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‘ ;1nternat1ona1 retat1ons f1e1d between trad1t1ona11sts who argue that nat1on- ";/t“l

'states rema1n the on1y s1gn1f1cant actors in wor1d po11t1cs and modern1sts who
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There has been an ongo1ng paradigm debate conducted 1n recent years 1n the

.

-~

“-argue that the 1ncreas1ng 1mportance of nonstate actors renders the "state- \

N world po]1cy process," or "comp1ex 1nterdependence")w

v

The purpose of th1s "

)

f4,"paper 1s to po1nt up some basic prob1ems that have character1zed this debate

b‘:and that have resu]ted 1n more heat than 11ght be1ng generated on- the subJect

o,
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@
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In part1cu1ar, the author argues that more theory-bu11d1ng tded to systemat1c

J

‘iemp1r1ca1 ana1ys1s 1s needed 1n order to determ1ne under what cond1t1ons the‘}o

- “fta11 they have offereﬂg;

iscr1pt1on of rea]ity - ' {!' /,{j;ﬂ i;}

Jion the part of the modern1sts.

7j;trad1t1ona11st or modern1st parad1gm might be expected to offer the best de- o

P S L . i
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In the first section of the paper the author d1scusses the nature of the\A

A'A‘parad1gm debate and 1dent1f1es some m1sgu1ded direct1ons that the debate has

taken If the modern1sts are vu1nerab1e to any sing1e cr1t1c1sm, 1t 1s that

sl R
gr the most part to support the1r c1aims for the new

. parad1gm are 1so1ated case stud1es focus1ng on part1cu1ar 1ssue areas and

f1so1ated stat1st1cs that purport to demonstrate the 1ncreas1ng 1mportance of

nonstate actors 1n wor]d po11t1cs. The debate has 1arge1y con31sted of vo11ey-
1ng b1ts of data back and forth»and has been re1at1ve1y devo1d of theor1z1ng\

The prob1em w1th this 1s that for every ana]yst

( ;'fwhose data conf1rm that the nat1on state as trad1t1ona11y conce1ved is no

I'"10nger the so1e or prfmary actor 1n the 1nternat1ona1 system, there is another i;*"ﬁ

whose data 1nd1cate otherwise.\ w1th 11tt1e good theory to go. on we are 1eft

¢

l

‘,*essent1a11y w1th random?jacts that offer an 1nadequate basis for reach1ng con-'

; c]usions about the re1at1ve strengths of the two paradigms

( A
Wh11e case stud1es

-

3 ‘centric" paradigm 1nadequate as a framework for understand1ng contemporary fﬁf

N
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.events and necessitates the acceptance of @ new’ one (var1ou51y 1abe1ed "cobweb,"! e
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1n some 1nstances have generated hypotheses they have pr1mar11y been employed

by modern1sts to 111ustrate the s1gn1f1cance of nonstate actors rather than as 'L’

theory-bu11d1ng veh1c1es attempt1ng to specify how the latter.relate to each

" other and to nat1on state actors and. 1nf1uence world po11t1cs ' In the second

sect1on of the paper the author suggests one avenue of theoret1ca1 deve1opment_

,‘that might be pursued by formu1at1ng some hypotheses on state-nonstate actor L

1nteractions derived from three bod1es of theory--co11ect1ve goods theory,

coa11t1on theory, and 1earn1ng theory--that have ‘been app11ed to. 1nter—natxon

”1nteractions in the past An attempt is also made to re1ate the discussion to

a fourth body of theory found 1n ‘the 1ntegrat1on 11terature B : ﬁ

q
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'\»(— : .il At the start a new cand1date for parad1gm may - ;Ré
o7 have few $upporters, and-on occasions’the supporters
Ty T“ﬁ motives may-be’ su5pect NevertheTess, if they are-

. 2“ \kcompetent they will improve, it; explore its possi- Ju:
‘ biTities, and show what it would be Tike to: beTong to
~the ‘community guided by it. And as that:goes: on;- if A

_'the paradigm is one destined to win its fight, the® ,<E.l TN

Cot o '_number and strength of ‘the- persuas1ve arguments dne
“o 7 dts.favor will dncrease.. More scientists will then
v 7. < be converted, and the exploration.of the new para-. -
"+~ digmwill go on.” “Gradually the number of exper1ments,
L.# v instruments, articles, and books based upon; the para-
Sy digm wild mu1t1p1y Stil1 more men, convinced of -+ - . . .
... the new view's fruitfulness will’ adopt the ‘new mode S
.7 of practicing hormal sc1ence, until-at Tast onTy a oL
oo few ererTy hon-outs rema1n -A o R ey

'w',x&." “."I T et

§7‘:’,pf',(:, ) ”“ i<‘%“ T\ﬂf - Thomas S Kuhn, . . v,

oo T o nThe Structure ofl < T

'-5 s L _‘ Sc1ent1f1c ﬁevoTut1ons S

It is too earTy to ascerta1n the outcome of the parad1gm debate wh1ch has

s ) __\]._

been occurr1ng 1n recent years between "trad1t1ona11sts“ and “modern1sts

between the two parad1gms but to po1nt up some bas1c probTems that have char- L

{2 7
acter1zed th1s debate and that have resuTted 1n more heat than T1ght being

generated on the subJect In particuTar, the author w1TT argue that more :13

theory bu11ding t1ed to systemat1c emp1r1ca1 anaTys1s 1s needed 1n order to

determ1ne under what cond1t1ons the trad1t1ona11st or modern1st parad1gm m1ght“*

be expected to offer the best descr1pt1on of rea11ty 1 The paper w111 f1rst

~

art1cu1ate the case for more theory and then sugqest some T1nes that theory
deveTopment m1qht foTTow »ny ff\ R R f',fllz }tﬂ &

~

!

. THE NATURE OF THE DEBATE R TN

: (S R I A ‘\

L i The pos1t1ons of the two schooTs can be stated fa1r1y s1mp1y, nothW1th-

, stand1ng the fact that there are severaT var1at1ons to be found The trad1t-

/

onaT parad1gm 1n wh1ch phenomena 1n the f1er have been conceptua11zed in the _x»-

past (var1ou51y TabeTed "1nternat1ona1 poT1t1cs," "state centr1c," or-. "b1111ard

\1 L. . N ", - N N R

v the 1nternat1ona1 reTat1ons f1e1d The purpose of th1s paper 1s not to choosev_k;
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woer affa1rs.‘ Ne1ther subnat1ona1 actors (bureaucrat1c and soc1eta1 1nterest ;"i T

groups) nor transnat1ona13 actors (1ntergovernmenta1 and nongovernmentaT or< o

‘ “complex 1nterdependence," or "compTex cong]omerate") which takes 1nto account

: ‘1n contrast to the former, 1s that subnat1ona1 and transnat1ona1 actors can be

ttreated as d1st1nct and autonomous actors apart,from nat1ona1 actors and that

ba11") has 1ts roots in- the rea11st thought of.. E H Carr and Hans Morgenthau 2 . I

It assumes that nat1on states act1ng through off1c1aT representat1ves (de--~ 7;{

c1s1on—makers d1pTomats, so]d1ers etc )- are the onTy s1gn1f1cant actors in PR

X v
\ 7

‘ 7 Q‘/,
gan1zat1ons, 1nc1ud1ng mu1t1nat1ona1 corporat1ons) are treated as d1st1nct and’

autonomous actors with the former subsumed by the nat1on state and the Tatter - to

[

cons1dered as extens1ons of the nat1on state or, at best marg1na1 factors in-' - -

fTuenc1ng nat1on state 1nteract1ons.v The parad1gm assumes a h1erarch1a11y

t - P W

ordered set of" reTat1onsh1ps w1th demands fTow1ng from bureaucrat1c and '~', SR

<

soc1etaT‘groups to nat1ona1 Teaders 10cated at the apex of the author1tat1ve T
dec1s1on-mak1ng apparatus who resoTve whatever 1nterna1 conf11ct ex1sts and
whose act1ons then become the nat1on s act1ons and the source of- 1nteract1ons
between the national’ un1t and other nat1ona1 un1ts— R "ﬂ;_i f(i. e T T
Theetrad1t1ona1 parad1gm has come. under attack by the “modern1sts,'4,{ e—<f,d v :th~;'
presented by Keohane and Nye, ModeTsk1, Cop11n et aT Brown Burton et a] | , v' |
Mansbach et aT, and Morse, who have argued that the parad1gm never has . ent1re]y.
corresponded w1th rea11ty and is espec1a11y 1nadequate to comprehend contem- o

porary events.5 In- 1ts p]ace (or at Teast bes1de 1t), another/parad1gm 1s sug-nf‘i_j‘:f

gested (var1ous1y TabeTed "wor]d po]1t1cs,f "wor]d po]1cy process," "cobweb "o ‘i J» h".

relat1ve1y new, nore compTex phenomena.5 The key assumpt1on of th1s parad1gm,

v . . oS

o there are’ no h1erarch1a11y organ1zed patterns of 1nf1uence and author1ty among :f ”-Qyj“;;

- b

these three categor1es of actors.ﬂ The wor]d 1s conce1ved of as a set of systems

‘1nteract1ng*rather than a set of geograph1ca11y and Tegally def1ned ent1t1es o : '”Lgr“

1nteract1ng In other words hotvall stimu11 which: prov1de the 1nputs for Th' ) . -1{1?

