Chapter 5.  “Creeping Incrementalism” and “Group Hegemony”: State Strength and the New World Order


At the end of the first world war, the victors struggled to create global architecture that would stabilize international relations and to establish some permanence in relations between states. Yet, given the conditions we noted in Chapter 2, such efforts quickly disintegrated and in less than two decades, global war erupted once more. The conditions that arose from the second world war in the 20th century were quite different however, and a much more complex and durable set of architectural arrangements were developed by the victorious states, arrangements that were able to withstand a half-century of conflict and ideological warfare we called the Cold War. Yet, as the 20th century came to an end, this “stable” global architecture disintegrated nearly overnight, crashing down from the implosion of the Soviet Union and its East European allies. 


What has replaced the old bipolar system of international relations? What is the new global architecture? We stand now—more than a decade later—upon the ashes of the old order; we should know by now how the new world order is being governed.


Part of the problem of deciphering new architectural construction for the 21st century lies with how the old system ended. No global war and no major power transition forced preparation for a new world order. Restructuring of an international system typically occurs either as dissatisfied states overtake status quo powers (e.g., Tammen et. al., 2000), or as major systemic disturbances culminate in war and motivate great powers to rearrange the global order  (e.g., Thompson, 1983a, 1988). War has been the primary instrument forcing such change as the decision makers engaged in major war planned not only for winning but as well for fashioning the world after victory. Woodrow Wilson articulated replacement architecture prior to the end of World War I, exemplifying both the attempt and the acknowledgement that war may motivate architectural construction but is clearly not sufficient to create post-war order. Perhaps learning from the previous experience, the Allies by 1944 were busy not only fighting but sketching the parameters of a very different post-World War II global order. Unsurprisingly, within five years after that war, the outlines of the new global architecture were clear.


No such wars occurred in 1989, and since there was no expectation that the old architecture of international politics would end, there was little planning for the post Cold War world. The absence of planning though was not due to any expectations that “history had ended” or that substantial challenges to world order would not arise. Within less than two years of the fall of the Berlin wall, the first Bush administration was calling for a “new world order”, and the current events of the last decade indicate both change from and continuity with the past.  The United States alone has fought two wars since 1989 and continues to station hundreds of thousands of troops abroad. Interstate conflicts have increased in Africa. The situation between Palestinians (and their allies) and Israelis is at least as intractable today as it was at the height of the Cold War. In Asia, Pakistan and India face each other with renewed bitterness and nuclear weapons. In Southeastern Europe, immediately adjacent to the “zone of peace”, ethnic conflict and bloodshed continue and approximate conflicts hundreds of years old. In Latin America, assaults by drug lords on governments threaten national sovereignty (and the viability of the state) and invite involvement and intervention by the United States. Clearly, history has not ended, and there is still a need for global architecture in international relations—a need for a coherent set of rules and norms governing the interstate system. 

Post Cold War Construction and the Power Enigma

In this chapter we present our perspective on the architecture existing in the post-Cold War order. Undergirding our analysis are the building blocs that form the foundation for order (discussed in Chapter 2), and, the findings on state strength  discussed in the previous chapter. It is important to note again that architectural construction does not occur automatically. It requires extensive capabilities, and in addition, the desire/will, and competence to construct architecture that is both viable and “realistic”. As we do so, we remind the reader once more that our effort addresses only the issue of strength as a necessary, albeit insufficient condition, assuming that if capabilities are lacking, issues of competence and desire become irrelevant to architectural construction.

Domestic, structural and relational strength are three dimensions of state strength we judge to be necessary conditions, providing states the ability and opportunity to engage in architectural construction. Domestic resources sustain structural and relational strength. Structural strength creates and enforces essential rules and norms governing various dimensions of the international system. Relational strength deters challengers and mitigates disruptions or crises caused by such phenomena as globalization. All three faces of strength are critical for institutionalizing global norms and rules. If all three are necessary, and yet structural strength has diminished, then how do we explain post-Cold War architectural construction and maintenance? This is the power enigma that is the challenge for those who seek to understand the outlines of post-Cold War architecture.

Why Realist Predictions Are Not Working as Viable Architectural Arrangements


Two of the most obvious architectural arrangements for the post Cold War international system are hegemony and multipolarity. These arrangements have been extensively discussed, urged, and criticized by various great power foreign policy makers. U.S. policy makers have articulated their perceptions of dominant American military
 and economic
 capabilities consistent with hegemonic intentions, and speak of a new “global system we are structuring” (Erlanger, 1997a:A1). In response, many states and some of the great powers, have publicly condemned U.S. hegemony and advocated multipolarity as the appropriate architecture (Gordon, 1997: A3; Eckholm, 1999; Cohen, 1997:A1). [Alison: do we need to explain here why we are looking at a truncated form of architecture in this part of the chapter? Truncated compared to how we described world order in much of Chapter 2? And if so, can you find the right wording for it?]

