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Abstract

The self-identified intellectual currents known in Britain as New Liberalism and the
Third Way can be seen as domestic political responses to two periods of ‘globalisation’
— understood here as a specific type of transformational change occasioned by
simultaneous technological, economic, social and political shift. The resulting changes
in perceptions of time, speed and distance alter political and popular understandings of
relations between local, national and international, and between society, state and
economy. It is also indicative of a shift in the development of the state; from the ‘pre-
modern’ to the ‘modern’ in the first timeframe, and the ‘modern’ to a new stage that

could be termed ‘global’ more recently.

New Liberalism and the Third Way were both developed as elite-led, domestic,
synthesising political philosophies in the face of an electoral threat brought about by
societal change and external economic challenge. These examples suggest that the
current globalisation debate is flawed as it treats as a single phenomenon different
aspects of change and fails to recognise the implications of the similarities between
these two periods. There is no suggestion that there are only two periods of change
only that systemic change is qualitatively different.

International Relations as an academic discipline is responding inadequately because
of a reluctance to overcome the tendency to downplay links between domestic and

international spheres and levels of state development.

By comparing these specific periods of transformation and their political ideologies in
the British context, this thesis will explore the relationship between international and
domestic political ideology at times of such change and suggest that the result is a

specific kind of transitional politics born of both innovation and necessity.

Finally, while this kind of political engagement has been neglected by international

relations, it may prove to be evidence of stages of development in the state.
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Introduction

Questions

* What are the similarities and differences between the Third Way and its
historical antecedent, New Liberalism, and does the Third Way’s self-
identification with New Liberalism withstand scrutiny?

® What are the deficiencies of the current globalisation debate?

* Does a new concept of ‘systemic transformation’ provide an explanation for

these deficiencies?

* How do the deficiencies of the globalisation debate and ideas of systemic

transformation impact the discipline of International Relations?

* Does the comparison of the Third Way and New Liberalism provide any

guidance for the wider debates on globalisation and international relations?

Approach

1) The Third Way and its historical antecedent, New Liberalism, each provided a
specific progressive ideological response as a counterweight, or stabilising domestic
influence, after periods of laissez-faire or liberal economics. These shifts were caused
by a confluence of change not only in the economic system, but in all areas of social,

intellectual and economic life.

Domestically, the Third Way and New Liberalism were responses to social dislocation
and perceived crises of state legitimacy driven by a massive shift in the overall
environment. The consequences of, and reaction to, these periods required a political
re-examination of the model of society, and the role of the individual and the state
within that society. The domestic politics of these periods of convergence of change
have similar features.

Generally, they both sought to provide a political narrative that explained the rapid
change and to regain (apparent) control over the domestic space. Specifically, they:

* Set themselves out as a synthesis of political thought and promoted the
pragmatic versus the ideological;



* Self-consciously reached out to others in the political process and were more

‘porous’ in their traditional boundaries in terms of party allegiance, etc.;

* Deemed themselves to be ‘of the left’ or ‘progressive’ forces and sought to
include the agendas of a variety of single-issue or moral campaigns related to

social justice;

And finally:

* Were international in their activity and proclaimed applicability, but arguably

were brought to a close by the state’s involvement in violent conflict.

2) The globalisation debate, as currently structured, is flawed for two reasons. First, it
does not consistently appreciate the significance of the similarities between the current
and previous periods. Second, it confuses change in a range of systems under a single
descriptor. The term that Christopher Hill and David Bell use is ‘logics’.! It is useful
here in that the areas they outline of politics, military, economics are interconnected
systems and enmeshed in such as way as to be impossible to privilege one over the
other but create change through that interconnection. They are also crucially not in

the direct control of the state.

It is argued that ‘globalisation’ understood as massive multi-level change is present in
all ‘logics’ now but further that it was also apparent at the end of the nineteenth
century. This suggests that globalisation, contrary to some commentators, is neither an
inevitable function of the technology only available at the end of the twentieth

century nor merely an extension of a continuing process.

3) Rather, that globalisation is not a single change but a phenomenon more accurately
described as ‘systemic transformation’ along all these intertwined systems or ‘logics’.
While change is present in varying degrees at all times, these specific periods seem to
have had a specific impact on domestic politics and ideology. Therefore to discuss
those periods it is useful to see them as moments of transformation that occurring over
several years but remain part of the same phenomenon — a kind of ‘transformative

moment’ which happens at a point of transition in a state’s development.

! Hill, Christopher. The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy. Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan,
2003.



For example, in the first timeframe examined, the state shifted from the pre-modern

to the modern while the more recent shift has been from the modern to what some

have called the ‘global age’.” As well as the change in a specific state — i.e. the UK —

these changes had significant impact on other states as well as the system of states.

4) The globalisation debate highlights areas that are arguably under-theorised within
the International Relations discipline. The IR discipline continues to find it difficult
to deal with the domestic/international divide in at least three ways. Traditional

International Relations theory tends to:

a)

b)

rely on a model of the state that is primarily ahistorical, which means it has
limited ability to deal with different levels of development between states. By
suggesting a ‘timeless’ template for the state, International Relations may miss
underlying patterns of change, or stages of development in a state and thus the

state system as a whole.

It should be noted that given its history and evolution as a state, the British
notion of ‘state’ is different from many of its continental neighbours. This may

influence its perception of itself and its reaction to such change;

continues to lean heavily on a domestic/international divide, focusing as it
does on a particular version of states as primary and rational actors. It therefore
has little capacity to explain state responses to events not directly under state
control, e.g. social trends, cultural change, technological development, or shift

of economic base;

deals with international theory and international politics in a highly segmented
way making it difficult to understand actors involved at both domestic and
international levels or understand the interplay between these spheres and may

mask the fact that domestic concerns may be driving foreign state action.

5) A further area that is related but currently under-theorised is the idea that the

state has stages of development’ which influence its approach to development and

its international actions. While this has been useful in some contexts, the process

of a state’s development from one stage to another has not yet been fully explored.

This investigation of the similarities between New Liberalism and the Third Way
suggests that these periods of fundamental change precipitate a perceived crisis of state

2 Albrow, Martin. The Global Age: State and Society Beyond Modernity. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996.
® Cooper, Robert. The Breaking of Nations: Order and Chaos in the Twenty-First Century. London:
Atlantic Books, 2003. Dyson, Bobbitt and others.
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legitimacy. Both of these British political philosophies have common features of
approach and development as a result of a felt need for a re-examination of the role of
the state. Also at both times, while international/economic factors were significant,

they were equally matched by electoral positioning.

In terms of comparative international politics, as far as can be seen from this
investigation, this pattern seems to hold true of other Western European states in both

timeframes.

Argument

The argument posed here is that these political movements are similar because they
are both responses to a specific type of simultaneous massive shift prompted by, but
not limited to, technological innovation that alters the economics, social, cultural and
political spheres. These domestic political movements in effect move the state to a
new stage of development through a surge of change and reaction between the
domestic and international arenas — arguably only possible at moments of such change.
For example, the shift from an agrarian society to a manufacturing mass society was
the result of the Industrial Revolution which produced an economic change but also
altered personal, community and political life out of recognition. The second example
is the current ‘de-Industrial Revolution’ amongst late modern industrial European
states, which, while prompted by the increase in the professional and service-based
economy and a shrinking of the working class, has also brought about a new kind of

mass society evidenced in social, political and intellectual life.

In both examples, each change was significant in its own right, but it was the proximity

of different types of change that fundamentally altered perceptions of speed, time and
distance. It is this concurrence of change as well as its depth and breadth that alters the
relationship between the individual, the state and society. Politically, the result is a
‘porousness’ along what had been relatively clear borders both within and between

states. Boundaries become more like ‘frontiers™ in which definitions are more open.

Given the necessary leap of technology and information available at such moments,

e.g. through newspapers and the internet, the individual is enabled to identify their

* Rosenau, James N. Along the Domestic-Foreign Frontier. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1997.
5 Rosenau, ibid.; Ashley, Richard. ‘Living on the Borderlines: Man, Post-structuralism and War’ in
Der Derian, James and Michael J. Shapiro. International/Intertextual Relations: Postmodem Readings of
World Politics. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books, 1989.
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connection to the wider world more directly as well as the (in)ability of the state to
protect them from these forces. The idea of the role of the state is challenged by this
new power of involvement and action from the electorate. Amongst political elites
the ensuing domestic discontent creates a perception of general crisis — and often

becomes focused around the legitimacy of the state.

This can be seen in the challenge to state-centrism by internationalist movements
from within civil society present in both periods. The collectivist or socialist
movements during the last decades of the nineteenth century, and the ‘cosmopolitan’
initiatives around global governance and civil society, democratic peace theory and
even the anti-globalisation protestors in the twentieth century, offer an ideal of unity
at a global level based on individuals rather than relying solely on relations between

states.

The domestic political response to this change is a struggle to retain credibility in the
face of the awareness of the erosion of a single state’s ability to control the external
forces that affect economic security. Inevitably, political theorists and politicians revise
their notions of the individual and the state and their respective roles — though always
mindful of electoral arithmetic. Political ideology, in turn, is changed both by
domestic pressure and the international community of ideas. The result is a drive
towards a political ‘synthesis’, often pragmatic in nature and decrying ideology, but
illustrated by state leadership at both the domestic and international level.

When these two periods are compared, it becomes clear that change within all these
systems or ‘logics’ forces actors at all levels — including states — to respond both
domestically and internationally. It is also clear that both the New Liberalism in the
early twentieth century and the current version of the Third Way are examples of
such synthesising political ideologies dealing with this specific type of change. The
politics of such periods becomes that of the ‘frontier’ as an elite within a political
framework seek to create a synthesising political theory to encompass change while
trying to control its impact — and limit its potential damage — to the basic reputation
of the institutions and political parties and leaders running these institutions within the

state. International upheaval begets domestic upheaval begets international upheaval.

Sovereignty is impacted by the ways in which states define their role vis-i-vis their
citizens and vis-a-vis their fellow states. This complex interplay of the domestic and

the international spheres ultimately shapes both “faces’ of the state.® States have always,

® Halliday, Fred. Rethinking International Relations. Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave, 1994. p. 84-85.
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to a certain extent, been defined by each other but this current period of transition
has consolidated the ideas of interdependence as the state (at least in the
Western/developed world) has evolved. The ways in which the two faces of the state
interact are now more transparent and exposed both to domestic politics and to its

international counterpart.

Contribution

Politics on both the international and domestic levels, tends to be a constant process
of ‘satisficing’, or incremental change, which does not require or encourage
fundamental shifts of core beliefs. However, there are some periods of particularly
dramatic and simultaneous change that require both new political theories on the

domestic level and, often, new institutions on the international level.

