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We stand today at a unique and extraordinary moment...Out of these troubled times, our fifth objective -- a new world order -- can emerge: a new era -- freer from the threat of terror, stronger in the pursuit of justice, and more secure in the quest for peace. An era in which the nations of the world, East and West, North and South, can prosper and live in harmony…Today that new world is struggling to be born, a world quite different from the one we've known.  –President H.W. Bush, address to the Joint Session of Congress, September 11, 1990 
Now, we can see a new world coming into view. A world in which there is the very real prospect of a new world order. –President George H. W. Bush, address to the Joint Session of Congress, March 6, 1991.

______________________________________________________________________________

Introduction: The Puzzle

As the two quotations above attest, American policy makers at the conclusion of the Cold War committed to the creation of a new world order. Commitments to military capabilities duly followed: annual defense reviews articulated a position of long-term preponderance in international politics, and military engagements in Iraq (in 1991 against the fourth largest military in the world), Afghanistan, and the former Yugoslavia attested to US military strength of overwhelming proportions. 

The puzzle we seek to address here is the following: why is there—now nearly two decades after the end of the Cold War, and under conditions of alleged unipolarity (Krauthammer, 1990/91) on the part of the US and professed strong preferences for creating one—no new world order?  We will suggest that the answer to this puzzle has to do with the nature of the type of power that is needed to forge a global order, and that power is in insufficient supply to allow for the type of outcome envisioned in the preferences articulated by US policy makers in 1990 and 1991. As a result, fundamental, structural changes to the old order have not happened; instead, US policy makers have engaged in incremental structural changes, and have relied mostly on bilateral and unilateral initiatives while encountering significant resistance to US global leadership. 
The Revolving Door of Power in International Politics
While the concept of power has been central to the discipline of political science in general, it has been crucial to the subfield of international politics. Political scientists who focus on domestic and comparative politics—often working from a western, democratic, and pluralistic tradition and even when pursuing comparative political analysis—are comfortable with varied forms of political control that include coercion and power, but also include myriad types of influence relationships, and even conditions where power and influence appear to be distant background conditions determining political outcomes. This is seldom the case for those who study international politics.  For decades, realists, neo-realists, structural realists, and neo-neo-realists have dominated discourse in the subfield, and that discourse typically started and ended with conceptions of power at virtually all levels of analysis. 
Particularly at the systemic level, it is the nature of the beast—starting with the anarchy assumption driving politics in the international system and leading to a small handful of critical organizing principles—that makes power and how it is distributed the causal factor in relations between states, at least according to several schools of thought (e.g., Waltz, 1978). Refinements by long cyclists (e.g., Modelski and Thompson, 1980), hegemonic stability theorists (e.g. Gilpin, 1981; Keohane, 1984), and power transition theorists (e.g., Organski and Kugler, 1980; Tammen et. al., 2000) have provided a more nuanced perspective on power (supplemented with other factors such as innovation, creativity, dissatisfaction in policy preferences), but it has nevertheless remained a crucial causal agent for scholars studying international politics. 

Yet, the field of international politics is dominated by no one paradigm. Particularly neorealists have been challenged conceptually (e.g., Barnett and Duvall, 2005), theoretically (e.g., Wendt, 1992), and empirically (e.g., Bueno de Mesquita, 2003), and appeared to have been on the losing side on most of these challenges…until recently.  Then, we witnessed the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Such momentous changes created enormous challenges for scholars, and they raised at least two basic questions.  First, how good are our theoretical and conceptual tools if we were unable to predict these seismic shifts in international politics?  Second, do we have the tools with which to understand what patterns of international relations are likely to emerge in the 21st century?  
Much has been written in response to the first question, and that is not the focus of this effort. However, the issue of how patterns of international relations emerge from the end of the Cold War continues to challenge scholars and policy makers alike, and forces particularly academics to reexamine the tools of their craft. This concern has witnessed a reemergence of the power school: issues of unipolarity (Krauthammer, 1999/1991; Wilkinson, 1999), hegemony (Hurrell, 2006), empire (Mann, 2003), soft versus hard power (Ilgen, 2006), balance of power (Paul, 2004), and power transition (Tammen et. al., 2000) are just a few of the mushrooming power industry’s response to changing global conditions within the academic community. 

These analyses have been further underscored and given additional weight by the declarations of key foreign policy makers, who have articulated either descriptions of, or desires for a new world order that appearsto be based as well on conceptions of power: from the preponderance in American power in Washington DC and resentment of it in Paris (“hyperpouissance”), to occasional demands by Russian, Chinese, and Third World leaders for a new, multipolar system.
 While these policy makers have yet to invoke directly the ghost of Hans Morgenthau (1948), their statements appear to echo scholars who have focused on structural power considerations (Kaplan, 1957; Waltz, 1978; Modelski and Thompson, 1988; Organski and Kugler, 1980) as the driving mechanism of international politics.
Both policy maker rhetoric and academic discourse about power distributions come at a crucial juncture in international politics. It is typically during periods of major system transformation when power considerations appear to be most salient. It is during such times when major actors seek to establish new sets of rules, norms, and organizations in order to stabilize and institutionalize the new status quo in their favor. Researchers have found, for example, that over the last hundred years, it is typically after the end of major systemic conflict that there is a proliferation of new global and regional intergovernmental organizations (e.g., Wallace and Singer, 1970).  This “big bang” argument is certainly consistent with hegemonic stability theory (e.g., Gilpin, 1981; Keohane, 1984) and with those who see dramatic environmental change as key to a “punctuated equilibrium model” of institutional change (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Diehl and Goertz, 2000).  It is also consistent with declarations by American policy makers to create a new, US-led world order to replace the one in place at the end of the Cold War. 
American policy makers’ response to 9/11, with respect to the wars in Afghanistan and in Iraq (and especially in case of the latter, conducted with a slim “coalition of the willing”) appears to have further underscored the importance of hegemonic (albeit coercive) power in present international politics. If power matters, it should especially matter today in setting the ground rules for how international politics are likely to be conducted until a new earthquake (similar to the abrupt ending of the Cold War) shakes the international political system, or until it erodes under the weight of its relative utility in addressing salient global issues. 
How and Why Do Great Powers Construct World Order?

