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1 Introduction

In contrast to the first volume of this two-volume selection of my essays on 7he
Study of World Politics, those included here focus on two substantive phenomena.
The first volume is subtitled Theoretical and Methodological Challenges and spans a
wide range of conceptual problems confronted across nearly five decades of
probing why world affairs unfold as they do. Here, on the other hand, the essays
were all written since the end of the Cold War, a landmark event in the sense that
it resulted in the surfacing of new structures and processes through which the
affairs of polities, societies, and economies are conducted. The termination of the
US-Soviet rivalry permitted a rapid and vast acceleration of the dynamics of
globalization in every realm of human endeavor, an acceleration that, in turn,
highlighted the question of whether and how world affairs could be governed.
Hence this volume 1s subtitled Globalization and Governance since these two complex
phenomena have constituted the core of my writing since 1989.

To describe the two central phenomena as complex is to understate the
enigmas they pose. Globalization has a number of dimensions that are so loosely
linked that one is tempted to cling to a narrow formulation that focuses on trade,
finance, and other economic structures and processes rather than allowing for the
diversity of the interactions which have and continue to undergo globalizing
dynamics. Indeed, much of the literature on the subject is framed in this narrow
context and, as such, offers clear-cut, though contentious, perspectives on the
nature and underpinnings of globalization. While in no way dismissing the
importance of the economic dimension, I prefer to confront the complexities of a
broad conception of globalizing processes and to treat them as having a common
characteristic: namely, expansion across long-established national and societal
boundaries. As can be seen in Table 8.1, this broad formulation has led to the
identification of innumerable foci worthy of systematic inquiry.

The transformations of world affairs that followed the end of the Cold War
and their implications for the study of globalization are probed in the chapters of
Parts 1 and 2, while some of the dynamics of globalization itself are analyzed in
Part 3. Relatively speaking, these chapters are straightforward in the sense that
they are rooted in my conviction that globalization consists of boundary-spanning
ideas and activities. Taken together, they contend that the new, post-Cold War
arrangements have lessened the role of the state, that a central feature of the
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arrangements is a continuing disaggregation of authority in all parts of the world
and all walks of life, and that consequently the salience of local phenomena has
been heightened. Put differently, the global-local nexus underlies tensions
between worldwide forces pressing for integration and those fostering fragmenta-
tion, an interaction that I have sought to capture in a label (“fragmegration”) that
combines the two forces.

These themes in the first eleven chapters are straightforward compared to those
that permeate Part 4. The latter consists of five chapters that focus on the nature
of governance on a global scale. While a vast literature has long existed on the
structures and processes of governance, it has been largely concerned with
governance and government at the local and national levels. The advent of
pervasive globalization, however, has led to considerable speculation as to the
ways in which governance can be and has been recast in a global context — what
has come to be called “global governance.”' Perforce, therefore, the analysis of
these chapters is murky, with some overlap and duplication, and with a restless
ambivalence weaving through them as I sought to identify reasons why the future
of global governance is not bleak even as I point to several severe obstacles that
may prevent the emergence of an effective set of institutions that would, in effect,
amount to global governance. A measure of ambivalence can be discerned in a
tendency to give new labels to the phenomena deemed to be reflective of the
emergent trends toward global governance. As will be seen, for example, the most
complex designation involves what I call “mobius-web governance,” which is
elsewhere described as

Rooted in the impetus to employ rule systems that steer issues through both
hierarchical and networked interactions across levels of aggregation that may
encompass all the diverse collectivities and individuals who participate in the
processes of governance. These interactions constitute a hybrid structure in
which the dynamics of governance are so intricate and overlapping among
the several levels as to form a singular weblike process that, like a mobius,
neither begins nor culminates at any level or at any point in time. Mobius-
web governance does not culminate with the passage of a law or compliance
with its regulations. Rather, it is operative as long as the issues subjected to
governance continue to be of concern.”

In order to retain the original context in which the essays were written I did not
revise them with a view to rendering them consistent with the structures and
processes that evolved in subsequent years. It is tempting to display one’s wisdom
by retrospectively indicating the accuracy of one’s earlier writings. Such a display,
however, is profoundly misleading, if not essentially disingenuous and deceitful.
So here the reader will find all the misreadings and miscalculations to which
analysts of world affairs are prone. Some expected outcomes proved to be sound,
but others were erroneous. For the most part, however, the expected developments
were cast at a level of abstraction high enough to avoid being dead wrong.