In the study of International Relations there has been a considerable interest and
discussion around the specific concept of a ‘frontier’ between the domestic and
international areas of politics. This involves relations between and amongst states and
their leaders. However, there is, as yet, little consensus around these types of
discussion. International Relations retains at least a residual attachment to issues such
as levels-of-analysis and theories of the state that effectively limit other actors. As a
consequence this area of overlap remains under-theorised and, as Halliday suggests,
IR still needs to move further towards a more holistic approach which can embrace

both the domestic and the international faces of the state in a more coherent way.

The specific tools may still be some way off, but the UK is a useful starting point
given its clear links to other debates across Europe as well as to the US at both periods
of time. However, there are some issues specific to the British context that should be
borne in mind. The development of its perceptions of the two ‘faces’ of the state —
domestic and foreign — has been different in the UK than in the rest of Europe. Also,
the self-perception of the role of the UK in international affairs has potentially shaped
its response to such transformations of the system. For example, at the end of the
nineteenth century the UK was the dominant power. The wider environment
gradually forced the UK to recognise that it could not change the rest of the world
but that its own policies would have to be altered. At the end of the twentieth
century Britain projects itself not as a dominant power, but one with significant
influence, and is once again attempting to lead other states through its assertion of

intellectual leadership as seen in the Third Way project (see Chapter Eleven).
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Ultimately, both of these identified periods of ‘systemic transformation’ had a
profound impact on political ideology as well as on the domestic and foreign policies
of the governments of the day. This would suggest there is some merit in this
comparison if only to explore the relationship between the international and the
domestic in terms of ideology and the idea that particular periods are ‘more open’ to

change.’

Despite the issues particular to the UK, this examination is also useful in two general
ways and potentially in a predictive sense. First, an examination of these two examples
of political theories evolving out of ‘porous’ periods may go some distance towards a
better understanding of the impact of globalisation or the ‘international’ on domestic
political theory. Second, this process may begin to develop the tools necessary to
examine political systems at both the domestic and international levels where states

operate simultaneously.

Finally, this process may also enable us to make some predictive statements regarding
the Third Way. If the comparison of the Third Way with New Liberalism in this
globalising context is correct, we would expect that, as transitional approaches, the
Third Way, like New Liberalism, would begin to lose its relevance. In other words, it
would be expected that this latest attempt at a new synthesis will be eroded and finally
washed away as the new frame becomes clearer and by domestic realpolitik as
categories harden and the political environment becomes less ‘porous’. It remains an
open question as to whether or not violent conflict is a primary factor in the closing

down of these opportunities for ‘frontier politics’.

The Third Way and New Liberalism: Responding to globalisation at the

domestic/international “frontier’

By the time of the 1997 general election the British Labour Party had been out of
power for eighteen years. Domestic and global events had forced the party to change
its approach and its policies, and in the process of that change ‘New Labour’ and the
“Third Way’ were self-consciously created, essentially from the three original strands
of socialist/collectivist thought in the UK. A century eatlier, the Liberal Party had
faced similar global and domestic challenges. This led to a fundamental change in
approach and policy, termed New Liberalism. In both periods, the dominant political

" Hill, The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy.
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ideas that had shaped the party’s ideology and political theory seemed to lose their

appeal as new information and ideas entered the political debate.

From the outset, the Third Way recognised and celebrated New Liberalism as part of
its heritage. Tony Blair in particular, even before he became Prime Minister,
recognised this group of turn-of-the-century intellectuals as part of his self-proclaimed
‘new politics’. Having identified himself with ‘progressive’ forces, Blair sought to
attach his party and the Third Way to an ideological past. This link to a time
perceived in Labour Party and socialist terms as important to its tradition was a
significant internal ‘positional attitude’. Blair needed to deflect socialist criticism and
strengthen his support amongst moderate Labour supporters. He also sought to
broaden his appeal to the electorate, including middle-class Liberals. He thus
identified New Liberals and the radical liberal tradition as historical connectors to

both liberal and collectivist ancestries that would open his options with these voters.

However, it was also a point of departure. Blair specifically argued that the split in the
historical coalition of the left effectively crippled progressive politics for a century. He
sought a form of reconciliation to reunite the progressive forces but also to facilitate a
continuing Labour victory in the same way Conservatives had gained advantage from
its division. This duality of purpose as both ideological advance and electoral
advantage was a strong theme of both New Liberalism and the Third Way.

Given that such a comparison was not sustained as a part of the Third Way
formulation, this self-identification could be seen as a rhetorical flourish rather than a
statement of ideological faith. Certainly, neither Blair nor the Labour Party ever
suggested a fully fledged comparison between the two. That did not stop some
commentators® from pursuing the idea of a comparison — and generally concluding

that the Third Way was a pale imitation of New Liberalism.

Whatever Blair’s intentions, it remains true that the similarities between the Third
Way and New Liberalism are strong on a number of levels. The political implications
of such a comparison stand as a matter of domestic interest but here the comparison is
used as domestic evidence of a wider societal shift at specific times. It is argued that
through this comparison it is possible to explore a number of problems in both the
current globalisation debate and discussions within the International Relations

discipline.

® Ryan, Freeden, Plant and others.
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The Third Way

The Third Way was fashioned by a small group within, and linked to, the Labour
Party and known as ‘modernisers’. They felt that the collapse of Communism and
globalisation had to be reflected in domestic political ideological terms because these
changes had fundamentally altered the role of the state, the individual and the
communities in which individuals operated. Further, that the de-industrialisation of
western economies and technological advances had produced social change through a
compression of time and distance. Some considered the result to be a crisis of the
welfare state. Combined with electoral defeat, these external changes presented a
perceived imperative for radical change that had not previously been possible. Against
strong opposition from a range of internal groups, the modernisers pursued what they
called a ‘renewal of social democracy’ to deal with this domestic crisis, framed by

what they argued were the consequences of globalisation.

The domestic leadership of the group was limited but included advisers such as
Anthony Giddens and Peter Mandelson. Their ideas were deployed by Tony Blair, of
course, as well as Robin Cook and Clare Short given their areas of responsibility in
Blair’s first cabinet.

The Third Way starting point was essentially that the ‘new economy’ was destroying
the heavily unionised manufacturing industries; the traditional working class was
shrinking and union membership declining. Historically these groups had been the
core of both Labour Party activism and financial support. Despite charges of betrayal,
the leadership attempted to expand the Party’s appeal to the growing service industries
and the non-unionised professional class. ‘Old’ socialist ideas of the dominant and
interventionist state were declared unworkable. Technology had also created a new
form of mass society as cable/satellite and digital television and the internet, available

around the clock, created new demands on political transparency and information.

This approach cleared the way for a smaller state that ‘enabled’ its citizens rather than
supporting them. The goal of government, in their own words, was to ‘steer, not
row’ — language that, to many traditional Labour voters, was tantamount to
abandoning the Labour core. This radical departure from their traditional support

network was deemed necessary to improve their electoral fortunes.

While deployed by a political elite for tactical purposes, the Third Way was far from
exclusive in terms of inspiration or those it considered part of their ‘new politics’.

Thinkers, academics, commentators, and leaders from many fields, both at home and
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abroad — including other politicians — were actively consulted. These included people
such as Amitai Etzioni, an American communitarian academic, Will Hutton, a
prominent economic journalist and Paddy Ashdown, Leader of the Liberal

Democrats. Many of their ideas were incorporated into the new framework.

As well as intellectual and political ideas, the Third Way sought to create a Europe-
wide movement for the renewal of social democracy. A combination of what was
perceived as the collapse of state socialism in 1989 and political failure by a number of
European socialist parties (in the broadest sense) prompted a rethink of public services,
welfare and employment. The Third Way sought to bring those efforts together as

part of a new internationalism, or a new form of ‘international community’.

The Third Way represented a practical political strategy for managing the wider crisis
in state legitimacy by actively engaging along the frontier with other like-minded
‘progressive’ governments to deal with the challenges of current global dynamics. It
served as a national reassertion of state power and sovereignty but also formed a core
part of both election strategy and political manoeuvre — simultaneously a political

ideology and an electoral tactic.

It may be true that each step was not planned in advance, but there was a clear sense
that the destination was always electoral victory. International and domestic

opportunism was evident, but always in combination with careful stage management.

New Liberalism

One hundred years previously, New Liberals found themselves in much the same
position as the Labour Party. Though the Liberal Party was in and out of government
during the period under discussion, its power was clearly being undermined by the
expanding franchise as working-class voters joined the political debate. The rising
activism of this new voting block can be explained, at least in part, by the social
deprivation being ‘discovered’ by the developing social sciences. The Liberal Party,
like the contemporary Labour Party, was also contending with internal disputes,
caused, to a large extent, by a confused ideological response to these external changes.
The Liberals were also dealing with a new force in politics, namely the disparate

groups that were to become the Labour Party.

Like the Third Way, New Liberalism was developed by a relatively small group of
primarily middle-class commentators. Many were influenced by thinking at Oxford,
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the new physical and social sciences, and political ‘think tanks’ such as the Fabian
Society and the Rainbow Circle. Although not within the party leadership, this group
managed to move the political debate away from the dominant Manchester School
and towards a synthesising, inclusive or organic social approach. Those named by
Blair as ‘forefathers’ included J.A. Hobson and L.T. Hobhouse, who will be examined
further in Chapter Seven.

International influences

Unlike the modern Labour Party, which actively sought support and discussion of the
Third Way in other countries, the New Liberals were internationalist but not
particularly international in their contacts. This may be due to the fact that Britain
was at the height of its economic power or, specifically, that the Liberal Party was, for
much of this period, in government and therefore involved in the international arena
as participants in foreign affairs rather than discussion groups. However, there is ample
evidence to suggest that Britain was increasingly influenced by ideas from abroad,

particularly as German economic power and intellectual influence began to rise.

This is in contrast to the early socialists, who were active in the philosophical debates
in both the US and on the continent. Crucially, the overlapping memberships and
debates within these small groups, and the fact that London hosted a large range of
international groups and individuals, ensured that the political debate amongst Liberal

as well as Labour supporters ranged across the international as well as domestic issues.

Both of these transitional phases followed periods of rapid expansion of free trade and
laissez-faire economics, or ‘globalisation’. This step-change in the overall capitalist
model attended changes in scientific, intellectual, social and political life that were
related to, but not contingent upon, that economic change. These simultaneous
changes led to a compression of speed, distance and time and created a shift in the
overall framework of the society in which they operated. The domestic political
reactions of New Liberalism and the Third Way to this expansion were also similar in
that they were both followed by a closing of international trade and violent conflict.

So, just as the processes of industrialisation and emergent globalisation moved the state
from the ‘pre-modern’ to the ‘modern’ in the first timeframe, so, too, de-
industrialisation and the current globalisation debate has moved the ‘modern’ state to

the next stage in recent times. States and, specifically the leadership of states, in the
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form of political elites, respond in very similar ways to such changes or ‘systemic

transformation’.