World order refers here to a series of rules, norms, and formal intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) that constitute the “governing” arrangements between states. This conception of political order is consistent with both Robert Gilpin’s (1981) “systemic” order, and the varied forms of political order articulated by John Ikenberry (2001). As Ikenberry notes, this conception of world order can be based on a variety of mechanisms, ranging from the convergence of specific interests among states through hegemonic imposition (Ikenberry, 2001:23). Here, we focus on one dimension of the post-Cold War political order: the web of formal IGOs available to states to conduct their affairs. 
What would a leading global state in international politics need to create a new world order after a fundamental transformation in international politics?  Clearly it does not create new arrangements for altruistic reasons: fashioning a new world order is an expensive and risky proposition and it is unlikely that any global power would initiate such an undertaking unless it would derive substantial benefit from what it creates. We assume that there are four such benefits, of substantial consequence. First, the norms and rules likely to be institutionalized are consistent with the interests and policy preferences of the state constructing the world order. As a result, the order that is institutionalized tilts the playing field of international politics in favor of a status quo favored by the lead state. Likewise, norms and rules (and institutions that would embed them) which are shared in principle by the lead state but may restrict it from pursuing its objectives, or, are likely to be used against it, will be opposed. Such is the case with the International Criminal Court, which is completely consistent with both American preferences toward the substance and the process of human rights protections in general, but is clearly opposed by US policy makers for fear that it will be used against American interests.

Second, the formal organizations created to institutionalize patterns of cooperation and collaboration regarding these norms and rules provide additional means by which the lead state continues to influence the long-term process of pursuing its objectives as these organizations create ready coalitions of its membership for collaboration with the lead state. Although the rules and norms of these organizations may result in outcomes that are tilted toward the lead state (as in the case of “veto” and/or weighted voting), the choice of joining and participating in the organization allows other states to check the unilateral power of the lead state, while also committing them to the collective pursuit of the lead state’s objectives (Ikenberry, 2001).
 

There is likely to be a third benefit as well from the construction of a world order: the combination of norms, rules, and institutions that facilitate cooperation and collaboration together act to provide predictability and stability around the status quo. To the extent that the lead power is heavily invested in that status quo, such stability and predictability benefits the lead state and those others equally satisfied. 


Finally, and perhaps most fundamentally, order creation, if accomplished, represents one of those rare instances in international politics when a lead state can substantially enhance its long-term power position in international politics. Here, we concur with the conceptual framework delineated by Barnett and Duvall (2005:43) who articulate a four-fold classification of power in international politics: compulsory, institutional, structural, and productive dimensions. The lead global actor, by fashioning a new world order would appear to be using the first dimension to help share the contours of the institutional dimension.
By creating a network of formal institutions and helping to draw up the rules operating within those institutions, a global leader creates a set of governance structures that favor its orientation toward international politics. Such a bias on this dimension of global governance assures the lead global state access to processes that allow it a substantial advantage in bringing forward (or arresting) collective outcomes favoring its interests. It may not “win” consistently in the formal organizations it has created, but likely will seldom lose according to the rules it created, and will win sufficiently often in the long-run so that it can preserve other sources of control. 
For all these reasons, it would seem that the lead global state, following periods of major transformation in international politics—and possessing substantial capabilities akin to what has been described as unipolarity—would then fashion a new world order. Or, would it? Some scholars envision a nearly automatic, big bang approach to new world order formation following major system transformation (e.g.,Gilpin, 1981; Katzenstein, 1989; Goertz, 2003).
 Our quarrel with the “big bang” theory of institutional formation—after the end of a particular era—is with the implication that such reconstructions occur automatically when systemic transformations warrant them.
We contend that structural approaches to global stability and world order fail to specify circumstances that may negate efforts by great powers—or discourage them—to establish new institutions when international politics undergo dramatic changes. We assume that at a minimum three attributes are required for a global leader to engage in fundamental transformation of global institutions (see Figure 1). First, a global leader must have strong policy preferences (Moravcsik, 1997; Bueno de Mesquita, 2003) for new order construction if it is to commit substantial resources to the effort. Second, it needs sufficient strength with which to create both architecture and to entice or coerce other actors to join and participate (Strange, 1989). Third, it needs the creativity to be able to assemble new institutions that reflect changing circumstances (e.g., Modelski, 1990). Without strong preferences, strength, and creativity,
 new world order formation is highly unlikely and there is no reason to assume that that these three attributes will automatically coincide with the onset of a new era. Their presence is very much an empirical question, and answering it may shed light on the extent of a US based, post-Cold War institutional development. 
There are a number of ways in which the lead global power may not have strong preferences for world order creation. One is domestic: the absence of public support for architecture construction. We assume that for democratic global leaders such domestic support is crucial, and will likely vary with the nature of  “external threats” perceived by the public. Arguably, such external threats may not have been in evidence between 1989 and 9/11 in the US, although support for a global role appeared to be widespread among the public even prior to the terrorist attacks in 2001. A second way in which strong preferences for new world order construction may be minimized is if previous architecture remains intact and is consistent with the policy objectives of the lead state. This is certainly the argument made by Ikenberry’s (2001) constitutionalist thesis regarding the construction of Cold War architecture.
 A third way in which strong preferences may be minimized (as noted in Figure 1) is when strong preferences for world order construction meet the reality of insufficient resources with which to effectuate them, forcing a modification of initial preferences. For American policy makers, this would involve shifts from architectural construction to the pursuit of objectives through more unilateral and bilateral mechanisms.