N s
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\ wor1d po11t1cs trave1 through and are em1tted from wash1ngton or Parts or Ca1ro, g

1nstead some’ bypass nat1ona1 cap1ta1s and travel by way of places 11ke
'Poughkeeps1e and Peor1a The parad1gm suggests that subnationa] actors can
t', 'affect wor]d po11t1cs 1rect1z--and not JUSt 1nd1rect1y through domestic p01—
»: 1t1ca1 processes--by 1n1t1at1ng or serving as targets of 1nteract10ns witht
_i Ae1ther fore1gn governments or subnationa1 groups 1ocated 1n other countries

AIt tends ‘to accentuate conf11ct w1th1n nat1ona1 un1ts and cooperation across -

\,

)
Jnat1ona1 un1ts--a11ow1ng for the poss1b111ty that coa11t1ons of 1nterests

. among bureaucrats or pr1vate 1nterest groups 1n d1fferent countr1es may be

('found that are stronger than 1ntranat10na1 coa11t1ons--a1though there 1s noth1ng -

"1n the parad1gm wh1ch prec1udes the k1nds of cooperat1on and conf11ct patterns

[ K
i

fassumed by ‘the traditiona1 paradigm. 1{'; » Tg fL f', "W‘s;\' i BT -

There have been s1gns 1ate1y suggest1ng some rapprochement between pro-

ponents of these d1fferent v1ews " Even such orthodox rea11sts as Morgenthau

3

.and K1ss1nger have fe1t the- need to modqu the1r th1nk1ng somewhat ,Morgenthau\}y

[ ; - T4

has gone so far as to confess that SR :i = “,<V» o f: . f L

_.S.

the- techno]og1ca1 revo1utions of our age have rendered
~ 7 the Nation-State's principle of political organizat1on as
.- obsolete as the first modern-industrial revolution of the!
- steam’ engine did feudalism. The QQVernments of Nation-
- States ‘are ‘no, longer able to perform the functions for the
“sake -of which c1v11ised governments ‘have been 1nst1tuted S
in the first place: to defend and promote the 11fe, 11berty, .
and_pursuit.of happiness, of its citizenry. Unable to per- . - . .
~ form these functions with regard to their own citizens, .~ & ¢
_these governments are incapable of perform1ng them in I AR
”the1r relations with each other 7 S

:K1ss1nger has made s1m11ar pronouncements which, even if. ca1cu1ated to appea1
#~to wor1d pub]ic op1n1on st111 represent remarkab1e concess1ons on his part,»;
\such as h1s statement before the WOr1d Food Conference in November of 1974
‘that "we are stranded between o1d concept1ons of po11t1ca1 conduct and a

‘who11y new env1ronment between the 1nadequacy of the Nat1on—State and the .

{ . oL, ‘.\.

Sy - v N I
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4 , :
emerging imperative of global community.“8 A nunher of modernists, for their
part, have adopted a more conciliatory attitude toward the traditionalists, as
| ref1ected in the 1atest work of Keohane and Nye:

We do not argue. . that comp1ex 1nterdependence
[their label for their alternative paradigm] faithfully
reflects world political reality. Quite the contrary:

both it and the realist portrait are ideal types.
Sometimes, realist assumptions will be accurate, or
- largely accurate, but frequently complex 1n§erdependence
‘ will prov1de a better portrayal of reality. .

ASt111; nothwithstanding‘the mollification of views, fundamental differences
between the two eehoo1s_rema1n:and the debate goes‘on.10 It ie safe to'Say
that the "revolution" has not yet been won by the modernists. Nothon1y are
there more‘thane"a few elderly ho1deouts".rematning but the traditiona1 para=
digm sti]T’dominates the f1e1dadespite gains made by the modernists.'11 Those
who have grav1tated toward the modern paradigm do not appear to represent any
distinct normat1ve or ‘methodological persuasion, a1though ‘the traditionalist
critic might characterize them as (1) normat1ve1yjor1ented "1dea11sts" who*
have become rest1ess Tooking for the growth of world order in 1ega1sdnstitu—
tional terms and have sbught to broaden the concept ef "internatdonal or-
ganization" to‘unceyer~it'in more informal terms, and (2) methodogipa11y;
oriented "behavioraiists" who have tired of‘co11ecting dataAon nation-states
and having failed to achieve high correlations have d1scovered a who]e new
area for data co11ect1on and analysis that is in some respects easier to deal
w1th=—both com1ng together under the banner of what could be called "neo-
neofunct1ona11sm " However, this would be an unfair character1zat1on'of the
modernists insofar as the latter on the whole have been carefu1 tofppint out
the potentia11y negative effects of interdependente%and transnatdona1ism and

most have contended that the new paradigm should supp1ement rather. than sup-

plant the old one since neither by itself can account for all 1nternat1ona1
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re1at1ons phenomena
f K 4 ey

There 1s one cr1t1c1sm, however, that the author wou1d argue the moder- ‘1

' !n1sts«are-espec1a1]y-vu1nerab1e\to. For the most part,)a11 that.the moder- |

nists have offered to'support‘thefr c1aims for the new paradigm are -isolated -
case stud1es focus1ng on particu1ar 1ssue areas12 a1ong w1th 1so1ated stat-

1st1cs that purport to demonstrate the 1ncreased 1mportance of nonstate actors

.1n world po11t1cs To c1te JUSt a few examp]es, one wr1ter notes that "1n the

ﬂf1rst 100 [economic un1ts in. the wor1d], countr1es outnumber corporat1ons, but;

on1y by 59 to 41 "1§, Another wr1ter notes that "the Town Aff111at1on Assoc1a-

:t1on 11sts over 400 u. S c1t1es w1th over-500. aff111at1ons w1th c1t1es in

" 14

near1y 70 countr1es. _ St111 another po1nts out that "there were at 1east

_,2 190 [nongovernmenta1 organtzat1ons] 1n 1972 as compared to under 1 000 1n

»1958 "15 And another writes that. "beg1nn1ng w1th 1815 ;, the number of: 1nter-

i

‘governmenta1 organ1zat1ons has been r1s1ng exponent1ona11y at a doub11ng rate
of about twenty years 2016 Po1nt1ng up the fragmentat1on of ‘the "fore1gn po11cy
‘ estab11shment" 1nto severa1 bureaucrat1c actors, one author comments that "
' »1973 of 19 000 Amer1cans abroad on. d1p1omat1c m1ss1ons, on1y 3400 were from

- the State Department and less than ha1f of the governmenta] de]egates accred-i

&

ited to 1nternat10na1 conferences came from the ‘State Department "17 In- the .

same ve1n another observer states that “from 1960 to 1970 the Labor Departﬂ
' ment S, 1nternat10na] expend1tures 1ncreased e1ghtfo1d Agr1cu1ture s went uprj_‘ ,
‘ about ten t1mes and Commerce f1ve and one ha]f wh11e the State Department s f

i ‘budget doub1ed“ and that “overseas trave1 [1n 1972] by State was on1y about

half (53%) of the tota1 trave] by the seven 1argest departments exc]ud1ng _

: Defense.";s fm’j f"j': ‘;' L

In short, the debate has 1arge1y consisted of vo]]eying b1ts of data back‘.

. \ -
and forth and has been remarkab1y devoid of theorizing on the part of the -




modernists The prob1em with th1s is thatvfor every ana1yst whose data conf1rm »
bthat the nat1on state as trad1t1ona11y conce1ved 1s no 1onger the sole or pri-
?mary actor in the 1nternat1ona1 system there 1s another whose data 1nd1cate
\otherw1se. - With tht]e good theory to go on, ‘'we are left essentially with
random’facts‘that offer an inadequate'basfs for»reachtngfconc]ustons about'the,‘
re1at1ve\strength of the two parad1gms While casevstudies in _some instances
have generated hypotheses they have pr1mar11y been emp1oyed by modern1sts to .
r111ustrate the s1gn1f1cance of" nonstate actors rather than as- theory-bu11d1nq i
| veh1c1es attempt1ng to spec1fy how the 1atter relate. to each other and. to
nat1on -state actors and 1nf1uence world po11t1cs " N R
Th1s preoccupat1on with seek1ng out “evidence" has perhaps ‘been the resu]t'
of a defens1ve overreact1on by the modern1sts to trad1t1ona11st demands for
| proof of the va11d1ty of the new parad1gm 0n1y very recent]y have there been
'some exp11c1t attempts at theory construct1on, such as the 1atest work of
‘ Keohane and Nye 19 But these mark on]y a beginn1ng What is needed at th:s

