabled
the establishment of the organization, whereby the member states could
attempt to forge a convergence on ideological and security matters. As
the regional hegemon occupying 56 percent of the total land mass of the
association's states,132 Indonesia was ``conscious of a regional mistrust''
of it and ``therefore envisaged better prospects for pursuing regional
ambition by attracting the willing cooperation of neighbouring states, in-
cluding recent adversaries.''133 Therefore, although strategic restraint
was certainly a contributing factor to the emergence and maintenance of
ASEAN, we should not confuse self-binding with ``sel¯ess'' behavior.

The aims of the founding members were enshrined in the Bangkok
Declaration of 1967, which eclipsed political and security cooperation in
favor of economic, cultural, and social linkages. Nevertheless, members
pledged to `` `ensure their stability and security from external interfer-
ence' as well as to `promote peace and stability through abiding respect

122 POWER IN TRANSITION



for peace and the rule of law.' ''134 Given the emphasis on regionalism,
members also acknowledged the objective of removing foreign military
bases, despite the reluctance by the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand
to forgo the US military presence that they had thus far enjoyed.135 This
sentiment has been termed ``collective self-reliance''136 and emerged out
of the anti-colonialist attitude prevalent among the newly decolonized
states of the developing world.

Thus, given that security rivalries had historically been the de®ning
aspect of relations among the states of South-East Asia, the ASEAN states
attempted to shape their interactions according to the ``ASEAN way,''
guided by a spirit of mufakat (consensus) and musjawara (consultation) ±
concepts drawn from Islamic precepts of governance. This does not mean
that security rivalries are now absent, only that they are dealt with before
full-scale con¯ict might occur. And, rather than focus upon external mil-
itary threats, the members of ASEAN have adopted the principle of
``regional resilience'' to ful®ll what they see as the most pressing need:
internal security. ``Resistance'' encapsulates the idea that has become
central to much of security thinking in the developing world: the belief
that the primary threat to security emanates from domestic dissatisfac-
tion, and that economic prosperity can contribute to domestic stability.
As such, one observer has coined the phrase ``collective internal security''
to describe the organization's aims.137 Following this, ASEAN has been
careful to distance itself from the now-defunct SEATO (Southeast Asia
Treaty Organization, 1954±1977), which the region's states now view as
a relic of Cold War superpower confrontation. Traditional security co-
operation is eschewed in favor of more informal channels for a mutually
bene®cial regionalism. And, unlike SEATO, which was backed by the
United States in an effort to counter Communist China, ASEAN does not
bill itself as a collective defense organization, and actively resists external
interference in its regional affairs.

We will now turn to a discussion of perhaps the most salient conceptual
underpinning of the organization: the projection and mutual attribution
of benign images among the ASEAN's members.

Building benignity

Elsewhere, Yuen Foong Khong has written of the gradual sense of
``we-ness'' that evolved under the terms of ASEAN,138 and that a sense
of ``community'' was not evident from the organization's beginnings. It is
this sense of community that best encapsulates the idea of benignity that
is of interest in this chapter. In addition to the Malaysian±Filipino dispute
over the Sabah region in Northern Borneo mentioned above, ASEAN
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carried a legacy of bilateral con¯icts into its early years of consensus-
building. These tensions meant that the organization has faced more
obstacles to reaching the point at which internal power differentials may
no longer be seen as threatening. Part of the overall dilemma obstructing
harmonious relations between ASEAN's member states has been the
issue of different religious and ethnic groups overlapping within state
boundaries, many of which were the result of colonial whims. An ex-
ample of this was Thailand's ongoing fear of Malaysian support for Muslim
irredentists within Thailand's southern provinces. Another barrier was
the different external threat foci among the organization's founding
members: Vietnam for Singapore and Thailand; China for Indonesia and
Malaysia.139 The rest of this section will explore a number of bilateral
relationships within ASEAN, illustrating the points at which each mem-
ber of the dyad attempted strategic restraint, as well as where each was
able to form benign images of the other. Following this, we will discuss
the operation of benignity at the level of the organization as a whole.

Indonesia±Malaysia

Because ASEAN was established on the heels of Indonesia's konfrontasi
policy toward Malaysia, the Indonesian±Malaysian dyad is perhaps the
most pertinent relationship to examine in order to determine the degree
to which benignity, order, and legitimacy have facilitated peaceful rela-
tions. The change from the Sukarno to Suharto regimes has already been
discussed, as has the role of that event in facilitating the establishment of
ASEAN itself. Not only did Indonesia attempt to portray itself as a less
malevolent power in the region, but it actively sought to signal to its
neighbors that it had benign intentions. Thus, it began its association with
ASEAN by cooperating with Malaysia against communist insurgents in
Northern Borneo140 ± a clear acknowledgment of the communist legacy
it was attempting to bury.

Later years saw continued Indonesian attempts at self-restraint.
Whereas konfrontasi had been sparked initially in September 1963 by
Indonesia's attempt to prevent the union of Malaya with Singapore,
Sabah, and Sarawak, by 1966 Indonesia explicitly agreed to support
the sovereign wishes of the Sabah and Sarawak residents, thus in effect
legitimating Malaysia's control over these areas.141 And the following
year, the two countries exchanged diplomatic recognition ± on 31 August
1967, less than a month after the establishment of ASEAN. During the
next two decades, Indonesia and Malaysia entered into agreements
to curtail the entry of illegal workers (in 1984)142 and undertook joint
border patrol efforts.

However, as Michael Antolik notes, both Indonesia and Malaysia had
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strategic reasons for exhibiting mutually reassuring behavior. First, In-
donesia had suffered signi®cant economic costs arising from its previously
belligerent policies in the region, including in¯ation, loss of exports, and
the accrual of a signi®cant debt. For this reason too, ``good behavior''
would help to entice creditors to reschedule its debts. Finally, as the new
regime was in the midst of trying of®cials associated with konfrontasi,
Suharto was going to do everything in his power to distance himself from
his predecessor's era of more belligerent relations.143

On the Malaysian side, that country was in the midst of experiencing
internal dissent in the form of its Islamic movement, and therefore
needed to focus its energies domestically. Compounding this internal
problem was the in¯ux of refugees that Malaysia had absorbed from
southern Indonesia from 1978 onward. Finally, the largest threat as per-
ceived by Malaysia came in the form of China, thus underscoring the
need to focus its energies away from Indonesia.144

Malaysia±Philippines

As was mentioned above, ASEAN was established in the wake of the
Sabah dispute between Malaysia and the Philippines. However, the two
countries signed an anti-smuggling agreement in September 1967, thus
paving the way for improved relations. Nevertheless, less than a year
later, in March 1968, what has come to be called the Corregidor Affair
erupted at the military camp of the same name in the Philippines. A
group of Filipino Muslims who were being trained to in®ltrate into Sabah
were killed by their of®cers. Rather than use ASEAN to mediate be-
tween the two countries, Malaysia turned to the United Nations and cut
off bilateral talks. In response, the Philippines withdrew its ambassador
from Malaysia, and soon after introduced an act in Congress stating
that the Philippines would unilaterally extend sovereignty over Sabah.
Malaysia responded by abrogating the anti-smuggling agreement as well
as recalling its ambassador. Soon after, Malaysia commissioned British jet
®ghters to ¯y over Sabah's capital. Ultimately, at the ASEAN Ministerial
Meeting in December 1969, the two countries agreed to restore relations.
It is unclear, however, whether this was due to the good of®ces of the
organization, or out of fear of the Nixon Doctrine.145 The latter stated
that the United States would no longer support conventional defense (by
American forces) against communist challenges in the region,146 though
it would back local forces attempting the same. Relations ®nally im-
proved further with the election of Corazon Aquino as president of the
Philippines, followed by a new constitution (in February 1987) that in
effect acknowledged Malaysia's hold over Sabah. Thus, although ASEAN
did play a role in smoothing relations between the two members, the
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organization must be seen against a broader backdrop of geopolitical
imperatives.

Malaysia±Singapore

Relations between Malaysia and Singapore have been necessarily ten-
tative, owing especially to the fact that Singapore was created out of
Malaysia in the form of the August 1965 separation. Unlike Eve from
Adam's rib, however, Singapore was less than amorous towards its larger
neighbor. Nor did it place much trust in ASEAN in the association's early
years. Indeed, the city-state feared that ASEAN would simply serve as
a ``launching pad'' to further Indonesian and Malaysian designs upon
the region.147 Thus, Singapore embarked on what has come to be called
a ``poison shrimp'' policy: a deliberate course of deterrence intended
to make any potential attack upon it unduly costly. It was not until it
aligned with the United States (primarily to expand its market access)
that it managed to improve relations with its neighbors,148 thus under-
scoring another channel for projecting benignity: alliance choices. Once
Singapore's neighbors witnessed it allying with a power they too consid-
ered friendly, they were assured of Singapore's benign intentions. This
dynamic illustrates a point of convergence between what we are arguing
here and classic geopolitical assumptions. Thus, although Singapore had
economic reasons for allying with the United States, this decision never-
theless served as a way of transmitting benign intentions towards its
neighbors.

Another catalyst for improved relations was the identi®cation of other,
more salient, adversaries ± China in the case of Malaysia, and Indonesia
in the case of Singapore. Finally, the efforts by Singapore actively to
nurture a national identity among its citizenry alleviated Malaysia's fears
about Singapore supporting insurgents within Malaysia, speci®cally its
own ethnic Chinese minority.149 Nevertheless, tensions arose with the
visit to Singapore by Israeli President Chaim Herzog in November 1986.
This was coupled with Singapore's declaration of itself being a ``little
Israel,'' which invoked images of a ``defensive'' country existing in a sea
of hostile Muslim enemies.150 However, despite this diplomatic faux pas,
this sort of statement could nevertheless be interpreted as at least a pro-
jection by Singapore of defensive aims, however inaccurate (and in¯am-
matory) the analogy might have been in reality. Ultimately, though, and
despite several uncertain periods, fairly good relations have prevailed.
This has been partly due to Singapore fearing a Malaysian dictatorship or
an ethnic Chinese communist regime, while Malaysia has wanted to pre-
vent a pro-Chinese regime from taking power in Singapore.151 Thus,
both countries took active measures to support the status quo. Here, too,
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ASEAN can be viewed as facilitating ± but not determining ± peaceful
relations between its members.