For the UK in particular, this convergence of change has been most obvious at two
specific points. The first point is the end of the nineteenth century, between 1880 and
the First World War, as technology and the development of the social sciences which
led to the creation of New Liberalism. This period concludes with the war. The
second point is the end of the twentieth century — the mid-1980s to the current day —
or the ‘de-industrial revolution’. Again, technology and new discoveries in both the
social and physical sciences combined with the rising agency of organised stakeholders
and global audiences created the environment for the Third Way. Arguably, this
period concluded with the most recent conflict in the Middle East.

Together, they represent domestic political responses to a perceived crisis of
legitimacy in both the domestic and international arenas fundamentally outside the
state’s direct control. Domestically, they were political narratives designed for
electoral advantage in the face of demographic, philosophical, and cultural change.
Internationally, they were designed to support, and where necessary to re-define,
sovereignty and the state system. In effect, New Liberalism and the Third Way
provide what we might view as domestic evidence of these wider changes in the

system.

The globalisation debate

Looking beyond the domestic political discussion, this comparison has implications for

at least two other debates.

The first is the current globalisation debate. A vast literature has been created by this
discussion and counter-discussion. The reality, chronology, pattern and impact of
globalisation have all been covered in depth — with no consensus. The only agreed
point would seem to be the obvious, which is that globalisation covers every area and
discipline as well as every aspect of politics, business and social life. However, perhaps
this debate, though wide-ranging, has not fully grasped the implication of its

argument.

‘Global-isation’ has come to mean a range of other ‘-isations’ simultaneously,

including internationalisation, liberalisation, universalisation, westernisation,
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modernisation, deterritorialisation,” Brazilianisation,'® flexibilisation! and so on.
However, if we suggest instead that globalisation is, in fact, not one type of change
but a range of change then we are, in effect, arguing for this convergence of change
or ‘systemic transformation’. Thus lifting the globalisation debate out of its current
confines reconciles at least some of the tensions within the debate. Globalisation
becomes not wholly new or unique, but the result of a wider transformation of

society, representing a new stage of development in the state.

The second area is related to the first, in that the impact of the globalisation debate is
necessarily relevant to International Relations and particularly its view of the state and

the domestic/international divide.

The divide between domestic and international politics is not, as often theorised, a set
or permanent feature of the international landscape. It is, instead, a ‘frontier’? that has
always been ‘porous’, but is particularly so at moments of ‘epochal transformation’"
or, as termed here, at points of ‘systemic transformation’. There are times at which
developments in disparate areas come together to force a massive shift in the basic
relationship between the individual citizen and the institutions that govern their lives
such as those of the economy, the state or culture. These moments then create
opportunities or openings for political engagement by a range of actors at a variety of
levels and thus, for renegotiation of the overall international/domestic boundary. At
such moments, domestic state politics and political ideologies are of crucial

importance as they both drive and respond to changes in the international system.

This comparison exposes the dilemma that exists for the segmentation that exists in
International Relations in its general ‘disconnect’ between international relations and
international politics."* ‘Politics’ is deemed to be what happens inside countries and
the study of politics is the study of the day-to-day struggle by political parties for
control of the levers of power of national government. In a separate area is the study
of the state and the theory of the international system of states. It is as if politics and
politicians are at one end while theories of sovereignty and state development are al

the other and are not well connected.

® Schélte, Jan Aart. Globalisation: A Critical Introduction. London: Macmillan, 2000.

19 Munck, Ronaldo. Globalisation and Labour: The New ‘Great Transformation’. London: Zed Books,
2000.

" Young in Munck, ibid.

12 Ashley, ‘Living on the Borderlines: Man, Post-structuralism and War’; R osenau, Along the Domestic-
Foreign Frontier.

3 R osenau, ibid.

'* Halliday, Fred. Rethinking Intemational Relations; Hill, The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy.
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This could also be seen as a continuum from the domestic to the foreign.”” Whatever
the proposed range, the ‘practical’ more or less equals the domestic while the
‘theoretical’ is applied to the international. Even for those practitioners and theorists
within International Relations who attempt to investigate the issues around
interdependence or transnationalism, this kind of approach presents a very real

challenge to understanding the links between theory and practice.

For these various subjects to be considered discrete topics, divisions must be drawn.
For International Relations the divide between the domestic and international spheres
has been fundamental. The existence of such a boundary is a foundation upon which
interpretations of other crucial features: sovereignty of the nation-state, power and
legitimacy, are built. Without that starting point, the system becomes more difficult to

comprehend or even to discuss with any clarity."

This firm division between day-to-day politics and political ideology on the one
hand, and political theory and international relations on the other, is important to the
comparison of these two periods because such categories can obscure patterns that
might exist from a wider perspective. Despite a legacy of thinkers who have done
considerable work across such boundaries, the fragmentation of knowledge by
category, discipline and political identity has become the norm. Ultimately this more
narrow approach, while helpful for specific questions, has damaged the ability to see

the whole: person, state, or international society.

This has not always been the case. Disciplines are convenient (and recent) categories.
There have been periods when discussions on the links between practice and theory
amongst what would today be considered disparate fields, were commonplace.
Boundaries, and their absence, are an important element of this discussion, because
the task of analysing integrative systems of thought, such as New Liberalism and the

Third Way, becomes more difficult as they cross a number of these intellectual fences.

Ongoing debates around globalisation, conflict, etc., may be helping to shift this
debate. There is a sense that state power has, in some form, been eroded. The
distinctiveness of both the international and domestic spheres has been affected.
Attention is focusing not only on an erosion of state power, an idea which is not new,
but on access to global information flows. These flows seem to limit state power in a

different way and make it more difficult for states to satisfy their citizens. The

1% Hill, ibid., p. 38.
18 Hill, ibid; Clark, Ian. Globalisation and Intemational Relations Theory. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1999.
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resulting populist backlash results in state resistance to external constraints and a

reassertion of domestic primacy.

This debate suggests that the international/domestic may have always been ‘porous’
than the International Relations frame of discussion. Though conversely, there may
also be moments when the international boundaries are very firm, e.g. in situations of
immediate danger such as war, when ultimate control is possible and a heightened

sense of loyalty is paramount.

These developments in international politics are opening new avenues for the study of
International Relations. Issues such as international law, global governance and
humanitarian and security concerns are gaining popular strength, giving them
currency in the domestic political arena. This puts the state under pressure, as an
increasingly inquiring electorate is making demands for domestic transparency on
issues formerly considered remote. Uncertainty and the speed of change has
concerned an electorate looking for protection against the outside world economically

as well as militarily and created a crisis of legitimacy.

This raises new questions surrounding the domestic/international divide. If the state is
losing power, or its ability to be the guarantor of security of all kinds, then what is the
state’s claim to legitimacy? What is the basis of its power either internally or
externally? How do competing domestic political actors reconcile these external issues
with their constant need to gain and retain power? Can states alter themselves — as

they have in the past — to regain their position?

States are constantly engaged along the international/domestic divide — as years of
scholarship and study of interdependence, international organisations and comparative
politics will attest. However, perhaps it is possible that at these times of fundamental
change, the system allows for borders to become more porous. There seems to be a
dynamic that creates the circumstances in which new international settlements are not
only possible but are born within domestic political ideologies, then negotiated into

being by states, for states, thus producing effectively a new international system.

Borders have become not so much a ‘clear bright line’ as a ‘frontier’ with changing
dynamics and areas that are obscured by other activities, and actors that change in

number and orientation.”

7 R osenau, Along the Domestic-Foreign Frontier.
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Methodology

This thesis is essentially a case study of New Liberalism and the Third Way as
domestic political responses to systemic transformation. However, to understand them
as illustrations first requires an understanding of the context of the debate in terms of
both issues around globalisation, International Relations discipline and a notion of

systemic transformation.

Therefore, before proceeding to the case studies, the ongoing globalisation debate will
be set out to better understand its weaknesses. This debate underestimates the depth
and range of the current transformation and therefore also misinterprets its similarities

to other periods of change.

The globalisation debate will then be placed in the more specific context of
International Relations to highlight the challenges within the discipline to developing
an understanding of the links between the domestic and international spheres as well
as the development of the state system as a whole. A particular examination of the
concept of the state within the UK will also be useful in determining the future
applicability of this argument to other states.

This will be followed by a comparison of New Liberalism and the Third Way in
terms of their historical context and specifically what will be called their ‘positional
attitudes’ and ‘defining features’ as synthesising political philosophies. This will
include a brief overview of some of the key ideas and thinkers who fed into the
development of both approaches as well as a more detailed examination of the key

concepts developed by New Liberalism and the Third Way.

It is emphatically not the suggestion of this work that there have not been other
periods of important change. The argument here is simply that there have been two
periods identifiable as ‘globalisation’ with the features necessary for systemic change in
the UK. The two transformations under consideration here first moved the state from
a pre-modern stage of development to the modern and, more recently from the
modern to what could be called a ‘global’ stage of development — though there is no
consensus what this stage should be called.

By comparing these two specific periods and the pé]itical ideologies that emerged, this
thesis will explore the relationship between international relations and domestic
political ideology at times of fundamental change. Further, it will argue that the result

of such international engagement from domestic politics by states is a specific kind of
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transitional politics and its ‘porousness’ is born of necessity but also allows for political
innovation. Thus, this politics of the ‘frontier’ could be seen as evidence of the stages

of transition in the development of the state and of the state system.
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Chapter 1

Globalisation - or global age?

From its humble beginnings as a word that simply implied the whole world — a usage
which, interestingly, first came into use in 1890 — the term ‘global’ became a ‘new
grand narrative of the social sciences’, according to Paul Hirst and Grahame
Thompson."” Globalisation was, in the words of Anthony Giddens, ‘suddenly
everywhere’. Though ‘globalisation’ as an everyday term was relatively new, many of

the currents within globalisation as a phenomenon were as old as the original term.

In the British context, globalisation crossed the bridge between academic discussion
and popular culture via political debate in the mid-1990s. Giddens, the then Director
of the London School of Economics and key Third Way adviser to Blair (even before
he became Prime Minister), played a very large role. The globalisation debate was
initiated in the academic world but much of that work went largely unnoticed outside
that arena. It was the surrounding political debate and the role that globalisation
played as an imperative of New Labour policy that helped to shape the concept and
bring it to national and international attention. This is evidenced by the sheer weight
of coverage globalisation received through the late 1990s, together with the Third
Way (see further in Chapters Ten and Twelve).

The focus here is not the globalisation debate specifically, or even its various phases of
development, but the frame of that debate and particularly the way it portrays certain
features. Which has made it difficult to recognise ‘globalisation’ for what it is: a
combination of change in every aspect of society such that it becomes something
more fundamental — a period of ‘systemic transformation’. Because this wider
perspective is not ventured, it also becomes impossible to examine potential

commonalities between this period of transformation and similar moments of change.