Juncture 1n the debate 1s more theor1z1ng t1ed to emp1r1ca1 research and not

"data—maktng“ a1one,k1f the new parad1gm is to’ 3ust1fy 1ts ex1stence by _1

o y1e1d1ng useful 1ns1ghts 1nto the dynam1cs of fore1gn po11cy mak1ng and 1nter-

-nat1ona1 po11tacs There 1s no need here to rec1te the ro1e of theory 1n the
‘ pursu1t of know]edge Abraham Kap1an s remarks shou]d suffice “Every. theory.
‘tserves . " as a research d1rect1ve, theory - gu1des the co11ect1on of data and
the1r subsequent ana1ys1s, by show1ng us beforehand where the data are to be

'"f1tted and what we are. to make of them when we get them RUNEES w1thout a

Jtheory .« . there 1s only a m1sce11any of observat1ons . ‘"20 ,f

_ Edward Morse acknow1edges the atheoret1ca1 nature of the parad1gm debate

i l

}and the 11m1tat1ons of his own recent theoret1ca1 effort when he states




ﬂ‘,,dl*,i‘ - The re1at1onsh1p between the processes [of modern1za-

. appear and take on 1mportance in wor1d po11t1cs

h . P . ! 7 o : « TR A
~ A « R A . 5 . . P
LT e : ! ' A . - “ ot e

S ,tlon] and ‘the transformatjons in <international society are ~~ . '
7~ " sipported only by streams’ of 1nd1rect and ‘often conf11ct1ng o
- evidence. Although no one. . . has yet made .a strong..
: ’theoret1ca1 "Tink between the’ two, I feel strong1y that
© - efforts will be made in th1s direct1on 1n research dur1ng
the com1ng years 21

oop

S .‘ : '/

“ ‘ Morse goes’ on to state that "th1s theoretica1 task 1s ‘an urgent one" s1nce‘

o "po11cy, more than ever, must be based on sound theory It must be pred1cated

upon an understand1ng of the costs of man1pu1at1ng d1fferent var1ab1es and ‘of

the re1at1onsh1ps among these var1ab1es in the process of chanqe “2“, At the same
t1me,‘one must keep 1in: m1nd Char1es McC1e11and s admon1t1on(that a s1ng1e ; K
theory w111 not suff1ce when one is dea11ng with such a 1arge sca1e phenomenon

as the transformat1on of the 1nternat1ona1 system

L It might be a momentous event if someone shou]d
. 7.pub1dsh just the right' theory.of the transformation "
- of 'the’ 1ntern%tiona1 system. . o
U [Howeverl, we shall be poor1y -advised to 1ook .
for:a creative formulation that would take into ac- - f\~<
count all the various.. IR trends, indications, and
forewarn1ngs oo We are ‘aware a1ready of. ‘too" much. -
. happening in too many p1aces and. in ‘too many ways .
- -.to-develop readily any profitable:and-comprehensive; .
‘viewpoint. [Also . . effective theory distorts, -
. 's1mp11f1es -and -ignores, wide ranges of observed
- -\, experiences in order to get at crucial variables. ... .. = . o
5. The very. wide span of relevant changes and the 1arge”" - Ll
" “size of the ‘international system may not allow. the - .. =
SR u'deveTopment of any.unitary theory but may encourage,
©- . " instead, the forimulation of -clusters ‘of theoret1ca1
: ,“’ -'quest1ons and statements.23

3

" In the fo11ow1ng sect1on, the author suggests one avenue of theoret1ca1 ..'{

deve1opment that m1ght be pursued wh1ch supp1ements ‘the. "part1a1 theor1es of

1nter-nation re]ations"24 and "1nter natlon 1nf1uence mode‘ls"25 of the past

&

w1th genera11zat1ons about state—nonstate actor 1nteract1ons and wh1ch,\1n

part1cu1ar, dea]s w1th the cond1t1ons under wh1ch "modern1st" phenomena

FAN

'_,‘.,‘\ ) . . . I . ( . \
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1. e° borrow1ng and adapt1ng a reTat1ve1y deveToped body of theory reTat1ng to }

HYPOTHESES ON STATE: ‘NONSTATE ACTOR INTERACTIONS :i5~';',‘ E gfff"

’ {
G1ven the need for theory wh1ch can spec1fy reTat1onsh1ps’between state and

nonstate actors, how does one go about theory-bu11d1ng 1n the f1rst pTace7 "
AR .

'Essent1a11y, one can e1ther start “from SCratch" or one can reTy on anaTogy,

isome other system or process that 1s deemed to resembTe the one din’ quest1on

v U _\) “l“
_YThe use of anaTogy can be very econom1ca1 and en11ghten1ng, assum1ng of course v

J‘that an appropr1ate anaTogue can be: found The roTe of anaTogy 1s d1scussed

-
S

R The widespread ‘use.. of metaphors I—; test1f1es ' L
/. ‘to a pervasive human talent for finding resemblances '~ -
- . between :new ‘experiences .and. familiar facts, so that T
Lv_,what is novel is .in consequence mastered by subsum1ng B A
' u»,1t under ‘éstablished distinctions. 1In any event, men . - . . -
"do tend to employ familiar systems of relations as | ‘ b
models in terms of which initially strange domains. of :

- experience are 1nte11ectua11y assimilated. [Accord1ngTy] ,
<07~ when familiar notions are extended to novel subJect mat- S ;-n.i
';:ENn; ters on the basis of unanalyzed similarities, serious . - ,(I"A .

» . " “error can easily be committed. .. .. ‘Nonetheless, appre-;\.ri ”
S }J,hens1ons of ‘even vague similarities. . .. are often start-. )

~.-ing points for important advances-in knowledde. When - }u ?i‘

- . reflection becomes critically self-conscious.,. such o
\ 'ﬂ:apprehensvons may come:to be developed into carefully.

.- formulated analogies- and hypotheses that can-serve as L
. ‘fru1tfu1 1nstruments of research 27 R “saj v"f E\ ;o

#
4

1nteract1ons from ex1st1ng theor1es that have been empToyed in connect1on w1th

e

( 1nter nat1on 1nteract1ons. Adm1tted1y, there may be a certa1n 1rony here 1n

ut111z1ng theor1es that have been assoc1ated w1th the trad1t1ona1 parad1gm to ;

. sharpen one s, th1nk1ng about the modern parad1gme However the theor1es that

"

w111 be reTaed on have been app11ed at a var1ety of TeveTs of anaTys1s-—1ncTud1ng

The author proposes to derive some hypotheses on state nonstate actor ‘f F Q‘;,‘

/\/‘-

e

[ the 1nd1v1dua1 (1nter personaT reTat1ons) and soc1eta1 (poT1t1caT partyv om-/\f’ft ‘f

*y

pet1t1on) 1n add1ﬁ1on to the 1nter nat1on TeveT (a111ances)-—and there s, no o
£

reason 1n pr1nc1p1e they cannot aTso be app11ed 1n the context of,state nonstate

P

X

I




actor phenomena Wh11e there are obv1ous d1fferences between these 1eve1s and
i‘un1ts of ana1ys1s there are aiso more than "vague sim11ar1t1es " The theor1es;

,referred to here are: co11ect1ve goods theory, coa11t1on theory, and 1earn1ng

.',3ftheory. What a11 of- these theor1es have in common is that they dea1 w1th the

s

s
Lk

‘dynam1cs of cooperat1on and conf11ct among actors wh1ch 1s after a11 the »‘j
P “b : ; o
- centra1 concern of the parad1gm debate ,j; ;_ ol ‘(} ‘J _“\: L

Hypothes1s 1 Subnat1ona1, nat1ona1, and s;pranat1ona1 e11tes compete 1n

seek1ng to produce a max1mum supp1y of goods for d1fferent co11ect1v1t1es ',( :- h

The Fro11ch\0ppenhe1mer "entreprenur1a1" theory of po11t1cs which 1s a

ref1nement “of co11ect1ve goods,theory as or1gina11y deve1oped by Mancur O1son28

3 <

pos1ts that "the 1eaders of nations may be conceptua11zed as po11t1ca1 entre—~

v

preneurs who supp1y goods to their populace for the1r own ga1n 1u29, In other j'

words, nat1ona1 1eaders w111 pursue po]1c1es wh1ch are: ca1cu1ated to max1m1ze

their own 1nterests (1 e ma1nta1n1ng the1r 1eadersh1p pos1t1on, 1ncreas1ng

the1r resource base, and enhancing the1r prest1ge) and not so much the “nat1ona1

1nterest" (1 e phys1ca1 surv1va1, econom1c we11 be1ng,and po11t1ca1 se1f deter-

\

AP m1nat1on of the soc1ety), a1though these e11tes w111 tend to 1dent1fy the1r

' ’y own fate w1th the fate of the . nat1on By nationa1 e11tes, then we s1mp1y

; .;the1r 1eadersh1p pos1t1on

~

1 mean centra1 governmenta1 dec1sion-makers who def1ne thelr pr1mary const1tuency
‘ as the nat1on state and who seek to max1m1ze goods 1n the form of a strong de-&
fense and high Gross Nat1ona1 Product in return for payoffs they dernve from ’

We can a1so 1dent1fy two other categor1es of e11tes 1n the 1nternat1ona1

oY

system-—subnat1ona1 and supranat1ona1 e11tes-—who may be cons1dered po11t1ca1
entrepreneurs or1ented toward d1fferent co11ect1v1t1es or c11ente1es than
. nat1ona1 e11tes Subnat1ona1 e11tes may be 1eaders of e1ther societa1 1n—»:
' terest groups or governmenta1 bureaucractes who view their own 1nterests as -