Indonesia±Singapore

Indonesia and Singapore have also not escaped tense periods in their
varied history, but theirs is one that has ultimately achieved a high degree
of normalcy. One event in particular serves to underscore the dif®culties
the two countries experienced in the early years of ASEAN. In October
1968, two Indonesian marines-turned-saboteurs were executed in Singa-
pore, despite Suharto's attempts to obtain clemency for them. The result
was domestic disorder in Indonesia, while Suharto ``concealed a deeply
felt sense of personal slight.''152 Indeed, the only real action taken by
Suharto was a move toward suspending trade relations with Singapore,
and this not much more than in name only. Five years later, Singapore's
President Lee visited Indonesia and went so far as to place ¯owers on the
tombs of the soldiers that his own government had executed.153

While exemplifying the dif®culties the two countries faced in the early
years, this example also demonstrates the effect of self-binding behavior
on paving the way to better relations in the future, as well as Suharto's
ability to resist domestic pressure in favor of preserving peace within the
region. Indeed, the current state of affairs between the two countries
is characterized by a healthy degree of economic interdependence, as
Singapore has shifted from labor-intensive industries toward the service
sector ± a shift that Indonesia has appreciated for its mitigating economic
competition between the two states.154 Finally, Singapore also deferred
to Indonesia when it waited to open diplomatic relations with China until
Indonesia did so; this move served to mitigate Indonesia's perception of
Singapore as being too ``Chinese'' in character.155

Multilateral benignity

The acts of self-restraint evident in the bilateral relationships among
ASEAN's members are underscored by ASEAN's ``code of conduct,''
which explicitly mandates ``self-inhibiting behavior.''156 This code is em-
bodied in the principles of non-interference in domestic affairs, non-use
of force, peaceful dispute resolution, and the eschewing of external in-
tervention in favor of regional solutions.157 Antolik offers a more instru-
mental account of what led the ASEAN states to practice self-restraint.
That is, given the illegitimacy of many of the states' boundaries, the
larger states fear the potential for smaller states to support secessionist or
terrorist movements should relations turn sour, and small states of course
are fearful of their larger counterparts out of the basic idea that anarchy
breeds uncertainty.158 Nevertheless, the notion of ASEAN contributing
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toward policies of self-restraint was well understood by the region's
smaller members. Indeed, it has been argued that Brunei chose to join
ASEAN in 1984 for the reason that the ``®ve founding states would be
obliged to be restrained . . . towards it.''159

With the idea of benignity established in the ASEAN case, we will now
turn to the phenomenon of order, illustrating the degree to which it has
been agreed upon at the multilateral level.

Agreeing on order

Through the ``ASEAN way,'' the members of ASEAN have managed to
build at least a rough agreement on the status quo, despite the numerous
bilateral tensions plaguing the region. An underlying, though tentative,
sense of order has been achieved through a combination of norms and
strategic policies, including anti-communism as well as a general com-
mitment to capitalist economic development.160 In terms of agreeing on
hierarchy, Indonesia was originally the central target of most states' con-
cerns. As Michael Leifer writes, ASEAN's extension of membership
to Indonesia ``was contemplated as both a way of catering for [sic] the
natural political ambition of the most powerful regional state and of
trying to contain its objectionable interventionist disposition. [That]
Indonesia was the object of this kind of calculation . . . was well under-
stood in Jakarta in August 1967.''161 This was despite the ``sense of en-
titlement''162 that Indonesia nevertheless experienced, owing in part to
its highly populated, resource-®lled land mass, but also because it was
the only state of the ®ve founding members that had to ®ght actively for
its independence. (Thailand was never colonized, and the others were
granted sovereignty peacefully by their respective colonial powers.)

Moreover, agreement on order has not been easy to achieve, because
each member of ASEAN arguably has one or more border disputes with
the others. Indeed, there were 17 points of inter-state dispute within the
ASEAN-7 alone.163 Although this state of affairs has encouraged mili-
tary modernization, weapons are more likely to be trained inwards rather
than upon each other in order to prevent domestic insurgency.164
National ``resilience'' is the credo by which ASEAN members focus their
security concerns. Another way in which these tensions are kept in check
is through the sharp distinction made between bilateral issues and multi-
lateral ones within the organization's forums.165

Attaining a regional order mostly acceptable to the member states has
been facilitated by a number of institutionalized arrangements for dia-
logue. Emphasizing diplomatic rather than military security or econom-
ics, the annual meeting of ASEAN states is attended by their respective
foreign ministers (in the form of the Annual Ministerial Meeting, or
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AMM). Each capital city hosts a ``national secretariat'' to complement an
overarching ASEAN secretariat, which has been based in Jakarta since
1982. In addition to these permanent features, there are various standing
ad hoc committees, and heads-of-state summits are held occasionally; the
®rst was held in 1976 in Bali. There, the Treaty of Amity and Coopera-
tion (TAC) was introduced as a mechanism for dispute resolution, and
the ASEAN Concord was declared, which legally bound members to the
established rules of conduct. Through the Concord, members pledged
`` `mutual respect for the independence, sovereignty . . . territorial in-
tegrity of all nations'; `non-interference in the internal affairs of one
another'; `settlement of differences or disputes by peaceful means'; and
`renunciation of the threat or use of force.' ''166 Implicit in ASEAN's
formation was the isolation of Vietnam. However, Indonesia and Malaysia
objected to this goal, preferring a strong Vietnam in order to counter
China, which was deemed the larger threat. Ultimately, Indonesia and
Malaysia relented, thus supporting the idea that the organization's col-
lective interest took precedence over individual member states' claims.167
This is all the more signi®cant in that Indonesia and Malaysia are the
most powerful among the founding members, thus underscoring the fact
that, as in the case of the Concert of Europe, the member states have
forgone their immediate preferences in order to safeguard the collective
interest ± a strategy that, in any event, ultimately buttresses the goals of
the member states themselves.

Agreeing on legitimacy

Despite detailed, institutionalized procedures for multilateral coopera-
tion within ASEAN, a deep sense of legitimacy has not been easy to ob-
tain. It is true that the self-conscious principles of ``consultation'' and
``consensus'' embodied in the celebrated phrase ``the ASEAN way'' have
gone part of the way towards establishing a framework for norm-based
cooperation tinged with proud self-suf®ciency accompanied by regional
efforts. Nevertheless, consensus among the member states has not been
automatic. Different ethnicities and religious groups existing in a region
characterized by arbitrary post-colonial borders mean that any normative
sense of legitimacy that is reached must be deliberately built on through
institutional mechanisms. This means that some norms will exist on paper
long before they are internalized by the member states. Ultimately,
though, a consultative approach to regionalism has largely prevailed in
practice, embodied in the November 1971 declaration drafted at an ad
hoc meeting of foreign ministers in Kuala Lumpur. There, the members
agreed ``to continue to consult each other with a view to fostering an in-
tegrated approach on all matters and developments which affect the
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Southeast Asian region.''168 Thus, an anti-colonial legacy coupled with a
strident attempt at regional self-suf®ciency has imbued ASEAN with at
least a modicum of agreement on the normative framework within which
the member states interact.

Summary

The case of ASEAN illustrates the importance of benignity, order, and
legitimacy in managing power relations among members of a security
community. Although it is far from a formal and entrenched security
community within which war is unthinkable, the ASEAN states have at
least succeeded in managing their power relations to the extent that war
has not occurred among the members. This section has shown that the
major states exercised self-restraint in their relations toward one another,
even in the midst of acute diplomatic crises. Admitting Indonesia into
ASEAN meant that Sukarno's belligerent legacy could be ushered out
along with Suharto being ushered in. Agreement on order was facilitated
by a collective anti-communist sentiment coupled with a drive toward
capitalist economic development. The latter also facilitated self-restraint
among the region's members, as policies were shaped in part to facilitate
economic linkages. Finally, the legacy of anti-colonialism and the drive
toward self-suf®ciency imbued the organization's explicitly normative
principles with at least some degree of legitimacy.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we have applied the theoretical framework of this volume
to three cases of power management. The US±UK case is one of history's
clearest examples of a peaceful power transition, while ASEAN and the
Concert of Europe are cases of multi-state collectives ± one contempo-
rary (and less formal); the other historical (and properly a security com-
munity). It is evident from the discussion presented here that benignity
is perhaps the most powerful of the three variables, but the addition of
legitimacy and order makes the framework not only a necessary cause
of peaceful power management, but a suf®cient one as well.

Benignity results from the exercise of self-restraint and mutual accom-
modation. The various dyads examined here all exhibited such self-binding
behavior, imbuing what might have been adversarial relations with an
element of trust. Order is facilitated by agreement on hierarchy and
spheres of in¯uence. While hierarchy is crucial to all three cases exam-
ined here, the importance of spheres of in¯uence has faded in recent
years (thus, spheres play little role in ASEAN). Agreement on legitimacy
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centers around common normative ideas. In the cases examined here,
these ideas focused on religion (Christianity in the case of the Concert);
regime type (the Concert powers' proclivity for monarchy; the ASEAN
members' distaste for communism); economic policy (capitalism in
the case of ASEAN); and historical exigencies (ASEAN's spirit of anti-
colonialism).

The empirical cases examined in this chapter point to the geographical
and temporal breadth suggested by the framework presented in this vol-
ume. As benignity, order, and legitimacy have supported peaceful power
management across two centuries and three regions, and among states on
either side of the colonial divide, it appears that this formula will serve us
well for the power transition that may arise as American preponderance
wanes.
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6

The change of change: Peaceful
transitions of power in the
multilateral age

Emanuel Adler

This chapter breaks with the pack; it neither focuses on one or more of
the book's organizing concepts, nor uses historical cases to illustrate their
importance. Rather, the chapter aims to apply the security community
concept to the subject of major power transitions, re¯ecting on how the
security community concept may help us better understand peaceful
transitions of major powers and how the emergence of security com-
munities may ease or complicate the onset of peaceful transitions. More
generally, the chapter deals with changes in the institutional context
within which the next power transition may take place. It argues that, in
the future, we are likely to witness the change of change itself, i.e. the
transformation of the mechanism or mechanisms that regulate power
transitions. Although multilateral diplomacy and social learning may at
least partly replace war as mechanisms of major power transitions, espe-
cially within security communities, unfortunately this change does not
necessarily presage a less violent world outside security communities, and
between members of security communities and other states. Owing to
changes in historical and institutional contexts, however, power will
probably be more horizontally and vertically diffused, thus we may fail to
recognize a major power transition when we see one.

The multilateral age

Nature and Nature's laws lay hid in night:
God said let Newton be, and all was light . . .
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But alas:
It did not last: the Devil howling `Ho!
Let Einstein be!' restored the status quo.