The temptation to up-date the citations was especially acute because some of
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the cited materials were encompassed in subsequent books. Yet, again it seemed
prudent to present the essays as they were originally written in order to convey a
sense of how the various ideas evolved and fluctuated. This process can be dis-
cerned in the way my preoccupation with the global-local nexus is articulated in
several essays even as it ultimately culminated in my 2003 book quoted above.

In short, the collective goal of the essays turns out to be that of provoking
thought about the complexities and dynamics that presently sustain world
politics. At the very least it is hoped that the ensuing analysis will contribute to an
appreciation of the difficulties that attach to comprehending the sources and
consequences of globalization and global governance.






Part I
The challenge






2 The new global order

Underpinnings and outcomes'

What heady years these have been! In 1988 six wars came to an end.” In 1989 the
Berlin wall came down and the Cold War came to an end. In 1990 a 32-nation
coalition formed to contest and reverse a despot’s naked aggression in the Middle
East. In 1991 that aggression, under authority granted by the United Nations, was
quickly ended and reversed.

So swiftly and so extensively did these events follow on each other that hopes
soared, allowing people to dare to believe that the world had shaken the shackles
of the past and was moving onto something new and, presumably, better. Yes,
uncertainty was pervasive and, yes, problems remain; but now it was possible to
imagine that humankind was on a different track, a saner, gentler track that
offered the potential for righting wrongs and ameliorating distortions. History,
it seemed, had ended,’ or at least its “very texture . . . was changing before our
very eyes.”* Nothing less than a new global order was in the making. Presidents
proclaimed it, pundits affirmed it, and people sensed it.

And then came the aftermath. Instead of the arms trade dwindling to a trickle,
its flow expanded. Instead of the European Community opening its doors to new
states clamoring for membership, it reverted to old hesitations and squabbles.
Instead of evolving a new set of arrangements for the Middle East, the states
of that region reverted to old patterns and historic enmities. Israel remained
stubbornly opposed to change. Saudi Arabia retreated behind its long-standing
cultural barriers. Saddam Hussein still controlled Iraq and continued to oppress
its minorities. Instead of thriving on greater independence, Czechoslovakia split
in two and Yugoslavia collapsed into a brutal civil war. By mid-1993 nothing
seemed new. The emergent global order appeared to be no more than a mirage,
a momentary fantasy of what might have been, proof that hopes should be
contained and aspirations narrowed. History, it could be argued, was deceptive.
Rather than tracing new paths into the sunset, it offered a dizzying ride on a
roller coaster.”

Global orders as outcomes

The ensuing analysis suggests that this ups-and-downs approach to the turbulence
of our time is an erroneous reading of history. It suffers from a failure to distinguish
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between global orders and global underpinnings, between outcomes and sources,
between hopes and fears on the one hand and dynamic forces on the other.

Although much of the discussion about an emergent global order focuses on
empirical changes — the collapse of Communism, the splintering of the Soviet
Union, the UN resolutions and the 32-nation coalition — its conclusions invariably
concern the way in which the changes portend new value hierarchies, new
arrangements whereby self-serving actions in the international arena are sub-
ordinated to collective interests that allow for the promotion and preservation of
democratic values, a more equitable distribution of resources, and a wider set of
opportunities for people and states to participate in the decisions that shape their
fates. And most of all, the emergent order is conceived to embody new ways of
establishing and maintaining peace on a regional and global scale.

Although there is no inherent reason why dialogues over the structures and
vulnerabilities of the prevailing global order should give way to debates about its
prospect for improving the human condition, somehow they always do. Perhaps
this is because the word “order” is itself loaded with value dimensions. To estab-
lish and maintain collective order is to achieve a measure of harmony among
groups and between them and nature. To be plagued or threatened with collective
disorder is to suffer conflict among groups and asymmetries between them
and nature. With few exceptions, no one favors disorder; most aspire to an under-
lying order so that they can get on with their tasks and move toward their goals.
Yet, one person’s order is another’s disorder, and herein lies the incentive to
recast, knowingly or otherwise, any analytic discussion of global order into a value
context.

Another powerful inducement to ponder the prevailing order in value terms
derives from the relevance of power and hierarchy to the conduct of world affairs.
The most immediately visible activities on the international scene all involve
collectivities — governments, organizations, groups — at all levels of aggregation
seeking to get other collectivities to comply with their demands. In so doing they
exercise power in various forms and their successes and failures in this regard
manifest a hierarchical pattern, what is perhaps best described as the international
pecking order. This power-derived hierarchical dimension of the prevailing global
order evokes value perspectives because it can serve as an easy explanation for
why things happen the way they do: noxious outcomes are seen by those lacking
power to be the work of those who have power, just as the resistance of the Have-
nots is explained by the Haves as stemming from long-standing grievances or
efforts to break free of severe constraints imposed by the existing pecking order.