. ) B F L > . R R S ..
R . . co s ’ . “ T ot C. . ’
v # . Tt . R . L L L
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being served by max1m1z1ng the supp]y of goods rece1ved by the members of their.
part1cu1ar const1tuenc1es and not necessar11y by the w1der co11ect1v1ty repre-. |
~sented by the nation Supranational e11tes are the heads of 1ntergovernmenta]
\organ1zat1ons, who tend to- be guided more by the1r spec1a1 organ1zat1ona1
) 1nterests than by any 1arger concern for “mank1nd W although the fonner and
Tatter may often converge, A v,'.‘ﬁ; o ';;1 N L R
Subnat1ona1 e11tes tend to dea1 1n>goods that are produceab]e for the most
\bart w1th1n the framework of the nat1on state. In° attempt1ng to max1m1ze the‘
supp1y of these goods for the1r members a given subnat1ona1 e11te tends to |

come 1nto conf11ct w1th other subnat1ona1 e11tes over var1ous 1ssues that

: -re]ate to the product1on of the goods in quest1on "If one v1ews the wor1d as

-a po11t1ca1 system, an overwhe]mlng number of issues. in the system 1nvo1ve!"‘
3confl1cts over the d1str1but1on of goods between'subnat1ona1 e11tes that do
not surface above the 1eve1 of the nat1on state—-the 1mpos1t1on of str1cter ‘

. auto em1ss1on standards Nno-= fau1t 1nsurance r1ght to—work 1aws etc Nat1ona1
“e11tes assume a med1at1ng role in these conf11cts but tend u1t1mate1y to- sup—

‘ ‘port those subnat1ona1 e11tes who' can most he1p them ma1nta1n the1r nat1ona1

1eadersh1p pos1t10n » ‘ y “ '

,, In add1t1on to these 1ntranat10na1 conf1icts between subnat1ona1 e11tes, o

: there 1s of course, another ax1s of conf11ct ex1st1ng between nat1ona1 e11tes‘
‘representing d1fferent countries. Internat1ona1 conf11ct has been the foca1‘:1
'p01nt for the study of wor]d po11t1cs C1ear1y, there are’ many 1ssues (e g. ;d
farms contro]) that do not occupy the attent1on of subnationa1 e11tes but are*f‘
,h1gh1y sa11ent to nat1ona1 e11tes 1nsofar as they 1nvo1ve the product1on of .
' goods that” nat10na1 e11tes in particu1ar fee1 they w111 be held accountab1e54"

‘ for. Supranationa1 e11tes may p]ay a med1at1ng role 1n these 1nternat1ona1 N

o conf11cts a1though, as in the case of nat10na1 e]ites managing 1ntranat1ona1 L




. \
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'
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N conf11cts, they w111 tend to support those part1es (nat1ona1 e1ntes) whose

)

x4

v,-‘A

support can most benef1t them.‘ Nat1ona1 e11tes have a much 1arger ro1e to

Fa

~

p1ay 1n manag1ng 1ntranat1ona1 conf11cts than supranat1ona1 e11tes in 1nter-‘?

, nat1ona1 conf11cts s1nce the former 1s far more'1nst1tut1ona11zed A th1rd

\ i

- axis of conf11ct in the system that is, re1at1ve1y 1ns1gn1f1cant but can have

’ some strateg1c 1mportance is the compet1t1on between supranat1ona1 e11tes

i

themse1ves over the d1str1but1on of goods among the1r 1nd1v1dua1 1ntergovern- E

: ) =:,.1 P ;
menta1 organ1zat1ons.)}_k__"= _~, f'n;,- ',l q‘;] f_ Co ¢i.i~'ﬁ “=4 :_.%;

Comparat1v1sts have been trad1t1ona11y concerned w1th the f1rst ax1s of

conf11ct, 1nternat1ona1 re]at1onists, w1th the second and marg1na11y w1th the :

j'. Yoy

th1rd However, these var1ous 11nes of conf11ct are 1ess c1ear1y drawn and {ﬂsy )

more 1ntersect1ng when 1ssues (deep sea m1n1ng, skyJack1ng, etc ) arnse wh1ch
do not fa1] neat1y 1nto the doma1ns of subnat1ona1, nat1ona1, or supranat1ona1

e11tes wh1ch open up poss1b111t1es for barga1n1ng among a11 three types of

t e11tes and wh1ch tend to d1srupt the norma1 mode of goods product1on. A’Jn'*

these 1nstances subnat1ona1 e11tes,~1n part1cu1ar, may . expand the conf11ct

VAR
; - s

beyond nat1ona1 boundar1es aga1nst the w111 of nat1ona1 e11tes by enter1ng

1nto coa11t1ons w1th counterpart subnat1ona1 e11tes 1n other countr1es. Thesen‘

coa11t1ons may be transnationa1 1n nature (1nvo1v1ng 1eaders of soc1eta1a1n- . ﬂl"

terest groups) or transgovernmenta1 (1nvo1v1ng 1eaders of governmenta1

%

e
By !

bureaucrac1es) ;',' L o '; ».";.3,5 ~ ﬂ.’vfj, - *‘.51A€ :

Hypothesis 2 Transnat1ona1 and transgovernmenta1 coa11t1ons w111 occur

3

only as a 1ast resort after subnat1ona1 e11tes have fa11ed to produce des1red

I

- resu1ts through nat1ona1 po11tica1 processes.. ffﬂi;“;-“yiféi,f},ifé\<A

4

J‘f Whether or, not subnat1ona1 e11tes in a part1cu1ar country w111 seek coa11- 2

n

tion partners 1n other countr1es on a g1ven 1ssue w111 depend on whatever suc— i

Al

pe
R

- cess they have had 1n en11st1ng the support of other subnat1ona1 e11tes and the

=




‘nat1ona1 e11tes !iiﬂlﬂ the1r Owty country. S1nce as1de from their 1mmed1ate

'c11ente1e the1r pr1mary reference po1nt rema1ns the nat1on state the first |
1mpu1se of subnat1ona1 e11tes w111 be to try to ach1eve their goa1s through

o 1ntranat1ona1 coa11t1ons 0n1y at the po1nt where subnationa] e11tes have been {
;frustrated w111 they fee1 compe11ed to pursue coa11t1on bu11ding outs1de the
ynat1on. The reason1ng behind subnationa] e11tes pursu1ng cross nat1ona1
coa11t1on bu11d1ng on]y as a 1ast resort 1s that there are two k1nds of costs -

| enta11ed in such a strategy F1rst subnat1ona1 e11tes may a11enate nat1ona1

Ae11tes in the1r country whose support m1ght be needed in the future and who

v1ew the search for a111es across nat1ona1 boundar1es by subnat1ona1 e11tes as

cha11enging and underm1n1ng the1r nat1ona1 1eadersh1p pos1t1on ' Second1y,

ixsubnat1ona1 e11tes may a11enate the1r own fo]]owers who rema1n 1arge1y attached

~ to nat1ona1 symbo1s and whose nat1ona1fst1c sens1b111t1es might be offended by

;such 1nterna11y d1vfs1ve tact1cs, the. “nat1on“ has a more powerfu] ho1d on

fo]1owers than e11tes a fact that is not lost sight of by the 1atter Both
'types of costs w111 be. fe]t more by bureaucratfc e11tes than soc1eta1 e11tes,

. S0 that there w111 be greater constra1nts on transgovernmenta] than transnat1ona1
" coalition- bu11d1ng | ‘ | '_ : ,AV o “ '

Transnat1ona1 and transgovernmenta1 coa11t1on bu11d1ng processes w111 fo]1ow

essent1a11y the same: pattern They have the same starting po1nt--the frustrat1on

:experienced by certa1n subnat1ona1 e11tes w1th nat1ona1 po11t1ca1 processes on

-a g1ven 1ssue—-and the same end. po1nt--the fina] d1spos1t1on of the . 1ssue, s
successfu11y or unsuccessfu11y for the - subnat1ona1 e11tes, and its remova1 from

: the agenda of the nat1ona1 e11tes In the case’of both transnationaT and trans-»

governmenta1 coa11t1on bu11d1ng, the frustrated subnat1ona1 e11tes in Country A .

: w111 attempt to f1nd counterpart e11tes e1sewhere who are w1111ng and ab1e to

app1y pressure ‘on the1r respectfve nat1ona1 e1ites so that the 1atter might then




K

)3

{,

‘ _ nongovernmenta1 organization (NGO) 1n the 1ssue area in quest1on wh1ch can- be

persuade the nat1ona1 e11tes 1n Country A to recons1der the po11cy 1n*quest1on.

R

The subnatlonal e]1tes 1n Country A are 1nterested solely 1n the effects on -
their 1mmed1ate const1tuency in Country Ay whatever benef1ts m1ght accrue to .'rﬂ

thefr counterparts in. other countr1es are of merely 1nc1denta1 eoncern to them.