(Arthur Koestler)1

Not too long ago, international relations were, or seemed to be, in a
Newtonian-like stage. States were sovereign and thus independent to act
at will;2 when state interests clashed with other states' interests, the con-
test was resolved (how else?) by the use of force. In the ``Newtonian'' age
of world politics, states were measured by their mass, i.e. material assets
such as territory, population, natural resources, industry, and military
gear. At the same time, change meant the replacement of one ``top dog''
by another, usually after a bloody encounter, in which the stronger side
did what destiny called for, and the weaker side did what it must ± it
became a regular country haunted by memories of a long gone empire. In
this Newtonian world of international relations, both balance of power
theory and its rival, power transition theory, made sense. Unlike balance
of power theory, which asserted that balance had a bene®cial effect in
preventing war, power transition theory asserted that balance was an
omen of war.3 In a more or less balanced yet changing situation the likely
result from a process of power transition was war ± either because a
rising power would use violence to achieve the world status that be®tted
its material resources, or because the declining power would attempt to
prevent the inevitable before it was too late. A recent study that assessed
the results of empirical tests to which the theory was subjected concluded
that, ``[f]or the most part, stated results have substantiated the theory.''4

``But alas, it did not last.'' What seemed so neatly explained by mass,
equilibrium, and static change may, at least in parts of the world, be a
thing of the past. At the same time that the indicators of transition theory
are being scrutinized, and that the statistical methods that are used to
analyze it are being appraised, there is a feeling of obsolescence about
the entire theory. This is not because nation-states have come to an end ±
far from it ± or because organized violence between them is a thing of the
past ± unfortunately this has not occurred. Rather, the sense of obsoles-
cence comes from the notion that we have left behind ``the imperialist
age,'' that we no longer live in the ``balance of power age'' or the ``Cold
War age,'' and that, instead, we are entering a new stage in history,
which, for lack of a better word, I call the multilateral age. One of the ®rst
symptoms of this new age was the end of the Cold War and of the Soviet
Empire.

What appears so new in this coming multilateral age (although it has
not fully arrived yet) is how international con¯icts between major powers
will be handled. In other words, what seems to be changing is the mech-
anism of change itself. If, in the past, con¯ict arising from power tran-
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sitions was settled by force, in the foreseeable future, similar con¯icts
hold the potential (although not the certainty) of being resolved ``be-
nignly,'' by peaceful change. To begin with, the use of force among major
powers has become too expensive, and the material incentives of coop-
eration are too rewarding,5 for total war to be justi®able as a rational
enterprise.6 Moreover, since the end of World War II, the United States
has been using its economic, political, and military power to constitute an
international order that transcends rather than perpetuates anarchy.
Most important, however, is the fact that in the multilateral age, at least
in some parts of the world, geopolitical and geostrategic considerations ±
thus also intrinsic notions of security ± seem not to arise either ex-
clusively or even primarily from the balance of material resources in a
power politics game. Rather, they also seem increasingly to arise from the
values and norms people live by, from the compatibility of norms and
values across national borders, and from collective social identities. These
days, therefore, security seems to be increasingly related, not only to how
many tanks and missiles a state has in relation to other states, but also to
whether or not they all inhabit a common space characterized by com-
mon values and norms. Consequently international politics seem to be
veering from balance of power and alliance mechanisms to multilateral
diplomacy and social learning mechanisms, which, primarily aimed at
creating a common normative milieu, promote trust-building practices
and thus encourage peaceful change.

Thus when the balance of power or violent transitions of power were
collectively perceived as the only game in town, strati®cation of material
power ± the number of ``poles'' in a given international system ± was
the game's middle name. When, however, collective perception seems to
be moving from material capabilities to the rules that bestow meaning
upon them (material resources have meaning only within the context of
identities), the strati®cation of power becomes only one of the structural
factors that matter at the systemic level. Other factors are (a) the ``strat-
i®cation'' of the actors' identities, institutional arrangements, and rules,
(b) the evolution of new legitimate practices, and (c) whether and how
people spatially construe new political spaces to which they attach a sense
of belonging, and the structural differentiation between these spaces.7

More formally, we may characterize the multilateral age according to
what seem to be its most distinctive characteristics:
1. Thick webs of international institutions are beginning to reduce anar-

chy, at least in some parts of the world. International structure in the
multilateral age, thus, is better portrayed as punctuated anarchy, i.e.
anarchy that is punctuated by areas where anarchy is tempered by
shared values and norms and is managed by international institutions,
and where, generally, people do not expect violent con¯ict to arise
across national borders.

140 POWER IN TRANSITION



2. Increasingly, international problems are being handled by multilateral
diplomacy. This is true with regard not only to ``low-level politics'' but,
primarily, to international security. Thus, for example, a shift is oc-
curring from classic ``coercive diplomacy''8 ± according to which a
state, usually a major power, threatens to use force or uses force
against other states in order to compel them to bend to its will ± to
multilateral coercive diplomacy ± according to which the threat and/or
use of force is undertaken, usually in defense of international commu-
nity principles, by multilateral institutions such as the North Atlantic
Treaty Organisation (NATO). It is a sign of the times that the Euro-
pean Union (EU) is now moving to turn the Western European Union
into the EU's operational option of multilateral coercive diplomacy.

3. The multilateral age is also characterized by the growing globalization
of the economy and culture around the world. Increasing globalization
of trade, ®nance, investment, and labor markets leaves no options for
states other than going to multilateral forums, such as the World Trade
Organization (WTO), to jointly manage these markets. Economic
globalization, however, has helped to bring to the fore the existence
of two global cultures. The ®rst global culture is the ``Davos culture''
of the transnational economically liberal corporate world, which, to a
large extent, is responsible for the trillions of dollars' worth of goods,
services, and investment that now move around the world. The second
global culture, as the 1999 WTO meeting in Seattle, Washington,
showed, is a global ``counterculture.'' Facilitated by the Internet,
this global counterculture has helped a transnational coalition of in-
dividuals to organize around symbols, such as the WTO, in order to
exert ``global pressure'' against what they take to be globalization's
downside, i.e. growing unemployment, poverty, and environmental
degradation.

4. The multilateral age also seems to be characterized by a small, albeit
perceptible, movement from state sovereignty to what UN Secretary-
General Ko® Annan has characterized as ``individual sovereignty.''9
Not only are people more sensitive to what occurs to other people in
other parts of the world, but, for humanitarian reasons, they are also
willing to pressure their governments into intervening to stop gross
human rights violations. Sometimes people also organize in a private
fashion to provide humanitarian help and to mobilize public opinion
against injustice. In the multilateral age, thus, we ®nd a proliferation
with ``transnational advocacy groups,''10 which, working side by side
of states, promote the solution of humanitarian problems. And dicta-
tors, such as Chilean General Augusto Pinochet, who were engaged in
gross human rights violations, are not safe any more to roam around
the world without fear of being prosecuted for their crimes. Moreover,
increasingly, at least in some parts of the world, a norm of account-
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ability is taking hold, where states are accountable to other states for
what they do to their own people. For example, the 55 members of the
Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) have
agreed on injunctions based on this norm.11 In part, this norm also
helps explain why Western countries forced the Serbs to be account-
able for their gross human rights violations in Kosovo, and why they
are now trying to induce Russia to be accountable for violations of
human rights in Chechnya. For their part, Russians seem to apply the
same measure when they complain that the West too ought to be ac-
countable for the human suffering that NATO forces in¯icted on the
Serbian people.

5. In recent years, it has become increasingly clear that the international
system is not composed entirely of ``like-units,'' as was generally
thought, and, that, therefore, some units are more like-units than
others. One political formation that escapes description in classical
terms is the EU: it is more than a mere intergovernmental cooperative
venture between 15 states, and less than a uni®ed or unitary state.12 In
the future, the multilateral age may thus be characterized by the co-
existence of classic nation-states with EU-like formations. Some of
these formations may develop along lines of civilization, for example
in the Far East, although they may also develop across civilizations,
rei®ed cultures, and religions, such as along the shores of the Medi-
terranean Sea. These formations, however, are likely to take many
decades to develop. The above means that, in the multilateral age,
identities may ¯uctuate, ®rst from nation to region, second from state
to individuals, and third from nation and individuals to attributes
connected with planet earth.

6. In contrast to eras when the balance of power seemed to be para-
mount, including the Cold War, the upcoming era seems to rely in-
creasingly on rules for the management of change. Since primeval
times, social relations have been constituted and regulated by sets of
rules that give meaning to social action, help constitute identities, and,
thus, are the sources of people's wants and needs. Here, however, I am
referring to explicit rules that the international (and transnational)
community is developing, not just to know how to proceed, but to
manage the complex problems raised by technological change, inter-
dependence, and globalization. Whether in the ®elds of international
trade and ®nance, the global environment, human rights, or humani-
tarian multilateral intervention, the international (and transnational)
community seems more self-conscious about explicit rules of the road
than at any previous time in history, and indeed it is eager to use the
rules when problems arise.

7. Finally, although the multilateral age seems to be characterized by an
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increase in the use of low-level violence, violent ethnic con¯ict, ethnic
cleansing, and terror, this holds only for regions whose people have
yet to achieve a high level of pluralistic integration. On the other hand,
people who have achieved a high level of pluralistic integration can
be described as belonging to security communities, characterized by
dependable expectations of peaceful change. Owing to the importance
of this subject, I will deal with it separately. In the context of this
chapter, I am particularly interested to explore to what extent security
community-like processes may be affecting the likelihood that the next
power transition will be peaceful.

To end this section, I raise two caveats and one epistemological and
methodological point. Starting with the caveats, ®rst, my argument that
we may be entering a new international relations era and that this era
may best be characterized by multilateral practices, globalization, a vari-
ety of political actors or forms, and, most important, a learning mecha-
nism does not necessarily mean that we are entering a ``brave new
world,'' or that we may have reached ``the end of ideology''13 or ``the end
of history.''14 Nothing could be further from the truth. By watering down
the practices of state sovereignty, traditional diplomacy, and, to some
extent, balance of power (on which the Westphalian inter-state order has
been based for the past three hundred years), the multilateral age may be
opening the way to numerous new con¯icts between people within and
across state borders. Moreover, it is increasingly becoming apparent that
globalization's integration potential has a dark side, i.e. the widening of
the welfare gap between various groups within nations and between rich
and poor nations themselves, and the propensity for every local or re-
gional ``¯u'' to become a global ``epidemic.'' The dark side of global-
ization, thus, may open the gates of collective frustration, alienation, and,
ultimately, violence. When taken together, these threats may amount to
an insurmountable barrier to the work of international organizations and
to the ®xation and stableness of common norms and values. In other
words, these threats may impede the development of new security com-
munities, and may compromise the stability of enduring security com-
munities. Finally, some of the technologies that, like the Internet, are
facilitating entry into the multilateral age are also means by which people
can achieve new levels of evil, suffering, and destruction. All of the above
means that, although the multilateral age creates the potential for learn-
ing and, thus, for peaceful change in some regions of the world, and for
peaceful transitions between major powers, this potential ®rst needs to be
actualized by political agents. Of course, from a theoretical perspective, it
is therefore crucial to understand, not only the structural situations that
political actors ®nd themselves in, but also what political actors do,
sometimes in spite of the structures that constrain and empower them.
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In other words, when trying to explain peaceful change among major
powers, processes are as important as structures.

My second caveat is that it would not be implausible to argue that the
attributes of what I call the coming multilateral age are but expressions or
representations of American hegemonic, mainly material, power. I read
Charles Kupchan's chapters in this volume as saying that, if and when
American hegemony wanes, the conditions that allow for benevolence
in the present international order and, thus, for peaceful transitions
between major powers are also likely to disappear. Obviously, in order to
test the validity of this argument empirically, we must wait for America's
hegemony to decline. When taking everything into consideration ±
including (a) the notion that an increase in the material power of the EU
and China may not necessarily lead to a parallel diminution of America's
power, and (b) what Joseph Nye has called America's ``soft power,'' i.e.
America's ability through culture and economic welfare to attract rather
than repel people of other nations15 ± it is possible that Kupchan and
I may not be able to settle our differences on empirical terms in the
foreseeable future. This is why, in the meantime, we need to address this
debate in logical and theoretical terms.