__________________________________________________________________

Illustration1: Attributes of Lead Global Power Predicting to New Order Creation.
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The attribute of creativity is far more difficult to analyze. We suspect that creative, innovative options for new world order construction are—in part—influenced by the nature of resources available to the lead global power. It is obvious that limited strength results in a variety of creative options being curtailed. In addition, it appears that creativity toward external architecture appears to go hand in hand with domestic innovation and creativity (Modelski and Thompson, 1988). The extent to which such domestic creativity exists in the US since 1989 is difficult to extrapolate (see Thompson, 2006).  Certainly some have argued that the US leadership is far from creative in the post-Cold War era and there is incoherence in the “empire” (e.g., see Mann, 2003).


We argue, however, that the most important attribute is state strength.
 It functions as a necessary, albeit insufficient condition for global architectural creation. Although (as we note in Illustration 1) it may impact on both preferences and creativity, without it, it is unlikely that the lead global power can effectuate substantial changes to global architecture. We accept as well the reverse: even with substantial strength, the lead state may not engage in architectural construction but without sufficient strength, it definitely will not, or will fail if it tries.

What kind of strength is needed? Previously (Volgy and Bailin, 2003), we asserted that there are three types of state strength: domestic strength, relational strength, and structural strength.
 All three are needed to effectuate the type of change suggested by new world order construction. How does the U.S. stack up in terms of these three types of strength?

Domestic strength is important if the lead global state is to sustain in its long-term involvement in structuring world order and enforcing compliance with its direction. Domestic strength is the underlying strength from which relational and structural strength are extracted. We envision domestic strength as having a number of crucial components. One obvious dimension entails material capabilities: to wit, the strength of its economy from which it is able to extract resources for its foreign and domestic objectives and activities. A second dimension is political: policy makers need political capital with which to pursue their policies. Third, there must be sufficient domestic strength to be able to respond to domestic pressures and still have sufficient resources for the pursuit of foreign policy preferences. 
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We have created an index of domestic strength that incorporates these dimensions, modifying resource capabilities with political strength and accounting for domestic societal pressures.
 We have validated the index elsewhere (see Volgy and Bailin, 2003), and applied the index to major powers (U.S., UK, USSR/Russia, China, Japan, France) for the time period 1950-2004. With one obvious exception (Russia after 1989), all states have demonstrated a substantial increase in domestic strength over time, paralleling those who have argued that the modern state is stronger than ever in recent history (e.g., Gurr, 1990). This pattern particularly applies to the U.S (see Figure 1). It is by far the strongest domestically of these states, its domestic strength increases over time, and it clearly holds sufficient domestic strength to translate into capabilities needed to pursue global political order formation. 

However, does it have the external strength to pursue a constructionist global role? Here we have initially drawn on the work of Susan Strange (1989) whose interest focused on states capable of exercising global leadership, and she suggested that hegemonic strength should be viewed from two different perspectives: structural strength versus relational strength. To Strange, relational strength was the concept many scholars use to gauge the ebb and flow of much that goes on in international politics. She defined the concept as the capabilities of a hegemon or a global leader vis-à-vis other actors in the system, and its ability to get some groupings of others, by persuasion or coercion, to do what they would not otherwise do (Strange, 1989, p. 165).


Structural strength for Strange reflected a different dimension of capabilities. She was referring to the capability of a hegemon to create essential rules, norms, and modes of operation for various dimensions of the international system. A global leader/hegemon enjoys “structural power through the capacity to determine the terms on which those needs are satisfied and to whom they are made available” (Strange, 1989, pp. 165-6). Hegemony (or as we prefer, global leadership) then creates and/or sustains critical regimes to further patterns of cooperation and to reduce uncertainty as states pursue their objectives (Hasenclever, Mayer, Rittberger, 1996;  Keohane, 1984).


Relational strength refers to a certain amount of capability with which a state can seek to control the behavior of other states. The relational strength of a state may be quite extensive even when all states are getting weaker, as long as the strongest is declining at a rate slower than the others. Concepts of balance versus preponderance of power, used in the literature to help account for whether or not nations will go to war, rely on relational approaches to state strength. 


To assume the mantle of global leader, a state must possess a sufficient amount of relational strength to deter or minimize challenges from other "great powers” to its leadership. Equally important, relational capabilities are assumed to be critical for maintaining the system once systemic norms and rules have been established (e.g., Gill and Law, 1989). 
Structural strength refers to the type of capability needed to create a new global architecture, shaping the rules and norms for the entire system. The creation of a global architecture by a single, major state requires not only drafting of such arrangements, but as well securing global compliance, from not only ‘major powers’ but also from the full range of actors relevant to the maintenance of those norms. 