By the same token, the1r counterparts 1n other countr1es are 11ke1y to enten
N\ )
1nto a coa11t1on w1th the subnationa] e11tes of Country A on1y 1f the former

share a s1m11ar frustrat1on or. 1f the1r demands have been accepted by the1r ; ‘Qif_"v”

‘ *

nat1ona] e11tes but requ1re s1m11ar acceptance by the nationa1qe11tes of

\ N .-

Country A to be fu11y realized (1 e. 1nter-nat1on cooperat1on 1s requ1red) o
. : ot s ]

Transnat1ona1 coa11t1on bu11d1ng may be fac111tated by the ex1stence of a f'- n;f:

\ .

mob111zed by subnat1ona1 soc1eta1 e11tes. ‘Transgovernmenta] coa11t1on bu11d1ng

w111 tend -to, be more . ad hoc, aTthough 1t may 11kew1se be fac111tated by the R

i

existence of an: 1ntergovernmenta1 organ1zat1on (IGO) that can serve as a 1ocus

4

- 2

for consu1tat1on among subnat1ona1 bureaucrat1c e11tes w1th shared 1nterests. =“',&

F

Transnationa1 and transgovernmenta1 coa11t1ons may Jo1n forces when the1r mutua1

4

: nat1ona1 boundar1es is ca11ed for, the prob1em becomes one of, whom exact1y to» :

1nterests are at stake., Supranat1ona1 e11tes are potent1a1 partners in both ;?;

v
[

transnat1ona1 and transgovernmenta] coa11t1ons a1though ‘they- w111 be more - f;{‘ !

~

1nc11ned toward the 1atter 1nsofar as they have;more forma] 11nks w1th govern-

menta] actors than- with soc1eta1 actors.; In cons1der1ng coa11t1on part1c1pat1on, -

supranat1ona1 ‘elites w111 we1gh the re]ative benef1ts that~m1ght be ga1ned by

3

the1r organ1zat1ons aga1nst the poss1b1e costs enta11ed 1n a11enat1ng nat1ona1

£

' e11tes who m1ght resent the 1atter s 1ntrus1on into! nat1ona1 po11t1ca1 processes. d{i;

S \) H
Once subnat1ona1 e11tes in Country A dec1de that coa11t1on bu11d1ng across ‘

‘,

11y w1th As suggested above, subnat1ona1 e11tes w111 seek to 1dent1fy

-/ 1 :~

counterpart e11tes e1sewhere who are- w1111ng and ab1e to exert 1nf1uence on fo

- - - ! - i
H' o " . A . - L . o . . . ) -
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e able. than others, g1ven the character1st1cs of - the subnat1ona1 e]ntes who area_ -

: 'other 1nterven1ng factors that will affect the nature of- transnat1ona1 and

‘”;terns,

nat1ona1 e11tes in the des1red d1rect1on In other words, the potent1a1

5

5‘ partner(s) must have at 1east two bas1c attr1butes. (1) a w 411ngness to par-

t1c1pate based on a shared 1nterest in the outcome preferred by the subnationa1
e11tes in. Country A and (2) an'a b111ty to contr1bute 0 v1ctory While R1ker s

s1ze pr1nc1p1e" that "coa11t1ons w111 1ncrease 1n s1ze on1y to. the m1n1mum

f‘!

po1nt of subJect1ve certainty of w1nn1ng"301s not app11cab1e here s1nce 1t is -

\

1rre1evant to non zero sum s1tuat1ons of the type treated 1n th1s ana]ys1s, 1t

x N A

can st111 be expected that coa11t1on partners w111 not be courted and added

fr1vo]ous]y Because subnat1ona1 e11tes tend to undertake cross nat1ona1

LS

. coa11t1on bu11d1ng e1ther to avert a po]1cy dec1s1on that 1s otherw1se 1mm1nent

3

7
=

Tt

¥

Ty -
P

: or to reverse one a1ready ‘taken, there 1s 11ke1y to be a fe1t need<on the1r ",1«ﬂ

!

part to act qu1ck1y and hence, to focus attent1on on those part1es whose
co11aborat1on is deemed most cruc1a1 ;\":': ’;‘“‘

M .
¥ B Y

However, as1de from these pragmat1c cons1derat1ons, there may be some

A

A

- transgovernmenta] coa11tnons that are fonned Some coa11t1ons are more prob-"

\

[

f,{1n1t1at1ng coa11t1on bu11d1ng In stud1es of a111ance format1on and other '7usf

’ types of" co11aborat1on among nat1ons, severa] obervers have noted the 1mpor=

!

;tance of p011t1ca1 and cu]tura] homogene1ty in account1ng for membersh1p patf,,

31 as Guetzkow hypothes1zes, "the greater the s1m11ar1ty of 1anguage,

_3customs and 1deo]ogy among nat1ons, the more eas11y w111 the1r members co1- :

d’ﬁ.~1aborate W1th one another.?32 App1y1ng th1s same sort of reason1n9 to re- |
. ' 3

4

”1at1onsh1ps between nonstate actors we can generate a more e]aborate set - of
. ',‘ ‘} R : . - - - . N
‘”hypotheses. AP SR R R S

Hypothes1s 3 Soc1eta1 e11tes from a deve?oped democrat1c state w111 be

PR " = ,’V\.l —
- . ro . - - & oL

‘_more 11ke1y to part1c4pate in transnat1ona1 coa11tons w1th societa] e11tes :‘;

X
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N\ be'more 1ike1y-to part1c1pate 1n'transgovernmenta1 coa11t1ons w1th'bureaucratTca-

*more 11ke1y to occur than transnat1ona1 coa11t1ons between soc1eta1 e11tes i

RIS

from other deve1oped democrat1c states than w1th soc1eta1 e11tes from deve]oped

nondemocrat1c states

) f AHXPOth351§u4¥ Bureaucrat1c e11tes from a. deve1oped democrat1c state w111
oo o n

L
e11tes from deve1oped democrat1c states than. with-: bureaucrat1c e11tes from .

PR

v deve1oped nondemocrat1c states f:F{°f”ff,’f\';;;bih;* l :‘,=3L'

i

Hypothes1s 5 Transgovernmenta1 coa11t1ons between bureaucratic e11tes

from deve1oped democrat1c states and from deve]oped nondemocrat1c states are -

from deve1oped democratic states and from: devel_ped nondemocrat1c states

AN

-

Hypothes1s 6: Both transnat1ona1 and transgovernmenta1 coa11t1ons are ;_

~ -~ Y

g -

\

from deve1oped nondemocrat1c states than between either of the 1atter\and e1ites

from underdeve1oped states \ Vf»f;;. ;:”\> ';ﬂ f‘ﬂ}

It must be noted that the theoretica] formu1at1on that has been presented

i

‘“ thurfar 1n th1s section is re1evant pr1mar11y to re1at1ons between deve10ped

p1ura11st democrac1es on1y secondar11y to deve1oped nondemocrat1c states, and

~

~ even more marg1na11y to underdeve]oped states The reason 1s s1mp1y that

transnat1ona1 and transgovernmenta1 coa11t1on act1v1ty assumes both a re1at1ve1y

4

" part’ ‘of the subnationa1 e11tes of a. soc1ety v1s a- v1s nat1ona1 e11tes——cond1—' .

t1ons that are found predom1nant1y 1n deve1oped democrat1c states33 'Qne“‘:
wou1d expect then, to f1nd transnationa1 and transgovernmenta1 coa11t1on o
act1v1ty occurring most]y between members of the Jatter soc1et1es Th1s 1s~

B3 ‘4‘:
not to say “that subnat10na1 e11tes 1n deve]oped nondemocrat1c systems do not '

engage in transnational and transgovernmenta1 act1v1ty, on1y that such coa11—“"“

i 1

tions as do occur w111 be re1at1ve1y 1nfrequent and w111 tend to be w1th

h1gh degree of spec1a11zat1on of 1nterests and a h1gh level - of autonomy on’ the p

7

’ more 11ke1y to occur between e11tes from deveIAped democrat1c states and e11tes .

FEERY

s




1; f,,: counterpart e11tes 1n other deve]oped nondemocrat1c states (Hypotheses 3 and

".j{4)5 The rat1ona1e here is not mere1y the natura1 aff1n1ty that m1ght be ex-
. s > " -
S pected to ex1st between subnat1ona1 e11tes from s1m11ar po11t1ca1 systems but

N ‘ also the 1og1c of the coa11t1on bu11d1ng process descr1bed ear11er, i. e. the

( e <. -

proc11v1ty of subnat1ona1 e11tes to search for counterpart e11tes 1n other

"

‘ and can thereby exerc1se 1nf1uence.. These a111es are more 11ke1y to be

’

found in s1m11ar than d1ss1m11ar po11t1ca1 systems°

In the re1at1ve1y few 1nstances where coa1it1on bu11d1ng occurs between

subnat1ona1 e11tes in developed democrat1c states and, deve1oped nondemocrat1c

Ty ; ~

states, 1t w111 tend to take the form of transgovernmenta1 more-so than trans- '

kS

=

} nat1ona1 co11aborat1on (Hypothes1s 5).. Wh11e it was stated ear11er that as a
'jhrth genera1 ru1e there are more constra1nts on transgovernmentaT than transnat1ona1

<iwv coa11t1on act1v1ty, th1s is much 1ess true 1n,the case of re1at1ons between - 8

T

democrat1c and nondemocrat1c systems than between democrat1c systems. Deve10ped .