From this reasoning it is a short step to the presumption that the roots of the
prevailing order are to be found in the distribution of global power, the hierarchy
to which it gives rise, and the superior—subordinate relationships it sustains. Thus
it is that students of world politics speak of hegemonic orders, balance-of-power
orders, and a variety of other arrangements which depict who gets whom to get
things done in the way they are done. From this reasoning it also follows that when
the distribution of power among states remains stable across long stretches of
time, uncertainty is at a minimum and order is at a maximum. The stable order
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may be noxious or it may be praiseworthy, but in any event it is a hierarchy which
describes the arrangements through which world politics unfold.

Thus it is that wars, the collapse of ideologies, and the breakdown of govern-
ments, fostering as they do vast uncertainties and extensive speculation as to how
key actors will adapt to the new circumstances, can give rise to visions of a new
global order emerging out of the one that collapsed with the outbreak of hostilities,
the bankruptcy of ideologies, and the changes in officialdom. Surely, the reasoning
goes, such conditions constitute a propitious moment, a time to be seized for the
establishment of a new, more equitable pecking order and for the encouragement
of innovative patterns that bring fresh thought and resolve to bear on old conflicts.

And thus too can hopes for a new order be dashed as the terms of peace, the
expression of post-ideological aspirations, and the fragility of newly installed
governments fail to live up to the expectations engendered by the collapse of the
old patterns. Never mind that planning never moved beyond the presumption that
profound change would alter the way things are done, that little thought was given
to the nature of the emergent order and the new arrangements that would replace
the old hierarchies and conflict resolution processes. Surely, at such a propitious
moment things are bound to get better!

That is why hopes soared through 1990 and into the first three months of 1991:
the moment had arrived, with George Bush leading the way in voicing the convic-
tion that the old order collapsed with the Cold War and that the Gulf War was the
first great incident of a new, emergent order. And that is why, too, the hopes came
crashing down as history moved into and beyond the remaining quarters of 1991,
when it became increasingly clear that sovereign states were bent upon clinging
protectively to their self-interests and that the remaining superpower was neither
able nor willing to exercise the power necessary to get all concerned to break with
past patterns and adopt new security arrangements.

Global order as underpinnings

But there is another way to conceive of global order. If the existing hierarchy and
the relational patterns it sustains are viewed as outcomes, as the result of complex
dynamics which reach deep into societies and only slowly come to their surfaces,
then these underlying dynamics can be treated as a form of order. As the
arrangements from which outcomes derive, these underpinnings include the via-
bility of the sovereignty principle, the emergence of new types of actors and the
capacity of states to manage them, the basic orientations which publics and
governments have toward the nature of authority, and the skills through which
citizens and officials exercise their responsibilities and participate in world affairs.
If such dynamics undergo transformation, then a new order, an underlying order
that will eventually surface to reshape the conduct of governments and the struc-
ture of the international pecking order, can be said to have moved into place.

It is the contention of the remainder of this paper that the underpinnings of
world politics have undergone a profound transformation and that signs of it
have already surfaced even if much of the current scene appears very much yet
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another replay of history. What follows, in other words, asserts that a new global
order has emerged! It is not the kind of order that people have been looking for
and, indeed, it remains only dimly, if at all, recognized. Nor does it rest on values
having to do with the certainties of a predictable hierarchy or the uncertainties of
prevailing conflict patterns. It is, rather, an empirical order, one that can still
evolve in either desirable or noxious directions.

The distinction between global orders as underpinnings and as outcomes is
important because the former are not readily observable and their impact is not
easily assessed. The origins and sustenance of a social order are to be found
largely in minds and hearts — in ideas, orientations, predispositions, habits, and
belief systems — and their existence thus has to be inferred from behavior rather
than being the behavior itself. If these ideational sources take a long time to
mature, however, the outcomes that are observed in world politics can, for a long
time, continue to seem like the same old way of conducting business. The mani-
fest behavior, in other words, reflects long-standing habits that still get acted upon
even as they are steadily being undermined by the transformation of the deeper
underpinnings from which they originally sprung. Thus a time lag exists between
the time when underpinnings change and the reflection of those changes in the
outcomes that comprise the daily routines and crises of world politics.

