Chapter Three  
The Three Faces of State Strength
In this chapter we are primarily concerned with the concept and measurement of state strength. State strength is crucial for understanding which actors (if any) are capable of global architectural construction. Many writers from realist, neo-realist, and long-cycle schools typically assume that strength is crucial to architectural construction and in fact use relative strength—observed as the distribution of state capabilities across major states in the international system—as a shorthand measure of the existing global architecture that fashions much of international politics and the relations between states. A bipolar system is in existence, for example, as the vast majority of global military and economic capabilities are held by two states (e.g., Rapkin et. al., 1979). Kaplan’s (1957) classic work on alternative architectural arrangements is based on first and foremost the distribution of such capabilities. Waltz (1979) uses such distributions as the second most important principle driving international politics. 

We depart from this view of state strength in a number of critical ways. First, we disagree with the constancy assumption. While neorealists see the totality of state strength as relatively constant, we assume that the level of state strength—even in its aggregate—in the international system varies across time and systemic conditions. This is a crucial distinction. According to neorealist assumptions, some states will get weaker and others stronger, but there will always be sufficient strength in the modern system for global architectural construction and maintenance of the system. We argue instead that the availability of sufficient strength is an empirical issue, not one that is to be assumed. In fact, it is possible that all major states—at least those capable of participating in the creation of global architecture—are getting stronger, or weaker. If they are all getting weaker, it is possible that global architectural construction and maintenance becomes highly problematic compared to those periods in the history of international politics when states were stronger.

Second, we disagree over the assumption of mechanistic process. Neorealists seem to assume a rather automatic process by which capabilities translate into global and regional leadership, and therefore the effort to construct or challenge global architectural arrangements becomes a given once a certain amount of state strength has been attained. Although this is clearly not the case with the global cycle approach practiced by Modelski and Thompson (e.g., 1988), most scholars working at the systemic level of analysis tend to assume a rather mechanistic process by which resources and strength are translated into action.
 This is so because of the anarchy assumption regarding the nature of international politics. Once it is assumed that the “normal” state of the system is anarchy, it becomes rational for very strong states to structure the system toward a stable pattern of relationships favoring a status quo consistent with their interests. 

Our perspective is once more different. Historical evidence suggests that there is no automatic process that creates global architecture building activity from state strength (e.g. Keohane, 1984:35).  One obvious example of erroneously equating strength with leadership has been amply demonstrated by the United States. By 1885 the U.S. surpassed Britain (then, the world’s strongest state and its reigning global leader) in world manufacturing output and by the turn of the 20th century it consumed more energy than the combined energy consumption of six of the seven other major powers (Zakaria, 1998:46). By 1920, its global reach in terms of sea power (a longitudinal measure of global hegemonic strength) substantially exceeded that of Great Britain (Modelski and Thompson, 1988:124). By most measures, the U.S. held exceptional global strength at the turn into the 20th century, yet, it wasn’t willing or able to translate such strength into global leadership until nearly a half-century later.

Determining the strength of states is but a first step in assessing whether or not states are capable and likely to engage in architectural construction. Myriad other factors are likely to come into play, and none of them are automatically triggered by a sufficiently high threshold of strength. Some of the key ingredients needed by policy makers for engaging in global architecture construction—besides “sufficient strength”—includes desire, will, and competence (with competence including not only political competence but as well the ability to develop, in an ideological sense, a comprehensive global framework). Each of these ingredients may require equal amounts of scholarly attention.  

Yet, our orientation may appear to be similar to structural realists in regard to the mechanistic assumption only because we treat the issue of state strength as a necessary condition. While we recognize the multitude of factors involved with the ability to engage in global architectural construction, our focus here rests solely on the dimension of state strength. We are fully aware that global architectural construction, even with the realization of this condition, may not occur. However, in the absence of sufficient state strength, it is not going to occur either, and it is a useless enterprise to explore desire, will, and competence when there is insufficient state strength.

We focus on the sufficiency of state strength and do not explore issues involving will, desire, and competence. This is not an oversight but is done because we will be able to demonstrate below that the condition of sufficient state strength in the post-Cold War international system is lacking for each of the individual “great powers”, including the United States. Under such circumstances, searching for will, desire and competence is not fruitful. 

Third, we depart from the views of neorealists over the unidimensional assumption regarding state strength. Clearly, neorealists recognize the vast complexity of systemic capabilities and power in the system, and do so especially when it comes to measuring the distribution of capabilities across states.  When conceptualizing state strength, however, their orientation to “capabilities” or “power” tends to be unidimensional and is often utilized in the same manner irrespective of whether treating the topic of architecture construction or the more routine relations between states in the system.