(.Zw 1 .
' nondemocrat1c states genera11y perm1t somewhat more transgovernmenta1 than ;

transnat1ona1 act1v1ty s1nce bureaucrat1c e11tes 1n these soc1et1es tend to‘,*°

3

’=f : have greater autonomy than soc1eta1 e11tes even though the 1atter may be more . l

r-.

: 1nterested 1n coa]itlon bu11d1ng, the former are more ab1e to do it ' Trans-

P

countr1es whose nat1ona1 e11tes are on’good terms with the1r nat1ona1 e11tes g; L

nat1ona1 coa11t1on bu11d1ng w1th soc1eta1 e11tes in. democrat1c systems tends 'Q;-’f

to be espec1a11y threaten1ng to the nat1ona1 e11tes 1n nondemocrat1c systems f”

and w111 be mon1tored more c1ose1y then transgovernmenta1 act1v1ty In By

P P

add1t1on, deve1oped nondemocrat1c states are far better represented«nn'IGOS

than NGOs so that transgovernmenta1 contacts and coa11t1ons are*fac111tated

‘ more read11y than transnat1ona1 ones., Subnat1ona1 e11tes 1n underdeve1gped

%,3¢~3< countries—-with the except1on of a few 1arger ones--w111 be part1cu1ar1y poor

/

3

Lt cand1dates for transnat1ona1 and transgovernmentaT coa11t1ons w1th anyone

A S




(Hypotheses 6) g1ven the re1at1ve1y 1ow 1eve1 of 1nterest group d1fferent1at1on

7

(wh1ch w111 11m1t the- number of soc1eta1 e11tes who are potent1a1 coa11t1on '

{
i

[ v J -

) to 1nh1b1t attempts at autonomous act1on by bureaucrat1c e11tes) ‘_:“ o

L 3

He have pos1ted thus far that the 1nstrumenta1 needs of subnat1ona1 e11tes

w111 be _the' pr1mary determ1nant of the compos1t1on of a given coa11t1on, but -:'¢,

that homogene1ty factors operate as 1nterven1ng var1ab1es.’ We need to add one

b

partners) and the re1at1ve smalTness- of - the1r bureaucrac1es (wh1ch is' 11ke1y R

¢

, other set: of factors--past exper1ences-—that may aTSo affect the nature of the ?, ;

1 1 P

coa11t1ons that .are formed, no matter whether these are between e11tes 1n
democrat1c or nondemocratic states. These factors w111 1ntroduce a ynam1c
e1ement 1nto the coa11t1on bu11d1ng process. .‘f

.-

Hypothesis 7 The more successfu] a transnat1ona1 or transgovernmenta1

coa11t1on is_ on an 1ssue, the more 11ke1y the same coa11t1on w111 mater1a11ze )

,Von another 1ssue in the future, and, converse1y, the 1ess successfu1 the 1ess _!

'11ke1y the same coa11t1on will form. *. - ey S 'p "&;':' [; L BN

: e = S L "\ N
e N '

It was stated ear11er that the "end po1nt" of a part1cu1ar transnat1ona1

‘or transgovernmenta1 coa11tion effort co1nchdes w1th the f1na1 d1spos1t1on of

the 1ssue, successfu11y or unsuccessfu11y, for the subnat1ona1*e11tes who

[ .' - " P

Lf 7 { Sy A'[ : "

'entered 1nto the coa11t1on. Hav1ng won or 1ost the coa11t1on 1oses 1ts_

ra1son d etre. However, whether the outcome wasfa successfu] one or not

‘\f1n terms of averting or revers1ng an adverse dec1sion taken by nat1ona1 e11tes,f

can have 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns for part1c1pat1on by the subnat1ona1 e11tes 1n "1"’

!

.. such coa]1tions aga1n 1n the future on some other 1ssue. As. 1earn1ng theor1sts‘éaf

' such as- Raser and Rapoport have commonTy pointed out in connect1on W1th 1nter-~‘2

,xpersona1 and 1nter-nat10n re]ations, pos1t1ve or negat1ve past exper1ences that

one party has w1th another cond1t1ons the1r future behav1or toward each other 34

,

In the case of transnat1ona1 and,transgovhtnmenta1 coa11t1ons, 1f good exper1ences

A . \,";A/ - R L
. RS . . -
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(i.e. successful results) are repeated often enough by coalition partners,’ the

latter may even‘deve1op "habits.- , .of mutua1 attention, communication> and

n35 -

respons1veness, a1though such coalitions will still tend to be activated

only as a "last resort." ' |
Even if the same exact coalitions are not_reconstituted 1ntact,‘at'the very
]east one wou1dyexpect that those subnationa] e11tes who have oartiC1pated in
winning transnationaT or tranSgovernmental alliances will be more. 1tke1y to
undertake s1m11ar efforts across nat1ona1 boundaries aga1n than those who have
been on the losing s1de There will be a tendency, in other words, to gener—
alize from pastrpositive or negative exper1ences about the v1rtues of trans-
nationa1 and transgovernmental coa1ition’formation;”'The cumuTative effect of
successfuT,transnationa]~and transgoyernmental activity may ultimately produce

a dramatic transformation of the international” system whereby the latter becomes

the normal mode of goods proddétionlamong subnationa1 eTttes'rather'than the
exception ' The "vanguard"'of this: new 1nternat1ona1 system, though are more.
11ke1y to come from the ranks of societal e11tes than bureaucratrc e11tes s1nce
the latter can on1y go SO far in dismantling the nat1on state before they begin
’ to Jeopard1ze the1r own ex1stence

Th1s sort of tranformat1on, of course, is not 11ke1y to occur anyt1me soon.
There are t00 many obstacles to contend with, not the 1east of wh1ch are
reca1c1trant national- e11tes in some 150 nation-states. In add1t1on, there
are limits to the extent to which the 1nternat1ona1 system can be transformed
along the lines suggested above as long as certa1n key "d1scont1nu1t1es" re-
main in the system In part1cu1ar, the ex1stence of many nation states—- po]-
1tica11y nondemocratic and econom1ca11y underdeveToped soc1et1es-—whose ) ¢

structures ai]ow on]y low 1eve15 of part1c1pat1on in transnational and trans-

' governmenta1 networks means that these soc1et1es are unable to relate to other ]




- ing, over conf11cts surround1ng these 1ssues. As for the supranat1ona1 e11tes, PRt
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'; on state-nonstate actor phenomena, 1s 1ntegrat1on theory. Wh11e the 1ntegrat1on
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soc1et1es except through nat1ona1 e11tes, so that traditionaT 1nter nat1on

f 1ssues w111 pers1st along w1th the centra] role of nat1ona1 e11tes 1n presid-

there is re1at1ve1y 11tt1e they can do to exped1te the transformat1on of the ‘
system beyond prov1d1ng modest but strateg1c support to subnat1ona1 e11tes in
the form of mak1ng the1r organizat1ons ava11ab1e as veh1c1es for coa11tion-

bu11d1ng Shou]d the transfonnation of the 1nternat1ona1 system éver come to
pass, the supranat1ona1 e11tes f1gure to be among the ch1ef benef1c1ar1es f”-\

1nsofar as they w111 rep1ace the dat10na1 e1ntes as the ch1ef med1ators of :

‘

O T

conf11ct 1n the system., a

_ r INTEGRATION THEORY AND THE PARADIGM DEBATE , oo
One body of theory that has not been spec1f1ca11y d1scussed 1n the paper

and that deserves ment1on s1nce in some respects 1t comes closest to focus1ng

o

11terature has not been exp11c1t1y a11uded to here, one can d1scern certa1n '

traces of 1ntegrat1on theory runn1ng through the prev1ous sect1on 1nsofar as
much of the 1ntegrat1on 11terature 1tse1f draws upon and over1aps W1th the ;-

other three bod1es of theory discussed ear11er. For example Russett and

-

oy -

Su111van,~Rugg1e and a number of others have exam1ned co]]ect1ve goods theory

dealt w1th “coa11t1on format1on mechanisms" 1n the 1ntegrat1on process 37 ‘ fﬁf, N

: _cess., 38 In the Cobb and E]der propos1t1ona1 survey of the 1ntegrat1on 11ter—

ature, one finds a somewhat s1m11ar set of proposit1ons as appear 1n the
[~ C
Ho1st1, Hopmann and Su111van vo]ume on a111ances, w1th both works po1nt1ng up

the r01e of such factors as e11te comp1ementar1ty, homogene1ty of soc1eta1

. - . . - * * .
: [ -t R T S . , oy

N

o 1n the context of 1ntegrat1on 36 L1ndberg and Sche1ngo]d among others have | \

' Deutsch Teune, and Haas have app]ied 1earn1ng theory to the 1ntegrat1on pro-'

3
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Aattributes, and prev1ous co11aborat1ve experience in affecting coiiaboration
across nationai boundaries 39 o o

