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Worldviews Analysis

of International Issues
STEVEN L. LAMY

This book explores thirteen international issues. These issues are complex,
affecting both public and private actors throughout the intemational system,
and are not easily resolved by the actions of a single government, private corpo-
ration, or individual. These same issues are controversial: Those affected by
them often disagree over definitions of the problems, explanations of their ori-
gins, and how best to respond to the challenges they present.

Part | discusses wide-ranging and persistent policy issues, such as nuclear-
and conventional-arms races, intemational inequality, global resources and
growth, human rights, and the ideological battle between the United States and
the Soviet Union. g

The mistrust and geopolitical competition that has shaped relations be-
tween the United States and the Sovict Union is a good example of this kind of -
policy issue. Each of the superpowers has devoted significant resources to ef-"
forts aimed at controlling and perhaps overcoming the other superpower. They -
have involved the entire world community in their strategic chess game for over
forty years. Soviet and U.S. policy actions have had a significant impact on
international and regional institutions established to maintain global order and
stability. Additionally, in an effort to maintain positions as a friend or foe in this
_ global struggle and to protect their national interests, both large and small states
have allocated a substantial amount of their resources to defense and strategic
policy programs.

Part 2 discusses tension areas or conflict regions in the international sys-
tem. Most of the conflict situations discussed in this volume have significant
geopolitical implications that direcily involve the United States and the Soviet
Union. The chapters on Southern Africa and Central America focus on areas in
which both superpowers are providing diplomatic support, technica! services,
non-military goods, and military assistance to adversaries.

Not all conflicts in international affairs involve the use of military force. It
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is important for students of international affairs to understand the politlcal..eco~
nomic, and cultural dimensions of conflict sllualions; l':e welll as ll:c t;\l(l;mz
opolitical aspects. For example, this section of the volume Includes

2;::;5; &:u cxplore‘:c the conflict between rich and poor states over tbe control
of information production and dissemination agencies. This conflict Is not
being played out on a battlefield. Diplomats, media experts, scientists, and cor-
porate leaders debate this issue and explore possible solutions at .oonfmnces
and seminars sponsored by the United Nations and by more specialized interna-
ional institutions as well. . .

“onal't lis also important for students of international affairs to realize lh_at con-
flicts over policy issues also cause problems among allies. A review of
Canadian-U.S. relations illustrates some of the problems faced by. traditional
allics whose leaders are attempting to reconcile national interests with regional
or international priorities in a competitive international environment.

Each author of the chapters in this book was asked to organize his or her
asscssment of a particularly controversial intematio'nal issue or evcn! withinan
analytical framcwork that encourages the compansons.of contending .woﬂd-
views. These different worldviews offer divergent descriptions, competing ex-
planations, contrast in predictions, and a wide nnge_of policy solutions. For
purposes of this analytical framework, a wor{dvlew is defined as a set of as-
sumplions, core beliefs, and values, which mdl'viduals use (o interpret the
world around them. Individuals use their worldview as a lens to analyzf and
evaluate events, actions of other individuals or nati.on-sutcs. and conditions
having a long-term or passing effect on people or societies (e.g., & national dis-
aster or the image one ethaic community has about a second ethnic com-
munity). It is important to note that this lens creates an !mage of reality that may
not be universally shared. There are many ways of secing the world around us,
and it is extremely important for students of intemational relations to realize the

imi eir interpretations.
hmulsno:ttltmpungrfo understand controversial international issues, a multiple-
perspective or contending-worldviews analytical approach is critical. This ap-
proach does not assume that all actors in the system have similar policy. goals
and objectives, It does assume that cultural factors, ideology, and traditional
processes of socialization (e.g., the media, schools, and thé family) will create
different values and priorities. Individuals in leadership positions will make de-
cisions that are consistent with their worldviews, Not all political ludeu will
support policies aimed at maintaining the status quo, in terms of lhedmdbulk:n
of power and influence in the international system. Those who want change in
the system may seek incremental reforms or radical transformations. Thus, a
comprehensive understanding of issues that affect societies tluoufl::m uu;
world will require an examination of worldviews in three categories: those ol

system maintainers, system reformers, and system transformers.

This book is aimed at students, scholars, and teachers interested in explor-
ing the views of the significant actors in a given intemational-issue arca. The

worldviews-analytical framework provides the student of international affajrs
with a method for organizing research and the identification and analysis of con-
tending theorles and policy issues. This approach is particularly useful when an
individual is irying to understand or teach about especially controversial inter-
national issues,

This is an introductory text that does not assume an in-depth awareness of
the issues discussed in each chapter. The authors have sought to raise questions
that might encourage further research. The text is not meant to stand alone. Each
author encourages the reader to seek out additional empirical studies represent-

 ing the theoretical and policy debates that define each worldview category,

The chaplers presented in this volume do not present a single perspective
or a particularly U.S. worldview. Clearly, the choice of issues and conflict areas
that are addressed in this study reflectsa U.S. foreign-policy agenda, However,
the worldviews-analytical approach helps overcome the limits normally im-
posed by the cultural, ideological, and situational factors thatusually influence
the content of classes and the methods of instruction. The emphasis on en.
couraging a more pluralistic, in terms of worldviews, assessment of world
issues makes this an important contribution to any discussion or lecture in which
students are wrestling with complex and distant issues. Students often accept a
specific explanation or analysis of an international event because of the diffi-
culty associated with finding alternative interpretations of these same issues or
events, The worldviews-analytical framework presented in this book is not fool-
proof, and its proper application requires careful and thoughtful research, Its
strength is that it presents the reader with a way of thinking and teaching about
world politics that recognizes the existence of multiplc interpretations of reality,
This method of analysis is essential for effective policymaking in the interna-
tional system.

A \VORLDVIEWAND ISSUE APPROACH

First, it is important to emphasize that any approach or method of analysis re-
flects a particular view of the world. The authors of this book were asked to
examine intemational issues from three worldview categories: those of system
maintainers, system reformers, and System transformers." In these categorics,
“system” refers to the international system. The international system is defined
by the interactions among state and non-state actors and the resulting processes
of decisionmaking and armangements of power and influence.