This unidimensional assumption, we believe, is not warranted, and at least not under present circumstances. Consider again the case of the United States at the beginning of the 21st century. The United States brings to the international stage economic and military state strength second to none in international politics. Even the last war it fought against the fourth largest standing army in the world yielded no casualties except from “friendly fire”. Yet…something is amiss. More than a decade ago scholars were already broadcasting the decline of American hegemony. Today, mixed with the belief that there is a unipolar moment for America, there is also considerable suspicion that American state strength is significantly weaker than it looks when it comes to exercising global leadership. As we will show below, a multidimensional approach to state strength can uncover both the strength and weakness of the “unipolar moment”.

Are States Getting Stronger or Weaker?

Our concern is with the assessment of state strength among the “major powers” in international politics. We are interested in state strength as a critical, necessary condition for constructing and maintaining global architecture. Likewise, we are interested in the “major powers” because they are the ones most likely to create and to help maintain such architecture. 

Immediately, we are confronted with conflicting views across the scholarship on international and comparative politics regarding how much state strength exists in the present international system. Students of international relations nearly uniformly view the strength of states as declining. Some have taken a position that virtually dismisses the continued authority of states: 

Today it seems that the heads of governments may be the last to recognize

 that they and their ministers have lost the authority over national societies

 and economies that they used to have…Where states were once masters of

 markets, now it is the markets which, on many crucial issues, are the masters

 over the governments of states (Strange, 1996:1,2)

Other IR scholars are not as harsh as Strange, but few of them see the state as keeping its traditional strength as it withers before the onslaught of domestic constituencies (Lamborn, 1997; Rosenau, 1995), growing multilateral mechanisms that penetrate deep within the political and social structures of countries (Caporaso, 1997; Keohane, 1995); and a set of international and domestic dynamics that function to accelerate processes of globalization which in turn create transformations so radical that they force states to actually bargain away their own sovereignty (Holm and Sorensen, 1995b).  

Most IR scholars point to two trends that are sapping the strength of modern states. One is endogeneous: in democratic states domestic politics are persistently intruding upon foreign policies (e.g. Skidmore and Hudson, 1993) and especially so as the consensus over an international communist threat has disappeared. As the number of democracies have increased and as democratization has continued even in more established democracies, such weakening in foreign policy should be evident across scores of states. The second trend is exogeneous:  strong multilateral institutional arrangements both globally and regionally (and especially in Europe), global markets with substantial independence from state control, and large numbers of international actors increasingly outside the scope of state control conspire to weaken the ability of states to direct their own destinies domestically and externally.

Forecasting declining state capabilities is not unique to assessments of the state in international politics. As early as 1942, John Herz—a well considered and insightful observer of international politics—warned his readers of the decreasing autonomy of states, stemming from “…the growing, and now worldwide, interconnection of economic and other relationships in the industrial age and the ensuing interdependence of states” (Herz, 1942:1039). Herz then predicted the demise of states (Herz, 1957), only to issue a declaration of reconsideration eleven years later, indicating how difficult is the enterprise of questioning state strength and autonomy in the modern era: 

   There are [now] indicators pointing in another direction: not to

   “universalism” but to retrenchment; not to interdependence but to a

   new self-sufficiency; toward area not losing its impact but regaining it;

   in short trends to a “new territoriality” (Herz, 1968:12).

 What is different today is the overwhelming cacophony of voices echoing the decline of state strength in the current era. Yet, even this near-uniformity in assessment on the part of IR scholars is strongly challenged by a few in the field and by many scholars of comparative politics.  Not all IR scholars see uniformly declining state strength (e.g., Nye, 1990; Nau, 1990, Weiss, 1998), and there seems to be some evidence on the side of the minority.  At least the United States looks like it has been accelerating in strength since the end of the Cold War, and to such an extent that some have come to call the present period the “unipolar” moment in international politics. In military terms, the U.S. is stronger today than any other time in the last four decades (Volgy and Imwalle, 1995). Its economy is the most productive in the world, and its economic capabilities account for nearly forty percent of the share of great power economic capabilities. It holds a preeminent position in research and development with 40 percent of global spending and in the biotechnology field it controls more than 95 percent of the world’s gene-related patents (Mytelka, 2000). While other states may be weakening, a focus on the United States suggests that at least one state is getting stronger.

Many comparative politics scholars contest strongly the theme of weakened state strength. They note that systematic historical comparison of the capabilities of the strongest of states show that state strength has accelerated greatly over the last two centuries. For example, Gurr illustrates that in “four West European countries for which time-series data are available, the budgeted expenditures of the central government increased from an average of 6.4 percent of GNP in 1875 to 11.2 percent in 1925 and 44.1 percent in 1982” (Gurr, 1990:74). Furthermore, he finds that the “directiveness” of states, along with their political continuity, has increased markedly, a finding consistent with other literature focusing on the strength of the state in fashioning political processes and public policies (Evans, Rueschemeyer, Skocpol, 1998; Chodak, 1989, Weiss, 1998).  

Which view is more accurate? If the majority of IR scholars are correct, then it is plausible that the traditional path to global architectural construction through the strength of major powers becomes highly problematic. If, however, comparative politics scholars are correct, then perhaps we should accept the idea that there is sufficient strength among key actors to fashion stable governance mechanisms after the Cold War has ended. If the minority position among IR scholars is correct, then perhaps much of the fate of global architecture lies in the hands of the United States. 

