Chapter One

Practicing Agnosticism Around Passionate Believers

Starting in 1989, the international political landscape—as had been known to at least two generations since the end of World War II—was suddenly turned upside down. Mikhail Gorbachev’s meanderings through glasnost and perestroika erupted into a gigantic explosion as revolutions swept through Hungary, Poland, and Czechoslovakia, while East Germany disappeared beneath the rubble of the Berlin Wall and the Iron Curtain separating much of Europe. Within the next two years the Soviet Union ceased to exist and was replaced by countries unfamiliar to observers of the modern international landscape: Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Georgia, Armenia—a seemingly endless list of new countries with old names. As one of two superpowers imploded and disappeared off the political map, it carried with it the last vestiges of a communist ideology and an international communist political party that claimed to speak for hundreds of millions of human beings.  By 1992 the tumult began to subside, and as Gorbachev was being burned in effigy across the four corners of the former Soviet empire, Westerners praised his name and dispensed advice on the free market, privatization, democratic processes and civic community throughout the range of new, post-communist republics.
 


Scholars and policy makers were immediately confronted with two, immense questions. The first was: how did this happen? At least to IR scholars (not to mention Soviet area specialists), the inability to predict the end of the Cold War posed a potential crisis of confidence regarding the utility of their theoretical and methodological tools. After all, this was not a minor event in the history of modern international politics. An entire global architecture suddenly came to an end, a major power disappeared overnight, and the basic, bipolar framework guiding the relations of most states in international politics became meaningless. How much confidence could one have in a field’s explanatory tools if such cataclysmic changes went unpredicted?
 The self-flagellation, however, may have been a bit unwarranted. This was certainly a low probability event: such structural changes perhaps occur no more than once per century. Even more unlikely, they had not occurred in the last five centuries without a major, global war. 


The second question was even more salient: what would follow the demolished Cold War/bipolar architecture, and how would it be built? The answer to this question is critical not only to the scholarly community but to practitioners as well. There was little doubt that there would be new architecture. In the aftermath of the destruction of the Berlin Wall and the looming threat of Iraqi pressure on the Middle East, President George Bush readily proclaimed the coming of a “new world order” on the heels of the previous era. But what would be the contours of such a new world order and what agents would be its architects, was and continues to be, very much in doubt.  

Is There A New World Order, And If So, What Is It?


It is this new world order that is the focus of this book. As we write, the world is now in the second decade following the previous order’s demise.  Compare this time to the previous world order construction. In analogous time, we can compare ourselves to the late 1950s, more than a decade after the end of World War II. Surely, we knew then the contours of the world order succeeding the interwar years. By 1958 NATO had integrated West Germany’s military infrastructure, the first stirrings of the European Union had been launched through the Coal and Steel Community, the relations between East and West had fully hardened, and the American leadership of global economic infrastructure was clearly in evidence. Today there is still no consensus on what the “new world order” entails. The absence of consensus seems to exist at both the policy maker level and at the level of international relations literature.

Among policy makers, the disagreements are quite clear. American pronouncements focus on creating a new world order, and through statements that emphasize American military and economic might, the implication is one of an order being led—if not primarily being constructed—by the United States. While the word “hegemon” does not seem to have left the lips of American decision-makers, the implications seem to be the same, nonetheless:

“We want to dominate across the full spectrum of conflict, so 


that if we ever do have to fight, we will win on our terms” ( Secretary

of Defense William Cohen).

“[The United States is] the world’s only economic superpower…

[and has] the world’s most flexible and dynamic economy” (U.S. Deputy Treasury Secretary Summers).

“US global economic, technological, military, and diplomatic influence will be unparalleled among nations as well as regional and international organizations in 2015. This power not only will ensure America's preeminence, but also will cast the United States as a key driver of the international system…US economic actions, even when pursued for domestic goals…will have a major global impact because of the tighter integration of global markets by 2015…The United States will remain in the vanguard of the technological revolution from information to biotechnology and beyond…Both allies and adversaries will factor continued US military pre-eminence in their calculations of national security interests and ambitions… Some states—adversaries and allies—will try at times to check what they see as American ‘hegemony’" (U.S. Foreign Intelligence Board, 2000).

Meanwhile, the reaction from other quarters attests to fears about and resistance to American hegemony. French, Chinese and Russian foreign policy makers (not to mention a broad range of Third World leaders from Malaysia, Venezuela, Singapore and Iran) have either publicly denounced American hegemonic intentions, or, have offered alternative designs for the new global architecture: 

[Chinese officials denounced] “America’s global strategy for world hegemony.”