Since the end of World War I, the intcrnational system has been shaped by
significant transformations, Bach has had some.impact on the structure of the
intemational system. These are not just changes that influcnce activities within
units. These transformations are significant because they cach have an impac
8t the intemational-system level. Many theorists concerned with understanding
international relations suggest that change or transformation is insignificant un.
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less the event cl.anges the “arranigement of the parts of the system” or the order
of the structure. Sor example, an event or a series of decisions that move the
international syste:n from anarchy to a more centralized power structure is an
example of a significant change or transformation. (Waliz 1979, 88-97)

A second definitional characteristic of the intemational system relates to
specific functions of actors within the system. According'to Kcn.nc'lh Waltz
(1979), nation-states are like units and are not significantly different in the f'unc—
tions that each unit performs. While it is true that nation-states may have filf.fcr-
cnt resources, and (hus different capabilities, they gencrally pcrform similar
functions in the intcrnational system. Consequently, a signifieant lransfor.ma—
tion in the international system would result in a differentiation of functions
among siate actors. This could mcan that larger, more powerful states would
play a more cusiodial role in certain policy areas (c.g., the 'comnfl of nuclt-:ar
arms) and weaker states would be expected to play a no.lc in regional .al’fmrs
(¢.g.. New Zealand's role as a stabilizing force in the Pacific Islands mglon).or
as leaders in multilateral policy organizations (c.g'. , the thherl'and_S as a major
proponent of development-assistance programs in the O'rgamuglon of Eco-
nomic Cooperation and Development [OECD] and the United Nations [UN)).

One may also recognize the role played by non-state actors (e.g...(hc
Roman Catholic Church, Amnesty International, and the Exxon Corporation)
and interational or regional governmental organizations ('e.g.. the UN and the
Organization of African Unity) in the intemational-policy arena. Howcv.cr.
these non-state actors are generally considered to be subservient to the policy
interests of state actors. o

The international system is defined also by the distribution of power a'nd
influence in that system. Accordingly, any significant shift in power which
changes the order of states in the system must be considered a delimiting trans-
formation. For cxample, the economic collapse of a major power o u’\c
emergence of a new nuclear military force would u.ndoubte:dly influence the dis-
tribution of power and influence throughout the international system. (Waltz

l9791":;.’;: three characteristics describe the traditional view of the intcmalif)fnal
system. From this viewpoint, the intemational system is seen as compelitive
and anarchic (i.c., no central authority exists to maintain order) with the princi-
pal powers being nation-states. Those states with power are lhc.mlc makers in
the international system. Leaders in every state sclec_l po.h'cu:s aimed 33( fulflhcr-
ing their national interests. The strategy of self-help is f:nucal for survival in an
international system with onty minimal rules of bchnvnqr. F\mhcnnog:. a lﬂd'l-
lional view of the intemnational system supports the notion lh.al a mfuon-slalc s
lcaders must be prepared to use force or the lhn::t of force in their efforts to

¢ policies aimed at securing the national interest, - _
pmmTu Ilnf)::: p‘:;ilical leaders and intemational-affairs experts who adhere (o this

fonaticn vi i ithin the system since
nalist view recognize that changes have occurred wi '
l.r'a‘u‘h’lu')‘ Ceeta ....g... har nana fram a devaciated and defeated Asian nower
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to a major global cconomic power. Most sec these changcs as part of the matura-
tion of the system. Changes such as the increase in the number of nation-stales
and the increase in transactions between states are seen as influcncing attributes
within the countries; however, these changes or transformations are not recog-
nized as having a major influence on the order within the system, the functions
of nation-states, or the fungibility of certain capabilities, such as nuclear arms,
in determining the rules in the international system.

Traditionalists maintain that although the priorities and actions of states
may have to change becausc of the emergence of new states in Africa or the
shift of economic power toward East Asian states, the basic rules of the interna-
tional systemn remain the same. Those states with significant powcr, the ability
to mobilize political, economic, and military resources o convince another
country to act in a manner that supports their intercsts, continuc to define the
rules. Thus, in spite of new developments in the interational system, the
United States and the USSR remain as the directors of their respective spheres
of influence.

The Contemporary International System

The authors contributing to this volume were asked 10 consider an altemative to
this traditional view of the international system. This alicrmative interpretation
of the contemporary interational system recognizes the continuance of certain
traditional characteristics, such as the persistence of conflict and the primacy of
state actors. However, this alternative view accepts the notion that transforma-
tions since 1945 have created a less anarchic and more pluralistic international
system. This view suggests that these transformations have changed the distri-
bution of power and have resulted in the establishment of intemmational rules
and regulations that have moved the system further away from a system without
govemance. There are numerous transformations that have affected the struc-

ture and order of the international system. Perhaps the most significant transfor-
malions are:

1. The emergence of new state actors and the tremendous growth in the
number and salicnce of non-state actors (c.g., transnational enterprises
and intemmational non-governmental actors)

2. Changes in the distribution of power and the increasing importance of
non-force policy options (c.g., economic policics aimed at furthering
national interests)

3. The cxponential increase in intemational transactions linking public
and private actors throughout the intemational system

These three transformations represcnt characteristics of the contemporary
international system that differentiate it from a more traditional system. A closer
examination of these three transformations suggests clear differences between
the intemational system that existed prior to World War 1l and the contemporary



" system. For one, it is quite clear that the contemporary system is still developing
in terms of power distributions and the patterns of interaction between state and
non-state actors within the system,

The Emergence of New Nation-States and Non-State Actors
The first major transformation that has ﬂlayed arole in shaping the international
affairs agenda in the contemporary world is the emergence of new na.tion-mles
(i.c., state actors) and non-state actors. As a result of the decolonization process
after World War I1, over cighty new countries have joined the intem.atlonal com-
munity. These developing states have brought new interests, priorities, and
nceds to the cconomic- and sec\lri(y~policy dcba.tel at both bi!atenl (i.e.,
country-to-country) and multilateral (i.e., international organizations) levcls‘._
These countries enjoy cqual legal status as sovereign states; however, few o
thesc states have the economic, military, or political resources that would give
them parity with the more advanced lndus'trial states of the West. T?uus.fmesc
stales play a different role in the intematlor‘ual system. The majority o l.new
states is dependent upon political, economic, and security assistance t:;n
larger, more powerful states. These dependencies make new states vu.lt:.:nme
10 superpower competition and increase the cham‘:es of instability wit mri e
international system. The “politics of survival” in many of these countries
require that their leaders cither accept the continuance of a depcpden'cy lelali:ln-
ship with wealthier and more powerful states or support strategies aimed at :-
sociation from the present intemmational system. A few of these leaders are seek-
ing a more self-reliant path of devclopmc.nt; however, most lc?ep( the m:uli u:
reform or significantly change existing intemational economic and polit c;l
structures. Conscquently, the leadership in many of these states has willingly
transferred sovereignty and authority to multilateral efforts aimu! at mtmcl:;lrl-
ing the international economic system, Although the primary motivation is s
self-interest, the weaker states in the international system scem to be supporting
cither collective unilateral policies (e.g., the Org.amut,ion of Petmleumll’.xpon-
ing Countries' [OPEC’s] oil embargo) or collective multilateral effosts, such as
special sessions sponsored by the United Nations, which focus on global al;s.
Support for collective or multilateral organizations challenges the state-centric
view of intemnational politics. it may also suggest a differentiation of political
strategies and policy orientations among state actors, Weaker states, uniabl;‘to
represent their interests unilaterally, have begun to look to intemational institu-
tions and other multilateral forums :I’I their primary political arena and a3 pri-
resentatives of their national interests.
maryArZZcond aspect of this “actor” transformation in the intcrnational systfm
is the increase in the number of and the commensurate acccleration of activities
of non-state aclors such as transnational enterprises ('_l'r:lEs) and no(-forbpmlﬁl
organizations within and between nation-states. hfilmmally. this means in-
creased involvement with state actors; maximally, this means an increase in the
power of non-state actors vis-A-vis nation-states. There have always been non-
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state actors participating with nation-states in the intemational system, These
non-state actors work as pressure groups in the intcmational-affairs policy
arena, and as the interests and concems of domestic groups become more inter-
national, the activities of these groups increase commensurately. To date, these
groups have not replaced nation-states as centers of power and authority or the
focus of citizen identity and loyalty. Corponations such as IBM and private or-
ganizations such as Church World Services must abide by the laws of local and
national governments. Their activities are usually controlled by states; if these
hon-state actors pursue policies that challenge the intercsts of indigenous elites