The origins of this debate are long past, but it is useful to briefly rehearse the early
arguments for two reasons. First, the debate served as the point of departure for
Giddens and others in the related political debate. Second, it demonstrates the
difficulties of the usual conclusions and how the process of political popularisation
served to compound the difficulties of the academic world in identifying a pattern

affecting the whole of the system.

'8 Scholte, Globalisation, A aitical Introduction, p. 43.
'° Hirst, Paul and Grahame Thompson. Globalisation in Question. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996, p. 13.
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The burgeoning of this debate led various academics to attempt to frame the
unwieldy field. David Held, who was also involved in the development of the Third
Way and later joined Giddens at the London School of Economics, is therefore both
useful and relevant in this context. Together with others, he helped shape the ‘camps’
of globalisation thinking. More directly to the point of this discussion, it is also
important to examine the way in which Giddens, in his academic (rather than his

political) role viewed globalisation.

However, the core of the discussion will be the way in which the current
globalisation debate conflates different processes to such an extent that overall patterns
of state development and change have been obscured; further, that the real
significance of ‘globalisation’ is as an indicator of transition or transformation from
one period of a state’s development to another — historically from the ‘pre-modern’ to

the ‘modern’, and currently from the ‘modern’ to the ‘global’ frame.

De-industrialisation as globalisation?

The current globalisation debate began to take shape in the early 1990s. The crises of
the 1960s and “70s in terms of state control of domestic economies forced politicians

to look for alternative explanations. As Martin Wolf argues:

The stagflation of the 1970s discredited naive Keynesianism; the return of
inflation discredited the view that monetary policy does not matter; the
failure of nationalised industries discredited state ownership; the revolt of
organised labour discredited wage controls; the distortions evident in the
economy discredited price controls; the superior performance of outward-
oriented, market-friendly developing countries ... and the equally evident
relative failure of the inward-looking colossi of China and India
discredited self-sufficiency; the high inflation and external-debt-cum-fiscal
crises of Latin America discredited populism; and, most important of all,
the weakening and collapse of Soviet state-socialism, discredited faith in
allegedly rational central planning.”’

He goes on to suggest that it was ‘pragmatism in response to experience’ rather than
political ideology that motivated leaders from a wide range of countries to begin to
look for other methods to promote trade and investment in their countries and shore
up their economies. Thus, a period of economic liberalisation in the 1980s and ‘90s

sparked a debate on its implications.

2 Wolf, Martin. Why Globalisation Works: The Case for the Global Market Economy. Yale: Yale University
Press, 2004, p. 133.
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In the UK, liberalisation was a specific part of the Conservative programme of
Margaret Thatcher, Prime Minister at the time. However, this approach was not
limited to the right of the political spectrum. Other European states (including
socialist and social democratic governments) had identified the underlying economic
shift and responded, often reluctantly, by reaching out to the global marketplace. This
will be discussed in Chapter Twelve.

For these states this meant a shift from economies based on manufacturing to service
and professional industries. Thus, a process of ‘de-industrialisation’ transformed the
world of work. For the employer the issues were about competition or even industrial
survival. For the worker, their lives as employees as well as the lives of their families
were being forced to adapt. Technological developments and social trends had altered
both private and public life beyond recognition.

Specifically, white- and blue-collar, semi- and unskilled workers were losing their
jobs as western economies moved away from manufactured goods and commodities
and towards services. It has been estimated that in the EU over 75 per cent of the
labour force is currently working in knowledge-producing or service industries and
that employment in manufacturing is as low as 16 per cent and dropping — down
from 42 per cent thirty years ago.” Trade-union membership was losing its
importance while single-issue campaign groups gained more members than political
parties. Just as science and technological developments changed the individual’s
relationship to their world from agrarian to the industrial, the western economies

were moving from production to post-industrial employment.”

This led to speculation as to the role of the state. The fact that this economy was
service-based had a deep impact. As Ruggie argued, service-led economies tended to
become ‘disembedded’” — as the economic goods of the country became less
concrete, it moves towards a system of ‘networks’ as the ‘core forms in the
organisation of production and exchange’.** Thus, he argued, the state effectively has

fewer levers in terms of its policy-making.

%! Giddens, Anthony. ‘Challenge of Renewal’ Progressive Politics Vol 1.1, 2001, p. 37, and Giddens,
Anthony. The Progressive Manifesto. Cambridge: Polity Press, 2003, p 2.

z Cooper, Robert. The Post-Modem State and the World Order. London: Demos, 1996.

Z Ruggie, John. ‘At Home Abroad, Abroad at Home: International Liberalisation and Domestic
Stability in the New World Economy’, Millennium: Journal of International Studies, 1994, Vol. 24, No. 3,
507-26.

# Ibid.

27



The state was also constrained by the notion that this trend seemed to make the
boundary between the international and domestic less defined. A ‘fuzziness’ was
arguably undermining the agency of states as global organisations and other non-
governmental bodies seemed to gain power in the international system. Both David
Marquand and John Gray point to this idea as they argue that even if larger states

could withstand the power of the ‘gales of intensifying competition and accelerating
» 25

change’,” their ability to deliver had been curtailed. Politically, Gray points out the
irony for social democracy as there seemed to be a European ‘consensus’ just at the
moment the traditional class base was being eroded and the ‘political vehicle’ of the

state was being ‘marginalised’.”

Martin Marcussen argued to the International Studies Association in Globalisation: A
Third Way that Travels World-Wide:

By the end of the 1990s, social democratic leaders world-wide have been
referring to unspecified processes of globalisation when undertaking
unpopular domestic reforms of organisations structures and policies ...
Globalisation as discourse is nothing new in itself. In eatlier stages,
political elites of all ideological origins talked about internationalisation,
external pressure and interdependencies ... the new thing is the amazing
uniformity in which and the increasing frequency with which
globalisation is being used in the domestic politics discourse. More often
than not, globalisation is an integrated part of the ideological vocabulary
of any social democratic leader ... Most social democratic leaders today
actually wish to liberalise the economy, but in the public discourse they
seem to prefer to scapegoat processes of globalisation ... rather than
admitting that their political priorities at the end of the ‘90s are in line
with the priorities of previous conservative leaders ... The globalisation
discourse is disconnected from the reality out there and serving as an
explanatory category for organisational reform, economic restructuring,
administrative change, international cooperation and regional
integration.”’

Marcussen made the point in the rest of his presentation that while many states point
to the process of globalisation, in fact they differ as to what constitutes the process.
Michel Albert in Capitalism Against Capitalism captures this point well when he argues
there are two types of capitalism: the Rhine model and the neo-American model.

» Marquand in Radice, Giles., ed. What Needs to Change: New Visions for Britain. London: Harper
Collins, 1996.
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7 Marcussen, Martin. Globalisation: A Third Way Gospel that Travels World Wide. Columbia
International Affairs Online. 31 July 2003, pp 1-3.
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The first ‘presupposes different financial structures and social controls ... its
characteristic features combine to produce a stable, yet dynamic system’ while the

neo-American model ‘is based on individual success and short-term financial gain’.?

Albert suggests that France is ‘at the crossroads’ between these models but argues
forcibly that it, and all of Europe, should reject the neo-American model in favour of
the strong state offering of the Rhine model. This difference of opinion on the
subtleties of the versions of capitalism is important in that it also relates to these states’
perspectives on globalisation. While Blair actively promoted the Third Way at home
and abroad, and various socialist leaders joined the debate, it was still clear they started
from different views of globalisation and the state. France, for example, did not view
it as an opportunity but a threat and, similarly, viewed the Third Way with equal
suspicion. As Albert again comments, ‘financial globalisation is the principal means by
which the ultra-liberal model is disseminated throughout the world ... the neo-
American model has thus managed to infiltrate its Rhine counterpart by means of a
Trojan horse filled with financiers and brokers’.” This will be discussed further in
Chapter Eleven.

Radical or ‘business-school’ globalisation

This infiltration is well illustrated by the ‘business-school’ approach® or ‘radical’ view
of globalisation™ is relatively straightforward. Kenichi Ohmae and others argued
basically for a ‘borderless world’ in which globalisation ‘encompasses all realms’:

Economically, the world increasingly approximates a single global

economy ... Politically, the nation state is conceived of as less sovereign

and increasingly anachronistic ... Culturally it is posited that the world is

becoming increasingly homogenous, as more and more people draw on
the same set of symbolic references to derive meaning.*

Despite the premise of this approach that globalisation involves all areas, the tendency
was to focus on economic structures. For example, a core part of the argument was

that the post-war economy could be divided into two. Before the problems of the
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1970s, relatively closed economies made it possible for states to have more control
over their economies. However, after that point, the global economy had effectively
overcome the nation state; transnational corporations were creating supranational
forces that were beyond state control or influence as they would take their business
elsewhere if states were not compliant. Any state attempting to alter these flows

would be punished by the market.

It was also argued that this was both a new phenomenon and an inevitable result of
technological development in terms of what was produced within countries and the
ability of companies to take a wide perspective through communication and instant
action through new market technology. The argument was essentially technology-

driven and analysed through a dominant economic lens.*

The sceptics

The radical approach was rebutted by a variety of writers. Paul Hirst and Grahame
Thompson in Globalisation in Question were at the forefront of what became known as

the ‘sceptic’ view. They pronounced globalisation thus portrayed was a myth.

In its most basic form, the sceptics’ argument was that the death of the state was much
exaggerated. They took as their starting point what they felt to be the flawed logic of
the radical approach that the expansion of the global economy rendered the state
unable to act in its defence. They countered this did not reflect real investment flows;
and further, the G3’s ability — the triad of the US, Europe and Japan — to influence
general traffic of trade.” They also accused this perspective of having little grasp of
history and its ‘tendency to portray current change as both unique and without

precedent and firmly set to persist long into the future’.*

The sceptics are often portrayed, particularly by Giddens, as suggesting that the state
retains control and that, in effect, nothing has changed. However, Hirst and
Thompson at least among the sceptics clearly recognise that the state has changed but
that ‘nation states are thus not declining in power per se. States now have radically

different governance capacities and face different constraints.”” They also argue that
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this period of change is no greater than other periods, specifically, that of the end of
the nineteenth century and the initial creation of developed markets in the aftermath
of the Industrial Revolution. They conclude that globalisation is part of a longer

process and neither unique nor overwhelming.

‘Strong state’ globalisation?

Before returning to the chronological flow of the globalisation debate, there is a
slightly different perspective that is worth noting. It seems to come from a business
approach but without lionising the borderless economy. As far back as 1990 Michael
Porter in The Competitive Advantage of Nations’® reported on a ten-country study of
competitiveness. His background at the Harvard Business School was in business
advantage, but this study was investigating national strategies for competitiveness. As
an adviser to President Reagan, it might be assumed the prescription would be a
smaller state and market liberalisation. Instead, Porter argued that while globalisation
‘decouples the firm from the factor endowment of a single nation’:

Competitive advantage is created and sustained through a highly localised

process. Differences in national economic structures, values, cultures and

institutions, and histories contribute profoundly to competitive success.