Three Faces of State Strength

We suspect that these divergent views of state strength exist because each of the three groups is viewing strength with different lenses and focusing on but a single dimension of state strength. We depart from their analyses by presenting a multidimensional perspective on state strength and suggest that all three dimensions are highly salient for the type of strength needed to engage in global architectural construction. 

We owe a substantial intellectual debt to Susan Strange (1989) who suggested more than a decade ago that state strength had a multidimensional character. She argued that state strength was essentially two different concepts: relational strength and structural strength.
 Relational strength refers to the capabilities of a state vis-à-vis other actors in the system, capabilities with which a state can seek to control the behavior of other states (Strange, 1989:165). In this sense, relational strength is the concept many scholars use to gauge the ebb and flow of much that goes on in international politics. 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. 

This type of strength is far from irrelevant for architectural construction. In fact, relational strength is at the heart of most studies focusing on global leadership, including power transition theory (e.g., Doran, 1989), long cycle theory (e.g., Modelski and Thompson, 1988), and is a key concept in the arsenal of structural neorealists (e.g., Kaplan 1957, Waltz, 1979).  In order to be a leader in developing global architecture, a state should possess a sufficient amount of relational strength to deter or minimize challenges from other “great powers” to its leadership. Equally important, relational strength is assumed to be critical for maintaining the system once systemic norms and rules have been established (e.g., Gill and Law, 1989). 

Strange’s contribution comes through warning us that relational strength alone is insufficient for global leadership without substantial structural strength. Structural strength refers to the capability of a state to create essential rules, norms, and modes of operation for various dimensions of the international system. A global leader/hegemon enjoys “structural [strength] through the capacity to determine the terms on which those needs are satisfied and to whom they are made available” (Strange, 1989:165-6).  

Her warning through the reference to structural strength is clear. At a minimum, developing new global architecture requires the articulation of goals, rules and norms of conduct for various facets of international relations (e.g., security, economics, etc.). Articulation, of course, cannot be enough. Taking on the mantle of successful 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, coalition formations through both institutional and non-institutional settings (Keohane and Nye, 1989), and by example.
 The strength needed for developing broad global consent to new architectural arrangements is more than the aggregate outcome of bilateral bargains between major powers (affected by the strength of the bargainers). Leadership for such architectural creation requires extensive resources, and resources relative to not only other “great powers” but as well for interactions with a host of other critical actors in international politics. Those actors include not only other states, but as well thousands of salient interstate non-governmental and governmental entities, actively pursuing objectives that have potentially broad economic and security implications for global governance (Boli and Thomas, 1997; Ferguson and Mansbach, 1999; Keohane and Nye, 1989; Rosenau, 1997). Structural strength provides a state with the ability to write or rewrite the rules of the game, an ability made possible by the cumulative total of asymmetrical relationships (Cohen, 2000:99) it holds with all the pertinent actors in its global environment.

Although Strange does not argue for it directly, her approach suggests yet a third dimension of strength necessary for architectural construction: extensive domestic strength. Architectural creation involves a long-term commitment to fashioning global rules and for generating compliance with such rules. Without substantial domestic strength, it is unlikely that states can make such long-term commitments or to maintain the complex web of asymmetrical relationships required for structural strength.
 Thus, the idea of having structural strength assumes as well that external resources are buttressed by extensive domestic capabilities.

By domestic strength, we are referring to three different notions. First, that the state has available to it substantial resources (its extractive capability from its economy) that can be transferred to foreign activities. Second, that such resources are not being severely constrained by domestic needs and priorities.  Third, that those who command the apparatus of the central government are politically strong enough to effectuate transfers to foreign activities if such transfers become necessary. Thus, our concept of domestic strength moves beyond an assessment of resource extraction by the state to a more comprehensive perspective based on a combination of resources, societal stresses and demands, and political strength.

We believe that the question of sufficient strength for architectural construction is really one of asking whether or not the strongest of states in international politics have sufficient relational, structural, and domestic strength to pursue such construction in the post-Cold War world. Viewed in this light, the three conflicting answers noted above to the question of declining state strength seem to reflect differences based on scholarship that addresses different facets of the strength issue. Those (comparative scholars primarily) who see state strength as increasing are primarily addressing the domestic dimension of state strength. Those who see American strength growing are viewing strength with relational lenses. Finally those who see state strength as uniformly in decline are approaching the concept of strength from a structural perspective and noting the range of obstacles posed to state activity from primarily forces exogenous to the state.

Regardless of their perspectives, are they correct? In order to answer that question, we next move to an operationalization of the three dimensions of state strength.

Measuring State Strength


Our task here is to find a suitable measurement strategy with which to assess state strength along relational, structural, and domestic dimensions. We will then apply this strategy to those major powers that are typically considered both interested in and possibly strong enough to have an impact on global architectural construction in the present international system. These states include the United States, Great Britain, Germany, France, Russia, China, and Japan
.