Viewed in this way, the Cold War and the order on which it rested did not
collapse suddenly in 1989. Rather, it began its long downhill slide well before the
Berlin Wall came down and the people of Eastern Europe threw off the yoke of
their Communist regimes. These latter developments were only the last stage in a
complex process whereby the ideational foundations of the post-World War II
order underwent transformation. To be sure, pundits, politicians, academics, and
people everywhere were taken by surprise when the governments in Prague,
Budapest, Sofia, and other East European capitals were, suddenly, replaced. But
the pervasiveness of the surprise is not so much a measure of the rapidity with
which history changed course as it was a measure of how fully people tend to
focus on outcomes rather than underpinnings when they respond to the course of
events. Had they been sensitive to underpinnings, to the deeper sources of the
events that caught their eyes, they would have appreciated well before 1989 that a
new global order was in the process of evolving.

At the heart of this new global order are new ideational constructs that value
autonomy over compliance and interdependence over independence. Autonomy
can mean a variety of things, depending on the context in which it is assessed, but
in all contexts it involves a readiness to contest authority whenever the alternative
involves yielding to tradition and unthinking acceptance of unwanted directives
issued by those higher in the pecking order. This underlying ideational premise
applies to the individual in the group, the group in the province, the province in
the state, the state in the international organization, and so on. The scopes of
these contexts differ, but the same readiness to seek autonomy by founding legit-
imacy on performance rather than convention obtains for all of them. Examples
of it surfacing in these diverse contexts are abundant once one begins to think
in terms of the underpinnings of global order: in the mass defections from
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Communist parties, through the intifada, around the Berlin Wall and the squares
of Fast European cities, in the demands of various Soviet republics in 1990, in the
actions of the US in UNESCO during the 1980s, and so on.

But to aspire to autonomy is not necessarily to seek independence. Rather
achieving autonomy means being free to select the ways in which interdepend-
ence with other individuals, groups, provinces, states, and international organiza-
tions is established. The world has become too complex and dynamic for
independence to satisfy needs and wants. Instead there is widespread recognition
at the ideational level that needs and wants have to be sought through reciprocal
arrangements with others, that it is not contradictory to maintain both autono-
mous and interdependent relationships in the global system. Thus concerned
individuals have spawned large and unwieldy social movements, ecological groups
have formed regional consortia, nine republics in the Soviet Union have sought
to pursue some form of federation, the states of Europe have pooled their efforts
to establish a greater degree of union, and the US and Canada have reached
out to Mexico in an effort to widen their free trade agreement.

The transformation of three parameters

If the dominant outcomes of the emergent global order derive from a stress on
autonomy in the context of interdependence, as distinguished from the old order’s
emphasis upon compliance in the context of independence, what are its under-
pinnings? What has undergone transformation such that the new ideational prem-
ises are fostering new outcomes even as long-standing patterns seem to be still in
place?

My answer to these questions involves the basic parameters of world politics.
If the parameters of any system are conceived as the boundaries beyond which lie
the environment of the system — those recurrent patterns that may impact upon
but are not a part of the system’s functioning — and within which the variables of
the system undergo their ceaseless processes of variation, then it follows that the
parameters are normally fixed features of the system. They provide its continu-
ities in the sense that they remain constant even as fluctuations occur in its
variables. Thus they are, in effect, the foundations of global order — those values,
premises, resources, and enduring institutions that underlie and limit the nature
of the international pecking order, that accord legitimacy to alliances, that under-
pin orientations toward war, that justify concern for human rights, that shape
predispositions toward authority and authorities, and so on through all the sources
out of which variation occurs within the system.

If the parameters of world politics form the bases of the prevailing global
order, then a new global order is bound to emerge if and when its parameters
undergo profound transformation. And that is exactly what has happened in
recent decades. For the first time since the period that culminated in the Treaty of
Westphalia in 1648, the basic parameters of world politics have undergone exten-
sive and rapid alteration, with the result that the underpinnings of a new world
order have been laid.’
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Table 2.1 Transformation of three global parameters

Jfrom lo
micro individuals less analytically skill-  individuals more analytically
parameter ful and cathectically competent skillful and cathetically
competent
macro-micro authority structures in place as authority structures in crisis as
parameter people rely on traditional and/or  people evolve performance cri-
constitutional sources of legitim-  teria for legitimacy and compli-
acy to comply with directives ance with the directives issued by
emanating from appropriate macro officials
macro institutions
macro anarchic system of nation-states  bifurcation of anarchic system
parameter into state- and multi-centric
subsystems

Elsewhere I have identified three parameters that are central to any prevailing
global order: the overall structure of global politics (a macro parameter), the
authority structures that link macro collectivities to citizens (a macro-micro
parameter), and the skills of citizens (a micro parameter).” Fach of these param-
eters is judged to have undergone transformation in the current era, and the
relative simultaneity of the transformations is considered a major reason why
signs of an emergent global order — of deep underpinnings fostering unexpected
outcomes — took politicians, journalists, academics, and others so utterly by
surprise when the collapse of Communism rendered them unmistakably manifest
late in 1989.