Given our findings on trends in state strength across the major powers in the international system, is it realistic to expect either hegemony or multipolarity in the near future? By hegemony we refer to a global leader emerging with both the strength and the desire to articulate and—through a variety of means—compel the global community to follow a clear set of rules and norms of global governance, at least in the areas of security and economics. Clearly, only the United States comes near to approximating the strength needed for unipolar, hegemonic architectural construction. Our data indicate that while it has the relative strength (Figure 18, Chapter 4) to hold and deter other great powers, its structural strength is but a small fraction of what it was four decades ago ( Figure 10, Chapter 4). Of course, U.S. domestic strength has grown substantially, and it would be possible to reverse declining structural strength. The debate about the state of the U.S. military and the advocacy for a national missile defense is in part an effort to do so. Nevertheless, without a large and explicit external threat, it is not likely that more than incremental enhancements will be made to American structural strength in the foreseeable future. The second Bush administration’s strategy of spending down budget surpluses by first reducing taxes and then pursuing defense and domestic priorities has practically guaranteed that non-incremental enhancements to U.S. structural strength are virtually impossible without a major change in domestic policy direction or without an unexpected and explosive external threat (one that is presently envisioned by virtually no one).

Irrespective of its favor with Chinese, Russian, French, and numerous Third World policy makers, is multipolarity a more likely scenario? Multipolarity assumes a certain amount of decentralization in the global system, across three or more “power centers”. This schema would require at least minimal cooperation in establishing the norms and rules of the international system by several, relatively equal great powers, and the devolution of responsibility to those great powers for maintenance of order between and within their respective poles.  

Multipolarity implies at least two conditions about great power strength. The first is that there are relatively equal great powers in the system (relational strength), or that the trends are moving toward such a state of resource distribution. America’s preponderant share of relational strength, both in terms of its military and economic components, suggests otherwise (Figure 18, Chapter 4), and the disparity between it and the other great powers is so great that there seems to be little reason to argue that this trend will be reversed in the near future.

 The second condition is that leaders of these poles need to be strong enough (structural strength) to be able to set the rules for the system and for their own poles. Again, the data we have offered earlier would suggest otherwise. All the great powers exhibit reduced structural strength in the context of growing global complexities, including the ones that have urged most strongly the value of multipolar arrangements. Except for Russia, each has the domestic strength to reverse this state of affairs, but none have chosen to do so.

A few have argued that the “unipolar moment” is most likely to lead to a bipolar system in the near future. By bipolarity, we are referring to an arrangement through which global resources are divided into two poles likely to be in conflict over the contours of the international system. The leaders of the two poles would develop ground rules for relationships between and within their respective areas of governance. In this scenario, the U.S. and China would share primary global leadership, due in large part to power transition dynamics occurring between the two states (e.g., Tammen et. al., 2000: 153-81).

Our data
 suggest that such a scenario should be treated with a strong dose of pessimism. First, projections regarding the PRC are based on predictions of continuing growth in the Chinese economy for a substantial period into the future. Whether or not such projections are accurate, growth in the domestic economy has not been paralleled by a similar growth in the domestic strength of the central government.
 While it is possible that China’s government will at some future time seek to convert a greater share of its economy to its political system, it is equally possible that it will not be able to do so. Second, we see no clear trend in converting domestic strength into external strength. In fact, the structural index shows that despite the growth in the Chinese economy, Chinese strength has been declining. It would take a Herculian effort for decades just to bring Chinese military capabilities in line with the United States (Swaine and Tellis, 2000).  For example, the latest data from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) indicate that while Chinese military expenditures have increased by some 65 percent (in constant $’s) between 1995 and 2000, and Chinese military spending now ranks 8th in the world, its actual military spending in 2000 was still less than 8.5 percent of U.S. defense spending
. From our state strength perspective, we see no evidence that a bipolar global architecture—based on a Chinese pole—is likely to emerge in the next two decades.





Alternatively, one can argue for a European pole as a contender for the United States, with the British, Germans, and French acting as the backbone to such a group. Clearly, the Germans and the French have taken substantially different policy positions from the U.S. in the post Cold War environment, and initial measures have been taken in concert by all three under the EU umbrella to try to pool foreign and military policies. Furthermore, the combined economic strength of the European Union is far more formidable today than even the most wild-eyed speculation about future Chinese economic growth. 