The role of the home nation seems to be as strong as or stronger than

ever. While globalisation of competition might appear to make the nation
less important, instead it seems to make it more so.”

This perspective is similar to the next wave of the globalisation debate. Martin Wolf,
the chief economics commentator and associate editor of the Financial Times, in his
recent book, Why Globalisation Works, highlights a particular problem within the
debate. From the point of view of the general terms of the debate, Wolf’s approach is
paradoxical. He agrees with much of what Hirst and Thompson have to say as to the
overstatement of the radicals, but rather than being a ‘sceptic’ or a rampant neo-
liberal, he is a believer in the potential of globalisation and a supporter of what it can

create.

Wolf argues for more globalisation but with a place for a strong, reformed state.
Unlike many globalisation writers, Wolf limits himself strictly to the economic aspects

of the concept. His examination of the same two timeframes under consideration is

* Porter, Michael. The Competitive Advantage of Nations. London: Macmillan, 1990.
* Ibid., pp. 14, 19.
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useful because it attempts to analyse globalisation along one axis — thus clarifying

issues for comparison.

He starts by quoting Anne Kruger’s (of the International Monetary Fund) definition
of globalisation as ‘a phenomenon by which economic agents in any given part of the
world are much more affected by events elsewhere in the world’.* His own working
definition however, is ‘an integration of economic activities via markets. The driving
forces are technological and policy changes — falling costs of transport and
communications and greater reliance on market forces’.* He goes on to point out
that: “The economic globalisation discussed here has cultural, social and political
consequences (and preconditions). But those consequences and preconditions are

neither part of its definition nor a focus of our attention’.*

By focusing on the economic view he is freed from the seemingly endless areas
arguably affected by globalisation. Essentially, he agrees with the analysis of Hirst and
Thompson in two areas, First, that there have been previous periods of growth
definable as economic globalisation; and concurs with their conclusion that
globalisation is neither ‘unique’ or ‘new’. Second, that rather than undermining or
destroying the state, economic globalisation is not created in a vacuum but by states
themselves, and thus while the state may be changing, it is not destroyed. He suggests

that the state may even be more necessary than before to control these forces.

Another recent contribution with a broadly similar conclusion is in State- Building:
Governance and World Order in the Twenty-First Century by Francis Fukuyama.* He
argues that ‘For well over a generation, the trend in world politics has been to
weaken states’. This, he suggests, has generally been a good thing but it is crucial to
recognise that it is also true that weak states lie at the root of a growing number of
international problems. He concludes that it is the small, strong state that has the best
hope of succeeding in a globalised world.

In terms of previous phases of globalisation, the period of interest here is the end of
the nineteenth century. Wolf spends time examining this history and concludes that
while the end of the twentieth century has gone through a period rapid change, in
fact, the end of the nineteenth century was, in many crucial respects, just as significant

a period of globalisation. He cites, amongst other things, the greater integration of
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capital markets, the more effective transfer of resources aboard, the integration of
markets for various key goods, the higher level of migration (labour mobility),

systematic price convergence of commodities and overall growth.

The consensus of contemporary opinion is that there has never been a more rapidly
integrating world economy than that of the 1990s. Wolf argues, however, that the
evidence is against this. According to Kevin O’Rourke of Trinity College Dublin,
‘the most impressive episode of international economic integration which the world
has seen to date was not the second half of the twentieth century, but the years
between 1870 and the Great War. The nineteenth century, and particularly the late
nineteenth century was the period that saw the largest decline in intercontinental

barriers to trade and factor mobility.’*

Wolf also concurs with O’Rourke that in the area of communications the changes
such as the transatlantic cable (1866) which decreased the time needed for a
transaction from twenty days to a single day was ‘the most important breakthrough for
the last 200 years for capital markets ... no other innovation, including the late-
nineteenth-century invention of the telephone or its late-twentieth-century
equivalent, the Internet, has had comparable impact on the speed of information flows

and capital market integration.”*

As to the role of the state, Wolf is equally clear that ‘the proposition that globalisation
makes states unnecessary is even less credible than that it makes states impotent. If
anything the exact opposite is true.’*® He bases this view on the fact that the ability of
globalisation to be effective relies on the quality of the state and its ability to harness
public goods, human resources and the state’s role as a provider of order. He does
suggest that global governance will be more important but that need not, in his view,

come at ‘the expense’ of the state.

Michael Mann also takes exception to much of the argument that has gone before in
his article in New Left Review.*” He concurs that the process of globalisation cannot be
ignored and is undoubtedly a real phenomenon. However, he points to the
importance of asking how ‘evenly’ and how ‘fast” globalisation is proceeding as being
crucial to the analysis. He questions the argument that globalisation leads to a single

homogenous global culture as well as the neo-liberal view (or even the classical free-
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trade view) that unlimited globalisation is a peaceful process. He suggests instead, that
globalisation is ‘not singular but multiple, and it disintegrates as well as integrating ...

it is multiple and contradictory ... Most of these divisions generate not armed conflict
but tensions that can usually be resolved by peaceful negotiation between converging

nation-states’.*®

Alternative framework for the globalisation debate

David Held’s work on globalisation has been called ‘complex globalisation theory’ by
Christopher White, who argueés that, ‘Contrary to sceptical thinking, for complex
globalisation theorists, globalisation is under way. It is thought of as significant as it
helps explain much that is novel about the contemporary condition’.” Held accepts
globalisation as an explanatory force in world politics but does not go either as far as
the radicals or the sceptics in terms of his approach. In Held’s own terms,
‘globalisation is a central driving force behind the rapid social, political and economic

changes that are reshaping modern societies and world order’.”’

However, and perhaps more helpful here, is the fact that Held and Anthony McGrew
have devised a framework for globalisation literature. This is relevant because Held,
like Giddens, was also engaged in the ‘inner circle’ of the Third Way, thus his
categorisation is relevant to the political debate. These two thinkers link academic
theory and political practice.

In Globalising World? Culture, Economics, Politics,”® Held attempted to set out a more
theoretical framework for the debate. In a very similar classification to those above, he
argues that there are primarily three approaches to globalisation. The first is ‘globalist’,
arguing that globalisation is a real phenomenon affecting every aspect of culture and
society which must be taken seriously because its impact will change all levels of
society. As culture, economics and politics are pulled into global flows, these will take
control and both localities and states will be pulled into a homogenised form of global
society. Globalists conclude that state resistance to globalisation is futile. While there is
a positive and a negative variation within the globalist view, the inevitability of the

force of globalisation remains unchanged.
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Held terms the second approach ‘traditionalist’. These writers argue that
the globalists’ concerns are overblown. These forces are not fundamentally
different from those that have been at work for centuries. The current
situation is the continuation of, rather than substantially different from,
the interactions that have taken place in the past. Importantly,
traditionalists also argue that the state still has a considerable influence on
the system and that they could use this influence to ensure and protect
their own preferences.

The third category are the ‘transformationalists’ whose approach lies somewhere in
between the globalists and the traditionalists. They reject the juxtaposition of the
other two approaches as opposites but suggest that globalisation is a complex force, as
unpredictable as it is diverse. They suggest that it requires in-depth examination to
better understand how it might affect the state and its operations. They do not
sympathise with the idea that globalisation has a pre-determined destination, but
neither do they submit to the idea that globalisation has only a moderate impact.*

Later the same year, Held, teamed with Anthony McGrew, made another attempt to
rein in the runaway concept of globalisation in The Global Transformation Reader.>
They reduced the three categories to two and labelled them simply ‘globalists” and
‘sceptics’. This begins to reflect the division that has gradually become the norm for
terminology in this area — certainly for the political debate. In their introduction they
point out several dynamics as to how the term might be handled but their most

consistent definition is as follows:

...globalisation represents a significant shift in the spatial reach of social
action ...This does not mean that the global necessarily displaces or takes
precedence over local, national, or regional orders of life ... As distance
shrinks, the relative speed of social interaction increases too ...
Globalisation engenders a certain cognitive shift expressed both in a
growing public awareness of the ways in which distant events can affect
local fortunes (and vice versa) as well as in public perceptions of shrinking
time and geographical space. Simply put, globalisation denotes the
expanding scale, growing magnitude, speeding up and deepening impact
of interregional flows and patterns of social interaction. It refers to a shift
or transformation in the scale of human social organisation that links
distant communities and expands the reach of power relations across the
world’s major regions and continents.>*
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Radicals and sceptics — a response

This binary approach is also taken by Giddens in his Reith Lectures in 1999 and in his
second volume on the Third Way, Third Way and its Critics — a reply to Sceptics in
2000.” In the Reith Lectures Giddens previews the Held/McGrew characterisation of
the two ‘camps’:

According to the sceptics, all the talk about globalisation is only that — just

talk ... the global economy isn’t especially different from that which

existed at all previous periods ... Others, however, take a very different

position; I'll label them the radicals. The radicals argue that not only is

globalisation very real, but that its consequences can be felt everywhere.

The global marketplace, they say, is more developed than even two or

three decades ago, and is indifferent to national borders. Nations have lost

much of their sovereignty ... however, I don’t believe either the sceptics

of the radicals have properly understood what it is or its implications for

us. Both groups see the phenomenon almost solely in economic terms.

This is a mistake. Globalisation is political, technological and cultural as

well as economic.*

Two years later, Giddens continued to make the argument that both those ‘for’ and
‘against’ globalisation — as these two lines of argument could be construed — have
oversimplified the change that is going on. He goes on to say:

The core meaning of globalisation is increasing interdependence. No

matter where we live in the world we are all affected by events and

changes happening many miles away. The most important factors shaping

globalisation are not those to do with finance and markets but with

communication. The communications revolution ... coincides more or
less completely with the origins of globalisation.”’

His formalisation of the duality of radicals and sceptics (with the ‘transformationalists’
or the ‘complex theorists’ left for the time being) enabled Giddens to do two things:
first, to set out his argument as a logical ‘third way’ alternative to two flawed options;
and second, to reiterate his core notion, often ignored or glossed over, that
globalisation is not only economic — an element of his argument that was regularly
lost in the general debate. This is particularly important when we come to the final
element of the globalisation discussion as it underlines its misconceptions. First it is

important to go further into Giddens’ perspective.
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Giddens on globalisation

Various approaches and definitions of globalisation have been offered, but looking
forward to the Third Way, no assessment would be complete without a more detailed
examination of the views of Giddens — widely seen as the progenitor of the Third

‘Way — with globalisation a cornerstone of that approach.