At the minimum, developing new global architecture requires the articulation of goals, rules/norms and formal organizations for conducting a broad range of international relations (e.g., security, economics, etc.).  Articulation, of course, cannot be enough; taking on the mantle of leadership requires as well the ability to create widespread compliance with rules and norms on the part of most relevant international actors. Compliance can be created through a large variety of means including through ideological commonalties, inducements, sanctions, and coalition formations through both institutional and non-institutional settings (Keohane and Nye, 1989).  Developing broad consent for new architectural arrangements at the global level is more than the aggregate outcome of bilateral bargains between major powers. Such architectural creation requires extensive resources, and resources relative to not only other “great powers” but as well for interactions with other salient actors in international politics. Those actors include not only states, but as well thousands of salient interstate non-governmental (Boli and Thomas, 1997) and governmental entities (Keohane and Nye, 1989), actively pursuing objectives that have potentially broad economic and security implications for the system.


An approach to measuring these two types of strength needs to focus on some critical differences between the two concepts. First, there is a difference of focus.  The primary referent for relational strength is the collective strength of other ‘great powers’ that may contest the status quo. The primary referent for structural strength is the complexity and size of the international system over which the hegemon will seek to create rules and norms. 

Second, we differentiate the two in terms of endurance. Relational strength is immediately visible and available for responding to challenges to the status quo. Structural strength for architectural creation requires a long-term commitment and needs a deeper foundation than relational strength (e.g., extensive domestic capabilities).

Third, we suggest different constraints for each concept.  When IR and comparative scholars disagree about the strength of states, the argument is generally not about the amount of resources available to states for the pursuit of their objectives. Instead, it revolves around whether or not resource enhancements on the part of states have been sufficient to counter growing limits on their autonomy and the growing complexity of challenges (both internal and external) they face today compared to decades ago. Any measurement strategy that fails to place strength in the context of such constraints will not be responsive to such concerns. Yet, the constraint issue works differently for the two concepts. Relational strength is only constrained by the cumulative resources of other ‘great powers’, varying with the cumulative strength of the group, and the size of the group. A measure of structural strength, however, must place hegemonic capabilities in the context of a broader array of constraints: constraints on state autonomy, constraints of global growth and complexity, and domestic constraints that may further limit the global reach of the state.  

Is There Enough Strength for New World Order Creation?

The short answer is: no. While the US has substantial, and sufficient domestic strength—as noted in Figure 1—to transfer resources for producing a new world order, the correlation between domestic strength and the production of structural strength is either non-existent or negative, and not only for the US but also for all other major powers (except for Japan; see Volgy and Bailin, 2003: Chapter 3). The absence of a positive relationship between the two types of strength has been demonstrably so for over the last five decades. 


But how much strength is there to effectuate a US-led, new world order? Measuring hegemonic relational strength is a relatively straightforward process: previous research has already done so (e.g., Spiezio, 1990; Volgy and Imwalle, 1995). Relational strength refers to dominant economic and military capabilities, readily available for external use on the part of the state. The referent for such capabilities is the combined economic and military resources of other great powers that may seek to challenge systemic norms or hegemonic leadership. Typically, the concept has been operationalized as the global leader’s aggregate share of the economic and military capabilities of all ‘great powers’ in the system. We use the same measure here.

[image: image2.emf]Figure 1A. Aggregate Relational Stength Measures for Britain (1815-1895) and the U.S.(1950-2004);

Source: Volgy and Bailin, 2003, updated.
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Figure 1A illustrates US relational strength between 1950 and 2004, and compares it to British relational strength through its 19th century period of global leadership. As the figure illustrates, when viewing American relational strength, either compared to other major powers, or, historically, it is plausible to make the claim of American unipolarity. While we see the presence of a U-shaped curve over the last five decades, American relational strength appears quite substantial since the end of the Cold War, and demonstrates capabilities that far exceed those of other major states. 

When we approach the issue of structural strength however, an entirely different picture emerges. In order to measure structural strength, we move through a series of steps. We begin by measuring annually external capabilities as a function of all monetary resources committed to foreign activities (in constant dollars). These include all defense spending, spending for all foreign affairs and spending on official development assistance. Then, we modify resource commitments by a measure that taps the relative international autonomy (RIA) of the state. We concur with others (e.g., Rupert and Rapkin, 1985; Holm and Sorensen, 1995) that interdependencies in the global economy reduce national autonomy and weaken states. Growing reliance on international trade may mean that trading states are affected greatly by the domestic economic health of their trading partners. Trade dependencies also make it difficult for countries to pursue objectives in other areas of foreign policy.
 We measure RIA as a state’s total trade divided by a country’s GDP.

Then, we take account of the growing complexity of international politics by controlling for system size: the number of states in the international system. While the size of the system may not be very consequential for regional actors, growing system size may tax significantly the strength of global aspirants.
 We use the annual percentage change in the size of the system as a deflator of external resources in a manner identical to using the CPI as a deflator for currency. Thus, our final index of external strength is constrained both by changes in autonomy and the size and complexity of the international system.
 
[image: image3.emf]Figure 1B. U.S. Structural Strength, 1950-2004.