Yet, we are even more skeptical of this scenario than the Chinese one. Attempts at policy coordination between the three major European states—when facing the challenges posed in the Balkans—have not been successful, and coordination of military resources looks to be even more problematic. It is likely that the creation of a common European defense initiative, under the European Union umbrella will bear at least symbolic fruit, but the result is unlikely to be more than minor force levels without the use of NATO assets. Without NATO assets any EU military capabilities would have to develop substantial and expensive support capabilities presently not envisioned by EU members. In fact, major and continued reduction in national defense capabilities on the part of most EU states has actually widened the technological gap between the United States and its European counterparts in the field of defense, making interoperability issues increasingly problematic for them even as NATO alliance members.  Reliance on NATO assets, however, reduces EU military capabilities for only those uses when NATO (meaning the United States and possibly Turkey) is not interested in the problem and yet it is still willing to agree to the use of alliance capabilities.
 This latter scenario does not sound like a major competitive pole in a bipolar system. As our data indicate, U.S. relational strength vis-à-vis major European countries has increased over the last decade, remains quite formidable against the combined capabilities of France, Germany, and the UK (see Figure 1 above), and none of Europe’s major powers have been able or willing to arrest the diminution in their structural strength
. The common European foreign policy and defense approach does not seem to reverse these trends.

The Face of New Architectural Construction: Creeping Incrementalism 
If hegemony, multipolarity and bipolarity seem inappropriate to the contours of the “new world order”, then what is the new architecture? We suggest that the unique ending of the previous system has created a set of circumstances that allow for—if not necessitate—new architecture that minimally reconfigures and modifies existing aspects of the previous system. We call this construction process “creeping incrementalism.” It refers to adjustment of a rather slow and limited form from the previous era, coupled with an emphasis on continuity and stability whenever feasible. Creeping incrementalism is a process of propping up existing architectural arrangements and strengthening them—albeit incrementally—when possible or feasible. It is a process that is less expensive, and requires substantially less state strength than trying to replace existing architecture with architecture designed to fit a new world order. 

Creeping incrementalism as a form of architectural replacement is likely to be a rare and seldom used approach to responding to structural arrangements that are no longer appropriate. We would not expect it to be an appropriate strategy when major wars have ripped apart the fabric of previous orders and especially when challengers have successfully replaced global leaders that have created previous architecture. Even when challenges to global leadership and the reigning status quo are challenged through major war and the challenge fails, we would still predict either attempts to maintain existing architecture, or wholesale revisions on the part of the victorious powers (e.g., after World War I). We assume that creeping incrementalism is more likely to occur under very rare circumstances in international politics, circumstances that nevertheless may have occurred before and after the events of 1989. 

We suggested in Chapter 2 that the basic building blocs of global architecture include state strength, a security regime, an economic agenda, an integration/containment process, and crisis management.  We propose that creeping incrementalism as an architectural strategy is feasible only when these basic building blocs have not been significantly altered, or made irrelevant by the end of the old order. In these terms, while the pre-1989 conditions have changed, they have not changed sufficiently to rule out a creeping incremental strategy to new architectural construction. This is especially so for some obvious reasons. One is that the economic agenda left over from the previous order was favored by the victorious powers and embedded into a thick network of institutional arrangements. The same can be said of the security regime. While its direction was aimed primarily at a state (the Soviet Union) and its allies that no longer exists, the network of institutional arrangements for the security regime are still strong enough to sustain it and to allow it to be adjusted to changed conditions. 

The process of integration/containment has been generally left undisturbed by the events of 1989; in fact, one can argue that continued globalization simply functioned to speed up the process of integration, both on security and economic dimensions. It is really the containment part of the process that has become less relevant in the new order, but the loss of such relevance hardly diminishes institutional mechanisms inherited from the previous order. In fact, the loss of rationale for containment may simply accelerate mechanisms of integration for dissatisfied states
. 

We suggest five conditions, which, taken together, facilitate a strategy of creeping incrementalism following the seeming collapse of an existing international order. These conditions would include the following: 

1. After the collapse of the old order, the strongest of states are the ones most heavily invested in the previous status quo and continuities from the previous order;

2. No immediate, clear and major systemic or sub-systemic conflicts exist to threaten the strongest of states after the dissolution of the previous order;

3. The major states—individually—lack the structural strength to fashion new architecture;

4. Conditions in the newly emerging system have not been so fundamentally transformed as to make mechanisms from the previous system irrelevant; and

5. Mechanisms—extensively developed and heavily used—can be carried forward from the previous system to allow for incremental change and for responses to crises that may threaten the newly emerging status quo.