In short, my arguments have to do with understanding change in in-
ternational relations. First, it is undoubtedly true that hegemonic powers
may have a paramount in¯uence over the international orders that they
help constitute. And it is also true that material power plays an important
role in this constitution, as both carrot and stick. On the other hand, it is
also true that, owing to the nature of long-term learning processes, inter-
national practices that re¯ect deeply institutionalized normative and cul-
tural changes are likely to continue to exist, even after the material power
that played a role in their institutionalization wanes or disappears.
Otherwise, international practices such as diplomacy, sovereignty, and
self-determination would have vanished together with the hegemonic
powers in whose time they were developed. In other words, international
governance and international practices are based neither exclusively on
material power, nor solely on the function they perform. Rather, they are
also based on the attachment of meaning to material reality. Once
meaning becomes institutionalized and embedded in routines, it helps to
de®ne the identities and interests of the communities in which it becomes
rooted, and thus acquires a life of its own.16

Second, power transitions are not predetermined and, thus, whether
they are benign or not will depend less on the intrinsic or primordial
characteristics of the actors involved than on their interaction and,
therefore, also on benignness actually becoming a practice. To put it
another way, power transitions are socially constructed.17 More speci®-
cally, whether a power transition is benign or violent depends not only on
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the powers' material capabilities, their quantity and quality, and their in-
trinsic attributes, but also on interactive processes through which the
identities and interests of the rising and declining powers become estab-
lished, and on the context (time, space, culture, technology, etc.) of their
interaction. In other words, it is the major powers' collective under-
standings and actions, their reciprocal interaction, and the material,
cultural, and historical contexts of actions that determine whether the
powers will end up framing their joint situation as a ``power transition''
(thus expecting the worst and ful®lling these expectations with every re-
ciprocal action) or, for example, as an evolving ``Concert of Power'' (thus
expecting cooperation). This, of course, means that power transitions are
one big self-ful®lling prophecy. Either, by means of reciprocal threats,
major powers are led to articulate antagonistic interests that did not exist
prior to interaction, or, by means of dialogue, they may discover shared
interests, whose potential already existed, but which they were unable or
unwilling to articulate. The socially constructed nature of power tran-
sitions also highlights the crucial importance of domestic politics in
whether the transition will be peaceful or violent. Thus, evoking a con-
structivist ``two-level game,''18 state±society relations are crucial for the
development of af®nity at the level of identity, which, as Yuen Foong
Khong argues in this volume, is a precondition for the development of
shared notions of international order at the inter-state level and, thus, for
peaceful transitions. To a large extent, therefore, peaceful transitions will
depend on the ability and willingness of leaders, in both the rising and
the declining powers, jointly to discredit, delegitimate, and disempower
domestic societal actors who play a role in constructing reciprocally con-
¯icting images, identities, and interests.

Third, all of the above does not mean, however, that the attributes
of the coming multilateral era and peaceful power transitions will be
grounded only in culture. Rather, they will be and already are related to
technological and economic developments, such as globalization, that
probably are more ``powerful'' and lasting than any hegemonic state.
True, a cataclysmic event, such as a major nuclear war, might return the
world to pre-globalization times. In the absence of catastrophic events,
however, it would be as hard to believe that globalization could be un-
done by decree by the next hegemonic power, as that the Internet's long-
term consequences could be stopped by religious decree. Does my
approach mean that change is linear, progressive, and irreversible?
Again, nothing could be further from the truth. For example, the EU-
type political form is a priori neither progressive nor regressive. It re-
mains to be seen, and for us to determine, whether the EU is helping
more or less permanently to decrease violence, human misery, and injus-
tice across national borders (or whatever is left of them), and, thus,
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whether it is progressive.19 Moreover the EU political form is evolving
dialectically and non-linearly, as a result of historical processes charac-
terized by self-re¯ection and the clash between localizing and globaliza-
tion forces. And, of course, regardless of the ®nal political and institu-
tional form that the EU ends up taking, like all other historical political
forms that now exist only in history museums and historical memory, the
EU also will one day evolve into something else and disappear.

Finally, to the epistemological and methodological point. The multilat-
eral age requires changing the way we explain international relations.
In other words, if social learning and multilateralism are substituting for
violent con¯ict as a mechanism of power transitions, we ought to pay at-
tention not only to material power but also to the collective knowledge
and meaning that are attached by political actors to material reality.
Moreover, the onset of the multilateral age forces us to inquire how
collective identities across national borders become stable and, thus,
whether new political communities may be in the process of formation. In
addition, it obliges analysts to recast social explanation, paying more at-
tention than in the past to changes in social mechanisms and their nature.
From the nature of social mechanisms and from an empirical assessment
of whether or not they are changing, we may then be able cautiously to
predict the types of practices in which states and non-state actors will
probably engage, and, thus, also their propensity to be used habitually.20

Security communities

The multilateral age is characterized by both ``thin'' and ``thick'' interac-
tion forces. The thin forces of multilateralism refer to the proliferation of
multilateral organizations and practices, for example in international
trade, ®nance, and international security. Thin multilateral organizations
and practices respond to the instrumental logic of self-interested states,
which coordinate their policies ± and thus construct a thin vision of
international society ± on the basis of consensual principles of conduct.21
Thick multilateralism refers to people's self-conscious efforts to construct
regional identities by the use of multilateral diplomacy and organizations.
In other words, whereas thin multilateralism aims at better policy coor-
dination between states, thick multilateralism aims at constructing secu-
rity communities. Michael Barnett and I recently de®ned security com-
munities as ``transnational regions comprised of sovereign states whose
people maintain dependable expectations of peaceful change.''22 The
concept, however, goes back to Karl Deutsch and his associates, who
de®ned security community as ``a group of people which has become
integrated.'' By this, they meant ``the attainment within a [transnational]
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territory, of a sense of community and of institutions and practices strong
enough and widespread enough to assure for a `long' time, dependable
expectations of peaceful change.''23

According to Deutsch, security communities may be either ``amalga-
mated'' or ``pluralistic.'' In an amalgamated community, two or more
(sovereign) states formally merge into an expanded state. A pluralistic
security community, on the other hand, retains the legal independence of
separate states but integrates them to the point that the units entertain
``dependable expectations of peaceful change.'' A pluralistic security
community develops when its members possess a compatibility of core
values derived from common institutions and mutual responsiveness ±
a matter of mutual identity and loyalty, a sense of ``we-ness,'' or a
``we-feeling'' among states.

The concept of security community and the concept of peace are
closely related, which means, of course, that security community-building
processes may be strongly related to peaceful power transitions. In fact,
the condition or state of peace between states is actually a practice con-
stituted through collective understandings ± primarily collective identities
± which is best identi®ed with the concept of security community. Peace
thus refers to a condition in which states constituting pluralistic security
communities ®nd themselves.24 This is true of ``loosely coupled'' plural-
istic security communities, which possess few or no institutional and
political arrangements between the member sovereign states. It is even
truer of ``tightly coupled'' pluralistic security communities, which, like the
EU, possess a political regime that lies somewhere between the sovereign
state and centralized regional government. The latter kind of community
is something of a post-sovereign system, comprising supranational, trans-
national, and national institutions and some form of collective security
system.25 Thus, from the perspective of both loosely and tightly coupled
pluralistic security communities, real positive peace does not require the
transcendence of the nation-state or the elimination of existing cultural
and ethnic loyalties and identities or full integration into a single state. It
merely requires sovereign states to adopt a novel form of regional gov-
ernance that, relying on collective identity and mutual trust for coordi-
nation and compliance with norms, sustains dependable expectations of
peaceful change.26

Security communities are structured around a core of strength, which
is endowed with superior material and human resources. Because ``cores
of strength'' produce expectations of security and economic welfare,
powerful states need not force themselves into other weaker states by
violent means or by the threat of the use of violence. Rather, regions may
form around them, and common norms and identities may then grow
within them.27 Thus, in special circumstances and within the cognitive
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boundaries of these regions ± for example, the Euro-Atlantic security
community (roughly including states associated with the EU and NATO);
the North American Free Trade Association (NAFTA) countries (the
United States, Canada, and Mexico); the Southern Cone of Latin Amer-
ica (mainly Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Paraguay, and Uruguay); and the
still-evolving community around the Association of South East Asian
Nations (ASEAN) ± people may acquire mutual responsiveness, that is,
they may gain the ability to more or less predict one another's behavior
and come to know each other as trustworthy. Within some regions, then,
people, although organized into states, may nevertheless be able to
exploit this mutual trust to develop pluralistic systems of intraregional
governance that minimize or even eliminate the threat of war in that
community region.

In sum, thick multilateralism refers to the development of security
communities, or security community-building processes, around powerful
states, by means of social communication and collective identity-building
practices, on the basis of normative knowledge forged through new and/
or pre-existing institutions.

The changing mechanism of change

The mechanism of change that is associated with the development of
security communities, and which may be replacing violent confrontation
in power transitions, is something very much like social learning. This is
not a new argument. Over 10 years ago, George Modelski argued that
evolutionary learning may be replacing major power war as the mecha-
nism that accounts for the replacement of one long cycle (roughly one
hundred years) of international relations by another long cycle. Accord-
ing to Modelski, however, it is not agents, whether individuals or political
communities, who learn but the long-cycle systems themselves. Following
structural functionalism, Modelski thus suggests that it may have become
functional for systems to transform themselves through learning rather
than through war.28

I understand learning differently. First, I de®ne social learning as ``an
active process of rede®nition or reinterpretation of reality ± what people
consider real, possible and desirable ± on the basis of new causal and
normative knowledge.''29 Second, learning thus has to do with agents,
whether individual or political communities or groups. Third, agents do
not just adapt to a changing environment or emulate behavior that has
proven successful in other places and times. Rather, social learning
``represents the capacity and motivation of social actors to manage and
even transform social reality by changing their beliefs of the material and
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social world and their identities.''30 Fourth, social learning does not rep-
resent only a change of individual beliefs, which can be transient. Rather,
the transformation of what individuals know and believe amounts to a
mechanism of change, because as a result they constitute the social
structures that give meaning to their social life in different ways than in
the past, and thus they perpetuate, in fact they institutionalize, that which
was learned. It is thus the change not only of individual minds but also of
social structure that leads to the enlargement of the group of people who
practice a certain practice, such as peaceful change.