Of the three dimensions, relational strength is perhaps the easiest one to measure. The concept refers to two aspects of strength. One is the ready availability of a state’s economic and military capabilities for external use. Consistent with the relative gains concerns of neorealists, the second places those capabilities in the context of similar capabilities available to other powers potentially seeking to challenge systemic norms or global leadership. 

The relative strength concept has a rich history of operationalization in the literature. While there is a discrepancy between global reach measures (e.g., Modelski and Thompson, 1988) versus more simple capability measures, most attempts at empirically observing the relative strength of states first identify a subset of states seen as “great powers”, and then create a “share” measure of some combination of economic and military capabilities. We opt here for a measure previously used elsewhere (e.g. Spiezio, 1990; Volgy and Imwalle, 1995) with substantial validity. We create a subset of great powers, identified above. Then, we assess the size of each state’s economy and military spending annually. Next, we calculate each state’s share of the aggregate value of military and economic capabilities, so that:

(GDP/GroupGDP) + (MilSpend/GroupMilSpend)

RS =
  ((((((((((((((((((((                            
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where  RS

= relative strength;

            
MilSpend
= military spending

            
GDP

= Gross Domestic Product

            
Group

= aggregate scores for designated group powers

Thus, we are able to use the resulting annual values for each state to measure its relational strength over time.


Structural strength is far more difficult to measure. Our conceptual cues indicate that we need to measure it in ways that include attention to the following phenomena:

· A broad range of capabilities directly used for external purposes;

· Capabilities that are reflective of the complex asymmetries in relations with the broad range of state and non-state actors relevant for architectural construction; and

· Capabilities that are assessed in the context of increasing complexities in the international system.

We start by collecting data on resources annually spent by states for external purposes. These include all military spending, spending on foreign affairs infrastructure (foreign policy agencies), and spending on foreign assistance. We call this measure the external capabilities (EC) of states. Such spending is assessed in local currency and we control for inflation annually. Since all but two of our great powers
 are democratic polities and are required to publish their annual budgets, this task is not too onerous, although clearly missing from our calculations are data on foreign intelligence operations.
 

We have no means of approximating the broad range of asymmetries between each of these states and all the range of actors critical for global architectural construction. Instead, we opt for a measure of state autonomy. Recognizing the growing interdependencies caused by increasing globalization, 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. High reliance on international trade may mean that trading states are affected greatly by the domestic economic and political health of their trading partners. Trade dependencies also make it increasingly difficult for countries to pursue objectives in other areas of foreign policy.
 Thus, we incorporate into our measure of structural strength an indicator with which to assess the relative autonomy of states, and we do so by measuring a state’s total trade, divided by its GDP.  We call this measure a state’s relative international autonomy (RIA).  

Third, we seek to measure state strength against the growing complexities of the international system. States engaged in architectural construction at the end of the 20th and in the beginning of the 21st centuries face a far greater variety of actors and problems than their predecessors did hundreds of years ago. Equally important, as the system becomes more complex and critical actors increase significantly, such changes are bound to tax greatly the ability of states to build global infrastructure and to generate compliance with norms and rules. 

There is a bewildering array of potential measures with which to gauge system growth and complexity. We opt for a measure that is perhaps too simple to fully capture the richness in system complexity, but one that we believe is a good first approximation of the phenomenon we seek to address. We call it system size (Size) and we measure it as annual changes (in percentages) in the number of states in the international system. 

While the size of the system—measured as increases in the numbers of states—may not be very consequential for regional actors, growing system size alone can tax significantly the strength of global aspirants.
 Furthermore, we choose it as our measure because we believe that it is a convenient shorthand for illustrating complexity. Growth in system size creates new problems in strategizing for states as well as firms engaged in the global market. Such enlargement provides increased domestic and external conflicts and increased opportunities for non-state actors (e.g., terrorists, organized crime, etc.) for refuge and support. They place additional burdens as well on regional and global institutions.

Combining these measures, we construct a simple, additive model of structural strength:

SS  =  (EC – RIA) - (Size

 where  SS    = Structural strength;

            
EC    = all resources spent on foreign activity;

           

 RIA  = trade/GDP;

            
(Size = change (in percent) of states in the system 

Our operationalization of domestic strength takes into account not only the resources available to states, but as well the constraints operating on their use. We begin by measuring available domestic resources (DR) through the annual revenues the central government extracts from society and modify these results by identifying four endogenous constraints on state resources.

The first is the extent to which the government’s revenue base is constrained by its overreach (OR) in spending. Overreach occurs when states identify problems and seek to address them without having the resources at hand to do so. Overreach should be important in assessing state strength by showing indirectly the extent to which state capacity may not meet perceived needs. It has an indirect effect as well, through indebtedness, on future state capabilities. We measure overreach as the amount the government spends annually in excess of revenues and the amount it spends on debt service as a result of previous overspending. 