[French policy makers] “expressed alarm at American domination 

in what they call a ‘unilateral world’ and have expressed a determination 

to stand for a different economic model and a more multilateral world order.”

[At the G7 summit of 1997, a French official pointedly asked] “When exactly did the Americans go from leadership to hegemony?”

“No country should seek hegemony, practice power politics or

monopolize international affairs” (Joint Russian/Chinese statement on the 

need for a multipolar world).



“Neither Russia, nor China nor any other country is capable of 

creating a symmetrical threat to the United States. And so the Americans

 are seeking ways of getting a free hand so as to gain even greater superiority

 in the military sphere” (Russian Institute for U.S./Canada Studies).
 

These statements indicate a desire to fashion a new, multipolar order, and at least by implication, are suggesting that such an order is still possible since the new world order has yet to arise.

Among the scholarly international relations community, there is also little consensus on whether or not the new world order has arisen, and what it may be. A small group has argued that the new world order has already emerged. Some of these scholars have called it the “unipolar moment” (Krauthammer, 1990; Wohlforth, 1999) and see in American strength either a temporary phenomenon or more cautiously, a short-term opportunity to fashion the contours of international politics. Others (e.g., Ikenberry, 2001) can see more clearly the emerging contours of a “constitutional” world order, shaped by both strong democratic states and continuity from and elaboration on previous practices. Some (e.g., Friedman, 1999; Gray, 1999) have suggested that the new world order is indeed here, is driven by processes of globalization, and is producing something entirely new in global relationships. 

A second, and larger group of scholars is far too cautious to fix the contours of a new world order in the present, warning us that it is still too early to tell the future, but  engages in forecasting over the longer term. Included in this group are those (e.g., Mersheimer, 1990; Waltz, 1993) who warn us that the future is likely to look much like the past in forms of polarized relations between satisfied and dissatisfied states, and in the reemergence of rivalries between great powers. One variation on this school of thought (e.g., Huntington, 1996) projects a new world order of sharply defined cultures (and states representing those cultures) in major conflict over basic human values and the ends to which global resources should be placed. The end result could be a new bipolarity between the West versus Islamic/Sinic cultures. In a similarly pessimistic vein, Wallerstein (1995) forecasts a global system of crisis induced by uneven development and bipolar conflict, not on cultural lines, but ones pitting a possible Japan/US/China coalition against Europe/Russia (Modelski and Thompson, 1999). Kennedy (1993) predicts as well rising conflict promoted by technological change and uneven development, leading to possible chaos in the system. A more centrist forecast is offered by Modelski and Thompson (1999); they see the evolution of democratic community as a trend that may be able to address problems of global organization. Most positive is Fukuyama (1992) who sees a long-term future of liberal democratic peace driven by technological change and “self-esteem” (Modelski and Thompson, 1999).

If we are fortunate enough in three or four decades to survive global warming, the growing inequities between and within nations, technological innovations surrounding biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons, ethno-national hostilities, along with a host of future rivalries and conflicts, readers will judge readily enough if decision makers and scholars were accurate in their assessments of how the international system evolved after the Cold War. Such hindsight, however, is a luxury not available to those living in the present. Foreign policy makers need to pursue their objectives now, and in a manner sensitive to what they can and cannot accomplish in a world constrained by systemic structure. Academics know well that context matters
 and they cannot ply the tools of their trade without a clearer understanding of whether or not a new world order is emerging and what its contours are likely to be.

Clearing the Confusion

We write this book in the belief that systemic structure does matter and issues about world order are extremely important in understanding the ebb and flow of international politics. We will argue that there are two major reasons why the evolution of the new world order continues to look so problematic. The first concerns the issue of state strength. The world orders of the past 500 years have been constructed by very strong states. Scholars (at least from the neo-realist school) have assumed that it is the distribution of strength among states that is the key ingredient determining the formation of a new world order. In so doing, they have assumed that strong states will always have sufficient strength to fashion a new world order, although at times—witness the unwillingness of the United States after World War I—they may not wish to do so. 

We argue that the assumption of sufficient strength is unwarranted and is due to some conceptual fuzziness over different concepts of strength. We suggest instead that whether or not states have the type of strength needed for global architectural construction is an empirical question and should not be assumed. Then, we will demonstrate that in the context of post-Cold War international politics, the strength needed for architectural construction by those most likely to engage in building a new world order is indeed missing. 