who control power, they will be asked to leave. However, these non-state actors

do play a very important role in the policymaking processcs of most states, For

example, the leaders of the Catholic Church continue to advocate political

change in those Latin American countries where dictators persist in their sup-
port of policies aimed at denying basic human rights within their societies,
TNEs provide local employment, loans, technology, and other cconomic re-
sources. These lurge corporations can make or break a government with their
decision to invest or build a new production facility. It is obvious that the eco-
nomic resources and investinent capabilitics held by TNEs could challenge the

traditional authorities of the state. .

This is not to say that TNEs will supplant the nation-state. Instead, these
actors might work with states with similar interests, challenge those they cannot
afford to leave or those they feel can be Influenced, and exit from those states
who push them too far, The role of U.S.-based corporations in the overthrow of
the Allende government in Chile provides an example of the flag and the dollar
working to influence domestic andforeign policy. As countrics continue to com-
pete for mackets and resources, the role of TNES is bound to increase. Likewise,
if cltizens find their government to be ineffective or unconcerncd about a prob-
lem or issue, they may work with a non-govemnmental organization to represent
their interests, A brief glimpse at a curvent debate in U.S, foreign policy pro-
vides & useful example of this point,

A traditional view of the international systein suggests that when con-
fronted with challenges (o its national interests, a state will usc its power to
counter those challenges. Leaders act rationally in these situations, sclecting
policies that maximize benefits and minimize costs. Thus, a powerful state
could easily discourage the activities of Jess powerful states encroaching on
its interests by using or threatening force. In the traditional view, leaders of

states are rarely challenged in the foreign-policy arena. To illustrate: U.S.
foreign-policy leaders, acting rationally, should be frce to use the power of the
United States to deter and counter Sovict-backed aggression in Central
America, However, many U.S, citizens belong to groups opposed to U.S. mili-
tary action in Central America. As the U.S. congressional debates on Contra
funding have shown, these groups.do have some influence on U.S. foreign-
policy activities. If these interest groups opposed to U.S. military activity in
Central America succeed in their efforts to change the direction of U.S, foreign
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policy, their success will have an effect on other conflict situations (e.g., South
Africa) where the United States has been directly or indirectly involved. Fur-
thermore, any change in the foreign-policy priorities of the United States will -
have an immediate impact on other actors in the system,

Thus, the activities of non-state actors could result in more formal and jn-
formal rules governing the behavior of both state and non-state actors. More
importantly, as'the non-state actors provide citizens with access to decision.
makers, they will be more frequently used by individuals interested in shaping
the policy agenda. Loyalty once reserved for national govemmenu' could.be
shifted to private non-state actors. This “privatization” of foreign-policy If:llvi-
tics has the potential to influence signjficantly the structure .of the international
system by challenging the primacy of states and by chaggmg the rules of the
game. Consequently, the reliance on intemational and regional fora and the sup-
port for multilateral organizations by new states, and the dramatic increase of
non-state-actor policy activity has moved the international system further away
from an anarchic environment, |

Changing Options for Power and Influence
A second major transformation defining the contemporary system relates to the
changes in the distribution of power and influence in the system. This involves
the increasing salience of non-force options and the inappropriateness of mili-
tary tools of statecraft for resolving many international disputes. The com}u'ies
of the world spend over $300 billion a year on both nuclear and conventional
arms and related military programs. There are at present five major nuclear pow-
ers—the United States, China, the Soviet Union, France, and Great Britain. An
additional six countries are thought to possess nuclear power capabilities—
Brazil, South Africa, Argentina, Israel, Pakistan, and India. The global arms
culture also includes an extensive proliferation of conventional anms, which has
increased superpower involvement throughout the world. The United States and
the Sovict Union usc arms-trade-and military-assistance programs (o further
their political and security interests among their allies and in many developing
countries. In a similar fashion, regional powers or adventurist weak states gﬁen
usc military advantages to control or coerce other states in their efforts to extend
their power and prestige or divert attention from major domestic problems. The
proliferation of both conventional and nuclear arms has dramatically increased
the chances for a regional conflict or war occurring and developing into a major
global confrontation. This situation has changed the nature of intemational
statecraft and certainly has changed public attitudes to\'md war, Leaders are
confronted with policy dilemmas that require non-military responses (.8,
irade wars) or situations in which the use of force might cause a major escalation
flict. . '
o lh:";z:c changes in military dimensions of power are accompanied by signifi-
cant shifts in economic capacities of power and Influence. The United S?m no
Ionoer enioys a predominant position in the world economy. Japan, the “newly

)
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Industrializing” countries of Toiwan, Brazil, and South Korea, and the Euro-
pean Economic Community (EEC) have effectively uscd trade, investment,
and assistance programs and processes, initiated by the United States after
World War 11, to build viable and extremely effective cconomic systems, U.S.
trade deficits reflect the increasing number of U.S. product, service, and com-
modity dependencies in the international economy,

The shift from a world in which the United States was the economic hege-
mon, immediately following World War I1, to a more pluralistic world in which
itis a major actor, is seen by some theorists to be the result of the proper develop-
ment of the political and economic system designed and implemented by the
United States. (Calleo 1982) However, these changes in the dimensions both of
political power and influence and of economic strength have created new depen-
dencies for the United States and other wealthy states, unaccustomed o the re-
strictions and frustrations which accompanying a shift in status and power. For
example, U.S. dependence on strategic minerals imported from South Africa
clearly influenced the Reagan administration’s choice (o pursue a policy of
“constructive engagement,” which encourages the maintenance of trade link-
ages, rather than a policy of economic divestment. Trade dependencies affect
the independence and flexibility of weak and strong states alike,