These five conditions correspond to our discussion earlier regarding the building blocks involved with construction of global architecture. Conditions 2 and 3 reflect conditions of declining state strength mediated by lessened external threats. In combination, they are suggestive of strategies that may incrementally address lower threshold security concerns in an environmental where insufficient threats exist to press states to convert domestic resources for external activities.  Condition 1 suggests that viability of continuing in incremental fashion architectural arrangements for those who benefited from the previous order and need not create complex integration strategies for the new one. It is also suggests that security regimes and economic agendas may need to be minimally adapted to changed circumstances. Conditions 4 and 5 address the issue of the ongoing viability of previous architectural mechanisms, suggesting that previous mechanisms may be adaptable to emerging circumstances with incremental adaptation.[Alison: please look at this paragraph (above, along with the three paragraphs before it) very closely. I tried linking these conditions to what you did in Chapter 2 and I’m not sure I accomplished what I set out to do. Perhaps you can do a better job of creating the linkages here, but that is the direction I was trying to pursue]

We believe that all five of these conditions are satisfied in the post-Cold War international system. Clearly the strongest of states are all heavily invested in the status quo, and are in fact the “victors” in the Cold War (Condition 1). At present, they face no major conflicts posing a clearly identifiable threat to systemic order (Condition 2). There is, of course, considerable concern over international terrorism and ethnic intra-state and inter-state violence. International terrorism, however, compared to the Cold War era has declined, and despite horrendous examples of vicious ethnic violence in Africa and the Balkans, ethnic conflicts have declined as well (citations). Chapter 4 has demonstrated as well that Condition 3 is also satisfied: all the major states lack the structural strength to fashion new architecture along conventional models.

We don’t mean to imply that conditions have not changed dramatically with the ending of the Cold War. In fact, they have and the world is fundamentally different without the ongoing East-West conflict and the disappearance of the Soviet Union and its European allies. Yet, an enumeration of key characteristics of the new era suggests an international system whose “new dynamics” are not radical departures from the previous system. For instance, democratic polities are more numerous than ever before, and yet, this “contagion” of democracy has its roots firmly planted in the previous systemic period. Likewise, globalization processes constitute a critical characteristic of the new system, yet this trend was as observable as well before the end of the Cold War as it is today.
 

Even the disappearance of the persistent political and military challenge to the United States serves in some ways to reinforce the previous era by minimizing threats to institutions and regimes developed during the Cold War. In the terms we had discussed in Chapter 2, the collapse of the Cold War made some of the containment aspects of “containment/integration” mechanisms of the previous architecture obsolete, but not necessarily the other building blocks of world order, and as we will argue below, even the containment/integration mechanisms from the Cold War are being incrementally adapted to the changed circumstances of the post-Cold War order.

The new world order looks in many ways to be the continuation of the previous order with respect to the key building blocks constituting global architectural arrangements. Nor should this assertion come as much of a surprise, once we accept the notion that state strength determines which actors potentially have the ability to construct and maintain global architecture. While the collapse of the bipolar system could warrant major, if not wholesale architectural changes, declining great power strength mitigates in the opposite direction. At the same time, our data indicate that such declining strength is not new either; the trends for declining structural strength among the great powers—and especially for the United States—have been in evidence in the Cold War era as well. What has changed in the new order is the growth in relative strength of the United States. Yet, relational strength, important as it is for maintaining architecture and deterring challenges to leadership, is insufficient for architectural construction without substantial structural strength.

At the same time, declining structural strength, and previous declines in relational strength for the United States during the Cold War system had already been integrated into the fabric of those building blocks that propped up the previous world order. Thus, incremental processes for updating existing structural arrangements look to be the most likely solutions for new global architectural construction. We believe that this is part of the solution to the power enigma as well as in coming to understand the viability of institutional arrangements that post-date their original rationale. 

Illustrative is the security infrastructure that has stayed in place after the Cold War. The raison d’etre of NATO—to contain Soviet military power (and perhaps that of Germany as well)—is gone. The Soviet security threat has virtually disappeared; the new Russian state’s military is in shambles and was nearly decimated by relatively disorganized, outnumbered, and outgunned, but determined Chechen rebels inside Russia (Lieven, 1998). A united Germany exists, but its military is downsizing and it is heavily integrated into the socio-political-economic processes of the European Union. Why does NATO continue to exist and prosper into the 21st century?

   Part of the answer is that NATO existed and prospered before 1989. As a key part of the security regime, it is being adapted relatively easily to expand the defensive umbrella to states previously in the Warsaw Pact, and for gradually transforming NATO into a collective security arrangement for most Euro-Atlantic states. Criteria for accession into NATO also create important integration processes for states previously isolated from the West. The enthusiasm with which most East European states have sought entry into NATO would indicate that both the security guarantees and the integration process are well received by aspirants to NATO membership. By broadening the NATO mandate to include involvement in areas such as the Balkans, and the willingness particularly of Western European states to continue with NATO instead of a potential EU capability has also functioned to keep the United States in Europe and to avoid the decoupling of the US from its long-term European security commitments.