Table 2.1 summarizes the changes in the three parameters, but the order of
their listing should not be interpreted as implying causal sequences in which
the actions of individuals are conceived to precede the behavior of collectivities.
On the contrary, incisive insights into the emergent world order are crucially
dependent on an appreciation of the profoundly interactive nature of the three
parameters — on recognizing that even as individuals shape the actions and orien-
tations of the collectivities to which they belong, so do the goals, policies, and laws
of the latter shape the actions and orientations of individuals. Out of such inter-
action a network of causation is fashioned that is so thoroughly intermeshed as to
render impossible the separation of causes from effects. Indeed, much of the
rapidity of the transformations at work in world politics can be traced to the ways
in which the changes in each parameter stimulate and reinforce the changes in
the other two.



3 Ominous tensions in a
globalizing world'

I prepared these remarks at a time (May 2002) when, from one American’s
perspective, the prospects for improving the security of peoples everywhere
seem quite dim. At the micro level of individuals, insecurity is rampant and on
the increase. In the words of one observer,

There 1s so much fear in us today. There is fear of crime, but there is also fear
of a more general nature. It used to be that people worked all their lives for
the same company. Now, they change all the time. Companies fold, factories
close. Life seems more and more precarious . . .”

And these insecurities are fully reflected on the global agenda at the macro level
of collectivities and states. At this level security concerns have broadened well
beyond military and strategic considerations to include restless publics, shaky
economies, and fragile governments. The stalemated Israeli-Palestine conflict, the
readiness of many Middle Eastern youth to become suicide bombers, the emer-
gence of anti-immigrant sentiment and politicians in several European countries,
and the inability of the Bush Administration to exercise the required leadership,
underlie a pervasive foreboding as to the future of world affairs.

In short, we live in a very messy world, messier I think than was the case in
earlier decades. Granted that every generation thinks it has more problems than
its predecessors, but a case can readily be made that the present era is far messier
than any other, that today’s insecurities are more pervasive, its uncertainties more
elusive, its ambiguities more perplexing, and its complexities more extensive. Let
me briefly make that case by stressing that the central differentiation between the
present epoch and previous ones involves the acceleration of personal, com-
munity, national, and international life. Due to innovative electronic technologies,
to jet aircraft that move hundreds of thousands of people every year from one
part of the world to another, and to the resulting shrinkage of time and distance,
people and societies today have become substantially more interdependent than
was the case in earlier eras. What is distant today is also proximate, and the
prevalence of these distant proximities is what sets our time apart from previous
generations.”

One major consequence of the accelerated pace of life in our time is the
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breakdown of long-standing boundaries — those boundaries that differentiate the
public from the private, the domestic from the foreign, the local from the global,
the political from the economic, to mention only a few of the distinctions that had
become commonplace and that are today so obscure as to be the source of the
widespread insecurities, uncertainties, ambiguities, and complexities that prevail
throughout the world. The September 11 attacks did not initiate the insecurities,
uncertainties, ambiguities, and complexities; rather, the attacks aggravated
dynamics that were already deeply rooted in the social, political, and economic
life of people, communities, and societies.

Until now I have always been an optimist about the probabilities of globaliza-
tion fostering long-term processes of reconciliation among those groups caught
up in seemingly intractable tensions. But my optimism is under severe challenge
today. The repercussions of the Middle Eastern and India—Pakistan crises as well
as the war on terrorism strike me as being on an order of magnitude far beyond
any that have been experienced since the end of the Cold War. Indeed, the Cold
War was at least marked by a form of stability, but today instability, even chaos,
seems to mark the prevailing order. And it does so in such a way as to cast doubt
on whether the liberating dimensions of globalization are sufficient to reverse the
descent toward worldwide chaos and thereby achieve a modicum of security for
both peoples and collectivities.

One way to probe future likelihoods is to distinguish between order and
fragmentation in and among societies on the one hand and between the desir-
ability and undesirability of these conditions on the other. And one way to probe
the likelihood of globalization fostering long-term processes of reconciliation is
to focus on how its underlying dynamics play out at several levels of aggregation.
Let me explore briefly each of these paths of inquiry by way of trying to salvage
my optimism in the face of pervasive forebodings.