Second, we will suggest that the unique manner in which the old order ended—unexpectedly, and without war—has provided a rare opportunity for architectural construction (or, at least the propping up of wobbling architecture from the last era), despite the absence of sufficient state strength. A new order usually arises from the ashes of a major war. This typically occurs as dissatisfied states challenge status quo powers (see, e.g., Organski, 1968; Gilpin, 1981; Modelski, 1978, 1987; Modelski and Thompson, 1988; Thompson, 1988; Thompson and Rasler, 1988; Tammen, 2000). Although each of these systemic theories—power transition, hegemonic changes, and long cycles—measures power differently, they all find a correlation between the changing distribution of relative capabilities and systemic upheaval.
 All of the above scholars acknowledge that power transitions may be accomplished peacefully, but there is no historical precedent for such an occurrence. 

We propose that the end of the Cold War is such an occurrence. We then develop a model to explain the peaceful power transition and restructuring of the international system. The outcome, however, is not likely to be typical of new world order construction. Typically, new architecture is built, albeit not from scratch, but rebuilt nonetheless from the skeletal remains of global wars. The end of the Cold War was unpredictable in large part because while significant aspects of its architecture collapsed without war, much of the “old order” was left standing. Thus, architects in the post-Cold War world have the enviable position of inheriting architecture that was designed for another era and may or may not be useful in the new one. Still, renovation with incremental adjustments takes far less effort and resources than building anew. Sometimes these adjustments may be so incremental that it is difficult to notice their changing shape. This may help to explain why identifying the new world order and its contours is so problematic.

There may be a third reason as well for the contention in the field over the nature of the new world order. It is a major understatement to suggest that the field of international relations is fragmented and in major conflict over alternative theoretical perspectives. Different schools explain different facets of international relations and see different types of state strength and different types of order in the system. Our approach seeks to synthesize and extend at least two of the approaches—neorealism and neoliberal institutionalism—in order to generate a more comprehensive view of the emerging world order. 

Where We Stand Across the Field’s Debates

How does this work tie into the literature in international politics, and especially among the major controversies between contending frameworks of analysis? Both realists and neorealists (Schweller and Priess, 1997) believe that structural arrangements matter a great deal in international politics. The manner in which system-wide capabilities are organized (polarities) and rules and norms are created and sustained, have important implications for interstate behavior, and as well for patterns of systemic conflict, cooperation, stability and change. As long as neorealists believe that the primary principle of international political relations is anarchy (e.g., Herz, 1950; Waltz, 1979), these structural arrangements will continue to provide sufficient predictability for actors to act as if there is a minimum amount of order and certainty in the system.

    At the same time, even neorealists will reluctantly admit that structural arrangements for dealing with anarchy in international politics do not provide a comprehensive explanation for all types of international phenomena. Their salience quite likely will vary with a number of considerations involved with the ebb and flow of relations between international actors (e.g., see Lamborn, 1997), and their importance are likely to be modified, diminished, or enhanced by considerations advanced by neoliberal institutionalists, multilateralists, postmodern feminists, linkage theorists, constructivists, and issue-oriented theorists. None of these approaches to international scholarship are incompatible with the perspectives of structural theorists. While the debates between these contending schools of thought in the study of international politics have been harsh, loud, and at times quite undiplomatic, we agree with Lamborn (1997) that, rather than being in conflict, these schools often address different facets of international relations, with respect to the strategic interactions between actors participating in international politics. Thus, the importance of anarchy and the resulting security dilemma for states “may vary all the way from being a central preoccupation of policy makers to a residual background condition” (Lamborn, 1997:207). 

At the same time, we conclude as well from these debates that even the issue of architectural construction and the development (and perhaps the demise as well) of global structural arrangements—as important as they are to neorealists—cannot be solely explained from a neorealist perspective. It requires quite a neorealist contortion or two to try to account for the absence of U.S. global leadership between the first and second world wars, or to provide a quality neorealist explanation for the systemic structure that evolved between those two wars. It requires even more contortion to continue to minimize the role of multilateral institutions in the 20th century, or to ignore
 the extent to which world orders can be creatively constructed and seem to be rebuilt anew in ways both similar to and different from previous orders, suggesting constructivist explanations (and giving hope that humankind actually learns from itself).

We find it absolutely impossible to successfully pursue the task before us by choosing only one school of thought. Instead, we set out to beg, borrow, steal, and integrate as much as possible from contending perspectives while still trying to make our arguments and theoretical framework relatively parsimonious. 