Giddens’ detailed role in the political development of the Third Way debate will be
examined in Chapter Ten. Here, three areas are proposed as central to his position.
These are: the importance of other factors than economic in the process, the ways in
which power is shifted and altered in the light of globalisation and the impact that

such shifts of power have on the state.

The above discussion on sceptics and radicals is a starting point in terms of the
importance that Giddens places on the idea that globalisation is not a single process or
primarily an economic one. It is a theme that runs throughout his work. Long before
the Third Way became common media parlance, in the same year that Tony Blair
became the leader of the Labour Party, Giddens wrote Beyond Left and Right: The
Future of Radical Politics in which he argued,

Globalisation is not only, or even primarily, an economic phenomenon;
and it should not be equated with the emergence of a ‘world system’.
Globalisation is really about the transformation of space and time. I define
it as action at a distance, and relate its intensifying over recent years to the
emergence of means of instantaneous global communication and mass
transportation. Globalisation does not only concern the creation of large-
scale systems, but also the transformation of local, and even personal,
contexts of social experience. Our day-to-day activities are increasingly
influenced by events happening on the other side of the world.
Conversely, local lifestyle habits have become globally consequential ...
Globalisation is not a single process but a complex mixture of processes,
which often act in contradictory ways, producing conflicts, disjuncture
and new forms of stratification.”®

In various works that followed, more specifically tailored to the Third Way debate,
Giddens did not waver in his argument that economic change is not the primary
cause of globalisation. It is ‘about the transformation of time and space in our lives ...
a complex range of processes, driven by a mixture of political and economic

influences ... creating new trans-national system and forces. It is more than just a

*® Giddens. Beyond Left and Right, p. 5.

37



backdrop to contemporary policies: taken as a whole, globalisation is transforming the

institutions of the societies in which we live.”” Finally:
Globalisation is by no means wholly economic in its nature, causes or
consequences. It is a basic mistake to limit the concept to the global
marketplace. Globalisation is also social, political and cultural. On all of
these levels, it is a highly uneven set of processes, proceeding in a
fragmentary and oppositional fashion. While still dominated by the
industrial nations, it isn’t simply the same as Westernisation — all countries
in the world today are affected by globalisation processes. Developments
in science and technology, for example, affect people’s lives in richer and
poorer countries alike.*

In a closely related thought, Giddens is also consistent in his view as to how
globalisation impacts power. Although he suggests a rather complicated explanation,
he returns several times to the idea that globalisation does not create a single flow ‘up’
or ‘away’ from the state — or local community — but that it also pushes ‘downwards’ in
that some things that had been the domain of the state are brought back to a local
level. Finally, he also suggests that power can be said to be ‘squeezed sideways’ where
cross-border alliances or regions are created as part of the new global framework.*' It
is in this context of shifting power that he quotes David Bell with approval for the
observation that ‘the nation becomes too small to solve the big problems but also too

large to solve the small ones’.®*

This has a direct bearing on the third element of Giddens’ perspective: the impact of
shifting power on state efficacy. He suggests that globalisation changes all levels
simultaneously and while he acknowledges that it may seem strange to leap from the
individual to the global, he feels that is not only useful but necessary in a world in
which ‘global developments and individual actions have become so closely tied
together’® — or, in other words, that globalisation can be driven by states but that it
can likewise be driven by the day-to-day decisions of the individual. An act as simple
as ‘connecting to the Internet or the purchase of a certain item of clothing or food’

plays, in his view, a part in the forces of globalisation.**

* Giddens, Anthony. The Third Way. Cambridge: Polity Press, 1998, pp. 31-33.
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This reality, he suggests, constitutes a ‘new world society’. Many of the world’s
greatest challenges will no longer be traditional enemies, but issues that are trans-
national or have no particular focus, e.g. ecological risk. He therefore argues that
traditional notions will have to be revised and states will be forced to respond.®® He
goes on to argue that globalisation has come not only from economic change but that
it is also the result of an ‘endogenous crisis of the state’. In effect, he separates the
economic system from the role and function of the state by stating that change within

one ma ve implications for the other but that there is a crisis of the state in addition
y ha plications for the other but that th f the stat ddit

to massive economic change. This point will be key to the next chapter.

Summary of globalisation debates

These wide-ranging views still seem incomplete. For the radicals or globalists,
globalisation clearly represents a significant step-change in basic forms of
communication at all levels of society inside and outside the state context. For the
sceptics or traditionalists, there have been other shifts that were as significant in their
time and context as the changes we see today, but these theorists do not take the next
step of exploring their own assertion. If globalisation has been an ongoing process,
what patterns, if any, can be discerned? Are there periods of more intense change?
What causes them? Can they be predicted? Or indeed, even if they cannot be

identified in advance, are there patterns of behaviour we can identify after the fact?

For these purposes, the radical/globalist divide may be overstated, and its pervading
sense of predestination unsustainable, but the juxtaposition is often used by Third
Way thinkers to suggest that there is no alternative and to defend their directive
approach.

This particular moment in history may be unique — as they suggest — but that can
equally be said to apply to every moment of transformation. At each such
transformative moment, the advantages of new technology or knowledge had
previously not been known in those societies. Speed and distance, as indicated above,
are often used as ‘evidence’ particularly from the globalist perspective — but they are
relative concepts. Therefore it seems untenable that the change felt now is any
different in perceived impact than the changes that took place at the turn of the last
century — or any other moment of massive change. This is borne out by O’Rourke

and others who suggest that the end of the nineteenth century was more dramatic.

® Giddens, ‘Third way’s the charm’. Newsweek 4 June 1999.
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The traditionalists, as defined by Held, argue that processes being witnessed today
have their roots in the past. Thus, their conclusion that globalisation is not ‘new’
tollows naturally — and certainly the sceptics seem to have managed at least to
undermine the more extreme forms of the globalist perspective on economic grounds.
However, the causes of transformation, or the agents of massive change are not
explored. In this context Wolf is unusual both as a ‘promoter’ of globalisation and in
focusing solely on the economic. While he recognises that there are a range of

consequences of globalisation, he does not deem them part of the definition.

This leaves the vast territory of other theorists, including Giddens and Held, who lie
somewhere in between. They go to some lengths to identify the economic aspects but
then merge them with a number of different types of change. This results in
disagreement as to its specific impact or exact manifestations. This is the most
common approach of the Third Way. The Third Way effectively accepts globalisation
as inevitable and supports the idea it can be used to the benefit of the country, but
give no sense of understanding cause and effect. Third Way proponents are careful
not to ‘promote’ globalisation or be ‘in favour’ of it but only to ‘prepare’ the country

and its citizens for its consequences.

To this group, it would appear that all change, at whatever level, can be attributed to
forces of globalisation. However this makes it almost impossible to analyse the origin
and direction of this force. Globalisation, seems to be an inevitable force that alters

power relations in all directions but with no predictability or consistency.

Modern or global?

It becomes clear from the summary of these approaches that there is a serious flaw
underlying these explanations of globalisation. Simply put, the contemporary
globalisation debate has come to have too many meanings. Globalisation has lost its
explanatory power in terms of causation and is unable to produce an understanding of

agency even within the areas of change that it identifies.

In light of this difficulty, the radical version retains the most power, though it relies
heavily on the economic system as the only driver and seems unable to suggest how
all the other changes that are attributed to globalisation are caused by their primarily
economic analysis. The sceptics, by suggesting that the process is not new but a
gradual development of ongoing processes, overcome the problem of agency but still

have no explanation for the wide range of consequences that are put at the door of
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globalisation or why there should be an apparent increase in the speed of change,

except to argue for ‘technology’.

As D.S. Burton argues, ‘Like many of the other terms employed in the Third Way
debate, globalisation is hopelessly vague. Indeed from Giddens’ account, it would
seem almost to have become synonymous for the modern capitalist world.” Or, from
a more sympathetic observer, White suggests that there is a pervasive problem in the
globalisation literature which is ‘the plural ways in which the term globalisation is in
fact understood ... The so-called globalisation debate is not so much a debate but

rather a set of incommensurable discussions about different things.”’

Jan Aart Scholte takes this a step further in that he suggests five general conceptions of
globalisation are often conflated: liberalisation, internationalisation, universalisation,
westernisation or modernisation and deterritorialisation.*® Schélte argues that only the
final conception is distinctive in understanding developments within the international
system, although he also points out that this expansion of the ‘supraterritorial space’
does not obviate the need for states or their functions. The significant change is the
alteration of what he calls ‘social geography’. The first four conceptions, he suggests,
remain compatible with a territorial understanding. However, the idea that modern
social relations have been decoupled from their ‘place’ has a profound effect on space
and distance. He concludes that once the confusions of other types of change are
stripped away to this last feature, ‘globalisation has generated an intricate interplay of
continuity and change in the social order. Yet on the whole globalisation has to date

yielded change within continuity rather than deeper transformations.’®

White goes on to argue, with others, that this conflation of globalisation with
liberalisation helps the political cause of the Third Way in that it makes the source of
change both more complex and more remote. This places the state, or in this case the
Labour Party, in the powerful position of understanding these unpredictable forces.
Thus, best placed to defend a self-defined the national interest. If, for example,
globalisation is ‘just’ liberalisation, agency becomes clearer and the actions required
more obvious. The more opaque the phenomenon portrayed, the more pervasive and

far-reaching are its implications.”

% Burton, D.S. No Way Out: The Third Way’s Blind Alley. British Institute of Contemporary Economic
and Political Studies. London. 1999, p. 12.

 White. The Function, Significance and Limitations of ‘Globalisation’ in the New Labour Discourse, p. 94.

% White, ibid.; Scholte, Globalisation: A Critical Introduction.

® Schélte, ibid.

" White. The Function, Significance and Limitations of ‘Globalisation’ in the New Labour Discourse, p. 102.
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This problem is also recognised by Michael Kenny and Martin Smith in their article
‘Interpreting New Labour: Constraints, Dilemmas and Political Agency’. They
attempt to locate what they call a ‘single modernisation narrative’ within New Labour
thinking and suggest:

A teleological and quasi-determinist account of ‘modernisation’

constitutes one strand of the party elite’s current self~understanding, hence

arguments claiming that modernisation is about reshaping Labour’s

political programme in accordance with socio-economic realities that are

endogenous and unalterable by political forces. The notion of the arrival
of a global economy is frequently invoked in this way.”!

Having spent some time on those who start from the economic drivers of
globalisation it is also worth spending some time on those who view the phenomenon
as social rather than economic. Scholte takes the argument in this direction by
suggesting that social geography and the expansion of superterritoriality creates change

in social order.

However, there are those who argue that globalisation is a domestic phenomenon
even more than an international one. Elmar Rieger and Stephan Leibfried in Limits to

Globalisation — Welfare States and the World Economy, identify the varying types of
change and developments associated with globalisation. They also point out that there
are differences between social scientists and politicians as to its dimensions. They
begin their argument from an entirely different place from those outlined above and
suggest that globalisation is largely:

A coincidental by-product of the welfare-democratic revolution ... Yet it

also impacts back upon this geographically fixed socio-political order ...