Second, we identify a political constraint dimension as well, consistent with the literature noting the salience of domestic political conflicts and their management on the strength of the state (e.g., Hagan, 1998; Evangelista, 1997). Here, we are primarily concerned with the political strength (PS) of the primary decision maker responsible for the policies of the government. We presume that leaders in democratic polities will be constrained more in their activities when they lack broad political support either from the public or from the legislature. We are cognizant as well that such support is manifested differently in different types of systems. Thus, for Germany, England, France, and Japan, we measure the support that the chief decision-maker holds in the national legislature through its party or its coalition.
  For the United States, where party support is more fluid, and there are no risks of  “votes of confidence” threatening to bring down the government, we use both annual “success” scores in the Congress for the President’s legislative preferences, and a measure of public support for the President.

Our third constraint on fiscal capabilities is in response to the persistent suggestion in the literature (e.g., Evangalista, 1997; Risse-Kappen, 1991) that societal pressures (Social) and demands may constitute vigorous constraints on the state (especially for democratic states and depending on the centralization of state authority). Three societal pressures we view as particularly important are patterns of inflation, unemployment, and (for the United States) crime. Although democratic polities will vary in their responses to such societal pressures, unlike non-democratic polities, they are likely to be constrained by the need to commit significant resources to address these issues. We construct a social stress index with which we measure the average percentage of inflation and unemployment, and for the United States we add the crime dimension to the average values.

Finally, we wish to control for the growth of a country’s population base. Therefore, we divide our domestic measure by the size of the population. Our index of domestic strength is an additive model, integrating political resources with economic, social, and political constraints:

DS = [(DR – OR) +/- PS -  Social]/Pop


  
where  DS
= domestic strength;

                         
DR
= central government revenues;




OR
= overreach;




PS
= political strength;

 


Social
= index of social stress;




Pop
= population

Caveats and Issues of Validity

We constructed scores on domestic, structural, and relational measures for each of the major powers for the period starting with the early part of the Cold War through the 1990s (as late as data were systematically available). For the United States, data are available from the 1950s. For most other countries, reliable data often are not available prior to 1960. 

For the Soviet Union/Russia and the People Republic of China (PRC), data outside of defense spending and GDP/GNP are contradictory and highly unreliable. Even in the case of measuring the size of their respective economies, general trends are supportable while more specific measurements become suspect.  Thus, in the case of the two non-democratic states, we can offer only the most general of guesses regarding their respective domestic strengths and are forced to use measures different from the democratic polities. Rather than using revenues, we use measures of central government expenditures (and acceptable estimates of inflation) since the latter seems to be more reliable for both China and Russia/Soviet Union. Likewise, we check these projections against estimates of their respective GDP’s. Despite these differences and in the context of considerable controversy even over expenditure and GDP measures, the patterns we are able to sketch are sufficiently obvious that there should be little contention regarding long term trends.

For similar reasons, we are unable to assess with relative accuracy the range of non-defense spending for either Russia/Soviet Union or for China, and are forced to rely on more primitive measures to sketch out their structural strengths. Nevertheless, we suspect that the pattern we are able to report below would not be changed substantially (at least with respect to the direction of our findings) had we been able to unearth the additional evidence for these two countries. 


The relational strength measure is by definition such that it allows comparison across countries and across time. We can compare, for example, the relational strength of Germany to Japan or that of the United States to the entire group. This is not the case with the other two measures. Both the structural strength and the domestic strength measures start with a baseline of resources operationalized in local currencies and although they are deflated by annual measures of inflation, they produce index scores that are not comparable across the major powers. All we can show is a longitudinal comparison of individual countries: whether or not the domestic strength or the structural strength of a major power is increasing or decreasing over time.


This is not an unimportant caveat, and it should be kept in mind as we look at the results below. We cannot say in any absolute way, for example, that there is a minimal threshold below which the United States no longer holds sufficient structural strength to have a hegemonic role in international politics. What we can do, however, is—given our understanding of the structural strength of the United States in the 1950s—to estimate how much its structural strength has declined over the last four decades. Likewise, we may be able to see a minor increase in the structural strength of France between 1960 and 1990. However, we will need to keep in mind France’s weakness in structural strength in 1960 if we are to gauge whether or not a minor increase by 1990 in that strength is significant enough to allow France to engage in global architectural construction. 


In a similar manner, we can make assessments of domestic strength. While we cannot show that French domestic strength is greater than Japanese domestic strength, we can estimate the extent to which there is a trend for both toward increasing or decreasing domestic strength over time.


Still, one more important issue needs to be addressed before proceeding to the findings on state strength: how valid are these measures? We are fairly confident regarding the domestic strength index. It is initially in line with resource extraction measures used elsewhere (e.g., Gurr, 1990), and the constraints we have placed on resources are consistent with constraints on domestic strength identified in the literature.
 There is, however, less certainty concerning the operationalization of relational versus structural strength. Are we truly measuring different phenomena with our indexes, and are these phenomena faithful to the concepts we discussed above?