We start with the neorealist premise that structural considerations matter in critical ways for certain very important phenomena in international relations. While structural considerations may not provide a comprehensive explanation to account directly for the behavior of international actors, those actors and actions are “strongly affected by the constraints and incentives provided by the international environment. When the international system changes, so will incentive and behavior” (Keohane, 1984:26). In these terms, we are part of the neorealist school. Nor are we alone: foreign policy makers seem to believe as well in the crucial importance of global architecture (e.g., Bush, 1992; Lake, 1993).

We are still marching with the neorealist school when we ask questions about the nature of state strength (akin to the distribution of power capabilities in the system) and changes to state strength in international politics. We believe that our approach to state strength provides key answers to the puzzle of architectural construction, but we begin to depart from the neorealists, however, when we unfold state strength into its components, including domestic factors. We find it impossible to assess the strength of major powers in the international system without asking questions about both the endogeneous constraints operating on state strength and the exogenous context of systemic constraints (other than those normally associated with major powers) operating on state strength. Our operationalization of state strength—and especially its domestic dimension—relies heavily on scholars (e.g., Evangelista, 1997; Risse-Kappen, 1991) who have stressed the importance of domestic structure as a critical intervening variable in the analysis of international politics.

We move even further from neorealists when we think of the enormous changes that have taken place over the last century with respect to the range of actors and institutions operating in the international system. State members of the system
 have grown four-fold over the last two centuries, doubled over the last forty years (see Figure 1.1), and now make claims to Westphalian principles of sovereignty. 

Non-state actors have grown even faster, with resources often more substantial than those held by many states. At some level, the existence of these actors is not profoundly new. One can compare global narcotics traffickers and organized 
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international crime syndicates to the existence of organized pirateering centuries ago and more recently, the Mafia in the early part of the last century. Nor are multinational corporations new to the international landscape. Neither are thousands of non-governmental actors such as Amnesty International, Greenpeace, or Physicians Without Borders. What is new is the sheer proliferation of such actors and the resources they bring with them to the international system. 


Just as dramatic has been the growth of both regional and global multilateral institutions. These may have numbered in the dozens a century ago; today, they are in the thousands. The efforts of non-state actors to organize themselves (and to help organize international relations) through non-governmental organizations are nothing less than spectacular (see Figure 1.2). Non-governmental organizations alone have increased more than five-fold since 1950.
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The growth of intergovernmental institutions in the system has been nearly as dramatic. The number of such institutions between 1909 and 1986 had grown tenfold to reach over 300 (Weber, 1997). Managing—or even navigating through—the international system is scarcely possible by ignoring such changes. The sheer weight of multilateral institutions ranging from the European Union through the WTO suggests to us that we cannot ignore the work of institutionalist scholars in our conceptualization of global architectural development and maintenance. Between states and the multilateral institutions through which some of their work is conducted, there is by far much more than the reflection of state power. Institutional endurance, and non-automatic institutional choices add a critical dimension to understanding world order (Weber, 1997).

It is possible to mix institutionalist explanations with neorealist explanations of world order development, and we do so in our account of the new world order, relying on both schools to generate a clearer understanding of global architectural outlines at the start of the 21st century. The order we propose seeks to integrate ideas from those who have critiqued, refined, and reinterpreted hegemonic stability theory (e.g., Snidal, 1985; Hasenclever, Mayer, and Rittberger, 1996:198-99).

Perhaps we have a foot even into the constructivist school when we recognize that structural creation and its maintenance is not automatic. We recognize that certain “power distributions” have not yielded obvious architectural outcomes (e.g., after WWI). In addition, we share Modelski’s view (1990) that the history of modern global architectural arrangements suggests substantial learning, experimentation, and innovation in the construction of global order, akin to the arguments of constructivists (e.g., Hasenclever, Mayer, and Rittberger, 1996; Wendt, 1992). This is especially so when we seek to account for the aftermath of the unique way in which world order collapsed in 1989, probably forcing “community self-interpretation and self-definition in response to changing context” (Hasenclever, Mayer, and Rittberger, 1996:213). Furthermore, we recognize the crucial importance of ideological framing in response to large and direct security threats as we pursue three scenarios pertaining to international terrorism in Chapter Seven. Thus, starting as sometime neorealists parishioners, we hope to finish as practicing agnostics in a world of passionate believers of competing theoretical frameworks.

Where We May Fit Into The Literature

We are aware as well that the literature has offered at least five different views of what is meant by world order. The first is a somewhat monochromatic descriptive statement of resource distributions in response to the security dilemma. Literature focusing on concepts such as bipolarity, multipolarity, balance of power, etc., provides a description of the distribution of military capabilities in the international system and uses such distributions as the driving principle for analyzing the world order based primarily on a security dimension.