The author wouid argue that the Cobb and Eider study refiects a bias that
pervades much of the 1ntegration 1iterature, i.e. it is grounded in the "state
'.centric" modei insofar as 1t tends to be concerned primariiy W1th the

"dymanncs of 1nter nation cooperation.; It 1s-true that severa1 integration

theorists--in part1cu1ar, the neofunctionaiists-=have given considerabie ‘1
;attention to the roie of subnationai and supranationai eiites 1n the formation
‘and operation of transnationa1 interest groups, Haas and Schmitter aiong w1th‘
Lindberg and Scheingo]d have been notab1e 1n th1S regard 40 However the |
'_maJor thrust of even their work has nonetheiess been to examine the con-~»

d1t10nS under which nation states 1ntegrate and how nation states iearn from

prev1ous experience and deveiop habits of cooperation In particuiar, they

iave been 1nterested not so-much in the question of under what conditions w111

‘ ransnationa1 coa11t10ns form or supranationai eiites exercise 1nf1uence but

Lather the question of what is the impact of such coa]itions and supranationa1

elite behavior on the inttgrationgprocess In other words, state nonstate actor

: phenomena ‘have tended to be studied by integration theoristg not as 1ntr1n- .
sicaiiy worth studying in themseives but on1y as they re1ate to the 1ntegrat10n
process between nation states '

' One can note - certain 51m11arit1es and. compatibilities between prop051tions

';ffound in the 1ntegration 1iterature and those formu]ated in th1S paper TThe

findings of the 1ntegration 11terature ‘that. "a high rate of prev1ous transaction,
:a 51m11ar1ty in size and power, a high degree of piuralism, and marked eiite
N comp]ementarity“ tend to favor integration41 are. essentiaiiy consistent w1th
“the theorizing engaged in, this paper However, there are aiso some differences

- tosbe.noted. The integration 1iterature accords greater significance to
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-1course, tends to treat state nonstate actor phenomena 1n a pureTy reg1ona1

supranat1ona1 e11tes and tends to treat coa11t1on bu1Td1ng across nat1ona1

- ‘ t :
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“boundaries as often the "path of ]east res1stance" rather than as in the - l';f;»w ‘

author s ana]ysis, the "Tast resort " The 1ntegrat10n T1terature aTso of S

context. The ma1n d1fference, though 1s that the author 1s not concerned w1th

’,“fhow nonstate actors 1mpact on the 1ntegrat1on process but how they reTate to - o

.) . B . ' /‘5 (~‘

vfother actors in 1nf1uenc1ng woer poT1t1cs f'l.l'“i - ‘»7

The d1fference 1n perspect1ve adopted by the author as opposed to that

'commonTy found 1n 1ntegrat1on theory is demonstrated by the fact that one 1s

'*fhard pressed to f1nd any prop051t1ons or hypotheses 1n the 1ntegrat1on 11ter- B

r

ature that are not couched 1n what are. essent1a11y "state centr1c" terms R‘-K\ffa,'

'-Cons1der for a moment three of the most d1st1nct1ve hypotheses in the Tatter

nT1terature wh1ch have been contr1buted by the functiona11st and neofunction— T

- of 1n1t1a1 comm1tment to co]TectTVe dec1s1on mak1ng, the greater the propens1ty ‘?z. :

1

‘1fa11st schooTs One hypothes1s pos1ts that "the more Spec1f1c [techn1ca1] | yﬂ'v-l-f'

the task the more T1ke1y 1mportant progress toward poT1t1caT commun1tyt“42 -

A second states that "the greater the poT1cy‘scope and the h1gher the TeveT

;ffor task expans1on [sp1TTOVer] w43, A th1rd states that "once agreement 1s reached

'”,"Vand made operat1ve on a poTicy . perta1n1nq to 1ntermember or intrareg1ona1

'%p011c1es vis -a- v1s nonparticipant th1rd parties nd4 Wh11e 1t foTTows from the. - _9 e -

‘reTations. part1c1pants w111 find themseTves compeTTed to adopt common IR

~

!

f1rst hypothes1s that Jo1nt decis1on mak1ng among nat1ons ise more T1ke1y to :;’ T

4

occur 1n say, heaTth matters than 1n defense matters does 1t aTso necessar11y

fo]Tow that transgovernmentaT coaT1t1ons among heaTth bureaucrats can be ex—'fﬂ\
¥

pected to precede or occur more often than’ transgovernmentaT coaT1t1ons among ?ifﬁi;=~ )

f

defense bureaucrats? These wou]d seem to be somewhad»d1fferent\1ssues ‘ The S

author woqu argue that the f1rst hypothes1s aTonq w1th the other two deaT lﬂ f, " . )




W1th a somewhat d1fferent set of quest1ons and operate at a somewhat d1fferent

3

\‘2_ TeveT of anaTys1s than that wh1ch characterizes "the theoret1ca1 concerns of .Tf 2

th1s essay ‘_’ :,fj; ; ' . N P : e D

1 : .
I ‘

e Integrat1on theory s1mp1y is 1ndequate to deaT square]y w1th "modern1st" "':7 '

phenomena Ernst Haas appeared to be aTTud1nq to th1s 1nadequacy in. h1s
recent essay on “TurbuTent F1e1ds and The Theory of Reg1ona1 Integrat1on "45
Keohane and Nye have made an earnest attempt to show how 1ntegrat1on theory
potent1a11y has a spec1a1 contr1but1ondto make toward the deveTopment of-a

‘ theory of state nonstate actor reTationsh1ps--1n part1cu1ar, "1ns1qhts 1nto the

p011t1cs of compTex sets of 1nterdependent ent1t1es"--1f onTy it were'"shorn

of 1ts teTeoTogicaT and reg1ona1 or1entat1on w46 However, if 1ntegrat1on theory ;f .

’ were 1ndeed “T1berated“ from the Tatter "stra1t3acket"; 1t woqu no 10nger be*
L .

1ntegrat1on theory but someth1ng eTse 3,Wh11e Keohane and Nye may be correct

' ,2 ) that one m1ght extrapoTate fru1tfu1 1ns1ghts 1nto modern1st phenomena from i'f

1ntegrat1on theory, the Tatter E "state centr1c" b1as u1t1mate1y 11m1ts 1ts '
. ut111ty as a- br1dge between the trad1t1ona11st and modern1st schooTs in the po

N

parad1gm debate ;:{ 8 - ﬂ',ﬁ :fi ﬁert-:_ Nr B 'l ,' h L

The hypotheses that have been formuTated in th1s paper adm1tted]y are

couched at a reTat1ve1y high TeveT of abstract1on However, they have been ‘

offered pr1mar11y for heur1st1c purposes and are not meant to represent a ) ,’.,“f

Ed

_f compTeteTy testab]e theory or. model of- state nonstate actor 1nteract1ons°, Theli
ilf author has s1mp1y attempted to po1nt out the need for more theory deveTopment L
E 1n the parad1gm debate and to 1nd1cate what form th1skm1ght take There re— Jﬂ

'; ma1ns the task of deve10p1ng testabTe propos1t1ons about state nonstate actor o

T‘A; reTations and subm1tt1ng them to systemat1c emp1r1ca1 ana]ysis for ver1f1cation47

‘ 'CONCLUSION D : ff";f ’

. ~r
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If the paradigm debate has proceeded thusfar w1th an excess of data and dearth

N7
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of theory, 1t wou1d be equa11y unfortunate if 1n the future an imba1ance of

the oppos1te kind were to occur.\ The author is not suggest1ng that the search

for ev1dence shou]d be suspended or: abandoned on]y that it shou]d be. conducted
in- congunct1on w1th more: exp11c1t theor1zing so that we. can make more sense out

of the we]ter of facts and trends that are to be found

i

11ne of research for examp]e, might b

X

"

3

\

A part1cu1ar1y fru1tfu1

e to art1cu1ate more prec1se1y the

theoret1ca1 11nks between var1ous e11tes and the1r fo110wers and to gather

e11te~mass att1tudes has been a frequent subJect of 1nvest1gat1on 1n p011t1ca1

5

h
W

4 att1tud1na1 data to test out these 1deas while’ the congruence/conf11ct of

s

science and 1nternationa1 re1at10ns,~1t has. hard]y been stud1ed in the context

of the kinds ‘of nonstate actor phenomena d1scussed 1n th1s paper.-

0n1y with

the proper mix of theory and data can ‘the paradigm debate be 1nte111gent1y

v"\

conducted and the. new parad1gm reasonably accepted or d1sm1ssed
.) ’

-

5

v




‘A XXI (Apr11 1969) 486 511 Mar1on J Levy,’"'Does It Matter 1f He's Naked?'f

,1>Approaches to Internat1ona1 Po11t1cs (Pr1nceton Pr1nceton Un1vers1ty Press '

'has rece1ved cons1derab1e attention 1n such wr1t1ngs as Oran R. Young,

: o ‘ i FOOTNOTES , S : e i ' ‘1‘; o IS

?The 1ack of theory bu11d1ng recent1y in the 1nternat1ona1 re1at1ons f1e1d

/

"Professor Russett Industr1ous Ta11or to & Naked Emperor," Wor1d P011t1cs,

‘Baw]ed the Ch11d " 1n Klaus Knorr and James N Rosenau eds ,4Contend1ng .