The complexities of international affairs in the contemporary system have
also limited the effectiveness of many traditional tools of foreign policy;
namely, the implementation of military solutions in crisis situations, Conflicts
with Japan about trade Issues or boycotts by commodity cartsls (e.g., OPEC's
ol embargo) are not effectively resolved by bombs or military invasions. Non-
force options scem to be more effective in an international system in which eco.-
nomic and sociocultural issues are now defined and accepted as national-
security concerns. This suggests a need to rethink the traditional view of how

states represent their interests in a competitive and anarchic international sys-
tem. A traditional geopolitical view emphasizes military strength as the guaran-
tor of sovereignty. Although military strength is certainly still an important 100}
of statecrafl, changes in power distributions suggest a need for states to develop
more effective non-force tools aimed at securing a state’s intercst in a more
pluralistic international system,

The need for new tools of statecraft is also emphasized by the expansion of
the international-policy agenda. Foreign-policy experts must now carcfully
consider public-policy issues that were previously considered local or national
problems or were simply non-issues. As govemmcnts have extended their re-
sponsibilities into private-sector areas, the list of “public issues™ has expanded.
Coincidentally, and in part because of the tremendous increase in international
linkages, domestic-policy concerns such as pollution, labor laws, bunking regu-
lations, zoning rules, criminal-justice activitics, educational policies, and
consumer-protcction laws are affected by international issues and events, In
tum, these policy areas are now addressed by both forcign and domestic
policymakers., These relatively new areas of international concern are not usu-

—g
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ally recognized as major national-security ls.st.xcs..'l'hu.':.. there is a tendency li(:
place these issues on a secondary or *“low-politics-issue ngenda. However, it
clear that cach of these issues has some bearing on l.he quality-of-life conditions
and the protection of a way of life. To many individuals and groups, these are
ational-security issucs. -
"dllOTT_!:l :screas’i'ng salicnce of these new nation?l-securi(y Issues ‘has mull:d
in more public pressure for government intervention. The worse things get, the

more cilizens tum to government to do something about the problem. Many of

“ these issues, such as air pollution, require cooperative responses. Dn:y air :o?;
not stop at a country’s boundary; thus, gove!'nments must vtrork toget crf:n 1! "
some cases, transfer policymaking authority toa potentially mon':‘ e ‘cc ;'\:
supranational aythority. Incrementally, these policy challenges arc threatening

the traditional notion of state sovereignly and the monopoly statcs have had in

the arca of public authority. In addition, in. many policy arcas, lh'c inlcr:;tnc:r:‘a‘:
system now operates much like a domestic-policy arena, in which pui ic n
private organizations bargain and compete for public goods anid selrv c'e|s. As
suggested earlier, more and mofe intesest groups are now operat ng“oc’: ;:;em
tionally, and internationally to mﬂue.nce the actions of goverll;men . A reset
study on “local foreign policies” indlc.aled that over $18 million wa‘:, p:nd .z
individual states in the United States in an effort to promote expol R pd.en
additional $8.5 million was allo'j':ate;! 9(: g_r:g;ams aimed at encouraging '
i i i s. (Shuman |
mvc?lr:r;z':l:::a‘ryfl:l:amn:cs(in the distribution of power and influence and lhe. eX-
pansion of the public-policy domain have had some imp'af:l oni hoxy nal:.‘(:‘l:
states interact with éach other. Powerful states, in thi mdnuo:al st‘ w::\\;.n i
themselves competing with and a('limes “losing out” to wea| er :r:dc  In the
international system, Coalition pohtic.s (e.g., the use of cu:te :). ads resiic-
tions and incentives, development assistance, and commum;:a |lonsomc chno
logical resources are becoming imp(.u}ant tools of statccraft. fl; ome '
these policies can be used in lieu of military force and are morce‘ ocm .'I‘lwse“c g
tools have enabled small and middle fmtes, and great pow.cll's u:I s e p:hicyh
making roles in many issue areas. :l‘hls challcn.gcs the lndlll l:d d\:n“; Whish
suggests that the international-policy arena will be contro o s
sively by the major powers, more specit.'lcllly_ the United States .

d Interstate and Intrastate Transactions .
’I; ther ‘:‘lﬁr‘d area of transformation that differentiates the comemporary. b mlcmian-
tional system from those of previous eras involves the mbcunutlu m n
the volume of interstate and intrastate transactions. It is wieul::e:l s have
always traded products, exchanged art and music, and main ¢ polmc‘l
security alliances. However, the depth and bluflth of these mnumww';
and cultural transactions have increased dramatically since ?um rld v
11. These linkages have increased the dcpcndenc.ies of nation-states; s t;
results in an increase in a country’s vulnerability. It is clear that nation-s
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have become more dependent on other countries and on various non-state actors
10 provide essential goods and services, When countries are bound together in
cither symmetrical or asymmetrical interdependent relations, there will in.
evitably be national-security implications. Similarly, these connections will
have a measurablc impact on foreign-policy behavior, For ¢xample, a country
with a significant dependency on stratcgic minerals, food, or military assistance
may be limited in its capacity to define and implement an independent foreign-
policy agenda, Likewise, a dependent state could be constrained in its ability to
maintain order and prosperity at home if supplies of these strategic goods (e.g.,
oil) cannot be vbtained from external supplicrs.

There arc costs and benefits associated with increasing economic, politi-
cal, and cultural linkages. It would be difficult to identily a single country that
has the capacity to produce domestically all of the goods and services cssential
for the maintcnance of the “way of life” its society aspircs to provide. The inter-
dependént and dependent relations these linkages create have transformed how
states behave with friends and enemics. The United States and the Sovict Union
are ideological and military rivals, yet the Soviet Union trades for grain from
the Un_ilpd States and the United States depends on the Soviet Union for
strategic minerals and as a market for jis agricultural surpluses,

Theds three transformations are examples of systemwide changes which
serve fo define the contemporary Intemational system.. These conditions have

_had an impact.on the functions of actors, the power distribution, and the status
of order within the intemational system. The existence of multilateral organiza-
tions with wpecific authority to regulate international transactions and to enforce
certaift rulgg Suggests a change from anarchy. The existence of regulatory and
enforce igimes in some policy areas, and the Increasing linkages between
nation-states havg changed the status of order within the system. National inter-
csts may still motivatg the actions of policymakers; however, the complex na-
ture of problcms. “gtug'bnthml leaders and the dramatic increase in intemg-
tional activities linking 'ssate and non-state actors has increased the cost and

reduced the benefits of unilateral action. '

The Distribution of Power

These significant transformations in the international system have had an im.
pact on the functions of states. The distribution of power and influcnce has
shifted rather significantly since the end of World War [1. Consequently, many
siates considered weak or small in military terms have emerged as powerful
actors in economic areas (¢.8., Japan and South Korea) o influential forces due
to their level of activity and normative behavior in intemational institutions like
the UN (e.g., the Netherlands or Scandinavian countries). Power has also
shifted to nation-states which support change-oriented policies (e.g., the mem-
bers of OPEC). These policies threaten the qdvantages enjoyed by the dominant

nation-states as rule makers in the intermational system. Consequently, middle-

power nation-states have found themselves playing a major role as conciliators



12 STEVENL LAMY

or bridge builders in the system. Countries such as Canada and the Netherlands

are playing important mediating roles in arms and security debates between the
 superpowers and in discussions between rich and poor states. As the interna-

tional system matures and becomes more complex, nation-states seem to be as-
© suming different roles and responsibilities.