Moreover globalisation itself is an at first unintended effect of essentially

domestic political developments, and it makes itself felt mostly in the
national, apparently totally self-regarding politics of welfare states.”

Instead of the problems around agency found in other ideas of globalisation, these
authors place that responsibility firmly within the state. They recognise the
importance of periods of internationalisation of economies, but also clearly see that
these tendencies are often met with ‘national counter-movements’ and suggest these

are both a ‘regularly recurring phenomenon’.” They also point out that these periods

' Kenny, Michael and Martin Smith, ‘Interpreting New Labour: Constraints, Dilemmas and Political
Agency’ in Ludlam, Steve, and Martin J. Smith, eds. New Labour in Government. Basingstoke,
Hampshire: Macmillan Press, 2001, p. 239.

2 Rieger, Flmar and Stephan Leibfried. Limits to Globalization: Welfare States and the World Economy.
Cambridge: Polity Press, 2003, pp. 6-7.

? Ibid., p. 18.
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of internationalisation were relatively brief while the periods of closure were much
longer in duration. Counter to much of the globalisation wisdom, they suggest that
rather than making a case for more democratisation to control the forces of
globalisation, it is in fact a ‘new form of social democracy’ given that it was been
brought into existence predominantly by democratically elected bodies and
institutions. From this point of view:

A basic problem in the entire globalisation discussion consists in the failure

to differentiate sufficiently between objective problems and political

liability for them. Much of that which is causally attributed to economic

globalisation is actually a product of welfare state conditions themselves.

At the same time it must be noted, however, that the interrelation

between globalisation and the welfare state can assume very different
forms, and political decisions can play a critical role in its shaping.”™

This also relates to Albert as he argues states influence its form of capitalism by
controlling the development of its welfare state. The French and German experience
suggest that not only do they have a different version of capitalism from that of the
UK, but also of globalisation, as a direct consequence of the decisions they have taken
over the form of their welfare state. Albert calls this ‘social Colbertism’, harking back
to the mercantilist policies of Jean-Baptiste Colbert under Louis XIV, who argued
that that the’ state should direct the economy in order to fulfil political ambitions and

. . 7
achieve social progress’.”

From the point of view of this argument of systemic transformation, Rieger and
Leibfried conclude that the Industrial Revolution created a market economy in which
states sought to ignore territories and boundaries and treat the globe as their
marketplace. Alongside that economic revolution, there was also a democratic
revolution. This meant that the sovereign nation state and newly formed welfare state
required closure in terms of boundaries. It is the structures of the market balanced
against the demands of the electorate that create the dimensions of globalisation.
These authors are effectively turning the globalisation debate on its head and arguing
that it is the state that creates the terms of the globalisation debate and not the
globalisation debate that should dictate the terms of the state’s provision of welfare.

Thus the complex theorists, or transformationalists, may be the closest to what could
be regarded as the most rounded explanation — but they are hampered by the way
they argue their case. They want to propose that globalisation is not just economic

but is happening in all areas. Globalisation is transforming the individual, the state and

™ Ibid., p. 39.
™ Albert, Capitalism Against Capitalism, p. 233.
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the nature of international system, but power is changing its location at all times, at all
levels, and thus agency or causation of the transformation is impossible to determine.

Effectively, they argue that globalisation affects everything at all times in all places.

Global-isation — global age

There is one particular writer who has proposed a more overarching explanation.

Martin Albrow in The Global Age: State and Society beyond Modernity, argues that the
problem is fundamentally that the phenomenon of globalisation is an indication that
the modern age has come to a close:
The ‘-isation’ suffix of globalisation is an indication in itself of the
inappropriate attempt to assimilate it to the modern. It leads to accounts
which minimise the contemporary transformation. It cannot possibly be
adequate for the epochal shift which Ralf Dahrendorf described as the
mover from expansion to survival with social justice ... Fundamentally
the global age involves the supplanting of modernity with globality and
this means an overall change in the basis of action and social organisation
for individuals and groups. There are at least five major ways in which
globality has taken us beyond the assumptions of modernity. They include
the global environmental consequence of aggregate human activities; the
loss of security where weaponry has global destructiveness; the globality of
communication systems; the rise of the global economy; and the
reflexivity of globalism, where people and groups of all kinds refer to the
globe as the frame for their beliefs.”®

Albrow suggests that our everyday language indicates the world is no longer state-
centric, or simply modern, but that we have moved to a new level of development,
more accurately described as ‘global’. He also argues that this issue has been confused
by the tendency to rely on such language as ‘late modern’ or ‘post-modern’ as they
are both still fundamentally defined by the modern rather than allowing for a new
form. He proposes that by using ‘global’ it becomes possible to escape from the
Enlightenment paradigm of the current modern/late modern and introduce a new

approach.

Albrow is not alone in his declaration of a new age as there are a number of writers’’
who make similar assertions but do not go so far as to define this as a new age.
Discussions of the post-industrial state, the late modern or the post-modern state are

all becoming commonplace.

76 Albrow, The Global Age: State and Society Beyond Modemity, p. 4.
77 Gray, Cooper, Giddens, etc.
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Interestingly, Giddens (thanked by Albrow for his comments) came very close to

making the same conclusion two years earlier — relatively early in the debate — when

he said:

Reflexive modernisation responds to different circumstances. It has its
origins in the profound social changes ... the impact of globalisation;
changes happening in everyday personal life; and the emergence of a post-
traditional society. These influences flow from western modernity, but
now affect the world as a whole — and they refract back to start to reshape
modernisation at its point of origin.”

It would seem that Giddens is listing globalisation as a separate influence, not as a
concept that ‘covers’ all of the other influences. Before the globalisation debate
became so deeply embedded with the Third Way debate perhaps he could see other
factors as separate functions rather than the morass of globalisation. His first book on
the Third Way identifies almost exactly the same dilemmas as those outlined by
Albrow and even goes so far as to refer to this new politics as the new ‘global order’
or the ‘global age’.”

Conclusion

It is suggested here that globalisation is not unique to the contemporary world. The
world has been interconnected from the moment traders and pilgrims took to the
roads and explorers and merchant ships took to the sea — with all the problems that

followed in their wake.

It is clear that nothing can compare with the speed with which we now deal with
other parts of the world. However, the argument is not that we are not experiencing
a transformation, but that this is a moment of systemic transformation or of transition
from one ‘age’ to another. As such, this moment of transformation is new in some
respects but also comparable to other such moments, arguably the end of the
nineteenth century. The transformation of that age felt much the same to those living
through that period as these changes feel today. Further, the reaction of political
theorists and politicians was much the same. Finally, these periods of transformative
politics have implications not only for domestic politics but also the frontier between

the domestic and the international.

7 Giddens, Beyond Left and Right, p. 80.
” Giddens, The Third Way: The Renewal of Social Democracy.
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The impact of globalisation and of transformation more specifically on the discipline

of International Relations will be explored in the next chapter.
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Chapter 2

Transitions in the state, in capitalism - or in both?

As demonstrated in the previous chapter, globalisation is a multi-faceted concept with

potential impact on many areas of study. Ian Clark summarises this frustration:
The high profile enjoyed by the concept, in turn, derives from the
emerging conditions of global connectedness that appear to be prevalent
in many facets of contemporary life. In commonly employed language,
time and space are becoming compressed to unusual degrees and in
unprecedented ways. In short, globalisation is considered to be not merely
a social theory, but a depiction of a new social reality with potentially
momentous significance. According to one of the avowed champions of
contemporary economic globalisation, ‘the basic fact of linkage to global
flows is perhaps, the central, distinguishing fact of our moment in history’
(Ohmae 1995:15). Why is it that well-informed observers can reach such
bewilderingly divergent judgements about this topic?®

In a similar way in which the exploration of the strands of the globalisation debate in
the previous chapter was useful in gaining a better understanding of its weaknesses, so
too is an overview of International Relations as a discipline. This involves a brief
review in terms of the issues touched on or challenged by globalisation — i.e. states
and statehood, sovereignty, and the boundary between domestic and international.
The focus of this chapter is a discussion of the implications of the idea globalisation is
an indication of systemic transformation on key concepts within International

R elations.

States and statehood

The study of International Relations is of states and their activities. This has generally
been taken to mean the external activities and the international system but in fact, the
discipline has always struggled with the issue of where to draw boundaries. Which
actors should be considered and what impact that has on the area being studied has
changed significantly over time.

This is evident whether one looks just before the First World War, when

International Relations was not a discipline per se but the study of international law,

& Clark, Globalisation and International Relations Theory, p. 35.
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political theory and diplomacy etc.* — or to various ‘paradigm shifts’, including the
development of the studies of foreign policy and interdependence, up to the
challenges presented by globalisation under discussion here.

The state, its responsibilities and powers, have remained a constant source of debate
throughout its history so the challenge posed by globalisation to state power, while a
part of the concept’s contribution, is not new. In language that would not be out of
place in the current globalisation debate, Ernest Barker argued in 1915 that, “We may
need, and we may be moving towards, a new conception of the State, and more
especially a new conception of sovereignty ... We may have to recognise that

sovereignty is not single and indivisible, but multiple and multi-cellular’.*

Thus globalisation is not the only challenge to the state, and through each challenge
the state has continued to evolve. For example, in earlier forms of the state system,
order was based on the region. Regional systems and their leaders (or ‘rulers’ to be
more accurate in this early form) managed to produce periods of stability despite their
uncertain environment. This uncertainty existed for a variety of reasons, one of which
was the absence of communication. Despite this obstacle, coherence was retained
because, while disconnected, these entities were, at the same time, more enmeshed.
The ‘world’ (understood by Europeans to mean Europe) operated on a similar basis
and borders were physically difficult to maintain. This had a major impact on the
sense of what was ‘inside’ or ‘outside’ the territory. As states, largely through
technology, gained more control over space and distance, boundaries became more
important in terms of the idea of state sovereignty. As Joseph Camilleri argues:

Confining, for the moment, our attention to Europe — widely recognised

as the cradle of the modern sovereign state ... Medieval Europe

comprised a cosmopolitan patchwork of overlapping loyalties and

allegiances, geographically interwoven jurisdictions and political enclaves.

In the feudal system there was no clear demarcation between the domestic

and external spheres of organisation, no sharp dividing line between

‘public territories” and ‘private estates’. Yet this diverse and fragmented

system of rule nevertheless enjoyed a considerable level of coherence and

unity by virtue of ‘common legal, religious and social traditions and
institutions’.”

8 Banks in Light, Margot and A.J.R. Groom, eds. International Relations: A Handbook of Current Theory.
London: Pinter Publishers, 1985; Halliday, Rethinking International Relations.