A second meaning of world order has typically focused on a loose web of ground rules regarding the primary economic and military/political relationships between states. These ground rules may often be related to underlying resource distributions among major powers in the system and arise through adjustments to previous orders or to changes in the environment of international politics.

A third meaning of world order focuses on a comprehensive set of regimes that are believed to regulate most forms of conduct in a large variety of issue areas. Typically, scholars may work on one regime at a time, but the cumulative effect of this perspective is to see world order as a very thick web of regimes impacting on both states and non-state actors.

A fourth meaning of world order can be construed in terms of a conceptual framework guiding the thinking of foreign policy makers about their roles in, and the consequences of their behaviors for international politics. “Seeing” the world in terms of the bipolar clash between the forces of anti-Christ versus the forces of Christianity, as may have been the conceptual framework of John Foster Dulles during the early days of the Cold War, or the “balance of power” conceptual view of Henry Kissinger during the 1970’s (including the decision to play the China “card”), are suggestive of the importance of such conceptual frameworks.

A fifth meaning to world order may be that of an ideology: in this sense, world order becomes a view of the international system shared by all those holding the ideology, and to some extent it helps to guide not only their approaches to the international system, but as well their common understandings of which others are likely to be friends and allies. In this sense, a world order based on democratic and democratizing polities practicing principles of free market economics domestically and free trade internationally may be one recent manifestation of such an ideology. Russian, Chinese, and French appeals for a multipolar world sound more like ideological pronouncements and tests of faith (and rejections of American ideological thinking about democratic regimes and free trade agendas as building blocs for global stability) than descriptions of actual global architecture.

These five meanings of world order constitute neither an exhaustive list, nor are they mutually exclusive. For instance, the unidimensional meaning of the first view can and often is integrated into the remaining four. Likewise, the general ground rules of the second meaning can create significant road maps for the thicker web of regimes contained in the third meaning. For our purposes, we will concentrate in this effort on the second meaning of world order, focusing on the broad ground rules for establishing security and economic relationships between states. 

How We Organize This Book

 The organization of the book proceeds through the following stages: Chapter Two is developed to offer an outline of what we mean by world order and global architectural construction. We identify what we consider to be the foundation of world order and its basic building blocks. We then illustrate our framework with a discussion of three world orders over the last two centuries. This chapter becomes an important road map by which we can look at the world order following the collapse of 1989.

The next two chapters are devoted to exploring what to us is the key to understanding the present dilemmas facing states in constructing architecture: the nature of state strength and what has happened to it over the last half-century. Chapter Three is used to disaggregate the concept of state strength. Since state strength is a necessary component of global architectural construction, we explore three dimensions of strength (relational, structural, and domestic), seek operational measures of each, and offer a test of validity for the methods used to empirically gauge state strength in the international system.

Chapter Four applies the ideas from the previous chapter to the empirical world of major powers over the last five decades. Focusing on the United States, China, Soviet Union/Russia, Japan, Germany, France, and the U.K., we explore the extent to which state strength—on all three dimensions—has diminished or has increased over time.

Chapter Five presents our view of the post-Cold War order. We examine how the  Western building blocks and mechanisms—inherited from the previous era—are being adjusted incrementally to create post-Cold War architecture. We then explore the new face of architectural construction, keeping in mind that there was no global war forcing preparation for a new world order and no single state exhibits the necessary external strength to construct global architecture.

Chapter Six examines the stability of today’s architecture. It explores the range of potentially destabilizing threats to world order, including disproportionate state strength, partial integration, and the need for new mechanisms that may not be amenable to incremental adjustments to existing ones.

Chapter Seven concludes with a look at the challenge of addressing global terrorism in the wake of the September 11th, 2001 attacks on the United States. Using our framework, we focus on three alternative scenarios that provide differing levels of security threats and require different responses. From a minimalist response to a worst-case scenario, each alternative presents substantially different conclusions regarding the future of the new world order.

NOTES

� Just how startling a development all this was is underlined by the fact that neither side expected an end to the Cold War or had made provisions for it. At a conference of NATO and “newly free” European countries held in Tucson, Arizona in 1992, a frustrated Czech official spoke up after hearing about alternative scenarios to deal with the coming year: “I don’t get you Americans,” he said. “You people actually fought a Cold War for nearly a half century and never expected to win it? What kind of craziness is that?”


� When one of us raised this issue at the joint conference of North American and Japanese international relations scholars in Makuhari (Japan) in 1996, a senior Japanese scholar informed the audience that his book did indeed predict the end of the Cold War. The book, evidently, was not widely disseminated. 