Finally, these transformations have resulted in a change in the distribution
of power within and between nation-states. The stability in the system that has
been guaranteed by the nuclear-power balance, and facilitated by the emergence
of both formal and informal rules of economic behavior, has contributed to the
cmergence of new economic powers such as Japan, Thiwan, and West Germany.
The persistence of inequality within Third World nation-states'and the continu-
ing power struggle between the United States and the USSR, which is played
out in the developing arcas of the world, have also had a profound impact on
power dimensions. Obviously, as citizens and their leaders accept a broader
definition of national sccurity, including military, economic, political, and
socio-cultural dimensions, the definitions of power and influence will also
change. This will also mean a change in the hierarchical structure of the system.

The need for international awareness is greatly increased in this more
pluralistic contemporary intemational system. With an expanded policy
agenda, a greater number of actors competing for resources and opportunities,
and a more extensive decisionmaking process, the chances for conu‘oversy and
disagreement increase appitciabl ' An informed decision in a policy area re-
quires a more comprehensive understanding of the issues. In the case of the
United States, it is very difficult for leaders and citizens alikf to accept the
change in status from that of hegemon to that of one of seven! principal powers.
One reaction is to continue acting like a hegemon, disregarding changes in the
international system and ac’ing unilaterally to further U.S. interests over the
interests of others. This policy attitude will not benefit the United States in the
long run. A long-term strategy suggests the need o develop an informed re-
sponse, which carefully and critically assesses the arguments presented by
actors throughout the system. This is the basis for adv?cating a worldviews ap-
proach to the analysis and evaluation of controversial intemmational issues. The
assumption is that there is not only a U.S. or Soviet perspective on the Issu‘cs. A
thoughtful student of intemnational affairs must coqsldcr the interests and ideas
of weak and powerful actors alike. Similarly, political lesders will find .i( in-
creasingly difficult to represent their constituencies and secure their national
interests without reference to competing interests and altemative perspectives.
Itis in this spirit that the authors of this volume have been asked to develop their
chapters around the dimensions of the worldviews analytical I‘mpework.

WORLDVIEWS ANALYSIS | 3

THE WORLDVIEWS ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

Earlier in this introductory chapter, a worldview was defined as a sct of values,
assumptions, and core beliefs that individuals use to interpret the world around
them. This i the lens that individuals use 1o describe and explain issues, events,
and conditions within the international system. Understanding worldviews also
plays a major role in predicting how an individual might respond in a crisis situa-
tion or the type of program he or she might advocate in response to a social
problem. When applied to intemational issues, the worldviews analytical
framework encourages the student to compare and contrast descriptions, cxpla-
nations, predictions, and policy prescriptions from three worldview categorics.
An outline of the analytical framework is provided in Exhibit 1. The three
worldview categories, from which more specific worldviews emerge, are de-
scribed more completely in the following pages.

The System-Maintainer Worldview
Out of civil states, there is alwa ys war of everyone against everyone.
~—Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, Chapter 13

The core assumptions of the traditional “realist” perspective in international af-
fairs best describe the core beliefs of the system-maintainer worldview. Indi-
viduals who share this worldview see the state as the principal actor in world
affairs. The intcmational system Is scen as anarchic and competitive. If men
live in this intemational society without a common power o state to control
their activities, war and violence is a constant condition. Leaders of states must
therefore always prepare for war as a means of preventing war, A state that is
strong militarily and possesses the will to use its force if necessary is the best
deterrent against aggressive behavior.

System maintainers believe there are only minimal rules goveming state
behavior in the international system. Self-interest is the primary motivation in
the intemational system. State leaders who act in a rational manner always at-
tempt to select policies that further their national interests. A simple cost-benefit
analysis, rather than morality and reason, often motivates policics.

System maintainers are gencrally skeptical about the chances for reform in
the intemnational system. Their Hobbesian view of humankind and the role of
the state suggests that humans are by nature imperfect and competitive. The
state, if properly endowed with power and authority, will provide order and
stability in the international system. States use or threaten force to achieve their
interests. Other tools of statecraft, such as development assistance, trade
policies, and cultural activities, are also used to further a state's interests. Since
there is no reliable and effective means for resolving interstate rivalrics in an
anarchic system, foreign policies tend to emphasize sclf-help options. The

N



Exlublt 1.1 Outline of the Worldviews Analytical Framework

Descriptions

What does this worldview define as the basic charateslstics of the problem or
fssue?

What kind of world does this worldview see being cruler\i undes present
conditions?

What actors does this worldview see playing critical roles In a particular lssue
area? ,

lHow do these actors particlpate?

What priorities does this worldview assume actors have?

What structures and processes of declsionmaking does this wordview see a3
belng involved?

Ixplanations

What relevant theories does this wordview advance to explain the development
of this lssue o¢ problem?

How does this worldview account for persistence of this problem or lssue?

How does this worldview explaln the behavior of state oc non-state actors in
this policy arcna? )

Predictlons

What dods this worldview posk as possible scenarios for the future?

What will a future policy sgenda governed by the assumptions snd v:luel of this
worldview look ltke?

In this muema,doud\hwoddvl‘evwedhdulu’mwmmwya

multilaterally? Y .
What role does this worldview predict that non-gate actors will plsy?

S, Does this worldview predic that problems will peraist?
6. What does this worldview predict will prevant the resolution of conflicts or
pollcydhaycanauhdmruuu?

Presceiptions

1. What pdlqmlegmdoud:hwldvhvbdkvedmldbcadmwdby

. different actors involved In this shuation?

2. What are the sirengths and weaknesses of each set of solutions presaribed by

this worldview?

realist view of the international system recognizes a general lack of commit-
ment to a common good-—a multilateral agenda for improving the system, Es-
sentially, a system maintainer believes that no state can make its survival depen-
dent upon the potential goodwill of other statcs. B

The system-maintainer perspective is'generally supportive of the status
quo. This worldview embraces the belicf that the present state-centric system
provides opportunities for all states, rich and poor. The success of a nation-state
depends upon how well a state’s leaders use the present system to further their
national interests. The system maintainer believes that those who seek changes
in the system, cither reforms or major transformations, have simply failed to
use properly the opportunities that the major powers provide by maintaining

. order and stability in the intemational system. System maintainers sce advo-

cates of reform or transformation as Icaders who want to change the rulcs rather
than spend the time to develop the capacitics to further their interests under the
present rules of international behavior, ’

In summary, the core beliefs of the systcm-maintainer worldview arc:

1. The intemational system is not defined by enforceable rules of behavior,
rather it is an anarchic system, - ,

2. Conflict is endemic among actors in the sysiem.

3. Nation-states are the major actors in the system,

4. State leaders act rationally—sclecting policics that maximize bencfits
and minimize costs. Codes of morality governing individual behavior
cannot be used to judge states. .