We have confidence in the relational strength measure since previous research has used the same index (e.g., Spiezio, 1990; Volgy and Imwalle, 1995) and it has met tests of validity. This is less the case for the structural measure and a case can be made that it simply duplicates a facet of relational strength. To deal with this concern we develop an empirical test of validity. We assess the relational and structural strength values for a particular state, and make a series of predictions about the state’s strength relative to dynamics in international politics that should be associated with the conceptual meaning of the two types of strength. If in fact these indexes tap different phenomena, then we should be able to find theoretically supportable empirical consequences in international politics when changes are observed in the two types of strength.


Fortunately, such evidence is available. We start by focusing on the relational and structural strength of the United States during the Cold War period.  As the leading state in that system, fluctuations in its relational and structural strength should have had important consequences for maintaining global architecture by minimizing system disturbances (relational strength) and for maintaining the integrity of the global architecture (structural strength). Since relational strength is more important for dealing directly with other states, and especially those likely to contest for leadership in the system, we predict that fluctuation in American relational strength is likely to correlate with fluctuation in disturbances to the system, such as wars and crises.  

For these types of events, changes in American structural strength should not be very important. However, structural strength should be important for activities in the international system that directly reflect its architecture. One such activity is the granting of prestige in concurrence with norms and rules fashioned in large part by the leader or hegemon in the system. We should find that, to the extent that American structural strength varies, so should the consistency with which status or prestige is rewarded in the system.
 Here, American relational strength should make little difference.

Finally, we can offer one more test: in those rare cases where activities reflect both disturbances to the system and challenges to systemic norms, both relational and structural strength should be salient. This would be the case regarding the frequency of terrorism in the system since terrorism reflects both challenges to specific actors and efforts to undermine the [image: image1.wmf] 
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Table 3.3.  Event Count Regression of 

Terrorism 

 

on Structural Strength and Relational Strength

 

fundamental norms and rules of the system (e.g., Volgy, Imwalle, and Corntassel, 1997).

We reproduce three tables that cumulatively provide a test of validity for our measures of relational and structural strength.
 Table 3.1 is consistent with our predictions. The relational strength measure does predict to disturbances such as wars and crises, indicating the diminution of both crises and wars as the global leader’s relational strength is relatively high. As expected, structural strength is not significant in the equation.

Table 3.2 is also consistent with our predictions. Here, it is fluctuation in structural strength that predicts to status inconsistency, but relational strength does not.  Finally, Table 3.3 shows that in a case where the activity (acts of terrorism) involves both a systemic disturbance and a challenge to systemic norms and rules, both relational and structural 
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strength become significant predictors.

Our measures of relational and structural strength meet the test we have devised, based on three sets of predictions regarding their effects on the international system. The results give us some confidence that the indexes we use to measure state strength are in fact reflecting different aspects of state capabilities in international politics. Now, we can proceed  to sketch out empirically some trends in the strength of those states most likely to engage in global architectural construction. 
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APPENDIX 3.1.

Data Sources For State Strength Variables

Domestic Strength (DS)

Central Government

  Revenues (DR)

IMF International Financial Statistics Yearbook





SIPRI Estimates/Central Government Revenues (China)

Overreach (OR)

IMF International Financial Statistics Yearbook

Political Strength (PS)
Lipjhart Election Archive (http://dodgson.ucsd.edu/lij); 




Elections Around the World (www.electionworld.org/index.html);





Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report (Presidential success



 score with Congress); Gallup (annual). 

Index of Social Stress

   Unemployment

OECD Statistical Yearbooks; Survey of Current Business, US 



  Department of Commerce.

    Inflation

OECD Statistical Yearbooks; Survey of Current Business, US 



  Department of Commerce

    Crime:


Uniform Crime Reports, U.S. Bureau of Justice Statistics

Population


US Census Bureau (/www.census.gov/ipc/www/idbrank.html);



 Population Reference Bureau

Structural Strength (SS)

Resources Spent on

  External Activities (EC)


Defense

SIPRI; US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; CIA




 Factbook


State/Foreign Ministry National Budget Documents (e.g. Budget of the Ministry




  of Japan)*

Aid Programs

OECD National Accounts

Autonomy (RIA)

  
Trade/GDP:

IMF International Financial Statistics Yearbook

System Size:
Correlates of War International System Membership; Gleditsch and Ward (1999; 2001)

Relational Strength (RS)

Military Spending

SIPRI; US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency; CIA




 Factbook

GDP



International Financial Statistics Yearbook, Penn World




 Tables*
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� The sources utilized for our measures of domestic, structural, and external strength are identified in the Appendix at the end of this chapter.


� Additional data for Russia were secured through the research arm of MGIMO, including the use of GOSKOMSTAT, and cross checked with Pollard, Alan P. 1985-91, USSR: Facts and Figures Annual. Gulf Breeze: Academic International Press; Robertson, Lawrence R. 1997, Russia and Eurasia: Facts and Figures. Gulf Breeze: Academic International Press; and Spulber, Nicolas, 1991. Restructing the Soviet Economy. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press.