 (Source: Bailin and Volgy, 2003, updated to 2004).
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Figure 1B reflects our calculations and presents a pattern quite different from American relational strength. US structural strength has declined dramatically over time and American policy makers are unlikely to have the type of structural strength needed in the post-Cold War period to effectuate a new 

world order consistent with their preferences.
 For example, as Figure 1B illustrates, even with major commitments to increasing resources by U.S. policy makers through the beginning of the 21st century, the U.S. structural strength index in 2004 is some forty percent lower than it was in the 1960s, and during the “new world order” construction phase, even lower through the 1990s.

Is There A New World Order?

Recall that we have focused on only one dimension of world order: the formation/creation of webs of formal, intergovernmental organizations designed to facilitated cooperation and coordination between states. We wished to know if there is the creation of a new world order on this dimension, resulting in a substantially new web of global institutional architecture that differs from its Cold War predecessor.

In order to answer this question, we engaged in a mapping exercise, identifying the architecture of intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) in 2004, and wished to compare that architecture with similar webs in 1989 and 1975, in order to give us three equal time intervals for comparison, including one in the present and two during middle and the end of the Cold War. There have been three previous systematic empirical mappings of the global architecture of intergovernmental organizations. The first (Jacobson, Reisinger, and Mathers, 1986) identifies the population of IGOs for the year 1982. The second (Shanks, Jacobson, and Kaplan, 1996) identifies the population of IGOs for the immediate post-Cold War environment of 1991, and compares death rates and birth rates between the two periods. In addition, a third effort, initially begun as part of the Correlates of War project (Wallace and Singer, 1970) and then later updated and expanded for a variety of purposes by  Pevehouse, Nordstrom, and Warnke (2003) focuses on “traditional” IGOs, and reports yearly observations on their existence through the year 2000. 



For a variety of reasons,
 we had to create a new database of IGOs, reflecting only those IGOs that are established by states (traditional organizations as opposed to emanations), and operationalized as having attributes that provide the organization both some independence and responsiveness to its members.
 We then compared the distribution of global (GIGOs), inter-regional (IRGOs), regional (RGOs), and sub-regional (SRGOs) in 2004 with those extant in 1989 and 1975. 

How can we tell if there is a new, institutional world order? A simple enumeration of institutional longevity—using birth and dates rates of IGOs—does not provide sufficient indication of order transformation: IGOs are born and they die fairly frequently (Shanks, Jacobson and Kaplan, 1996). To assess whether or not there is a new world order, we need to establish a different set of benchmarks, consistent with the non-incremental notion associated with a significantly different order implied in the pronouncements of policy makers. Earlier in the modern era the end of one order yielded a substantial, non-incremental increase in the web of IGOs (Wallace and Singer, 1970), as the victors moved to create substantial numbers of formal organizations designed to institutionalize cooperation and to stabilize the new status quo. We suggest four empirically observable, non-incremental indicators that would reflect the creation of a US-led, new order that is substantially different from its predecessor. A significantly different web of organizations is noted when, compared to its predecessor, the web changes through:
· A substantial increase in the overall size of the global architecture (total number of IGOs);

· A substantial increase in the formation of new global institutions (GIGOs), along with a significant death rate for older GIGOs; 
· A substantial change in the mix between different types of IGOs (GIGOs versus IRGOs versus RGOs);

· Significant new institutional formation of RGOs and SRGOs  where the dominant global power manifests substantial interest (for the US this includes Latin America, Asia, and the Middle East).

Ideally, all four conditions should be evidenced in order to conclude that institutional transformation has occurred.

[image: image1.emf]Figure 1. Domestic Strength Index, Averaged by Decades, 1953-2000

(Source: Volgy and Bailin, 2003).
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The database we constructed contains 273 “live” IGOs for the year 2004. We find no evidence to support three of the four conditions for making the claim of a new institutional dimension to the post-Cold War order. First, there does not appear to be either a substantial increase in the overall web, nor in the constellation of global IGOs. Overall, the web of IGOs—a decade and a half into the new world order—is substantially smaller than at the end of the Cold War, having shrunk by more than ten percent compared to its size in 1989 (Figure 2), reversing the net growth of over twenty percent of IGOs between 1975 and 1989. This shrinkage cannot be directly attributed to the collapse of Soviet Union-based traditional organizations since these were too few to account for a significant share of organizational deaths.
 

[image: image5.emf]Figure 2. Total Number of Traditional IGOs, for 

1975,  1989, and 2004.

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

1975 1989 2004

At the same time, there appears to be no significant net increase in the number of GIGOs from the previous period (Figure 3). In 2004, roughly 24% of the web is global in scope, accounting for a smaller proportion of IGOs than in 1975 (25%) and barely larger than in 1989 (23%). Consistent with previous mapping exercises (e.g., Shanks, Jacobson, and Kaplan, 1996), the dominant organizational mode is regional, with SRGOs (N=74) and RGOs (N=65) accounting for over half of all organizations. Despite processes of globalization, much of the web of IGOs appears to be non-global in character, and in this manner, the post-Cold War web is not substantially different from its predecessor. 

[image: image6.emf]Figure 3. Global (GIGOs), Interregional (IRGOs), and 

Regional (RGOs) Organizations as a Percentage of All IGOs, 

2004, 1989, and 1975.
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Second, the pattern of birth and death rates does not appear to correspond to expectations heralding a new world order. Net changes by type of IGO (Figure 4) show that the small growth of GIGOs in the 1975-89 period is halted in the post-Cold War era and the proportion of GIGOs appear to have slightly increased only because the overall web has shrunk. Substantial net changes occur only in the constellation of IRGOs after the Cold War’s end.  