»1969), 87 109 .and Warren Ry Ph1111ps; "Where Have A11 the Theor1es Gone’"‘
awor1d Po]1t1cs, XXVI (January 1974) 155 188. However the dearth of .

o ,theory has hard]y been d1scussed at a11 in the context of the parad1gm L

i

;debate n -L, , o - L ’*~ ’i o j\ I

. E. H~ Carr, The Twenty Years Cr1s1s (London Macm111an 1939) and,Hans Jghr,

. Morgenthau, Po11t1cs Among Nations (New York: Knopf 1949) - re :i EER .

The term "transnat1ona1" has been used 1n var1ous ways by var1ous wr1ters

VFThe author 1s using 1t here as a 1abe1 for any actors, such as IGOs and

v,

o rNGOs wh1ch share the character1st1c of having organ1zed re1at1ons across )

“\bureaucracies that are not sanct1oned "from above " A]though there may be

f{nat1ona1 boundaries that are- not exp11c1t1y d1rected by centra] governmenta]
dec1s1on—makers Another actor of th1s type- that has attracted attent1on

‘~“recent1y is the "transgovernmenta]“ actor, i.e. coa11t1ons between members

t

of one nat1ona1 bureaucracy and the1r counterparts in other nat1ona1

'1'ja*conceptua1 d1fference between "transgovernmenta]" and "transnat1ona1"—a

I

«jz1nsofar as. “transggvernmentaT app11es when. we re]ax the rea11st assumpt1on

;:that states act’ coherent1y as un1ts“ wh11e "transnationa1 app11es when we )

~

.re]ax the assumpt1on that states are the on]y un1ts," both present equa1

cha11enges to the trad1t1ona1 parad1gm. See Robert 0 Keohane and Joseph

‘S Nye, Jr , Power and Interdependence WOr1d P011t1cs in Trans1t1on (Boston

U Little, Brown 1977) S P SN

vl . . . ‘
t . . BTt




2 v
The "modennists", of course, could be said-to have at least as long a
tradition as the ftraditiona]ists", if one considers the current school
the intellectual descendants of such earTy "cosmono1itans" as Dante, Kant,
and Diderot and later ones 1ike David M1trany However, the d1fferences

between current and past "modernists"” are gneater than the s1m11ar1t1es

See Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye,-Jrn, eds,, Transnational Relations .

" and World Politics (Cambridge: Harvard University Press 1971) and Power

and Interdependence; .George Modelski, Principles of WOr1drPoiitics (New

York: The Free Press 1972); William D. Cop]in} John R. HandVeman, Michael
K. 0'Leary, and John A. Vaéquez, "Color It Morgenthéu: A Data-Based
Assessment of Quantitative International Relations Research," paper pre;

sented at the International Studies Association Annual Meeting, New York'

City, March 14-17, 1973; Seyom Brown, New Forces in World Politics
(Washington: Brookings Institution 1974);'J.'W.-Burton, A.J.R. Groom,
C. R. M1tche11, and A.-V. S. De Reuck, The Study of World Soc1etxf A -

London Perspect1ve (P1ttsburgh International Studies Assoc1at1on 1974) s

R1chard W. Mansbach Yale H Fergusen, and Donaid E. Lampert ‘The Web of

woer»Po11tics: Nonstate Actors in the GTQba1 System (Eng]ewood C11ffs.

PnentiéefHa1j 1976): and Edward L. Morse, Modernization and the Transforma--

_tion of Interpational Relations (New York: The Free Press 1976).

Although. the above writers do not all share exactly the same v1ewpo1nt~~
Keohane and Nye along with Brown and Morse have been more restra1ned

than the others in attacking the traditional penadigm=~a11 do see the

need to'coneider an alternative framework. The author cannot help noting
that the structure of scientific revo1ut1ons bears some resembTance to the
\'"anatomy" of po11t1ca1 revolutions as discussed in Crane Brinton' s well-

known work ‘The Anatomy of Revolution (New York: Random-House 1952). In




. Vo
' :reformers" 1n1t1a11y t1nker1ng with but not d1smant11ng the trad1t1ona1 S —

;11ke Graham Allison who' introduced the "bureaucrat1c po11t1cs“ approach A

Cine the 1ate s1xt1es and ear]y seventies cou]d be cons1dered ‘the , "moderateg .

:'the context of the parad1gm debate 1n 1nternat1ona1 re]ations, schoTars 3§' o

! r

parad1gm, scho]ars such as. Cop11n and Burton who urged tota1 repud1at1on of \Ac

| }~the trad1tiona1 parad1gm in the mid- seventies cou1d be cons1dered the. ,?_J R o

_ "rad1ca1s" tak1ng over the banner of revo1ut1on, and Keohane and Nye,

. ' TR

a espec1a11y w1th the1r most recent work cou1d be. v1ewed as the pragmat1c _‘

) conso11dators" of the revo1ut1on 1nsofar as they have aua11f1ed some of s ";i

thler ear11er cr1t1c1sm of the trad1t1ona1 parad1gm wh11e cont1nu1ng to

‘ ; \ [ ’J‘ . ;" r)
A . ' M'{‘..A o R S !

,'r,develop the new parad1gm i; a ~.;7\f

- 1State Press Re]ease)

- 10.

t.‘have 1ndeed made sign1f1cant strides. For examp]e, rough]y 307 of the

'etpane1s at the. 1977 InternationaT Stud1es Association Annua] Meeting were }f{

.. Hans J. Morgenthau,\"The New D1p1omacy of Movement “ Encounter, XLIII ..‘i ‘ '5",g~ 3

,ﬂl(August 1974) 57 ‘.. o ._-: ' St Jl. '4 L 'icf-'\ L '.: A'V ’,: ;

{

.'vHenry A. Kiss1nger, "The G1oba1 Commun1ty and the Strugg]e Aga1nst Fam1ne,“ o

address to the WOrld Food Conference on. November 5y 1974 (Department of Co

' a11ocated 1n professiona] meeting programs to "trad1t1ona1" concerns aS«,f- D Q’

-'fdevoted to what cou]d be considered "nonstate“'phenomena wh11e the theme

.‘hKeohane and Nye (1977) 24 A Jih’i - " C ,fy .
fThe prob]ems 1nvo1ved in try1ng to reconc11e the d1fferent perspecttves are
d1scussed very c1ear1y in R Harr1son Nagner 'S exce]lent essay on}"D1sso1v1ng ; o
I s‘the State Three Recent Perspect1ves 1n Internat1ona1 Re]at1ons," Inter—":f l;%
(;‘;nat1ona] 0rgan1zat1on XXVIII (Spr1ng 1974) 435.456 | | ‘ \‘;
If one takes as an 1nd1cator of trends in the f1e1d the amount of space>1 -

opposed to "nonstate" phenomena, then 1t wou]d appear that the modern1sts 0 "‘;‘.1
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12.

13.
‘14.

15.
16.

4
of the 1978 convention was "The Emerging Transnatfdna1 wof1dn§The P1acé_of .
IndiViduaTs, Groupé; and St@tesaf? However, if one Tooks at the scholarly
journals, which tend to be not quite so‘“Fad&y“ 55'convention'programs, ohe
can detéqt the'continuedvprgdominance of the traditional paradigm (with the

exception ‘of a few specialized journals such as International Organization).

For example; see Young W. Kihl, Conflict Issues and International Civil

Aviation Decisions: Three Cases.(Denver: Un1vers1ty of Denver Press 1971)

Ann L. Hol11ck "Seabeds Make Strange P011t1cs,“ Fore1gn Policy, IX

(winter 1972), 148-170; Robert W. Russell, "Transgovernmental Intéraction:

in the International Monetary Systeﬁ, 1960-1972," International Organization,

A27\(Autumn 1973),'431f464;3Anne T. Feraru, "Transnational Political Interests

and the G1obaT Envifonmént,“_Internatioﬂa1 Organization, 28 (Winter '1974),

' 1-30; ﬂawrence Juda, Oéean Space Rights: Developing U.S. Po1icy’(New York:

" Praeger 1975); Jonathan Aronson, "Multiplie Actors in the Transformation of

the International Monetary System," paper presented at Anhua? Méeting of

.the International Studies Association, Toronto, February. 25, 1976; David P:

‘Foréythes'"The Red Cross‘As Transnational Movement: Conse}ving and Changing

the Nation-State System,” International Organizatioﬁj 30 (Autumn 1976),

‘ 608—630;.C°‘Robér£ Dickerman, “Transgovernmental Challenge and Response in

Scandinavia and Nokth America," International Organization. 30'(Spring 1976);

© 213-240; and Mansbach et al.

Lester R. Brown, World Without Borders (New York Random House 1972), 213{

Chadw1ck F. A1ger, "'Fore1gn Policies of U.S. Pub11cs,“ Internationa1

Studies Quarter]y, 21 (June 1977), 308.

b

Mansbach et al, 40.
Modelski, 194.




17,
18,

-19.

,122 (Spr1ng 1976) 138
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