Power transitions, which are managed by a learning process, rely on
agents actively involved in ``thick'' social interaction and communication
processes, the aim of which is not just to persuade each other but, pri-
marily, to institutionalize the practice of peaceful change. Thus, because
of changes in the material world, and of transformed knowledge that is
attached to material objects, through interaction and social communica-
tion, agents are susceptible to changing their collective understandings of
their condition, interests, and aspirations; indeed, they may adopt social
identities that are consistent with peaceful change. In so doing, not only
may they recursively institutionalize the new practices, but, most impor-
tant, they may also transform ``their very concept of problem solving.''31
Thus, if and when a learning mechanism replaces war as the mechanism
of change, what once seemed natural, almost desirable, now becomes
non-natural, undesirable, and wrong. In other words, regardless of the
fact that, in the foreseeable future, inter-state wars may still be distinc-
tively possible, indeed that they are likely to occur (although probably by
different means than in the past), managing power transitions through
social learning means that even victorious wars among major powers
become undesirable and close to unthinkable. It also means that, taking
everything into consideration, major powers will tend to choose peaceful
rather than violent means of achieving their goals. Moreover, in these
circumstances, they will tend to be more cautious than in the past and will
self-bind to domestic and/or international arrangements to prevent a war
that can only mean mutual annihilation.

It follows from the above that it is not just the deterrent potential of
weapons of mass destruction in the possession of major powers that may
lead to a peaceful transition;32 wars due to crisis escalation and miscal-
culation may still occur. And it is not only the calculus associated with
expectations of economic progress that may explain the increase in the
disparity between the expected utilities of peace and war. Rather, what
more than anything else may explain the onset of peaceful transitions
in the future is the increasing collective acceptance of practices that, be-
cause war has become normatively unacceptable, rely on mutually recip-
rocal expectations of peaceful change.
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It also follows from the above, however, that, lacking a learning
mechanism, liberal democratic values ± indeed, the ``democratic peace''
interpretation, according to which liberal democratic states do not make
war with each other ± are insuf®cient in and by themselves to explain
peaceful power transitions.33 Rather, only a learning mechanism can ex-
plain why a democratic space or shared identity and joint practice be-
come established in a particular space or region and, in our case, among
rising and declining powers. Thus, I fully agree with Jean-Marc Coicaud
in this volume when he argues that democracy becomes important for the
legitimacy of a given international order only insofar as, through social-
ization, power hegemony ``is not transformed into a monopoly over
power.''34

Social learning is the mechanism of change within security commun-
ities. But can learning also become the mechanism of change between
security communities and outsiders? May we see the development of
security community-making processes between security communities and
outsiders, even if the former never manage to integrate the latter within
their circle of nation-states that entertain dependable expectations of
peaceful change? I now turn to these questions.

Power transitions within and across security communities

Charles Kupchan's necessary conditions of peaceful transitions ± (a) re-
ciprocal benign images; (b) agreed principles of hierarchy and interna-
tional order; and (c) international order's legitimization35 ± can thus be
said to work differently, depending on whether transitions occur within or
across security communities. In the former case, it is also important to
consider the scope and depth of collective social identities within security
communities. Thus, within security communities, power transitions are
likely to be inherently peaceful. This is particularly true for ``tightly
coupled'' security communities, such as the EU, which are characterized
by strong shared social identities. On the other hand, power transitions
between security communities and outsiders ± or between major powers
from different security communities ± will be peaceful only to the extent
that the actors have adopted the mechanism of social learning, use mul-
tilateral diplomacy to manage the transition, and actively cooperate in
reducing domestic political pressures against managed and peaceful
transitions.

One reason power transitions are likely to be peaceful within security
communities is the notion that, in these communities, increases in the
power of states are either inconsequential or welcome. For, in security
communities, power becomes ``a magnet.''
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In a community formed around a group of strong powers, weaker members will
expect to share the security and (potentially) other bene®ts associated with
stronger ones. Thus those states that belong to the core of strength do not create
security, per se; rather because of their positive image, security communities
develop around them. This is clearly the case of Europe, where the former Com-
munist states, rather than being invited to form part of the security community,
issued their own invitations.36

Moreover, particularly in ``tightly coupled'' security communities, the
capabilities of their most powerful agents increasingly serve a common
purpose. In these communities, states still act on the basis of their own
preferences, as long as these preferences are cognitively framed by the
shared understandings of the community. Thus, it would be safe to argue
that, for the foreseeable future, no power struggle will occur between EU
states, even in the absence of the US security guarantee. Furthermore, in
``loosely coupled'' security communities too, such as the Euro-Atlantic
security community, the likelihood of a violent power transition is small.
Thus, it would also be safe to argue that, for the reasons discussed above,
a power transition between the United States and the EU is likely to be
peaceful. As Barnett and I have shown, what holds a ``loosely coupled''
security community together are collective identities and mutual trust:
``Trust and identity are reciprocal and reinforcing: the development of
trust can strengthen mutual identi®cation, and there is a general tendency
to trust on the basis of mutual identi®cation.''37 What keeps a collective
identity and mutual trust stable, however, are (a) the institutionalization
of shared practices, (b) expectations that arise from a shared social struc-
ture, and (c) power, understood as the capacity to attach meaning to
material reality such that these meanings become naturalized or taken for
granted. These conditions are even truer for tightly coupled security
communities, in which common political institutions and the distribution
of political authority among supranational, national, and subnational
institutions make any attempt at ``deconstructing'' the community very
hard to achieve.

Between security communities and outside powers, however, the abil-
ity to agree on hierarchy and the basic elements of global legitimate
order, and to construct reciprocal benign images, will depend on the
evolution of a social learning mechanism among them. To assess this
prospect in practical terms, we need to ask where competition against the
Euro-Atlantic security community might come from. Russia may one day
recover from its current weakness and present a challenge to the com-
munity. This seems unlikely, however. First, Russia's weakness vis-aÁ -vis
the Euro-Atlantic security community is not a transient matter. It will
take major structural economic, technological, military, social, and polit-
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ical changes to bring Russia on a par with NATO countries. Second,
NATO countries are making a major effort to transform Russia in their
own image and to help incrementally integrate it as part of the West. The
jury is still out, however, on whether they will succeed. Third, ``security
communities are neither security alliances nor collective security systems;
nor are they state-like units, only larger. Rather, they are transnational
non-territorial `cognitive regions' where peaceful change is practiced.''38
Thus, in itself, a security community cannot pose a threat, any more than
peaceful inter-state relations can be mutually threatening. However, out-
siders may feel threatened by a security community that is also organized
as a defense alliance. Indeed, many Russians still fear NATO, in spite of
repeated attempts by Western powers to persuade them that, rather than
threatening Russia, the new NATO offers Russia the opportunity to
become integrated with the West, if and when domestic conditions in
Russia allow it. But, then, it is not only military capabilities that lie at the
source of these fears, and that will determine whether Russia will one day
choose to balance against the Euro-Atlantic security community, but also
Russians' understanding (or misunderstanding) of the rules of the game
in the multilateral age. In other words, it matters whether Russians per-
ceive NATO as a defense alliance poised to pro®t from Russia's weak-
ness, or as a security community (with a defensive alliance in its midst)
that seeks European security through integration rather than through
balancing practices.

Balancing against security communities, however, may also arise from
dividing lines between civilizations and the social construction of enmity
across them. One can think about ± although barely imagine ± the pros-
pect that Muslim fundamentalism will succeed in creating a solid front of
Muslim states against the West and, as argued by leading Islamists, that it
will strive to replace the Western order with a Muslim fundamentalist
order.39 But, then again, Islam should not be interpreted merely as a
fundamentalist threat, as some people in the West do. Thus, whether or
not a future challenge to the Euro-Atlantic security community arising
from civilization dividing lines results in power-balancing practices be-
tween the parties will to a large extent depend on whether actors across
civilizations end up negotiating rules of the road that, because they take
into account the cultural sensibilities of both sides, have the potential to
result in peaceful change.

Moreover, a peaceful transition between a security community and
outsiders will depend on the ability of both the security community and
the outsiders to control domestic forces that fuel the practice of power
balancing. In addition, exclusion from the bene®ts of a security commu-
nity may fuel resentment and ultimately bring about the return of tradi-
tional power balancing. Thus, the real concern is not power balancing per
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se, but exclusion leading to cultural balancing and then to power balanc-
ing. Failure to develop a mechanism of social learning between security
communities and outsiders will thus rest not only with outsiders who still
do not practice peaceful change, but also with actors within security
communities who are politically unable or unwilling to engage in a cul-
tural debate with outsiders and to share with them some of the economic
and security bene®ts that their security communities have been able to
secure for themselves. Thus, as both Coicaud and Khong argue in this
volume, a peaceful transition between the United States and China may
depend not only on Chinese leaders adopting peaceful practices but also
on North American and European leaders treating Chinese culture and
people with the respect they deserve.

This raises another issue, however. Should an existing security com-
munity attempt to enlarge itself in order to bring within its embrace large
powers that lie outside its ``borders''? Or should security community
actors content themselves with socializing these powers into accepting
security community notions of hierarchy, order, and legitimacy? Alter-
natively, should security community actors encourage outside powers to
establish their own security communities? To begin with, where possible
± i.e. where geographical, cultural, socioeconomic, and political con-
ditions exist ± it is in the interests of peace for an existing security com-
munity to try to incorporate major powers on its periphery. Indeed, this
was the approach taken by the OSCE (which until 1994 was called the
Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe) after the break-up
of the Soviet Empire. The OSCE adopted the view that it must ®rst let
the largest possible number of states believe that they are part of the
same cultural region. Only then, when member states have formally and
instrumentally accepted the shared institutional normative structures and
practices, does the OSCE socialize state elites by means of continuous
diplomatic interaction and a wide range of community-building practices.
Thus, it was crucial for the OSCE to make Russia feel that it is inside the
``Common European House''; otherwise Russians might turn into ``the
other,'' and thus against ``us.''

NATO, however, was in no position to bring Russia in. This is not only
because of Article 5 of NATO's Charter, according to which NATO
countries commit themselves to come to the defense of their fellow
members, if attacked, but also because Russia's political and economic
institutions have not been reformed enough for it to be considered as part
of the West. But NATO could not leave Russia out either. Thus, since
1991, NATO has been wavering between the two poles, unable to accept
Russia until it substantially changes its political and economic in-
stitutions, and yet engaging Russia enough (for example through the
Partnership for Peace) to give it a sense that, in the future, it could join
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the community. Since 1991, it has been NATO, and not the OSCE, that
has been the main player on the European security scene. NATO, how-
ever, still has a great deal to learn from OSCE practices in dealing with
``outsiders,'' and should keep Russia engaged, culturally and politically.
The reason is that the Euro-Atlantic security community and Russia must
agree on the rules of the road and develop shared understandings on
hierarchy, order, and legitimacy. More generally, they all need self-
consciously to adopt a shared learning mechanism and to act in concert to
help remove domestic opposition to practices of peaceful change.