Figures 5, 6, and 7 provide another view of birth and death rates, showing changes across the two eras, but again not in the anticipated direction. As Shanks and colleagues (1996) have noted, the architecture of IGOs is not static; there is a considerable amount of both birth and death among these organizations over time. Our criterion of new world order formation called for both significant deaths and births among IGOs after 1989. While we do find a substantially higher aggregate death rate in the post-Cold War era, overall birth rates decline, moving in a direction opposite from our requirement (Figure 4).

[image: image8.emf]Figure 5. Birth and Death Rates for all IGOs, 

1975-89 and 1990-2004.
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Figures 6 and 7 disaggregate the pattern of births and deaths and place them in comparative perspective (across time periods and across types). Once more, GIGOs show modest growth that is nearly identical to the last fifteen years of the Cold War (Figure 6). This, however, this is not the case with the other clusters. From 1975 to 1989 RGOs increased by 26 percent and SRGOs by 31 percent. Those trends are clearly reversed after 1989, replaced by a near doubling in the number of IRGO births between the Cold War and post-Cold War periods. 

[image: image9.emf]Figure 6. Patterns of Birth Rates in Two Periods, for 

GIGOs, IRGOs, RGOs, and SRGOs.
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Death rates of IGOs across the post-Cold War period are noted in Figure 7, showing dramatic differences across the two time periods. As Figure 5 illustrated, the observable death rate prior to the end of the Cold War was minimal (approximately six percent of all IGOs) compared to an overall death rate of over 36 percent in the post-Cold War period. Substantial death rates are noted for GIGOs and IRGOs after 1989, but they are dwarfed by the changes in death rates for regional and sub-regional organizations. Clearly, these death rates are not compensated by the growth in new IGOs.

[image: image4.emf]Figure 8. Numbers of RGOs and SRGOs (Combined) for Six Regions, for 1989 and 2004.
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Our criteria for identifying a new world order requires as well that in regions of interest to the lead state constructing new institutions, we should see increased RGOs and/or SRGO formation (or the creation of IRGOs involving both the region of interest and the lead state). We find virtually no increases in IGOs in these regions of interest to the U.S. (Figure 8). Note the absence of any net growth in Asia where U.S. policy makers have worked during and after the Cold War to obstruct the creation of region-based organizations (e.g. Rapkin, 2001) and opting instead for bilateral relationships through which they can exercise more influence. Nor are there increases in formal cooperative arrangements in the Middle East or Latin America, areas of strong interest to the U.S., and arenas of substantial and growing conflict with American policy preferences.
Is There Contestation Over a New World Order?

While there appear to be a number of significant differences between the post-Cold War web of IGOs and its Cold War counterpart,  they are not consistent with the criteria we developed to assess the creation of organizations consistent with a new world order. There does not appear to be much evidence from this mapping that a new world order—driven by the U.S.—is emerging. The only finding across the two webs that may signal a significant change is noted across the relative proliferation of IRGOs since 1989. However, this change cannot be attributed to the leading global power forging a new institutional dimension of cooperation in the post-Cold War era. Russian membership in these new IRGOs, for example, is nearly twice that of the US (43 percent versus 25 percent).
  

In fact, if our argument is valid that much of this lack of new world order creation on the part of the US is due to weaken structural strength, then we should see it in the emergence of contestation on the part of dissatisfied states with US leadership, and such contestation should be evidenced by the extent to which lesser powers are willing to create parts of the new order without US participation. After all, this is suggested by the conflict over cases such as the International Criminal Court, and American resistance to it.

We focus on Russia and China as two dissatisfied powers likely to challenge U.S. leadership and engage in new architecture construction. They are of course not the only states that exhibiting dissatisfaction with American “unipolarity”.
 Clearly, the statements of French and Third World policy makers appear to be similar. However, France is well integrated into the “constitutional” web while Third World states often lack the resources to create significant global architecture. Therefore we focus on Russian and Chinese efforts, and compare them to U.S. involvement in new architecture. We center primarily on the creation of new global (GIGOs) and interregional (IRGOs) webs, assessing the extent to which participation in such new organizations, where the US is not included, may indicate attempts to contest American structural strength.   

Our data appear to indicate both a greater participation in ongoing institutions on the part of Russia and China after 1989 (as expected), and also more activity in new IGOs where the US is not a member.

Table 1 shows that these dissatisfied powers integrate into ongoing architectural arrangements after the end of the Cold War faster than prior to 1989.  While U.S. participation is basically unchanged, Russia and China substantially increase their participation in Cold War-based GIGOs and IRGOs in the post-Cold War era.  

	Table 1.    U.S., USRR/Russian, and Chinese Membership in GIGOs and IRGOs.*

	Country
	Years
	Difference
	      Probability**

	
	1989
	2004
	
	

	US
	56%
	54%
	- 2%
	.788

	USSR/RUSSIA
	35%
	50%
	15%
	.029

	CHINA
	32%
	43%
	11%
	.086

	N
	111
	110
	
	

	*  Included are IGOs created prior to 1990.  **  Difference of means test.