Yet, much of this has come incrementally. Accession into NATO for Poland, the Czech Republic, and Hungary, was on a relatively ad-hoc basis. Today, the criteria for accession by states as diverse as Estonia and Bulgaria are more rigorous and more clearly specified, and involve not only military, but as well “peaceful” characteristics, including democratic institutions, progress toward a market economy, civilian rule of armed forces, and settled territorial borders, reflecting changes of an evolutionary character to NATO as a security institution. 

Nor is NATO and its European theater alone as example of continuity in security regimes across orders. The US and Japan, for example, reaffirmed their security commitment to one another with the Signing of a Joint Declaration on Security in 1996, and thereby renewing the US-Japan security treaty of 1960. NATO does, however, exemplify best the extent of continuity and incremental change from one system to another, despite obvious attempts by other great powers—including the French, Germans, and the British—to create alternative security arrangements.

The roots of the post-Cold War economic agenda are also firmly planted in the post-WWII Western system. The great powers continue to support the primary monetary and trade regimes including the IMF, World Bank, and GATT/WTO. These institutions provide an international means of payment, facilitate the flow of trade and capital, and finance safeguards to aid countries experiencing economic difficulties. Institutions guard against discriminatory economic processes and ensure access to markets. 

Economic regimes also promote multilateral rule-making and dispute-settlement mechanisms. These multilateral mechanisms were expanded and strengthened with the creation of the WTO in 1995. The WTO was the culmination of Uruguay Round trade negotiations and formalized the GATT. The WTO locks in predictable trade relations. It provides a more legal framework for trade policy rules. Likewise, NAFTA and APEC secure governmental commitments to market and political reform. NAFTA, in particular, ensured Mexico’s movement toward market capitalism. These regimes reinforce the predictability of economic policies. Institutionalism constrains the participants’ behavior as members become more interdependent. Great powers support the regimes and ensure access to their markets in exchange for a commitment to political and market openness.

The status quo powers are making substantial outreach efforts to dissatisfied states, seeking to integrate them into multilateral institutions. The German democratic Republic (GDR) was not only united with the Federal Republic, but the united German state participates fully in the Western alliance and European Community. Institutional integration quelled Soviet and European fears of a united Germany. Similarly, Russia has been brought into close consultations with the G-7. East European states have been offered a path into NATO and the EU. China is entering into the WTO. Many of these integration processes are not new. They began during the post-WWII order. Ikenberry (2001:221) notes, for example, that “despite strenuous opposition by the Reagan administration, the NATO allies pushed ahead with a natural gas pipeline linking the Soviet Union with Western Europe.” 

The Face of New Architectural Construction: Institutionalized Group Hegemony
The gas pipeline issue should remind us that even prior to the events of 1989, even the strongest of states could no longer direct single-handedly the nature of global economic transactions. In the context of both declining structural strength and the nature of these global changes, perhaps the most we should expect in terms of new global architecture is one based on “creeping incrementalism”, although this phenomenon still falls short of accounting for actual governance mechanisms in addressing both major global problems and crisis management. In the context of declining state strength, creeping incrementalism can provide architectural enhancements only as long as there is substantial multilateral coordination among the strongest states of the system to provide crisis management. We call this type of coordination institutionalized group hegemony (Bailin, 2003). 
By institutionalized group hegemony we refer to a phenomenon related to but different from multilateral institutionalism. Multilateral institutionalism facilitates cooperation among states (Keohane, 1984; Ruggie, 1993; Caporaso, 1993; Ikenberry, 1998) as institutions govern routine international transactions. Institutions provide forums for negotiation and assist in establishing rules to regulate a particular issue-area. Generalized rules of conduct enable participating countries to overcome coordination problems. International cooperation is most successful, however, when participants are faced with routine decisions; multilateral institutionalism is less useful in accounting for global crisis management, or crises exogenous to the institutional setting (Martin, 1993:97).

When the great powers act as a group to mitigate crises and to maintain stability, and they take steps to institutionalize their relationships, we refer to such dynamics as institutionalized, group hegemony (Bailin, 2003). The G-7 manifests these dynamics. Created in the mid-1970’s to compensate for the inability of the US to sustain the Bretton Woods sytem and to manage the 1973 energy crisis, the G-7 began to supplement American hegemony with collective leadership to maintain the status quo. 