Should the Euro-Atlantic security community also attempt to bring
states of other regions, such as Latin America or East Asia, within its
ranks? Or should it encourage these regions to create their own security
communities? Because, as argued above, security communities are not
alliances or state-like units (only larger) but are regions where peaceful
change is practiced, security communities may easily overlap, as do, for
example, the Euro-Atlantic region, the EU, and Scandinavia. This means
that, were a security community to develop in the Western hemisphere, it
would partially overlap with NAFTA and the Euro-Atlantic security
community. A Western hemisphere security community not only would
not pose a threat to other security communities, but also would help
establish social learning as a mechanism of change in the entire Western
hemisphere, and would help institutionalize common rules and shared
beliefs about order, hierarchy, legitimacy, and peaceful change. Thus
both the United States and the EU should encourage the development
of a security community in the Western hemisphere. Although Euro-
Atlantic security community states are culturally closer to the Western
hemisphere than to East Asia, and although in East Asia China may be
willing and able to challenge Western attempts to set regional rules of
the road, the Euro-Atlantic security community should nonetheless en-
courage East Asia to become a security community. At the same time,
Euro-Atlantic security community states should be sensitive about not
imposing their views of hierarchy, order, and legitimacy on East Asians
and should leave East Asians to take the lead in the development of
security community-like processes, as ASEAN has done for the past 30
years. Otherwise, attempts to construct joint mechanisms of social learn-
ing may back®re and tensions across cultural divides may promote rather
than constrain mutual suspicions and fears. On the other hand, in order
to build consensus on a mechanism of peaceful change, the Euro-Atlantic
security community should promote, and participate in, institutionalized
dialogues with East Asia, as it has started to do in the past decade (e.g.
Asia Paci®c Economic Cooperation).

Still another question is whether or not an attempt should be made to
homogenize culture around the world. One could persuasively argue that,
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regardless of people's motivations, cultural globalization is already taking
place. On the other hand, it is one thing to argue about the increasing
development of global ``cultures,'' such the ``Davos culture,'' as I did
above, and quite another to argue on behalf of achieving global cultural
homogeneity. The latter goal is a chimera and should be discouraged.
The world is not converging toward a common set of guiding principles
and it would be senseless to work for such a goal. Even with respect
to the United States and Europe, there are differing views of ordering
principles.

In this context, we must take into account that there are powers, such
as the United States, that, owing to the nature of their culture, frequently
attempt to shape other states' principles and norms in their own image,
regardless of these states' geographic and cultural location. On the other
hand, there are the eastern powers, such as China and Japan, that,
because their culture is inward looking, see the regional level as their
natural area for hegemonic control. This asymmetry between global-
oriented powers and regional-oriented powers could lead to misunder-
standings and thus enhance mutual fears across civilization lines. This
might lead to dif®culties over mutual agreement on rules and, thus, over
the peaceful management of a power transition. To deal with these dan-
gers, the Euro-Atlantic security community should start by engaging
China and Japan in a dialogue about the conceptual and practical dif-
ferences between regional hegemony and security community. Thus,
the name of the game with regard to a peaceful transition between the
United States and China or Japan is not just economic and political en-
gagement. Rather, a peaceful transition depends also on US willingness
to adapt international rules and multilateral institutions so that they re-
¯ect other powers' cultural values and norms. By means of dialogue,
then, without compromising their own culture and beliefs, Americans
should be ready and willing to negotiate new multicultural rules and
institutions that express a compromise between cultures and signal an
inclination jointly to learn.

As an example of what may turn out in the future to be a collective
learning process, I can point to the Mediterranean area. Since 1995, the
EU has been involved in a tenuous and obviously self-interested project ±
better known as the ``Euro-Mediterranean Partnership'' or ``Barcelona
Process'' ± aimed at constructing a Mediterranean region. The prospects
are dim of ®nding common interests between the West and Islam and
between the rich North and the poor South, let alone shared cultural and
political attributes, that would promote the development of a Mediterra-
nean identity. And yet, in order to avert a ``Clash of Civilizations''40 in
the Mediterranean area, it is imperative to jumpstart pluralistic integra-
tion processes as soon as possible, even if these processes may bear fruit
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only in the very long term. Techniques of security community-building
and the adoption of social learning as a mechanism of change thus rep-
resent the quintessential anti-``clash of civilizations'' project.

To end this chapter, it would be useful to speculate whether or not
there is a distinct possibility that, in the future, not only will the nature
and mechanisms of power transitions change, but, rather, power tran-
sitions as we know them may come to an end. The reason for this specu-
lation is the idea that technological and economic changes, as well as
changes in what Ruggie called ``epistemes'' (what people collectively
know about themselves and others, or intersubjective images of real-
ity),41 may be leading to a profound transformation in the nature of
actors in the international system. This transformation may then trigger a
horizontal diffusion of power ± from major powers to a large number of
state and non-state actors ± and/or a vertical strati®cation of power, i.e.
the spread of rule and authority across supranational, national, and sub-
national institutions. In such a world, the concept of power transition
might still be relevant but it would mean something very different. Future
research projects on power transition should therefore explore what
would happen to hierarchy, order, and legitimacy and, in general,
to power transitions in a world in which power is widely and deeply
dispersed.
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7

Conclusion: The shifting nature of
power and peaceful systemic change

Charles A. Kupchan

The opening chapter of this book contends that global politics are on the
verge of entering a period of systemic change. As this new century pro-
gresses, the unipolar system that emerged after the end of the Cold War
will give way to a landscape in which power and responsibility are more
equally shared. The bloody record of past power transitions serves as a
point of departure for this volume and underscores the importance of
new efforts to think through how to manage systemic change peacefully.

The claim that a systemic change is looming on the horizon is ad-
mittedly contestable. The United States enjoys a stark material prepon-
derance that shows few signs of dissipating in the years ahead. America's
economic output far surpasses that of any other country. The United
States spends more on defense than the next ®ve major powers combined
and more on research and development in the defense sector than the
rest of the world combined.1 Its qualitative edge in technology suggests
that its economic and military supremacy is likely to be sustained for
some time to come. Furthermore, America's material preponderance is
backed up by a quite impressive portfolio of ``soft power'' stemming from
the breadth and depth of its cultural reach.

The stark power asymmetries between the United States and potential
challengers should not, however, breed complacency that systemic
change is necessarily far off. To focus only on material indicators of
power is to assume that power transitions of the future will look like
those of the past, in which a rising state pursues and eventually overtakes
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the reigning hegemon. But, for three critical reasons, the next systemic
change may bear little resemblance to past transitions.

First, the most likely near-term challenger to the United States is not a
unitary state, but a Europe in the midst of integration. For the foresee-
able future, the European Union is likely to fall well short of becoming
an amalgamated polity. At the same time, a single market and single
currency give Europe a distinctively collective character; at least in the
economic realm, the EU is already a counterweight to the United States.
Whether or not the EU develops a military capability commensurate with
its economic resources and whether or not authority continues to be
concentrated at the supranational level, a more balanced Atlantic rela-
tionship is likely to evolve as the twenty-®rst century progresses ± with as
yet undetermined consequences for global polarity.

Second, even if the United States maintains its economic and military
supremacy, effective unipolarity also depends upon America's willingness
to continue expending its resources and serving as the global protector
and guarantor of last resort. In this respect, initial signs indicate a distinct
possibility of a shrinking American internationalism. The United States
did lead NATO into battle over Kosovo, but with a distinct lack of
enthusiasm.2 Centrist politicians from both of America's main parties
argued passionately that the interests at stake in Kosovo did not warrant
US military intervention. In the aftermath of the air campaign, the Senate
unanimously approved a resolution that bemoaned the ``signi®cant
shortcomings'' in European defense capabilities and urged the EU to
rectify the ``overall imbalance'' within the alliance. The Senate's rejection
of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and the momentum building
behind the deployment of missile defense further indicate a United States
that may seek to reduce its external commitments and cordon itself off
from potential external threats. In this sense, systemic change may be
precipitated by the retrenchment and turning inward of the reigning
hegemon more than by the rise of new challengers.

Third, changes in the nature of power and in the nature of the polities
that wield power mean that a coming shift in the structure of the system
may take place in a new international environment. The advent of
nuclear weapons, globalization, the spread of democracy, changes in the
sources of wealth ± these are all developments that could profoundly
alter the process and the consequences of systemic change. What con-
stitutes a pole could be undergoing change as well as the forces that will
shape relations between poles.

The purpose of this closing chapter is to re¯ect on the nature of con-
temporary systemic change and to evaluate the extent to which the
lessons of the past speak to the challenges of the future. I begin by look-
ing at how changes in material factors are likely to affect systemic change.
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I then examine how the relatively benign character of the reigning
hegemon is likely to affect relations with rising challengers. In the nature
of its polity and in the practice of its policies, the United States represents
a departure from the past. Finally, I discuss the implications of the
emergence of security communities for systemic change. North America
and Europe have carved out a zone of stable peace and virtually elimi-
nated security competition between themselves. How can this existing
security community be protected against unraveling? Should this security
community be enlarged? Should similar zones of peace be replicated
in other regions? The answers to these questions will shed light on the
nature of contemporary systemic change and help guide policy makers
seeking peacefully to manage coming shifts in the international distribu-
tion of power.

Changes in material conditions

There are sound reasons for believing that changes in military technology
and the sources of wealth may dampen security competition and make
systemic change easier to manage peacefully than in the past. Nuclear
weapons breed caution and may succeed in limiting the intensity of stra-
tegic rivalry between competing poles of power. Predatory conquest and
control over land and labor no longer represent the best pathway to
economic and military supremacy; today's great powers may be able to
attain the wealth and in¯uence they desire without aggression. Further-
more, contemporary globalization, more far-reaching in both quantity
and quality than ever before, may help encourage multiple power centers
to pursue joint gains rather than seek individual advantage. I consider
each of these claims in turn.

Nuclear weapons

Nuclear weapons do decrease the chances that systemic change will be
accompanied by major war. The prospect of nuclear devastation may well
be suf®cient to prevent reigning hegemon and rising challenger from
engaging in the great contests for primacy that usually accompany the
decline of one great power and the rise of another. At the same time, the
nuclear revolution may make systemic change more precarious for three
distinct reasons.

First, if nuclear weapons do not succeed in deterring con¯ict among
contenders for primacy, the resultant con¯ict among nuclear-armed
power centers would be catastrophic. History makes clear that systemic
change brings with it powerful war-causing forces. That these forces will
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be unleashed during the nuclear age warrants considerable thought about
how best to dampen the possibility of hegemonic war. Furthermore,
nuclear weapons in the hands of third parties increase the chances that
systemic instability, even if not accompanied in the ®rst instance by con-
¯ict among power centers, could have very dangerous consequences.

Second, nuclear weapons may embolden contenders for primacy and
make them less willing to compromise to ®nd a mutually acceptable order
and new hierarchy.3 Even if nuclear weapons do restrain parties from
going to war, they may also make them less pliant partners because of
the bargaining strength associated with nuclear capability. A declining
hegemon may hold its ground because of its ability to threaten nuclear
retaliation; despite the loss of its material superiority, it may seek to cling
to its position in the global hierarchy. A rising challenger may be equally
obstinate because of its nuclear capability.