� Quoted in New York Times, April 29:A1,1997.


� Quoted in New York Times, June 20:A1.


� Quoted in “Global Trends 2015: A Dialogue About the Future With Nongovernment Experts,” a publication by the National Foreign Intelligence Board, under the the Director of Central Intelligence, and prepared under the direction of the National Intelligence Council, December, 2000 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/globaltrends2015/index.html#link2" ��cia.gov/cia/publications/globaltrends2015/index.html#link2�).


� Quoted in New York Times, May 18:A1.


� New York Times, June 15:A1


� Quoted in New York Times, June 21:A6.


� Quoted in New York Times, April 24, A3, 1997.


� Translated and sent to the authors by Professor Sergei Rogov, Director, Russian Academy of Sciences Institute of USA and Canada Studies, May 8, 2001.


� For the importance of systemic context, see for example Goertz, 1994.


� For a more in-depth discussion and analysis of these theories see Levy, 1991, Chapter 7.


� Neorealists actually don’t ignore multilateral institutions, but tend to place them closer to the margins of international politics. For an excellent summary of the literature on realist, neoliberal and constructivist approaches to  regimes and institutions, see Hasenclever, Mayer, and Rittberger (1996).


� We are indebted to Professors Michael Ward and Kristian Gleditsch for making their data on state system membership available for this project. See Gleditsch and Ward, 1999; 2001).
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Number of countries

Table 2: European and Asian State Membership in the International System, 1816-1999.
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VolgyStates