* Data for France were compiled in large part from the following sources: Les Tableaux de L’Economie Francaise. 1956-99. INSEE:Paris; L’Annuaire Statistiques de la France. 1960-78. INSEE:Paris; Les Notes Bleues de Bercy. 1981-1999. French Treasury Department: Paris.





* Additional data for Russia were secured through the research arm of MGIMO, including the use of GOSKOMSTAT, and along with SIPRI data, cross checked with sources noted on the previous page.





� There are at least two reasons why this may be the case in the present international political system. One is that the cumulative strength of non-major states is growing. It is obvious that the sheer number of states has grown dramatically over the last half-century, and exploded again in the aftermath of the dissolution of the former Soviet Union. Such growth has functioned to increase further the complexity of the system.  The second has to do with the exponential growth of non-states in the system, including IGO’s and NGO’s, with the latter ranging from very strong multinational corporations to interstate terrorist organizations. 


� This is the case for both structural neorealists (e.g. Waltz, 1979) and power transition theorists as well (e.g. Organski and Kugler, 1980;  Tammen, et. al, 2000), although power transition theorists recognize the importance of dissatisfaction with the status quo as a motivating force.


� It is possible that some states may embark on global architectural construction without sufficient structural strength, or contest for global leadership without sufficient structural and relational strength. Nor are such possibilities trivial for international politics and are likely to yield explosive consequences, including the probability of intense conflicts and major wars. Our point here is that without the necessary structural strength, global architectural construction is not likely to occur.


� There are clearly exceptions to this generalization, and especially so with global cycle theorists. Modelski and Thompson for example base much of their work separating the strength needed for global reach from the strength needed to be a regional, or land-based power, and this distinction leads to a dramatic difference between “global” versus “regional” powers, including placing some actors typically seen as global powers  into the regional category.


� Strange’s notion of structural strength in turn owes an intellectual debt to Stephen Krasner (1981), who disaggregated state strength into its relational and “meta-power” components.


� The sustained growth in the American economy across nearly a decade during the 1990s illustrates the importance of trying to create global architecture through example. European skepticism and resistance to the American economic model began to dissipate as the growth of the American model continued despite predictions to the contrary. American leadership with respect to an international trading regime, lessening government intervention in domestic industries, and high technology investments would have met far stiffer resistance in Europe without the example of continued economic growth and favorable competitive position for American firms in the world market. 


� Strange’s definition of structural strength goes beyond those of some others, such as Keohane, whose standard requires that a hegemon “have access to crucial raw materials, control major sources of capital, maintain a large market for imports, hold comparative advantage in goods with high value added…[and]…It must also be stronger on these dimensions, taken as a whole, than any other country “(Keohane, 1984:34). 


� While not directly arguing for the importance of domestic strength, this point is very much under the surface of her writings and becomes more transparent in the latest reanalysis of her writings, and especially as it applies to the domestic strength of the U.S. vis-a-vis multinational corporations residing within its continental shores (Lawton, Rosenau, Verdun, 2000).


� We are aware that some scholars have argued quite persuasively that some states will use external resources to strengthen domestic capabilities (e.g., Mastanduno, Lake and Ikenberry, 1989; Krasner, 1978). In fact we don’t doubt that it may be very much the long-term goal of hegemonic architectural creation to fashion a new world order that will ultimately enhance and strengthen internal capabilities. Yet, we take issue with these arguments in two ways. First, we believe that substantial domestic resources are needed initially to maintain a strategy of global architectural construction. Second, under conditions of decreasing autonomy for states in international politics, the strategy of using international activity for domestic strength becomes increasingly less viable, and our data indicate decreasing autonomy for most major actors in the post Cold War system.


� We looked as well at “potential great powers”, such as India, Brazil, and Indonesia. By and large, these states lack today and in the near future the potential to rival the “major powers” for leadership in architectural construction.


� As noted below, the measurement strategy employed for China and Russia/Soviet Union varies substantially from those used with the democratic states.


� Clearly, a hallmark of democracy is its transparency, and there should be nothing more transparent in a democratic political system than the state’s annual budget. It is understandable that intelligence budgets are not made public for any of these countries. What was more surprising was the lack of detailed accounting and accessibility to annual data for several of these nations. Budgetary data for the United States is routine, and it is relatively routine for Germany as well. Securing data for French foreign affairs infrastructure constitutes a complex process (our thanks go to Professor Marie Claude Smoot and her graduate student for their assistance in this effort) and is barely manageable even with extensive French academic assistance. Securing the same information for Japan required the assistance of academic colleagues in Tokyo (our gratitude goes out especially to Professor Hideo Sato and his colleagues). We expected data from the UK to be the easiest to locate and it proved to be the source of our greatest difficulties. Clearly, budgetary transparencies vary tremendously across democratic polities.