Third, even if nuclear weapons prevent contenders for primacy from
engaging in outright war, they may do little to facilitate rapprochement
among leading power centers ± and indeed may stand in the way of such
rapprochement for the reasons just cited. A multipolar world in which
stability is maintained by mutual nuclear deterrence is far preferable to
war, but far less preferable than a multipolar world in which stability is
maintained through cooperation. In this sense, scholars and analysts alike
need to address how to bring about a systemic transition that leads to a
warm, rather than a cold, peace.

State power

Changes in the sources of state power may act to moderate the war-
causing potential of systemic transition. Territorial conquest pays less
than it used to; economic primacy is now rooted in technological innova-
tion and communication, not land and labor. The proliferation of weap-
onry to many parts of the world also increases the costs of conquest to the
aggressor.

Although it is plausible, if not likely, that major powers will, for utili-
tarian reasons, engage in less predatory behavior than their imperial
predecessors, a world in which power centers regularly engage in strate-
gic restraint is not necessarily a stable world. Strategic restraint, while
reducing direct rivalry between contenders for primacy, could result in
the underprovision of security in third areas. Rather than compete for
market access and strategic in¯uence in developing areas, major powers
may seek to cordon themselves off. The result could be an incremental
return to disorder in the periphery, which ultimately would have the
potential to undermine order in core areas. Imagine what might have
happened in the Balkans had both the European Union and the United
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States refrained from military engagement throughout the 1990s. Con¯ict
might well have spread throughout the Balkan peninsula, ultimately
threatening the broader European and Atlantic security order. The on-
going proliferation of weapons of mass destruction also raises the stakes
of instability in third areas.

It is also possible that contenders for primacy, even if they do not ini-
tially clash over territory, will engage in status competition.4 Systemic
change, after all, upsets the existing hierarchy, creating demands by rising
powers for more voice and in¯uence. A direct con¯ict of interest may
therefore not be necessary for rivalry to begin and escalate. The sources
of World War I, for example, lay not in disputes over borders or territory
but in Germany's desire for a level of in¯uence in Europe commensurate
with its economic capability. Status competition thus has the potential to
escalate into geopolitical competition.

Globalization

Globalization, according to its many proponents, contributes to stability
through several different pathways. High levels of international trade and
investment and the globalization of production increase the costs of geo-
political rivalry. As Thomas Friedman has persuasively argued, the global
marketplace is also imposing a ``golden straightjacket'' on states that en-
ter it, leading to a convergence of domestic structures and ideology.5 If
states want to have access to international capital and the global market
for goods and services, Friedman argues, they have to adhere to a rela-
tively constraining set of political dictums and business practices. This
domestic convergence may in turn reduce the likelihood of con¯icts of
interest.

Parsing out the consequences of globalization for systemic change is
complicated by the fact that globalization is itself an ambiguous and elu-
sive term. If taken to be the global diffusion of trade, investment, pro-
duction, and communication, then the phenomenon has both positive and
negative effects on the prospects for peaceful systemic change. To be
sure, high levels of cross-border trade and investment are encouraging
leading states to pursue mutual advantage. The global diffusion of pro-
duction sites is of particular importance because they constitute a more
durable ± and less easily moved ± asset than equity investment. In addi-
tion, most of the world's wealthier states and those aspiring to such
wealth are converging around a core set of capitalist values and practices,
decreasing the likelihood of diverging interests. All of these features of a
globalized economy may promote stability amidst structural change.

But globalization also brings with it forces that could magnify the
destabilizing effects of transition. Should sectoral or regional economic
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shocks take place, a fast, interdependent market will transmit such shocks
globally. The 1930s made clear the extent to which spreading economic
crisis can lead to geopolitical instability. Globalization may well widen
the bandwidth within which market disturbances can occur without
destabilizing the broader system. But, once a certain threshold has been
crossed, disturbances may spread with a vengeance.

The domestic convergence engendered by globalization also has nega-
tive as well as positive consequences for systemic stability. Developing
states are converging around a common set of values and practices in
order to encourage foreign investment and participate fully in the global
economy. But strict adherence to economic principles imposed from out-
side can also have powerful backlashes if such adherence does not pay
off. States buffeted by the international economy at times ®ght back,
fostering the authoritarian tendencies that can in turn trigger external
ambition and geopolitical rivalries. In The Great Transformation, Karl
Polanyi linked twentieth-century fascism to excessive adherence to market
principles and the gold standard.6 His analysis has cautionary implications
for today's global economy and the discipline of Friedman's golden
straightjacket.

In sum, material conditions provide cause for both optimism and
pessimism about the prospects for managing systemic change peacefully.
At a minimum, the above analysis suggests that there is little room for
complacency in confronting the geopolitical consequences of a return to
multipolarity.

Changes in polity and practice

One of the most puzzling aspects of the current strategic landscape is
the absence of balancing against the United States. France, Russia, and
China may cavil at what they see as America's overbearing, imperial
behavior. But, behind the scenes, they quietly welcome the presence of
US troops in Europe and Asia and the stability they engender. Far from
balancing against the United States, most countries of the world behave
as if they cannot get enough of American power and purpose.

This unusual absence of balancing against the hegemon is the product
of three factors. First, America's location, with large expanses of water to
its east and west, limits the threat it poses to major powers in Europe and
Asia. Were a country of the size and power of the United States to be
located on the Eurasian land mass, it would be far more likely to trigger
balancing. America's direct neighbors, Canada and Mexico, simply do not
have the option of balancing because of stark power asymmetries.
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Second, the scope of the power gap between America and potential
rivals calls into question the feasibility and desirability of attempting to
balance against the United States. With US military spending roughly
equal to that of the next ®ve powers combined, no single state could
realistically seek to act as a counterweight to US power. Furthermore,
with the United States underwriting and in effect fashioning the key
multilateral institutions and practices in both the security and economic
realms, challenging American dominance would bring with it consider-
able costs. To be sure, were coalitions of major states to form against the
United States, those coalitions would have the wherewithal to act as
counterweights to US power. However, such coalitions simply are not
taking shape. Europe is gradually emerging as a collective entity equal to
the United States in economic terms. But the European project is being
fueled primarily by efforts to escape national rivalry within Europe, not a
wish to balance against the United States.

That coalitions are not forming against the United States brings us to
the third reason that balancing is not taking place: the character of
American power. Were the United States engaging in predatory behavior
± regularly invading other states and pursuing exploitative policies ±
balancing coalitions would no doubt form. Instead, the United States
engages in policies that succeed, for the most part, in reassuring other
states about its intentions. Put differently, because of the nature of its
polity and its practice, other states attribute to the United States a benign
character.7

Democratic government partially explains this perception of the United
States. The American polity is transparent and porous. The vagaries of
partisan politics are in plain view, as are the self-checking mechanisms
associated with three competing branches of government. That the United
States regularly engages in both self-binding (unilateral restraint) and co-
binding (multilateral restraint) further reassures others about US in-
tentions. And as more countries become democratic and share a sense of
af®nity and commonality, they are likely to join the grouping of states
within which security competition has been muted, if not eliminated.

A key question for the future is whether or not the absence of balanc-
ing against the United States will continue even as global power becomes
more equally distributed. Will American policy change and become
more aggressive when the United States is confronted with more capable
rivals? Will the Atlantic security community be threatened by a more
self-possessed Europe? How should the Atlantic community manage its
relationship with other regions? To address these questions, I turn to the
role that security communities are likely to play in preserving order and
facilitating peaceful change. If systemic change is on the horizon, a key
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determinant of its geopolitical consequences will be whether or not the
security community formed across the Atlantic will withstand a new bal-
ance of power. It is equally important to speculate about how existing
security communities can be enlarged or new ones created in order to
incorporate rising powers such as China and Russia.

Peaceful change and security communities: The West
against the rest?

As I argued at the close of chapter 2, the Atlantic democracies are un-
likely to become security competitors even as a more equal balance of
power emerges between North America and Europe. As the war over
Kosovo and its aftermath have made clear, the United States is tiring of
its role as Europe's protector of last resort, meaning that Europe will
have to rise to the occasion and develop the political will and the military
capability to assume more responsibility for its own security. But a more
autonomous Europe is a logical consequence of the end of the Cold War
and the decreasing need for a dominant American role, not a sign that
Europe and the United States are growing apart. Firmly embedded in a
shared history, common values and political culture, and a thick network
of institutions, the existing security community of the Atlantic democ-
racies is likely to weather coming changes in the distribution of power.

The formation of a security community among the Atlantic democ-
racies took decades. The threat posed by the Soviet Union provided
critical impetus. The prospects of mutual economic gain helped bind
states together and institutionalize cooperative behavior. And the cul-
tural and historical af®nity that exists between North America and West-
ern Europe was an important facilitating condition. The durability of the
political space occupied by the Atlantic democracies has been manifested
not just in its continued existence, but also in its efforts to expand. Both
NATO and the EU have embarked on ambitious plans of enlargement,
seeking to integrate the new democracies of Central Europe into the
Atlantic community.

A key unknown of this process of enlargement is its consequences for
Russia and for East Asia. Russia could balance against Europe, especially
if NATO and the EU exclude Russia in their plans for enlargement. At
the same time, depending on politics in Moscow and in Western capitals,
Russia could ultimately be included in a broader Europe. Should Russia
end up being excluded from the European space, the potential is high
for a return of competitive geopolitics to Eurasia. For reasons of both
security and status, Russia would likely seek to reconstitute itself as an
independent power center, increasing the chances that Moscow try to
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reassert control over its immediate neighbors. Exclusion from Europe
would also affect Russian identity, encouraging Russians to see Europe as
the other, not the self. As Russia comes back on line as a major player, it
is therefore important to ensure that its power, in¯uence, and identity are
arrayed with, rather than against, a power center in Western Europe.
NATO and the EU should therefore make the drawing westward of
Russia and its embrace in the Atlantic security community a top priority.8

Mapping out a geopolitical trajectory for East Asia is far more com-
plicated. East Asia is unlikely to become part of an Atlantic security
community. None of the conditions that brought together the United
States and Europe pertain. The Atlantic community and East Asian
states do not face a common threat. They do not share a cultural af®nity.
And they are at different stages of economic and political development.
Furthermore, deep political cleavages still exist in East Asia, meaning
that the states of the region will for the foreseeable future be preoccupied
with each other, rather than with their collective relations with Europe or
North America. The risk in the near term is the return of intraregional
balancing and rivalry, especially if American internationalism wanes and
the United States seeks to reduce the scope of its commitments in East
Asia. From this perspective, facilitating cooperation and rapprochement
among proximate poles of power within East Asia is a far more immedi-
ate and important challenge than fashioning East Asia's relations with
other regions. Forming a security community within East Asia is thus a
necessary condition for drawing the region into a broader zone of peace.

Regional reconciliation and rapprochement depend ®rst and foremost
on improving relations between China and Japan. Efforts to build a stable
regional order will falter if East Asia's two major states remain estranged.
Just as reconciliation between France and Germany was the critical
ingredient in building a stable zone of peace in Europe, so too is Sino-
Japanese rapprochement the sine qua non of a stable peace in East Asia.