Alternatively, Figure 9 compares U.S. participation with Soviet/Russian and Chinese participation—when the U.S. is not a member—in new global and interregional IGOs created within the two time periods. 1975-89 represents a baseline: it is a period when the initial [image: image10.emf]Figure 7. Death Rates of GIGOs, IRGOs, RGOs, and 

IRGOs,1975-89 and 1990-2004.
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Cold War web was expanding, albeit often in an incremental fashion, and reflective of a rich constellation of “constitutional” institutions created early in the Cold War, but within the context of already declining U.S. structural strength. As Figure 9 indicates, the United States was involved with nearly one third of GIGOs and IRGOs created during the last fifteen years of the Cold War. Soviet and Chinese participation occurred at a rate roughly one half that of the U.S. in new GIGOs and IRGOs when the U.S. was not a member. This picture changes substantially after the end of the Cold War. While the U.S. participates in new institutions at roughly the same rate as before, Russian and Chinese involvement in GIGOs and IRGOs—when the U.S. is not represented—is now equal to the percentage of new institutions that carry U.S. involvement. This outcome is consistent with our predictions regarding the decline of U.S. structural strength and the willingness of dissatisfied states to participate in institutional contexts where the U.S. is not engaged.
	Table 2. Major Power Participation in GIGO and IRGO Creation, 1990-2004.

	
	Participation in Existing Architecture
	Participation in New Architecture
	Difference
	   p-value*

	United States
	.495

(.048)
	.342

(.078)
	-.153

(.092)
	.050

	Russia and 

China
	.488

(.045)
	.642

(.079)
	.144

(.091)
	.060

	*  One-tailed difference of means test


Another way of assessing these differences is to test whether or not the patterns observed during the Cold War predict well to the post-Cold War period. Here, we assess the extent to which participation in institutions during the Cold War period predicts to participation in new architecture in the post Cold War period. As Table 2 illustrates, and consistent with our predictions, there is a significant decline in American participation (p = .05) and a significant increase in Russian and Chinese participation (p = .06) in both existing institutions and new institutions in which the U.S. is not a member. This divergence in behavior is suggestive of efforts by China and/or Russia to create and participate in new transcontinental ties and institutions, and/or the inability or unwillingness of the U.S. to deter the formation of these arrangements. 

Finally, if structural strength matters, then we should find evidence of it also through the death rates of these institutions. Although the structural strength of all major powers is in decline, it is also the case that the U.S. has significantly more structural strength than Russia or China. It follows that the survival rate for those new institutions in which the U.S. is an active participant, should be higher than for those in which the U.S. is not participating. This is clearly the case. None of the new GIGOs or IRGOs created post-Cold War and joined by the U.S. died by 2004. However, nine of the post Cold War GIGOs and IRGOs—created without U.S. participation—were dead by 2004, even when they included participation from Russia, China, and/or major EU states.

Conclusion

It is ironic that soon after the publicly announced intent by American policy makers to lead in the creation of a new post-Cold War political order, both Clinton and Bush administrations veered from multilateralism to bilateral, and at times, unilateral initiatives to address the problems facing the newly emerging political system. It is equally ironic that significant major attempts at the creation of both formal institutions (e.g., the International Criminal Court) and new regimes (e.g., the Kyoto Protocol) were not only not led by the US but actively opposed by it, while demands for new world organizational structures were primarily advocated by European, Russian, Chinese, and a host of Third World leaders.


Some have viewed American bilateral and unilateral initiatives as reflecting the arrogance of unipolarity and the manifestations of modern empire. Certainly, some of the rhetoric and actions of US policy makers (from the “bring it on” statement of President Bush to the belief inside the US establishment that it could remake the map of the Middle East through coercive strength in Iraq and threats of it elsewhere) have added credibility to these views. We suspect, however, that the issue is more about insufficient structural strength to construct substantially new multilateral forms of governance than it is a simple preference for unilateral and bilateral initiatives. We suspect as well that such weakness is also understood in Paris, and Moscow, and Beijing (not to mention Tehran and Baghdad), reducing American leadership to where it is strongest: its relational strength, which is best exercised in unilateral and bilateral initiatives, not in global order construction. This supposition is not inconsistent with available data on treaties: they suggest that over the last hundred years, it is the last decade that has given birth to the fewest multilateral arrangements in any of the last ten decades (Powers and Goertz, 2006).

While we have been singularly unable to measure the “power” of the US in the post-Cold War environment, we do suggest that strength, particularly the differentiation between relational and structural strength is a critical ingredient in effectuating the course of international affairs, and especially so for those states that seek to structure the nature of the international system. In this sense, strength is far less than power, but is nevertheless a crucial ingredient in the recipe needed to forge a new world order. It is also, we believe, an ingredient in short supply today.

Finally, we suggest that there is some policy relevance in distinguishing between relational and structural strength, and having the wisdom not to confuse the two. Relational strength was needed to defeat Saddam Hussein’s regime in Iraq; structural strength is needed to create institutions to deal with international terrorism and to restructure the map of the Middle East. The ease with which Hussein’s regime crumbled in the face of relational strength has been followed by a period of “unintended consequences” and increasing uncertainties and potentially greater instabilities in the Middle East, involving not just states but a large variety of non-state actors. The inability of the US policy makers to achieve long-term objectives in the area are not inconsistent with declining structural strength, and we fear that decision-makers in Washington paid (and perhaps continue to pay) too little attention to the distinction between holding substantial relational strength and insufficient structural strength simultaneously. 
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� For examples, see Eckholm, 1999; Erlanger, 1997; Gordon, 1997; Sanger, 1997. Note more recently  Chief of the General Staff of the Russian armed forces Yuriy Baluyevskiy indicating that "the states of the world and their peoples need a fair, equal and multipolar word without self-appointed hegemons," and "Russia has made its choice in favour of a multipolar world - a world being built on the principles of international law and democracy, the formation of multilateral approaches to guaranteeing international security, and joint action against new challenges and threats” (RIA—Novotni, Brussels, May 11, 2006).