� One clear example has been offered by the U.S. administration’s attempts to effectuate a human rights policy with China while the risks of deteriorating relations involve billions of dollars for U.S. industries. In fact, 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 on Chinese goods. But one presidential advisor 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).


� Even the United States, the richest of actors in international politics, has experienced considerable difficulties in securing budgetary resources for fully staffing its embassies and developing adequate precautions against terrorism for its personnel overseas. The absence of adequate security, resulting from insufficient funding for embassy infrastructure, contributed to the impact of the bombing of its embassies in Africa and is but one indication of its struggles with minimal requirements for a global presence in a world of expanding states.


� For a similar approach, see Organski and Kugler, 1980; Kugler and Domke, 1986; and Kugler and Arbetman, 1989. Yet, we depart from their empirical measures since we are assuming that the concerns raised in the literature regarding societal and political constraints on central government capabilities cannot be captured by a ratio based primarily on predicted tax extraction versus actual tax extraction. Such a measure may be more sensitive to economic fluctuations that are captured well by the combination of central government revenues and our concept of overreach.


� We calculate percentages above and below fifty percent. When the legislative support dips below fifty percent, the appropriate percentage is deducted from the domestic strength score; when it exceeds fifty percent, the value above it is added to the domestic strength score.


� We measure the average support score on both measures over time. We then calculate for each year the percentage above or below the mean. We average the two scores to form an annual political support score for the President. 


� There is an argument to be made about the validity of treating the index as an additive model. We could have refined it more along the lines of agreements in the literature regarding the importance of societal considerations in more centralized democratic political systems. We could have integrated into the model as well some additional variables, including the extent to which the central government delegates authority to regional and local units. In fact, we had run through a number of such permutations but we found no significant departures from the results (shown below) using the simpler model.


� The test here is the degree of relationship between structural strength and status inconsistency. We would expect that at higher levels of structural strength there would be greater status inconsistency in the system as the global leader seeks compliance for norms and rules it has constructed and rewards states with prestige for their conformance. Thus inconsistency would occur, compared to the rewarding of prestige based on traditional factors of economic and military strength (e.g., see Volgy and Mayhall, 1995; Volgy and Imwalle, 2000).


� For an elaboration of the research design and the theoretical justification for the dependent variables, see Volgy and Imwalle, 2000. The authors appreciate the permission from Taylor & Francis Ltd (with copyright ownership by Overseas Publishers Association N.V.), for reproducing Tables 3.1 through 3.3. 





PAGE  
49

[image: image4.wmf] 

Variable

 

    War

 

Crises

 

Relational Strength

 

-

17.356**

 

-

7.126*

 

(4.305)

 

(2.964)

 

Structural Strength

 

0.0041

 

0.003

 

(0.0041)

 

(0.0027)

 

Constant

 

8.3021**

 

4.514*

 

(1.2848)

 

(0.9538)

 

Gamma

 

-

0.346

 

0.282

 

(0.242)

 

(0.221)

 

Log

-

likelihood

 

83.16

 

250.82

 

N

 

36

 

45

 

Note: Entries are parameter estimates (standard errors in parentheses)

 

*

= statistical significance at p < .05

 

** 

= statistical significance at p <.01
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Variable

 

Terrorism

 

Relational Strength

 

-

7.772

 

**

 

(1.819)

 

Structural Strength

 

-

0.0034

 

*

 

(0.0017)

 

Constant

 

9.68

 

(0.7232)

 

Gamma

 

3.1479

 

**

 

(0.2647)

 

Log

-

likelihood

 

64783.52

 

N

 

29

 

Note: Entries are paramete

r estimates (standard errors in parentheses)

 

*  statistical significance at p < .05

 

** statistical significance at p < .01
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Variable

 

Relational Strength

 

0.0832

 

(

-

0.29329)

 

Structural Strength

 

-

0.0058

 

*

 

(0.00256)

 

Constant

 

0.866

 

(0.090734)

 

SSE

 

0.0269

 

R

-

Square

 

0.597

 

N

 

33

 

Note: Entries are parameter estimates (standard errors in par

entheses)

 

         Regression diagnostics indicated no significant autocorrelation 

 

         (rho=.21)

 

         * statistical significance at p < .05
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Relational Strength







0.0832







(-0.29329)







Structural Strength







-0.0058
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(0.00256)







Constant







0.866







(0.090734)







SSE







0.0269







R-Square
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N







33







Note: Entries are parameter estimates (standard errors in parentheses)







         Regression diagnostics indicated no significant autocorrelation 







         (rho=.21)







         * statistical significance at p < .05
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-0.0034
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Constant
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Gamma







3.1479
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Log-likelihood







64783.52







N







29







Note: Entries are parameter estimates (standard errors in parentheses)







*  statistical significance at p < .05







** statistical significance at p < .01
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(0.9538)
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(0.221)







Log-likelihood
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** = statistical significance at p <.01
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