Primary responsibility for improving Sino-Japanese ties lies with Japan.
With an economy and political system much more developed than
China's, Japan has far more latitude in exploring openings in the rela-
tionship. Japan could also make a major step forward by ®nally ac-
knowledging and formally apologizing for its behavior during World War
II. The United States could further this process by welcoming and helping
to facilitate overtures between Tokyo and Beijing. Washington should
also help dislodge the inertia that pervades politics in Tokyo by making
clear to the Japanese that they cannot inde®nitely rely on American
guarantees to ensure their security. Japan therefore needs to take ad-
vantage of America's protective umbrella while it lasts, pursuing the pol-
icies of reconciliation and integration essential to constructing a regional
security order resting on cooperation rather than deterrence.
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If overtures from Tokyo succeed in reducing tensions between China
and Japan, the United States would be able to play a less prominent role
in the region, making possible an improvement in its own relations with
China. As it buys time for Sino-Japanese rapprochement to get off the
ground, the United States should avoid rhetoric and policies that might
induce China to intensify its efforts to balance against Japan and the
United States. Talk of an impending Chinese military threat is both
counterproductive and misguided; the Chinese military is nowhere near
world class.9 The United States should also avoid provocative moves,
such as deploying anti-missile defenses in the theater or supporting a
Taiwanese policy of moving toward formal independence. China could do
its part to strengthen its relationship with the United States by containing
saber-rattling over Taiwan, halting the export of weapons to rogue states,
and avoiding actions and rhetoric that could in¯ame territorial disputes in
the region.

The road ahead

The central message of the above analysis is that, despite reasons to
be optimistic that contemporary power transitions should be easier to
manage peacefully than those of the past, any complacency about the
challenges ahead would be unwarranted. Post-war periods are usually
followed by a period of relief and optimism and a sense of safety and ®nal
escape from geopolitical competition and war. But time and again such
optimism has proved illusory; peace turned out to be only a hiatus from
war, not a lasting condition.

Changes in material conditions do suggest that conquest pays less than
it used to; major powers may well be more restrained with each other and
with third parties than in the past. At the same time, contests over critical
resources (water, oil, lines of communication) may still occur. And even if
material interests do not clash, competition over status and hierarchy has
the potential to spill over into the security realm. Perhaps most im-
portantly, the causes of today's relatively peaceful international setting
are overdetermined. It may be unipolarity, not nuclear weapons, the de-
clining returns to conquest, or democracy that is preserving stability. If
so, the return of a multipolar world may well overwhelm these other
peace-causing variables. This uncertainty points to the importance and
urgency of beginning to plan for systemic transition. It is better to map
out a strategy for the future while unipolarity still holds than to wait until
multipolarity has already begun to make the international landscape
more intractable.
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A second admonition stems from the observation that globalization,
although under certain conditions it can promote stability and integra-
tion, can also have exactly the opposite effect. Protecting against the
downsides of globalization involves several steps. First, mechanisms to
limit the global transmission of economic shocks should be built into
the international ®nancial architecture. Just as the New York Stock
Exchange automatically suspends trading when volatility reaches extreme
levels, so should international capital markets introduce ``circuit-breakers''
to prevent the contagion-effect of unforeseen shocks. Second, major
states should protect against the possibility of a political backlash against
globalization should there be a world-wide economic downturn. If the
United States, Germany, and Japan, rather than Malaysia and Thailand,
are eventually the victims of a globalized economy, the consequences
could be severe. The states that underwrite the system would then be
compelled to withdraw from that system, risking the breakdown of the
international economy and the adoption of more mercantilist policies by
the leading states. Having policies on the shelf to prepare for such con-
tingencies can help prevent the unraveling of a liberal trading order. It is
better to recognize the potential need for such cushions and have them
ready to deploy than to be left in the lurch.

A third admonition concerns US policy and the need to ®nd the right
balance between self-binding and engagement. The stability of the
current system depends in large part on American restraint and Wash-
ington's willingness to underwrite an international order that contains a
healthy dose of consensual governance. But America's ability to ®nd the
correct mix of leadership and accommodation will be more dif®cult as
power asymmetries diminish and Washington's in¯uence is reduced. As
already demonstrated by the US Senate's rejection of the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, America's pursuit of national missile defense, and
Congress's lack of enthusiasm for US intervention in the Balkans, US
policy is likely increasingly to oscillate between unilateralism and isola-
tionism. While the former would likely induce allies and adversaries alike
to distance themselves from US leadership, the latter would likely pro-
duce unwanted security vacuums, especially in East Asia and third areas.
Accordingly, fashioning a new American internationalism ± one that re-
mains multilateralist at its core and that can be sustained politically over
the long term ± is an essential ingredient of efforts to manage systemic
change.

The creation of a security community in the West that seems ready to
outlast the distribution of power that led to its formation similarly pro-
vides good reason for guarded optimism. The vitality and strength of the
Atlantic community demonstrate that stable zones of peace are in fact
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possible and that they can exist even in the absence of the conditions that
made them possible. Nonetheless, elites and publics in both the United
States and Europe cannot afford to take the Atlantic link for granted;
they must appreciate the revolutionary nature of this stable zone of peace
and take whatever steps are necessary to preserve it. Furthermore, it will
be no easy task to promote security communities in other parts of the
world or to ensure peaceful relations between the Atlantic community
and other regions. Especially as Russia, China, and other emerging
powers take the stage, shifts in regional and global balances of power will
again try the skills of statesmen in facilitating peaceful systemic change.

In closing, I return to the three concepts that form the conceptual core
of this study: benign character, order, and legitimacy. We have argued
that peaceful transition is a product of these three variables working in
sequential fashion. The mutual attribution of benign character is the
starting point: it enables contenders for primacy to pursue rapproche-
ment and to replace mutual threat with mutual trust. Agreement on order
is the next step: it produces a new hierarchy and a new set of rules of
the road. Legitimacy is the capstone of the process: it helps create a new
political space that transcends the boundaries of the original parties and
locks in a stable zone of peace.

The important role that the mutual attribution of benign character
plays in facilitating peaceful change leads to two questions. First, what
policies are needed to ensure that parties that already see one another as
benign continue to do so? Second, what can be done to promote a mutual
sense of benign character among parties that are current or potential
antagonists?

As to the ®rst question, the ®rst post±Cold War decade provides cause
for optimism. The Atlantic democracies continue to prosper as a security
community despite the lack of a pressing external threat. No signs of
security rivalry between North America and Europe have yet emerged.
At the same time, Europe is still ®nding its way as a collective actor and
remains under US tutelage, especially on matters of security. As the bal-
ance of power and in¯uence becomes more equal, both parties should be
sure to continue engaging in acts of self-binding and co-binding. Passing
up on opportunities for individual advantage, relying on consensual,
multilateral governance, and engaging in collective ventures will help
ensure that benign images do not gradually give way to malign ones.
Public education, increasing cultural and educational exchanges, and
deeper institutional linkages will also help.

Promoting benign images where they do not already exist will be a far
more formidable task. Two sobering conclusions emerge from the above
analysis. First, strategic necessity plays an important role in triggering the
reconstruction of social identities and efforts to turn enemies into part-
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ners. Second, a preexisting cultural or linguistic af®nity appears to be a
necessary condition for the mutual attribution of benign character. These
two observations do not augur well for rapprochement between the
United States and China. Neither faces a pressing need to reduce external
commitments. And the cultural divide between the two countries is wide.
Nonetheless, both Americans and Chinese should take into consideration
how important are the broader images that the two polities hold of one
another. Politicians on both sides should therefore exercise great caution
and avoid using diatribes against the other for domestic political pur-
poses. The top priority for the future is not getting the balance of power
right and making sure that both sides deploy defensive rather than
offensive weapons systems. Instead, the goal is to embark on a long-term
process of rapprochement that will eventually succeed in fostering the
mutual attribution of benign character. On the Chinese side, domestic
political liberalization would be an important step in the right direction.
On the American side, more deference to Chinese concerns and accord-
ing China a greater voice in regional and global affairs would similarly
move the relationship down the right path.

As Yuen Foong Khong makes clear in his chapter, even if the United
States and China succeed in sending each other signals of benign intent,
reaching agreement on order in East Asia will be no easy task. The two
powers remain relatively far apart on several important dimensions, in-
cluding human rights and political reform, bilateral trade, the norm of
multilateralism, arms proliferation, and resolution of territorial disputes
(Taiwan in particular). Khong notes that differences on these issues stem
at least in part from China's perception that the United States does not
accord it suf®cient status and weight in the international arena. Wash-
ington's willingness to deal with Beijing on a more equal basis could help
resolve substantive disagreement on ordering norms. Renegotiating
order in the Asian region is complicated by the role of Japan. Japan
continues to follow America's lead in the region. But its views on and
place in a new regional order will be integral to managing systemic
change in the region peacefully. In light of continuing tensions between
China and Japan, the United States certainly faces a considerable chal-
lenge in crafting a regional order that will simultaneously satisfy Beijing,
Tokyo, and Washington.

In developing the notion of democratic hegemony, Jean-Marc Coicaud
places the challenges ahead in a broader political and normative context.
As Coicaud elucidates, scholars and practitioners alike should cease
equating hegemony with order and the end of hegemony with disorder.
Instead, the current hegemon as well as rising challengers should seek
to build a legitimate international order ± one that rests on acceptance
of change, reciprocity, respect, and democratic norms. The alternative,
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Coicaud argues, is the gradual erosion of the current order ± owing less
to changes in the distribution of power than to the delegitimation of an
undemocratic and unreciprocal hegemony. The United States should
therefore use its primacy while it lasts to socialize rising powers, encour-
age a more balanced set of relationships among powerful units, and seek
to bring about an international system that remains open to change and
the circulation of power. The result would be an international system
ready for and able to withstand change ± a hallmark of democracy within
states ± rather than yet another static hegemonic system that seeks to
perpetuate itself in the name of order.

Emanuel Adler's focus on social learning provides hope that Coicaud's
vision could ultimately become a reality. If Adler is right that what is
changing is not just the material distribution of power but the mechanism
of change itself, then the coming power transition ± as long as it occurs
among states that have internalized the same basic norms ± should occur
peacefully. It is here that Coicaud's and Adler's perspectives intersect.
For democratic and reciprocal hegemony is essentially about mutual so-
cialization and reciprocal social learning. A benign United States imparts
to the international system its rules of the game and notion of order, but
also makes room for and adjusts its own grand strategy to the rules of the
game and notions of order of other major states. The result is perhaps a
messy amalgam, but at least one that would enjoy democratic legitimacy
and accord rising units the status they seek. Perhaps such ``socialized in-
stability,'' to use Coicaud's turn of phrase, is the best one can hope for.
Indeed, in light of the alternative ± great power war in the nuclear age ±
striving for socialized instability and seeking the democratization of
hegemony may well offer the best prospects for managing international
change peacefully.
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