3. War s an incvitable feature of a system in which power is emphasized.
States seck power to further their national interests and extend their in-
fluence over other state and non-state actors.

6. There is only minimal commitment to a common good in the interna-
tional system,

The System-Reformer Worldview

The system-reformer perspective recognizes the necd for some modilications
in the international system, partially because of the increasing interdependence
and dependence in economic relations, political affairs, communications, and
human ambitions, Reformers also realize that injustices and other problems per-
sist and that those who are disadvantaged are demanding changes. Rather than
accept a radical transformation in the system, reformers seck cooperative multi-
lateral efforts aimed at responding to Inequitics in the system.

An appropriate model for cooperation is provided by the gradual integra-
tion of public-policymaking authority in Western Europe, which resulted in the
EEC. The EEC began as a cooperative effort between the coal and stecl indus-
trics, then moved toward a customs union, and now provides a forum for co-
operation in a variety of social, economic, and political arcas. The best stratcgy
foe resolving international problems, in a system-reformer worldvicw, is to in-
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vest resources in multilateral institutions (such as the various functionally
oriented organizations of the UN and other international or regional organiza-
tions). If these cooperative efforts ard successful, system reformers believe that
national leaders will be more inclined to support additional multilateral actions
and might eventually accept a multilateral strategy as the most effective means
of achieving their national objectives. .
System reformers see the world quite differently than do system maintain-
ers. An essential difference is the system reformers’ view of the role of the state
and their rejection of the anarchic view of the international system. First, sys-
tem reformers recognize that both state and non-state actors are conn.ccted or
linked in a “web of interdependence.” Secondly, system .reformers bcllcve' that
individuals and groups who seek to influence public policy nati?na!ly or inter-
nationally have a varicty of avenues open to.them. In shont, individuals or
groups have numerous options for participating in l‘he intema_tlonnl syslelln. 'I‘hnst
suggests that the state is not the onl prescntative of individuals c;r n(leres.
groups working to secure resources and opportunglles in the ime.mn onal s)‘r’s
tem. A third characteristic of the system-reformer worldview is the attitude
toward power in the intemational system. Power, according to lysl(;l;l re-
formers, is defined in terms of power over outcomes and not as the use of force
{o subjugate, control, or coerce others. I:Jalion-su(es are thus required t(; useear
variety of tools of statecraft—not just military tools. A fourth sys(em~tedonn r
view recognizes that nation-states have established rul'es of behavigr an ;:u
fatory institutions in an effort to manage the!r it.ncmauonal interacuon;. P s¢
rules of behavior and the corresponding institutions do not fade away. As { ese.
regimes develop, according to a system reformer, pa.uems of practice enc:ul::g.
ing cooperative behavior begin to define the Interactions belweemtat: an o
state actors in the international system. The exiftence of n-.gufhtory an :n :) y
ment regimes suggests that states do not act in an anarchic lyslemi.n;:scia '
these regimes operate to regulate activities and enforce certain rules of behav ;)r.
A fifth characteristic of the system-reformer onIdvicw is the suppt;n or
transferring national authority or sovereignty to multilateral institutions in hc;er-
tain policy areas. Successful coopcntive. cnfleavon will create an a(m::ll:e V:
of support for additional multilateral activities. The system l\'.formermi ves
that state leaders will realize that the most appropriate method for securing

tional interests.in a complex afid interdependent world is to work with other x

in either regional (¢.g., the Organization of American States) or interna-
:i'::\:sl ;:s:i'tlulionsg(e. 8., the UN) that have been established to ma_na;le ;l:d l:gt;;
late international transactions. If leaders of states are able to main It? ;"
power at home and more efficiently respond to the demands of lht:l :' ¢ ll?o vrey;
their commitment to multilateralism and cooperative smlegie:dw. lh:p‘ Il over
into other policy areas. Eventually, the system mf?rmer conu's :. he Iaictna-
tional system will be composed of a variety of multilateral policy institu

regimes.

N
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The system reformer suggests that the contemporary intemational system
is defined by “common crisis” situations which threaten global stability (c.g.,
the world debt crisis, poverty, and environmental deterioration). Nation-states
acting unilaterally will not be as successful as those working with other nation-
states, international organizations, and TNEs to manage the linkages within and
between societies and to set the agenda for future cooperative policymaking
situations. (Keohane and Nye 1985) System reformers are not utopians advocat-
ing the establishment of a world government. The state will not wither away;
however, the ability of lcaders to respond 1o the needs of their citizens will re-
quire some rethinking about how states define their policy agenda and low
these same states go about implementing policics. For cxample, many states
seem to maintain a competitive zero-sum attitude (l.c., what is mine is mine
and what is yours is mine) in their relations with other states and in their re-
sponses to policy problems.

The “trade wars™ between states present an example of the policy attitude
of system reformers. Countries often respond to their inability to compete with
other producing countries by initiating protectionist policics (e.g., quotas or
tariffs). The state that is the target of these actions usually responds with restric-
tions of its own. The conflict spiral created by the actions and reactions of the
(wo states beneflts few, and usually contributes to animosities in other policy
arcas. The system reformer prescribes policies aimed at encouraging joint cco-
nomic ventures (e.g., Toyota's and General Motors' cooperutive production of
cars) and economic planning between states aimed at benefitting workers and
owners throughout the intemational market. It is generally believed that in re-
sponding to a wide range of common crises, unilateral policies are less effective
and, in an age of nuclear weapons, potentially catastrophic,

The essential beliefs of the system-reformer worldview are summarized
below:

I. The intemational system is comprised of stute and non-state actors
linked in a complex web of interdependence.

2. Conflictis inevitable; however, most conflict situations arc managcable
through intemational Institutions and regimes.

3. Nation-states are not the only actors participating in international af-
fairs. Citizens may gain access to policy arenas through international or
regional organizations and non-state actors such as TNEs and not-for-
profit organizations.

4. National security interests cannot always be secured by military force.
In many issue areas, the interdependence of actors prevents the use of
military force. Thus, nation-states must use other tools of statecraft
(e.g., economic or humanitarian assistancc).