Order and fragmentation

Order and fragmentation have always been integral features of world affairs, but
due to technological developments that have shrunk time and distance, today
they are considerably more interactive than ever before. The tempo of global life
within and among countries has accelerated to the point where it is plausible to
assert that each increment of order gives rise to an increment of fragmentation,
and vice versa. So as to stress and capture the extent of this interaction, I have
long argued that its centrality to the course of events justifies a special label, one
that highlights the ways in which the tensions between order and fragmentation
are inextricably linked to each other. My label for this linkage is “fragmegration,”
a term that derives in part from fragmentation and in part from integration and
that has the virtue, despite its grating and contrived nature, of capturing in a single
word these contrary tendencies and thus serving as a reminder of how closely they
are interwoven. Indeed, I would argue that the best way to grasp global life today
is to view it through fragmegrative lenses, to treat every circumstance and every
process as an instance of fragmegrative dynamics.’



Ominous tensions in a globalizing world 15

To appreciate the links between order and fragmentation it is important to
recognize that both concepts are loaded with values, that one person’s order is
another’s disorder and that what is fragmentation for some is coherence for others.
Both order and fragmentation, in other words, can be desirable or undesirable,
depending on the value perspective through which they are assessed. Put more
specifically, order can suggest group or societal arrangements that process issues
peacefully and creatively, allowing diverse groups to participate freely in how the
issues are handled; or it can connote a deadly stagnation and tyrannical hierarchy
that inhibits free participation by those encompassed by the issues. Likewise,
fragmentation can highlight the breakdown of coherence and the onset of chaos;
or it can point to a pluralism that affords opportunities for various groups to
pursue their goals. Table 3.1 depicts four different societal conditions and political
forms that may prevail when the value dimensions of order and fragmentation are
taken into consideration.

Once the analytic concepts of order and fragmentation are pondered in the
context of value perspectives in this way, and irrespective of whether they are
approached with the war on terrorism and the other foreboding situations in
mind, the question arises as to whether any of the four conditions constitute the
central tendency at work in the twenty-first century. Quite aside from our prefer-
ence for either of the two desirable conditions, are they likely to succumb in the
long run to either of the two undesirable arrangements? Is the world headed for
pervasive tyrannies and endless chaos? Or does humankind have the will, the
resources, the imagination, and the perseverance to sustain and expand some
form of democratic order? In short, are fragmegrative dynamics likely to render
the future insufferable or manageable?

In good part the answers to these questions must rest on empirical assessments,
but they are equally rooted in our temperaments, our inclinations toward opti-
mistic or pessimistic conceptions of the human condition. It is a mistake, I think, to
resort to our professional training and treat the questions as simply a matter of
gathering data and sifting them for evidence. Inevitably our responses are rooted
in either coherent value schemes or uncoordinated impressions and, as such, they
amount to huge judgments about elusive phenomena. In an intensely fragmegra-
tive era neither limited judgments nor clear-cut phenomena can yield an adequate
understanding of where humankind is headed. Perforce we must engage in
nuanced analysis even as we give voice to our underlying impulses and intuitive
feelings.

Table 3.1 Desirable and undesirable order and fragmentation

ORDER FRAGMENTATION
DESIRABLE centralized democracy decentralized pluralism

UNDESIRABLE tyranny chaos
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Furthermore, our nuanced analyses have to confront the reality that they have
to be developed in what elsewhere I have described as conceptual jails.” All of us
are ensconced in one or another such jail, in theoretical frameworks that organize
our responses to events and that tend to be so thorough as to prevent us from
discerning possible responses not encompassed by our frameworks. For example,
despite the profound ways in which the September 11 attacks demonstrated the
porosity and weaknesses of states and the high salience of nongovernmental
actors, most of us continue to think in terms of national sovereignty and a state-
centric world in which the interactions of national governments determine the
course of events. It is a powerful jail, so solidly constructed and so lacking in exits
that we quickly dismiss as “radical” any ideas that posit transnational institutions
as the route to a new and more secure world order. Such institutions are not
neglected, but neither are they viewed as alternatives to the state system. In the
words of one analyst, we are blissfully unaware of “how mired we all are in the
mud of nationalism, unable to devise a genuine transnational policy that will let us
begin to function as citizens of the world.”® Similarly, even as we acknowledge
that national sovereignty has undergone diminution and is caught up in profound
transformative dynamics, so do we continue to respect and protest it.