				Year		Size		Europe		Asia

		1816		1816.00		47.00		29.00		7.00

		1817		1817.00		47.00		29.00		7.00

		1818		1818.00		48.00		29.00		7.00

		1819		1819.00		48.00		29.00		7.00

		1820		1820.00		48.00		29.00		7.00

		1821		1821.00		50.00		29.00		7.00

		1822		1822.00		51.00		29.00		7.00

		1823		1823.00		52.00		29.00		7.00

		1824		1824.00		53.00		29.00		7.00

		1825		1825.00		54.00		29.00		7.00

		1826		1826.00		54.00		29.00		7.00

		1827		1827.00		56.00		30.00		7.00

		1828		1828.00		56.00		30.00		7.00

		1829		1829.00		57.00		30.00		7.00

		1830		1830.00		60.00		31.00		7.00

		1831		1831.00		59.00		31.00		7.00

		1832		1832.00		59.00		31.00		7.00

		1833		1833.00		59.00		31.00		7.00

		1834		1834.00		59.00		31.00		7.00

		1835		1835.00		59.00		31.00		7.00

		1836		1836.00		58.00		31.00		7.00

		1837		1837.00		58.00		31.00		7.00

		1838		1838.00		58.00		31.00		7.00

		1839		1839.00		58.00		31.00		7.00

		1840		1840.00		62.00		31.00		7.00

		1841		1841.00		62.00		31.00		7.00

		1842		1842.00		62.00		31.00		7.00

		1843		1843.00		62.00		31.00		7.00

		1844		1844.00		62.00		31.00		7.00

		1845		1845.00		63.00		31.00		7.00

		1846		1846.00		63.00		31.00		7.00

		1847		1847.00		64.00		31.00		7.00

		1848		1848.00		64.00		31.00		7.00

		1849		1849.00		64.00		31.00		7.00

		1850		1850.00		64.00		31.00		7.00

		1851		1851.00		64.00		31.00		7.00

		1852		1852.00		65.00		31.00		7.00

		1853		1853.00		65.00		31.00		7.00

		1854		1854.00		66.00		31.00		7.00

		1855		1855.00		67.00		31.00		7.00

		1856		1856.00		66.00		31.00		7.00

		1857		1857.00		66.00		31.00		7.00

		1858		1858.00		66.00		31.00		7.00

		1859		1859.00		66.00		31.00		7.00

		1860		1860.00		66.00		31.00		7.00

		1861		1861.00		66.00		31.00		7.00

		1862		1862.00		62.00		27.00		7.00

		1863		1863.00		62.00		27.00		7.00

		1864		1864.00		62.00		27.00		7.00

		1865		1865.00		62.00		27.00		7.00

		1866		1866.00		62.00		27.00		7.00

		1867		1867.00		64.00		28.00		7.00

		1868		1868.00		65.00		29.00		7.00

		1869		1869.00		65.00		29.00		7.00

		1870		1870.00		65.00		29.00		7.00

		1871		1871.00		64.00		28.00		7.00

		1872		1872.00		56.00		20.00		7.00

		1873		1873.00		56.00		20.00		7.00

		1874		1874.00		56.00		20.00		7.00

		1875		1875.00		56.00		20.00		7.00

		1876		1876.00		56.00		20.00		7.00

		1877		1877.00		56.00		20.00		7.00

		1878		1878.00		59.00		23.00		7.00

		1879		1879.00		59.00		23.00		7.00

		1880		1880.00		59.00		23.00		7.00

		1881		1881.00		59.00		23.00		7.00

		1882		1882.00		58.00		23.00		7.00

		1883		1883.00		58.00		23.00		7.00

		1884		1884.00		58.00		23.00		7.00

		1885		1885.00		58.00		23.00		7.00

		1886		1886.00		58.00		23.00		7.00

		1887		1887.00		58.00		23.00		7.00

		1888		1888.00		58.00		23.00		7.00

		1889		1889.00		57.00		23.00		6.00

		1890		1890.00		57.00		23.00		6.00

		1891		1891.00		57.00		23.00		6.00

		1892		1892.00		57.00		23.00		6.00

		1893		1893.00		57.00		23.00		6.00

		1894		1894.00		56.00		23.00		5.00

		1895		1895.00		56.00		23.00		5.00

		1896		1896.00		56.00		23.00		5.00

		1897		1897.00		56.00		23.00		5.00

		1898		1898.00		56.00		23.00		5.00

		1899		1899.00		56.00		23.00		5.00

		1900		1900.00		56.00		23.00		5.00

		1901		1901.00		57.00		23.00		5.00

		1902		1902.00		58.00		23.00		5.00

		1903		1903.00		59.00		23.00		5.00

		1904		1904.00		59.00		23.00		5.00

		1905		1905.00		59.00		24.00		5.00

		1906		1906.00		59.00		24.00		5.00

		1907		1907.00		60.00		24.00		5.00

		1908		1908.00		60.00		24.00		5.00

		1909		1909.00		60.00		24.00		5.00

		1910		1910.00		61.00		24.00		5.00

		1911		1911.00		58.00		24.00		4.00

		1912		1912.00		58.00		24.00		4.00

		1913		1913.00		60.00		25.00		5.00

		1914		1914.00		60.00		25.00		5.00

		1915		1915.00		60.00		25.00		5.00

		1916		1916.00		57.00		23.00		5.00

		1917		1917.00		58.00		24.00		5.00

		1918		1918.00		66.00		31.00		5.00

		1919		1919.00		67.00		31.00		6.00

		1920		1920.00		67.00		31.00		6.00

		1921		1921.00		69.00		32.00		7.00

		1922		1922.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1923		1923.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1924		1924.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1925		1925.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1926		1926.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1927		1927.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1928		1928.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1929		1929.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1930		1930.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1931		1931.00		70.00		32.00		7.00