3. Power is broadly defined in terms of control or power over policy
outcomes.
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6. The majority of the issue arcas which threaten global stability are com-
mon crisis situations. Nation-states must cooperate by sharing re-
sources and expertise and, when appropriate, reform existing intema-
tional institutions to increase their effectiveness. This reform might
include the actual transfer of policymaking authority to regional or inter-
national institutions. .

7. There is a momentum to this collaborative activity. As multilateral in-
stitutions become more effective, support for this type of response will
increase and spill over into other policy areas.

The System-Transformer Worldview

The system transformer represents the third worldview cafegory in the analyti-
cal framework. There are three very different categories of system transformers.
Each will be explained in some detail in the next few pages. It is important for
the reader to note that there are diverse opinions within each of these worldview
categorics. The differences, in terms of core beliefs and assumptions, are most
obvious in the system-transformation category. There is very obvious disagree-
ment over the preferred strategy for transformation and thie view of the ideal
state of affairs.

The Alternative Left '
The first worldview within this transformation calcgqry believes that conmc.ls
and policy problems that plafrc socicties within the international s.yslem will
continue unless the priorities df natioh-states change and the intemational state-
centric.system is transformed. These system transformers have been described
as idcalists or utopians because of their desire to create a world in yvhich na-
tional interests succumb to more universal human interests. Historically, the
prescriptions from individuals holding this worldview ha_ve ndvocftcd the estab-
lishment of more decentralized decisionmaking authoritics within an intema-
tional or regional federalist structure. This would involve giving individuals

morce power locally and nationally, while simultancously providing a structure -

to resolve regional (e.g., North American) or inu:n}atioml problems, Represen-
tation and participation in these newly created decisionmaking units would not
necessarily be determined by traditional rules of ?idunship. For example,
educators might vote for a delegate to a North American assembly o represent
their interests and work for more spending on education and less on defense.
This type of representative political system would challenge the status quo in
man)i':::a‘t:: 'purposcs of this study this worldview wil! be called an altemative-
left perspective. “Alternative™ refers to the presentation of a set of goals that
challenges the status quo, “Lef(” suggests a strong bias toward a govcmmcfu
that is social-welfare oriented; it is assumed (hat govemment will intervene in
the private sector lo provide resources and opportunities for those who may be
disadvantaged. Furthermore, alternative-left transformers seek to establish gov-
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emments that provide a general environment of stability and prosperity for all,
Some altemative-left transformers advocate an international system that will
work to make everyone ¢equal and others advocate the creation of an intcrna-
tional “caring society.” The caring society would provide public support for
those who are in need and programs aimed at providing resources and oppor-
tunities for those more able to participate and contribute to the global society.
Usually those who represent the alicrmati ve left advocate the restructuring
of the system based on specific values and prioritics, These might include val-
ues such as pcace, social justice, ecological bulance, and cultural identity. The
significant contributions made by the scholars who work within the World Order
Models Project (WOMP) represent the best of the prescriptive literature in the
ficld of intemational relations. Bssays on incquality, disarmament, human
rights, and theoretical treatises outlining and supporting plans for a new interna-
tional order have been produced by WOMP scholars from around the world.
Their goal is to convince citizens and their leaders to work toward the creation
of a world where human interest, not national interest, motivates policymaking,
Genenally, alternative-left system transformers see human nature as basi-
cally good: They believe that conflicts and other problems cmerge from in-
appropriate and incffective governmental institutions. Furthermore, those who
hold this position feel that war and inequality should not be accepted as an in-
evitable by-product of the interactions of states. This idcalist or utopian version
of system transformation suggests that when individuals are left 1o their own
devices, they will create decentralized and democratic institutions locally, and
multilateral institutions that encourage cooperation and power sharing at re-
gional and intemational levels. These system transformers sec value in creating
regional and intemational institutions with the authority to intervene and re.
spond (o crises that may threaten stability or adverscly affect the quality of life
in a specific geographic region. The alternative-left worldview believes that
collective-security mechanisms and sophisticated arms-control policics are es.
sential (or global peace. Those with this worldview suggest that emphasis on
national interest rather than human interest is the major cause of conflict within
and between states, The nationalism and parochialism that accompany the pres-
ent structure of the international system can only be overcome by educational
programs and & commitment to restructuring decisionmaking institutions. From
this worldview perspective, a new power structure that gives all citizens access
to decjslonmnking. and is not designed to unfairly advantage or disadvantage
any individual, interest group, or state, is the anodyne.

The Alternative Right

A second transformation worldview must also be considered un “idealist™ per
spective. Individuals who adhere to this worldvicw have a view of world af(airs
similar to that of the system maintaincr. However, these supporters of systemic

y - transformation seck to create a more powerful authoritarian sysiem of gov-

emance. The advocates of this position go beyond the Hobbesian view that Rov-

—g
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emment is the protector of individuals and should be endowed with sufficient
power. Advocates of the alternative-right (*right” referring to the centralization
of power) transformation worldview seek to establish a patemalistic and non-
democratic system, which is built around an ideal state in which an individual's
frecdoms are limited and behavior challenging the views of those who hold
power is proscribed by the state, The values and assumptions defining the core
beliefs of this worldview usually reflect specific religious principles or an indi-
vidual's evangelical interpretations of life. Hitler’s fascism provides an appro-
priatc example of this type of system-transformation model: The creation of an
authoritarian system and the congriience of very prescriptive values with the
interests of the state are the objectives of individuals who ascribe to this world-
view, The nation-state plays a critical role in the socialization of citizens. Diver-
gent worldvicws are not openly tolerated in this sort of system., Once in control,
these religious zealots or ideological purists often support an adventurous
foreign policy, in which they seek to extend their influence by actual territorial
expansion or the conversion of other nation-states to their evangelical ideals.

The Dependencia Worldview

The third worldview within the system-transformation category generally re-
flects the interests and priorities of the most disadvantaged nation-states. Some
leaders and citizens in these poor states have given up on the present system
because of the persistence of poverty in their societies and their inability to end
their dependency on the rich and powerful actors in the international system.
Those who ascribe to this worldview see the preseat international system as
highly stratified; relations between rich and poor nation-states are based on
exploitation, not mutual interest. These transformation advocates do not inter-
pret interdependence as being: beneficial or as creating a global community

bound together in a symmetrical t/eb of complex interdependence. The webof - 3

interdependence is seen as providing more advantages to the rich nation-states.
In addition, the “free-trade” system established by the United States and its
Western allies at the end of World War Il is scen as a system that provides only
limited opportunities for the poor states. The system is scen as neocolonial, onc
in which the poor states arqconsidemd suppliers of cheap labor, raw materials,
and markets for manufactured goods and investments from the rich countries.
The economic system is seen as uncqual and inequitable. Furthermore, those

with wealth use their military power and their economic resources to co-opt

clites within the poor states. This usually means that elites within rich states
support authoritarian regimes in poor states, and discourage democratic reforms
in an effort to increase their profits in these countries and maintain their power
in the international system. :