The dynamics of globalization

In order to clarify the question of whether the future will be insufferable or
manageable and thereby possibly point the way to a jailbreak from our all-
encompassing conceptual prisons, I turn now to a path of inquiry that highlights
the possibility of globalizing dynamics fostering long-term processes of reconcili-
ation in this fragmegrative era. It must first be noted that none of the issues that
mark the present world scene are sealed off from the global system. Thus all of
them are incrementally shaped by the dynamics of fragmegration. I refer here not
to pressures emanating from the interstate system, such as the policies pursued by
the US or the parties to the Middle Eastern crisis — though such pressures are not
irrelevant — but rather I have in mind even more fundamental external dynamics:
those worldwide socio-economic and political influences that underlie the struc-
tures of states and derive from the orientations of publics, the precepts of cultures,
the proliferation of organizations, and the nature of economies (see Table 8.1).

Many of these dynamics reflect the ever-growing role played by individuals at
the micro level in world affairs. A vast number of nongovernmental micro roles
have evolved — combatants, innocent victims, commanders, strategists, suppliers,
narcotraffickers, reformers, urbanites, peasants, fundamentalists, merchants, sui-
cide bombers, insurgents, land owners, conglomerate executives, sharecroppers,
radicals, money launderers, unionists, protectionists, leftists, paramilitarists, guer-
rillas, aid workers, to mention but the more obvious ones — that enable men and
women to engage in actions that have extensive macro consequences.

Put differently, it becomes increasingly difficult to probe world politics without
taking into account the ways in which ordinary people shape the course of events.
States and other macro collectivities are still crucial actors on the global stage, but



Ominous tensions in a globalizing world 17

numerous others have joined them. Our conceptual jails may impede our cap-
acity to appreciate and assess the ever-greater role that people at the micro level
are playing, but one can begin to grasp their greater roles by taking note of how
suicide bombers, who lie outside the control of states, can take matters into their
own hands and undermine negotiations designed to resolve some of the key
conflicts that are high on the global agenda.

But are the interactive combinations of the eight sources of fragmegration set
forth in Table 8.1 likely to contribute to a manageable future marked by security
for individuals and collectively for the international system? Or, put more cau-
tiously, is there any reason to believe that the forces underlying fragmegration can
have salutary effects? One basis for an affirmative answer is that none of the
societies and situations marked by intense conflict is immune to the fragmegrative
dynamics. None can be oblivious to the pervasive impact of microelectronic
technologies, the vast potential of the skill revolution, the power of the organiza-
tional explosion, the extensive consequences of the mobility upheaval, the
continued institutionalization of global bifurcated structures, or the relentless
globalization of national economies. And being parties to deep authority crises,
all of them know this dynamic intimately as well as the extent to which states,
sovereignty, and territoriality are weakening. In subtle and crucial ways, in short,
situations everywhere are caught up in the forces that are transforming the course
of events.

However, to be exposed to these forces is not necessarily to be acquiescent to
their power. Conceivably the situations wracked with tensions and conflict can
continue for several more decades without let up. With scenarios that trace a
descent into chaos continuing to be viable, perhaps even probable if the
momentum against globalization continues to mount without being addressed, it
is possible that conflicted societies and situations will prove to be immune to the
various fragmegrative dynamics. Put differently, it is hard to imagine advances
toward collective security in the international system if such advances lack the
support of the many types of aforementioned individuals who now occupy key
roles on the global stage.

Can optimism be justified?

Thus one is faced with this question, and responding to it is not easy for me. My
temperament is pervasively optimistic, but my analytic antennae tell me that on a
global scale the central tendencies may well unfold more toward tyranny and
chaos than democracy and pluralism. I can readily construct scenarios in which
global governance proves insufficient to cope with the potential for chaos that
prevails in most parts of the world. Such a perspective derives not so much from
the implications of September 11 (though that is not a trivial aspect of the pos-
sible disarray), but more from the seemingly low, even very low, probability that
global governance can effectively reduce the rich—poor gap, control the squalor of
ever more crowded urban areas, fashion a modicum of worldwide consensus
around a set of core values necessary to the predominance of democracy and
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pluralism, diminish environmental pollution, replenish the world’s supplies of
water, raise the income of the more than two billion people who presently earn
less than $2 a day, bring a modicum of peace to the Middle East, moderate the
conflict over Kashmir, re-orient the US in the direction of sharing its wealth more
fully, enable the peoples of Africa to lift themselves out of poverty and sickness —
to mention only the more obvious problems that seem intractable and enduring;

Yet, an optimistic temperament will not yield readily to a parade of horribles.
Further reflection allows for the nuanced possibility that the four conditions set
forth in Table 3.1 are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Elsewhere I have argued
that a prime characteristic of our fragmegrative circumstances is a widespread
and persistent trend toward the disaggregation of authority. The potential for
disaggregation is implicit in the dynamics outlined in Table 2.1 of the previous
chapter — as people everywhere become more skillful, as authority crises become
more pervasive, and as global structures undergo bifurcation. Viewed optimistic-
ally, at least parts of the disaggregated, networked world can amount as much to
an order marked by constructive pluralism as to one mired in deleterious chaos.
Indeed, the more disaggregated global governance becomes, the less will be the
scope for tyrannies to operate effectively.