		1932		1932.00		72.00		32.00		7.00

		1933		1933.00		72.00		32.00		7.00

		1934		1934.00		73.00		32.00		7.00

		1935		1935.00		73.00		32.00		7.00

		1936		1936.00		73.00		32.00		7.00

		1937		1937.00		73.00		32.00		7.00

		1938		1938.00		73.00		32.00		7.00

		1939		1939.00		73.00		32.00		7.00

		1940		1940.00		73.00		32.00		7.00

		1941		1941.00		70.00		29.00		7.00

		1942		1942.00		70.00		29.00		7.00

		1943		1943.00		70.00		29.00		7.00

		1944		1944.00		72.00		30.00		7.00

		1945		1945.00		73.00		30.00		8.00

		1946		1946.00		75.00		29.00		9.00

		1947		1947.00		77.00		29.00		11.00

		1948		1948.00		82.00		29.00		15.00

		1949		1949.00		86.00		31.00		17.00

		1950		1950.00		86.00		31.00		17.00

		1951		1951.00		86.00		31.00		16.00

		1952		1952.00		86.00		31.00		16.00

		1953		1953.00		86.00		31.00		16.00

		1954		1954.00		90.00		31.00		20.00

		1955		1955.00		90.00		31.00		20.00

		1956		1956.00		93.00		31.00		20.00

		1957		1957.00		95.00		31.00		21.00

		1958		1958.00		96.00		31.00		21.00

		1959		1959.00		96.00		31.00		21.00

		1960		1960.00		114.00		32.00		21.00

		1961		1961.00		119.00		32.00		21.00

		1962		1962.00		125.00		32.00		21.00

		1963		1963.00		127.00		32.00		21.00

		1964		1964.00		130.00		33.00		21.00

		1965		1965.00		133.00		33.00		23.00

		1966		1966.00		137.00		33.00		23.00

		1967		1967.00		138.00		33.00		23.00

		1968		1968.00		141.00		33.00		23.00

		1969		1969.00		141.00		33.00		23.00

		1970		1970.00		142.00		33.00		23.00

		1971		1971.00		145.00		33.00		23.00

		1972		1972.00		146.00		33.00		24.00

		1973		1973.00		147.00		33.00		24.00

		1974		1974.00		149.00		33.00		24.00

		1975		1975.00		156.00		33.00		24.00

		1976		1976.00		156.00		33.00		23.00

		1977		1977.00		157.00		33.00		23.00

		1978		1978.00		159.00		33.00		23.00

		1979		1979.00		162.00		33.00		23.00

		1980		1980.00		163.00		33.00		23.00

		1981		1981.00		165.00		33.00		23.00

		1982		1982.00		165.00		33.00		23.00

		1983		1983.00		166.00		33.00		23.00

		1984		1984.00		166.00		33.00		23.00

		1985		1985.00		166.00		33.00		23.00

		1986		1986.00		168.00		33.00		23.00

		1987		1987.00		168.00		33.00		23.00

		1988		1988.00		168.00		33.00		23.00

		1989		1989.00		168.00		33.00		23.00

		1990		1990.00		169.00		33.00		23.00

		1991		1991.00		184.00		44.00		28.00

		1992		1992.00		185.00		45.00		28.00

		1993		1993.00		187.00		46.00		28.00

		1994		1994.00		188.00		46.00		28.00

		1995		1995.00		188.00		46.00		28.00

		1996		1996.00		188.00		46.00		28.00

		1997		1997.00		188.00		46.00		28.00

		1998		1998.00		188.00		46.00		28.00

		1999		1999.00		188.00		46.00		28.00
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System Chart 1: System Membership, 1950-1997
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System Chart 2: Frequency of Global Terrorism, 1968-1997
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System Chart 3: Hegemonic Attention to International Affairs, 1960-1998
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Chart 4: U.S. Share of Great Power Military Spending, 1950-1994
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Chart 5: U.S. Hegemony, 1950-1996
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Chart 7: Numbers of Wars in the System, 1950-1995
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Chart 8: Status Inconsistency, 1952-1985
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Chart 9: Militarized Interstate Disputes in the Sytem, 1950-92
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Chart 10: Military Spending in the International System, 1961-94.
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Chart 11: Global Trade in the International System, 1961-94.
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Chart 12: Frequency of Crises in the System, 1950-94.
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Chart 13: The Growth of IGO's In the International System, 1950-94.



Chart14

		832

		997

		973

		1060

		1255

		1324

		1470

		1675

		1899

		1993

		2173

		2502

		4265

		4615

		4649

		4518

		4646

		4696

		4928



Year

Number of NGO's (Yearbook)

Chart 14: The Growth of NGO's in the International System, 1950-94.



Chart15

		4907025

		18217519

		32786255

		32633052

		22801923

		18368610

		17146791

		17552350

		17586423

		17032107

		12569781

		12916108

		13980802

		12743841

		10992945

		9997595

		14168977

		15893778

		15503142

		13896326

		10979399

		8583839

		7948485

		6584825

		6408090

		5826191

		4825830

		4753864

		4646329

		4680824

		5217275

		5978198

		7316342

		7969346

		8082483

		8167741

		8622554

		8188315

		7558712

		7332855

		6257480

		4507755

		4887830

		4545910

		4594957



Year

Units of Measure

U.S. External Strength, 1950-94



Chart 6

		0.642

		0.501

		0.571

		0.56

		0.549

		0.648

		0.716

		0.639

		0.689

		0.535

		0.523

		0.502

		0.469

		0.57

		0.501

		0.475

		0.372

		0.404

		0.417

		0.416

		0.519

		0.568

		0.45

		0.45

		0.39

		0.361

		0.565

		0.51

		0.379

		0.299

		0.227

		0.194

		0.193

		0.139

		0.178

		0.176

		0.157

		0.126

		0.09

		0.056

		0.108

		0.124

		0.112

		0.156

		0.197

		0.217



Year

Percent Votes in Concurrence with U.S. Vote

UN General Assembly Voting Concurrence with U.S. Votes, 1950-96
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Figure 1.2. Number of Non-Governmental Organizations Listed by the Yearbook of International Organization, 1950-95.
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