� Note that part of the commitment by the lead state in return for such coalescing around its preferences is some surrendering of its own autonomy/power to the collective will, by agreeing to abide by the rules of the formal organizations it has helped to create. Of course it had also negotiated how much autonomy it will surrender through the construction of those rules, and conditions under which it would not rely on the organizational mechanisms if the rules bind it too extensively. 





� It is possible to argue that the end of the Cold War—without a major hot war—does not constitute such a major systemic transformation. We believe that this view of the end of East-West hostilities greatly underestimates the extent to which its end impacted international politics. The conflict—for nearly a half century—dominated global affairs. While no direct physical hostilities broke out between the two superpowers, they stood more than once on the threshold of thermonuclear war, and the “fighting never stopped” (Brogan, 1990) albeit through proxy wars. The Cold War’s end is consistent with the type of dramatic environmental change proposed by scholars who use the punctuated equilibrium model of institutional change (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Diehl and Goertz, 2000; Goertz, 2003).   


�The concept of creativity would appear to be salient, yet with few exceptions (e.g., Modelski, 1990; Mann, 2003; Thompson, 2006) is rarely addressed except in historical accounts of system transformation. 


� Although the strong assertions of American policy makers for the desire to construct new world order after the end of the Cold War appears to run counter to Ikenberry’s contention.


� We use the term “strength” rather than power to refer to a set of capabilities with which a state can exercise control over other actors. Strength for us becomes only one ingredient in the goulash we call power, although without it, the meal can no longer be characterized as goulash.


� In principle, our concepts of state strength are inclusive of both “hard” and “soft” power, although we measure state strength only through material capabilities. While we don’t deny that “soft” power and its capabilities are important, we believe that their usage for state purposes is quite ambiguous. Especially cultural sources of soft power, while possibly creating affinity toward the US, seldom provide concrete tools for American policy makers to use in influencing other actors directly.


� Resources are measured by the amount of revenues generated by the state minus its spending on debt; political strength is measured as a combination of presidential popularity and the administration’s success scores in Congress; societal pressures are measured through a misery index combining inflation, unemployment and the crime rate (Volgy and Bailin, 2003).


� A recent example is offered by the problems of the Clinton administration in effectuating a human rights policy with China when the risks of deteriorating relations involve billions of dollars for U.S. industries. In the Congressional battle over China’s trading status, American business interests seemed to have played an embarrassingly decisive role, prompting the following news story: “One retailer warned (members of Congress) that Tickle Me Elmo dolls would soar in price if higher tariffs were imposed in Chinese goods. But one presidential adviser cringed, saying at last weekend’s economic summit in Denver, ‘It made it sound like we should decide China policy at Toys ‘R Us’” (Clymer, 1997).


� The pure numbers of states alone constitute a sign of growing complexity. Note for example the difficulties the United States has in securing budgetary resources for developing and adequate protection against terrorism for its broad range of embassies. More importantly though, using the number of states in the system as a measure of system size complexity, we believe, is actually a very conservative one, considering the growth in intergovernmental and non-governmental organizations, and as well the growth of other, salient, non-state actors in international politics, ranging from multinational corporations to terrorist organizations.


� The external strength index is calculated as all external spending –  relative autonomy, and deflated by system size


� For the steps involved in the validation of the concepts and operationalization of relational and structural strength, see Volgy and Bailin (2003) and Volgy and Imwalle (2000).


� The upward trend in structural strength during the 2003-2004 period is somewhat misleading. It represents a huge outlay of defense spending for the Iraqi war, and therefore resources that are simultaneously produced and spent in that conflict.





� Two of the earlier efforts (Jacobson et. al. (1986), and Shanks et. al. (1996), conducted their mapping exercise without extensive access to new internet technologies (e.g., search engines) making it difficult to trace many of these organizations. The Pevehouse et. al. (2003) effort had these additional tools available to it, but as we note below, our operational criteria differ from theirs in a number of respects, and therefore our population of IGOs differs as well from their data base. Nevertheless, each IGO included in our database was checked against all three efforts.


� For a complete discussion of the construction of the database, along with discussions of validity and reliability, see Volgy, Fausett, Grant, Detamore, and Rodgers, 2006.


� The number of traditional organizations created by the Soviet Union for its allies was very small. Only 2.78% of dead traditional organizations can be directly attributed to the collapse of  IGOs constructed by the Soviet Union during the Cold War.


� We are not asserting that there have not been some important institutional changes in post-Cold War international politics: NATO enlargement, deepening integration in the EU, the shift from GATT to the WTO, the emergence of NAFTA. Most of these, however, are incremental in character, and fail the test of a substantially different formal, institutional world order.


� � For public statements on the part of foreign policy makers (even prior to the invasion of Iraq) regarding dissatisfaction with U.S. global leadership, see Gordon, 1997,and Eckholm, 1999 for Russia and China; for European resistance to U.S. unipolarity, see Erlanger, 1997; Sanger, 1997.
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