The G-7 facilitates great power collaboration based on limited membership, iterated interaction, and restricted membership (Axelrod, 1984; Keohane, 1984; Axelrod and Keohane, 1986; Oye, 1986). Small or limited numbers mean that group members can easily identify one another and to specify each member’s role. The small size of the group also makes it easier to discern individual efficacy. Iterated interactions enable participants to gauge one another’s future actions based on past policies. This strategy reduces uncertainty and the temptation to defect because an actor knows its actions will probably be reciprocated in the future. Restricting membership to countries with mutual interests and expectations facilitates trust and the desire to cooperate to achieve common goals.

In theory, G-7 collaboration is likely. In practice, if ex ante all members expect to gain, but ex post only some gain, what prevents cheating and defection? One answer is that the substance of the game is always changing, as are the winners and losers. The G-7 institutional mechanisms regulate the game or institutionalize G-7 collaboration. These include regularly scheduled meetings, a preparatory process and documentation of meetings and commitments (Bailin, 2003). Set meetings ensure iterated interaction, provide a forum for negotiation, and develop personal relationships among the most powerful heads of state. Meetings are scheduled as well at the ministerial level and are more focused and efficient. The preparatory process determines which issues will be discussed and provides the necessary background information, further increasing efficiency and maximizing focus on mutual interests and expectations. Documentation details discussions and member commitments, functioning as a monitoring and enforcement mechanism. 

Institutionalized group hegemony addresses the power enigma and the problem of architectural construction and maintenance.  While the external strength of the major powers—individually—is in decline, collectively the G-7 exhibit overwhelming strength compared to the remainder of the international system (see Figures 2 and 3). The group possesses the necessary strength to provide stability as a public good, furnishing liquidity, large open markets, and intervention in crises when necessary (e.g., Bueno de Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson, and Smith, 2000). The G-7 continues to play a significant role as well in sustaining many international institutions: it provides key resource support to the IMF, the World Bank, the UN, and NATO, which in turn stabilize a system beneficial to the group.

Given the transition from the previous system, creating an institutionalized group hegemony in the post-Cold War world could have proven quite problematic, but such creation was unnecessary. The G-7 group formed and developed in the previous system, beginning its meetings and institutional processes some fifteen years before the end of the Cold War. It was developed, among other reasons, to address America’s declining structural strength (Kirton, 2000).
 Figure 2 illustrates both the substantial decline in U.S. economic strength across the last two decades of the Cold War and the G-7’s collective economic strength (one that remains substantially over fifty percent of global economic resources). Likewise, as Figure 3 notes, the group’s military strength substantially exceeds half of global military spending in the post-Cold War system. The collective strength of the G-7 states more than compensates for the structural decline of its individual members.
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Institutionalized hegemony is best illustrated in the economic realm. We use the Asian crisis as an example, allowing us to illustrate as well the difference between multilateral institutionalism and institutionalized group hegemony. That crisis began with the Thai baht’s crash in July 1997 and the depletion of its international reserves. Consistent with multilateral institutionalism, the IMF responded by providing an emergency package of US $17 billion. Soon thereafter, the IMF, the World Bank, and the Asian Development Bank provided support packages for Indonesia and South Korea. Despite these actions, multilateral institutional mechanisms failed to manage the impending crisis.
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Institutionalized hegemony is best illustrated in the economic realm. We use the Asian crisis as an example, allowing us to illustrate as well the difference between multilateral institutionalism and institutionalized group hegemony. That crisis began with the Thai baht’s crash in July 1997 and the depletion of its international reserves. Consistent with multilateral institutionalism, the IMF responded by providing an emergency package of US $17 billion. Soon thereafter, the IMF, the World Bank, and the Asian Development Bank provided support packages for Indonesia and South Korea. Despite these actions, multilateral institutional mechanisms failed to manage the impending crisis.

The great powers then acted in a manner consistent with the concept of institutionalized group hegemony. Meeting in Hong Kong in September of 1997, the G-7 authorized measures to strengthen the IMF and the international financial system. The new package created a 45 percent increase in IMF quota shares; amended the IMF’s agreement to make it responsible for capital account liberalization; and increased the IMF’s role in financial sector reform. As the crisis proliferated, the G-7 stepped up its role in mitigating the crisis. While it used its financial clout to stabilize Thailand, Indonesia and South Korea, its announcement of further support with additional funds served to calm markets and had a critically important secondary effort for Hong Kong, Taiwan, China, and Japan. Further actions were taken as well to reduce the effect of the crisis on emerging markets (e.g., Brazil). 

The financial institutions in place lacked the resource mechanisms to deal with the Asian crisis. “In the end, it was concerted G-7 governance, and not the heavily bureaucratized, long established, rules-bound multilateralism that beat the mania of the marketplace” (Kirton, 1999:623-4). Each member of the group hegemony had significant incentives to defect—each incurred substantial financial costs—yet none defected. The G-7 acted as a group hegemon and bore the burden of providing the public good of stability.