Those who seek radical changes in the international system as a solution to
these injustices and patierns of maldistribution recognize that this dependency
condition is more than economic. The poor states find themselves politically
and culturally dependent on the rich or core states. This dependencia worldview
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advocates a system transformation that will result in a more equitable distribu-
tion of global resources and opportunities. The dependencia worldview recog-
rgius the need for more public (i.e., government) intervention in the intermna-
tional free market to reduce inequality and to promote social justice. Furthermore
adv?cn.lcs of this position support the creation of new regional and in(cmationa;
institutions, in which voting power will be determined by the one-statc-one-
vole princjiple and not by a system of quotas based on economic or political
power. Their general goal is the creation of an intcrnational system in which ali
:::;2:::8 ha;/: lh; ggpm:‘unily to live with dignity, and will be protected against
empt to abridge their inalicnable rights as citi
of e local i fni(y_ le rights as citizens of a state and members
Al three worldview categories present ideal types. In their application i
real world politics, there is often a significant gupytictwccn lhcof;) l;lr:(cla:::;‘i(m
For_ example, those individuals who advocate the creation of imcrvcmioni::
R poh.tical systems (c.g., social-welfare statcs) as a sofution to the persistence of
g % debilitating dependencies in the poor states, often fail to create effective and
BY- democratic social-welfare systems. Instead, many transformers who work to
. effect radical change in unequal systems and are successful in their efforts to
S g2in power never follow through with their promises to change the structures of
gk power. Once in power, they cither continue their predecessors® policies or be-
come even more authoritarian, Unless these transforimers are successful in their
efforts totally to dissociate from the present international system and create an
 altemative to the status quo, the new leaders® survival might necessitate rejoin-
L ing the system. The transformer then becomcs a junior member of the palace
DS . guard (a system maintainer) or an advocate of incremental reform.,
. The pragmatics f’f politics suggest that mcre survival in a competitive inter-
\ . national system requires flexibility as one atiempts to translate ideals into policy
gt actions. The student of international relations should be aware of how individu-
. als from each worldview category sce the world and how their assumptions
P& about the world translate into policy actions. A summary of the general assum
EBW tions of each worldview catcgory is presented in Exhibit ).2. e

THE ISSUES

The choice of issues to be examined in this volume reflects the interests of U.S
3 scholars. However, it would not be unfair to assume that most intcmalion.al:
o relations xchollarf are convinced of the importance of the issues discussed in
i this book. In his important study, Theory of International Politics (1979), Ken-
2 neth Walty suggests that the intemational-policy agenda is defined by four criti-
y -"i?ls iul:;t—polluhon. poverty, population, and prolifcration. These seem to be
¥ tio::l.sy::e ::l‘ate to the primary problems of war and incquality in the interna-



Exhibit 1.2 Geoperal Assumpdons of the Three Worldviews

System Transformer

System Malotaloer System Reformer CWOMP) (Dependencia)
Priocipat Natlon-states Nagon-states, Nation-states, NMQ,
actoes In Ghe moce powesful, intemational inzermational r:gmal:nd
world affairs the mare knportand and regional and regional memauoml
organizations, and organizations, and organizations based
non-governmerxal noa-governmental upon the principle
- — orgunizations ocganizations of oae state, one vote
Primacy Maintaining = Interrational The implementation Addressing the problem
coocera of power relative securky broadly of policies generally of inequality and human
leaders 1o cther states defined W inchude reflective of specific misery by changing the
economic, political, buman-centric ideals, wodd's economic sysem
and sociocukural such 2s socil justice, and finding 2 way out of
coocems economic well-being, the power sruggie
and ecological balance between the United
States and the USSR
Policy Seif- ‘unileceral Cooperative Locally, decergralived Muhilateral eforts
‘behavior pd::)p( (mukilateraD power structures wih an aimed at presenting
wsed t0 secure behavior through emphasis on Individial the rich states with an
policy goals - irxermational o¢ paricipation and the impression thx the
regional instinutions promotion of human- Poor Rates are
centzic goals and ideals; united and cooperate
intermationally, ki~ 1o crexte & moce
lateral intiutions where equitable system

Preferred
world futuce

The bext the wordd
canhope forisa
balance of power
where stability is
guaranteed by
detesrence and
numerous alliances

mwtpdicym;
the challenge of

common Crisis
sinustions requires
multiiateral efforts

authority in specific issue
areas; these insticutions would
encourage cooperative be-
havior and multilateral efforts

aimed at protecting the welfare

of citizens throughout the world
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This book also includes several studies of regional tension areas. These
chapters focus on a system of relationships within a particular region. It is im-
portant to note that the power and position of relevant political actors might be
different in regional-problem arcas. For example, the United States s generally
a supporter of the status quo—a system maintainer—in world affairs. Ye_l. in
some policy arenas the United States might support a change-oriented position
because a change in a particular region might strengthen the international posi-
tion of the United States vis-3-vis its principal adversary, the Soviet Union. This
suggests that a student of international affairs must take care not to apply these
worldview categories broadly without a thorough consideration of various di-
mensions of an issuc area. Similarly, students of international affairs should not
reify these categories by suggesting that particular individuals represent "idt_:nl
types,” though these individuals might appear consistently to select policics
that reflect a given worldview. The policy outcomes in most societies reflect the
intercsts, priorities, and values (i.c., worldviews) of a variety of individuals.
These policy interests are influenced by national attributes (e.g., socictal tradi-
tions, the characteristics of a country’s political and economic system, and its
resource base) and conditions that define the international system (e.g. , level of
conflict, number of actors, and the policies of those actors). All of these vari-
ables must be considered in an analysis of international issues.

What follows is an application of the worldviews analytical framework in
seven international issue areas and five reglonal tension or conflict areas, The
authors have done their best to demonstrate how the model can be used cffec-
tively as a method for comparing contending images of complex and contro-

versial issues. The worldviews analytical model is particularly useful for schol- -

ars and teachers concerned with encouraging their students to think criticatly
about the issues that will shape their futures. Most of the authors have used their
chapters in the classroom. Most of them have leamed that as a teaching and
discovery approach the analytical model is quite effective. Perhaps more impor-
tantly, the contributors continue to discuss the intellectual strengths and weak-
nesses of this approach. It is in this spirit of building knowledge that this book
is presented for critical review by students of international affairs.

v

NOTE

1. The tenms system-maintaines, system-reformer, and system-transformer were
first used extensively by Richard Falk -and his colleagues lavolved in the World Order
Models Project (WOMP). Profdssor Fik used the concepts 0 distinguish throo distinc-
tive approaches to world order. For further discussioa, see his chapter, “Contending Ap-
proaches (o World Order,” in Falk, Kim, and Mendlovitz, Toward A Just World Order

(1982).
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