In short, a modicum of optimism is salvaged by viewing the long-run future as
likely to consist of pockets of democracy and pluralism managing to function and
flourish in the face of widespread and pervasive tyrannies and chaos. Nor can one
ignore the democratic and pluralistic institutions committed to overcoming tyr-
anny and minimizing chaos. The power and competence of such institutions,
both INGOs and NGOs, 1s limited, to be sure, but they can draw on an endless
reservoir of good will to achieve global governance that is both effective and
ennobling. There is, moreover, a dialectic relationship between democratic or
pluralistic order and tyrannical or chaotic fragmentation. As instances of the
latter become more salient they trigger renewed efforts to establish the former.
One is reminded of the age-old dilemma of the liberal: oft-times things need to
get worse so as to unleash forces that strive to make them better.

Conclusion

In sum, despite a host of value and empirical obstacles, we cannot shy away from
assessing where the world is headed. The prospects for order and fragmentation
are too crucial to ignore. Collective perspectives voiced from an ivory tower may
not always be accurate or informed, but they will be thoughtful and explicit,
allowing for reconsideration and revision. My present view is that the long-term
future is not likely to consist of new transformations. Rather I envision islands of
desirable order and fragmentation surrounded by oceans of undesirable tyranny
and chaos, with neither capable of encroaching on the other — a prolonged
stalemate that is unlikely to yield to efforts at alteration in either direction.



4 Aging agendas and

ambiguous anomalies

Tensions and contradictions of an
emergent epoch’

In the next century I believe most states will begin to change from cultlike entities
charged with emotion into far simpler and more civilized entities, into less power-
ful and more rational administrative units that will represent only one of the many
complex and multileveled ways in which our planetary society is organized.
(Vaclav Havel?)

There is both alliteration and causation embedded in the title of this paper. It
bends unduly in the direction of alliteration because, in many cases, the anomalies
that pervade world affairs are ambiguous and the agendas that guide our inquiries
are aging. It has a causal dimension in the sense that the anomalies are rendering
our agendas obsolete.

Put differently, we need to update our research agendas because the proliferat-
ing anomalies are indicative of a transforming world, a world that can no longer
be adequately grasped by the research priorities that have guided us in the last
few decades. To be sure, some items on the aging agendas will persist on the new
ones. Doubtless the world will have to continue to be alert to the problems of
nuclear proliferation, civil strife, population trends, Russia, global warming, and
the growing gap between the rich and poor. Still, I believe the transformations at
work in the world are so extensive that we can no longer confine our inquiries to
these long-standing staples of our profession. If we do, if our research priorities
are not updated to account for the new agenda items that lie just across the
horizon, we’ll be spinning our wheels while the world moves on without our input.

The updating task is not as easy as it may seem at first glance. The aging
agendas are founded on a deep-seated habit that prevents us from pondering
the implications of new empirical data, that does not readily yield to new con-
ceptualizations, and that inhibits us from treating the anomalies as signifying new
and persistent patterns. Shackled by this habit — which I shall discuss at length
shortly — we are likely to dismiss startling new data as merely more of the same, as
easily interpreted by presently available conceptual equipment, rather than as
anomalous indicators of emergent and significant trends.

Before examining the conceptual habit that diverts us, let us look first at some
data and anomalies that ought to give us pause and that suggest challenges which
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should find a place high on our reinvigorated research agendas. Consider these
three bits of data that I regard as startling:

1 Itis estimated that today 1.4 billion e-mail messages cross national boundar-
ies every day’ Quite possibly, moreover, these dynamics are poised for
another step-level leap forward with the advent of the Internet (which is
growing by one million web pages a day') and new computer technologies
which include the prospect of a chip 100 billion (repeat 100 billion) times
faster than those available today.’ Future generations might look back to
the latter part of the 1990s and the widening scope of the Internet as the
historical starting point for a new phase of modern globalization.

2 It has been calculated that Indonesia had only one independent environ-
mental organization twenty years ago, whereas now there are more than
20,000 linked to an environmental organization network based in Jak