Institutionalized hegemony is, of course, limited in its application, even in the economic realm. It is most effective when addressing macro-economic problems that can be solved by great power cooperation. It is less successful when addressing regional micro-economic problems, or when the targets of its policies are themselves large and are required to make painful structural adjustments (e.g., the group’s impact on Russia’s economic problems).  

Since creeping incrementalism and institutionalized group hegemony work best when the normative and rule foundations of the system are well articulated and relatively stable, we would assume that these mechanisms apply better to the economic than the security dimension of the post Cold War order. Additionally, since the United States does not have the preponderance in economic capabilities that it carries in the security realm, it is reasonable to assume that group hegemony is more important for economic matters than for security matters. Creeping incrementalism and group hegemony should be more problematic in the security area of global architectural creation, since it is in this area where the most profound transformations have occurred since 1989. Nevertheless, creeping incrementalism has been practiced to a surprising extent in the security area. Consistent with multilateral coordination, efforts to maintain or modify the status quo in the security realm have not been primarily unilateral, despite the overwhelming relational strength of the United States. NATO has continued and expanded in order to address issues of East European security. The Persian Gulf War was fought in close coordination with other powers and under the sanction of the United Nations. Intervention in Bosnia and Kosovo was coordinated within the NATO framework.

The architecture of creeping incrementalism and institutionalized group hegemony is the only arrangement that seems to describe adequately global architectural construction and maintenance in light of the decreasing structural strength of the major powers accompanied by a unipolar configuration in relational strength on the part of the United States. Whether or not it is likely to remain viable as an arrangement is more problematic to ascertain.

A Test of Validity

Our examples of group hegemonic activity in responding to crisis may be helpful in an illustrative sense, but we should be able to offer as well a more rigorous test of the group hegemon’s existence. Here, we propose one test, based on a combination of declining state strength and the group’s ability to influence the structure of systemic architecture.


The normative dimensions of global architecture and the strength of major states in affecting such dimensions should be noticeable in the form of changes in the level of status consistency in the system (Volgy and Imwalle, 2000).  Status consistency refers to the relationship between a state’s attributes and the amount of prestige conferred on the state. It is measured by calculating a Spearman’s rho correlation between the attributes of countries (e.g., GDP/GNP or military spending) and the number of embassies and legations sent to their capitals. At the aggregate level, the correlation between attributes and prestige refers to status consistency. We would expect, all other things being equal, a counry’s prestige to hinge upon its attributes. When, however, a hegemon alters the distribution of prestige to reflect compliance to hegemonic rules and norms, then countries exhibit less status consistency or a lower correlation between attributes and prestige.

To the extent that the United States acted as a hegemon over the last half-century, changes in American strength were highly correlated with changes in systemic status consistency (Volgy and Imwalle, 2000). In the same vein, if a group hegemon supplants American strength and helps to maintain and to create new architecture, then the period from its creation to the present should reflect unique relationships to status consistency measures. One such relationship, separate from compliance with U.S. norms, would be for the rest of the group to reward its principal trading partners with enhanced prestige as a benefit of partnership, in line with the group’s hegemonic importance in the international system. Once established, all other things being equal, the group’s trading partners would gain prestige based on their position as major trading partners irrespective of their attributes or even conformance to hegemonic norms. Thus, the trading partners group should show less status consistency than the system as a whole, since its prestige is not dependent solely on attributes and hegemonic compliance, and intra-trading group differences in attributes would be minimized by linkages to the hegemonic group. Therefore, we propose that if group hegemony exists, we should find the following patterns:  1) Prior to its existence (pre-1975), status consistency scores for G-6 (G-7 excluding the U.S.) major trading partners should be no lower than for system as a whole; 2) From its existence onward, the G-6 should be able to command significant prestige conferred on its trading partners and we should find that those partners have lower status consistency scores than the system as a whole; 3) Since the structural strength of both the United States and the other members of the group hegemony continue to deteriorate over the last decade, both the system status consistency and the trading partner status consistency values should increase. These three predictions, over time, should exhibit status consistency scores that approximate a rough U-shaped curve.

Using IMF statistics, we identified the top ten trading partners (excluding those that overlapped) for each of the G-6 (excluding U.S.’s trading partners), at five-year intervals between 1965 and 1995. We ran as well, Spearman’s rho statistics for the system as a whole, and separately for G-6 trading partners.
 The results are displayed in Figure 3. The data displayed seem to support each of the three predictions. Prior to the 1975, the G-6 trading partners exhibit status scores more consistent than for the system as a whole. After 1975, G-6 trading partners show more inconsistent scores than the system as a whole. Further, state strength seems to matter: as the G-7 states continue to weaken, status consistency scores rise, and do so especially in the 1990’s. Finally, the overall data for the G-6 does seem to exhibit a rough U-shaped distribution.


[image: image4.wmf]Figure 4: Status Consistency Scores for G-6's Major Trading Partners and for the 

International System, 1965-95.
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� We do not dispute that asymmetries in motivation cannot overcome asymmetries in capabilities. In fact, Vietnam is an excellent example of such asymmetries. We do believe though that global architectural construction is such an extensive, massive, and global effort that cannot be sustained through motivation alone.


�The U.S. Secretary of Defense Cohen stated, “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.” (Cohen 1997:A1,11).


� “[The United States is] the world’s only economic superpower…[and has] the world’s most flexible and dynamic economy” (Sanger, 1997).


� Tammen  et.al., also raise major qualifications and caveats to the possibility of China’s “power transition”.


� Data on Chinese domestic and foreign spending, and especially measures based on purchasing power equivalents are highly unreliable. Reliable longitudinal data on central government revenues and expenditures are difficult to obtain. We have the least confidence in our data on China, although they are generally in synch with data obtained by other researchers, at least in terms of the direction of trends.





� We are not alone (e.g.,Tammen et. al., 2000: 156) in finding that while Chinese domestic strength has been increasing, those increases have lagged far behind the growth in the Chinese economy. 





� � HYPERLINK "Http://projects.sipri.se/milex/mex_major_spenders.html" ��Http://projects.sipri.se/milex/mex_major_spenders.html�.





� No wonder then that these forces are seen as primarily available for peacekeeping; support for humanitarian interventions; policing operations and infrastructure development after the end of military operations; and “out of area” operations where encountering minimally hostile force levels.


� According to SIPRI estimates (� HYPERLINK "http://projects.sipri.se/milex/mex_major_spenders.html" ��http://projects.sipri.se/milex/mex_major_spenders.html�), between 1995 and 2000, French military spending was reduced by 4 percent, German spending by 3.4 percent, and spending in the UK by 6.4 percent.





� For example, there is little discussion today (except among a small minority of advocates) about containing the Peoples Republic of China and the strategy of integrating that state into the WTO is widely perceived not only as an appropriate response but perhaps as the only alternative in the absence of containment strategies. Containment after the Cold War seems to be relegated to small Cold War relics such as Cuba and North Korea, yet even there, the advocates of integrationist strategies seem to be getting the upper hand. Much symbolic integration has occurred with respect to Russia, including titular Russian inclusion into the G-7, and as part of the Partnership for Peace Program in NATO. Today, one finds Russian officers walking the grounds of SHAPE in Belgium. 





� There are those who argue (Friedman, 1999; Gray, 1999) that a unique, market-based based international system involving unique forms of globalization, new actors and new rules has already emerged. We are suggesting that the emerging system is not all that new.





� Figure 2 illustrates that at the time of its formation, both the United States and the G-6 were exhibiting declining economic capabilities vis-a-vis the international system.





� We use Spearman’s rho to conform to the conventional measurement in the literature on status consistency. Below, we report relationships based on the correlation between diplomatic missions and the GNP attribute. The alternative relationship—between diplomatic missions and military expenditures—was also tested and the two results showed highly similar patterns.
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Figure 1. U.S. Share (%) of World and Major EU Nations (France, UK, Germany, and Italy)  Military Expenditures, 1995,2000 (SIPRI Estimates).
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Figure 1. US Share (%) of World and EU Great Power Military Expenditures (SIPRI Estimates), 1995,2000.
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Figure 1. Comparisons of G-7, U.S., and G-7 without US shares, of GNP of World GNP, As Estimated By US ACDA, 1965-97.
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Figure 2: G-7, U.S., and G-7 minus US Shares of Global Military Spending, as Estimated by U.S. ACDA, 1965-97.
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Figure 3: Comparisons of G-7, U.S., and G-7 minus U.S. Shares of Global Military Expenditures, as Estimated by US ACDA, 1965-97.
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Figure 1. G-7, U.S., and G-6 (G-7 minus U.S.) Share of Global GNP, as estimated by US ACDA, 1965-97.
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Figure 4: Status Consistency Scores for G-6's Major Trading Partners and for the International System, 1965-95.
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Figure 4. Status Consistency Scores for G-6 Major Trading Partners Using Military Attributes, and for the Entire System, 1965-95.
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Figure 2. U.S., G-7, and G-6 (G-7 minus U.S.) Shares of Global GNP, According to US ACDA 
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Figure 1. U.S. Share (%) of World and Major EU Nations (France, UK, Germany, and Italy)  Military Expenditures, 1995,2000 (SIPRI Estimates).
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