% Barker, Emest. Political Thought in England 1848 to 1914. London: Thornton Butterworth, 1930, p.
250.

& Camilleri, Joseph. ‘Re-thinking Sovereignty in a shrinking, fragmented world’, in Walker, R.B.].
and Saul H. Mendlovitz eds. Contending Sovereignties: Redefining Political Community. London: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 1990, p. 13.
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It is clear then, that the state system has gone through a number of stages of
development. However, an idea less examined but important here is that each
individual state within that system has evolved with its own ideas of statehood and
sovereignty, though at different speeds even from its closest allies and neighbours.
Thus, the development of the state as an ‘impersonal, abstract’ entity that ‘controls a
consolidated territory and possesses a systems of offices that is differentiated from that
of other organisations operating in the same territory’ was, in Kenneth Dyson’s words,
‘a ramshackle affair’ and a process that was ‘neither identical nor simultaneous in

different countries’.®

This can also be said of the development of ideas of sovereignty as a more formal

system of states gradually emerged. Again, as Dyson points out:

The idea and practice of the modern state were forged out of conflict
involving medieval parliaments which centralising rulers sought to
extinguish or make subservient; the Church, as rulers attempted to
acquire its authority and thereby extend their moral function in relation
to their subjects; and the nobility, who were either drawn into the service
of the prince as members of the royal administration (as in Italy and
Sweden) or ceded influence to a bourgeoisie rising as powerful officers (as
in France). There was a close historical connection between the increase

in ‘stateness’, the expansion of armed forces, rises in taxation and popular
rebellion.®

As implied in this view, and related to Rieger and Liebfried’s work on globalisation
examined in Chapter One, this was part of a process of evolution from the ‘state-
nation’ to the ‘nation-state’® — or, in this context, arguably from the pre-modern to
the modern. Philip Bobbitt goes back even further in The Shield of Achilles to argue
basically that the Church gave way to the monarchy and finally to a civil state in
western development. He calls this the shift from the kingly state to the territorial or
state-nation and then finally to a notion of a nation-state. His focus is on these last
two stages of development. The state-nation, in his words:

Mobilises a nation — a national ethnocultural group — to act on behalf of

the State. It can thus call on the revenues of all society, and on the human

talent of all persons. But such a state does not exist to serve or take

direction from the nation, as does the nation-state ... the nation-state

takes its legitimacy from putting the State in the service of its people; the
state-nation asks rather that the people be put in the service of the State.

# Dyson, Kenneth H.F. The State Tradition in Western Europe. New York: Oxford University Press,
1980, p. 29.

% Ibid., p. 33.

% Bobbitt, Philip. The Shield of Achilles: War Peace and the Course of History. London: Allen Lane, 2002.
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The state-nation is not in the business of maintaining the welfare of the
people; rather it is legitimised by forging a national consciousness, by
fusing the national with the State.”’

He argues that the shift from the kingly state to the territorial state-nation created a
crisis throughout Europe. As kingly states lost their support for huge military spending
they faced a choice to cut back expenditure or find allies within society and
effectively share power. This changed the notion of statehood from one of
overlapping identities to the idea of nations that were more bounded as territories and
formed what is known within the International Relations discipline as the classic
‘Westphalian® system. It was the shift from the state-nation to the nation-state that
created the revolutions in 1848 across Europe as the ‘Poles, Danes, Germans, Italians,
Magyars, Czechs, Slovaks, Serbs, Croats and Romanians rose in arms claiming the
right of self-government’® — a revolution that corresponded to the Chartists in the
UK.

For Bobbitt, the state-nation was in decline during the timeframe under discussion
but the nation-state was still unevenly developed. ‘In only a few decades the state-
nation would be destroyed in Europe proper, and with it the Concert of European
states that had maintained peace ... by the end of these conflicts, in 1870, the state-

. . . . 9
nation in Europe was in rapid retreat.”®

The ‘English’ state

As the UK is used here as the basic point of comparison, it is important to note that
the development of the idea of the state in the UK is regarded as having had a
different path than elsewhere in Europe. Dyson sets out what he sees as the reasons
for these differences between the UK and its continental neighbours. They are
instructive, as he points to various features that will be significant when we turn to

the specific timeframes and look to the response from domestic politics.

The idea of the ‘state’ was, in Dyson’s view, not very developed in the UK. He
recognises that the term occasionally appeared as a synonym for the ‘nation’ or the

‘community as a whole’ but that it was ‘not seen as an expression for the legal

¥ 1bid., pp. 146, 175.
# Ibid., p. 179.
® Ibid., p. 178.
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personality of the executive or as a collective term for the whole or part of the

machinery of government™ as it was in the rest of Europe.

Dyson suggests this was due to a variety of factors. The basic influence was that the
UK, unlike most continental countries, developed in line with its medieval history.
This consistency turned on basic things such as the lack of boundaries with other
states and the length of time during which England enjoyed an integrated community
under a single monarch. Crucially, the monarch’s powers were in many senses
conditional, as he was contained within the community, as opposed to more

theocratic societies like France.

Dyson also suggests three other factors that helped create a different UK state: a more
informal, collaborative nature of control; the more medieval character of the legal
professions, independent of politics and not regarded as a ‘public service’; and, finally,
a common law (instead of Roman law) tradition. The UK (and, he argues, the US),
both identified themselves as ‘states’ in the foreign arena, representing their interests
and sovereignty, but unlike continental countries such as France and Germany, the

idea of the state did not ‘embrace the domestic policy’.”

This is relevant because Dyson goes on to identify the late 1800s as a period of time
in which thinkers in the UK began to look to Europe and to ‘rediscover’ the term
‘state’ precisely because of these issues around the role of the state and the
development of welfare systems. ‘For example, the extension of the functions and

powers of government from the 1870s prompted reflection on fundamental principles

292

and concern about the limits of proper ‘state’ activity.” He goes on to suggest that

views of the state were heavily coloured by the prevailing climate of Idealism at the
time:

During the period from about 1880 to about 1910 philosophical Idealism
enjoyed considerable success within technical philosophy (principally at
Oxford) and had an influence upon political leaders like Herbert Asquith,
R.B. Haldane and Alfred Milner, social reformers like William Beveridge
and Arnold Toynbee, and public servants, many of whom were educated
in Oxford liberalism ... A philosophical understanding of the state was felt
to be necessary if men were to recapture the full meaning of citizenship
and community, to find some non-divisive cultural form as a basis of
social integration.”

® Dyson, The State Tradition in Westem Europe, p. 37.
°! Ibid., p. 38.

% Ibid., p. 17.

? Ibid., p. 191.
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The two faces of the state

The most important consequence of the development of the Westphalian system,
demonstrated by the tensions within the development of the English state, was the
eventual inscribing of the line between the internal environment of the state and the
external world. More developed notions of ‘domestic’ and ‘foreign’ were being
created. With this newly formed idea of self-containment also came a host of other
interpretations of the state’s role. The protection of citizens became paramount and
the corollary of legitimate force. As Robert Cooper points out, this also had an
impact on the focus of state attention. If sovereignty had become, in effect, a more
easily threatened concept because it was no longer acceptable to have ovetlapping
identities or loyalties then it follows that boundaries would inevitably require greater

protection.

In the nineteenth century, German historians evolved a theory called the
primacy of foreign policy. According to this, the state would always give
foreign policy interests precedence over domestic considerations. Since
the origin of the state is in the creation of a common security for its
people and since the first duty of every state is to protect itself from
outside attack, this idea has a certain logic to it. For much of history it has
probably held true. As long as states were concerned primarily with
defence, and as long as monarchs owed their position to dynastic
connections and the sanction of the Church rather to their people,
relations with fellow monarchs were of prime importance ... Today the
primacy of the domestic sphere is evident in almost all countries. What
keeps governments in power is politics at home, not foreign relations.”

This changing idea of sovereignty from overlapping to distinct entities gradually
forced the state to develop what has been called a ‘two-faced’ identity. These two
faces are ‘all domestic’ and ‘all foreign’. The state, as a player, operates simultaneously
in two areas that, theoretically at least, were being pulled apart. Fred Halliday aptly
makes this point:

The most significant theme for International Relations ... is that the state
is seen as acting in two dimensions, the domestic and the international. In
its simplest form, the state seeks both to compete with other states by
mobilising resources internally, and to use its international role to
consolidate its position domestically. For example, a state may appropriate
territory, go to war, or pursue an arms control agreement to gain
domestic advantage, while it may promote industrialisation, introduce
educational change, raise taxes, or treat an ethnic minority better in order
to achieve international goals. Conducted successfully, this two-front

* Cooper, The Breaking of Nations, pp. 102-03.
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policy may work to the benefit of the state, and it is evident that those
holding state power have many advantages in pursuing this approach.”

This evolution of a state’s two ‘dimensions’ has a particular relevance for this
discussion, as the boundaries between the domestic and the foreign were clearly part

of the debate at the turn of the nineteenth century, and are arguably present in the
current debates around globalisation. As William Wallace, in The Foreign Policy Process
in Britain’® points out:

The idea that foreign policy is separate from domestic policy is
fundamental to the traditional concept of the nation-state. As John Locke
put it, ‘the power of war and peace, leagues and alliances, and all the
transactions with all persons and communities without the
commonwealth’ constituted the ‘federative’ power, which must
‘necessarily be left to the prudence and wisdom of those whose hands it is
to be managed for the public good’ ... According to this traditional
interpretation therefore, the making of foreign policy ought to be distinct
from domestic policy; over the last century in British politics this has
usually been accepted by all sides except the dissenting minority of the
radical left.”

However, in terms of the nineteenth century and state development, the interaction
of the domestic and the foreign created a chain reaction across the system. Industrial
capacity was developed within the territory of a state and created effectively a new
class of subject/citizen, but this was perceived as a threat in other states. The
consequences of domestic industrialisation led to international change, which in turn
created domestic responses to that change. In other words, industrialisation (and
attending de-agriculturisation) led to the creation of an urban working class. The
education and enfranchisement of that group created new domestic objectives for
politicians, including the creation of a welfare state. This was a new form of

nationalism underpinned by mass conscription and the ability to mobilise mass armies.

As Bobbitt points out, it was Prussia that overtly ‘militarised as it industrialised’. After
the depression of 1873, the Prussian-led German state nationalised railroads,
introduced compulsory social insurance and increased intervention into the economy

‘in order to maximise the welfare of the nation’.”® In contrast, Britain refused to create

% Halliday, Rethinking International Relations, pp. 84—85.

* Wallace, William. The Foreign Policy Process in Britain. London: The Royal Institute of International
Affairs, 1976.

7 1bid., p. 1.

* Bobbitt, The Shield of Achilles, p. 203.
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a mass conscript army throughout the nineteenth century and refused to intervene in

its economy to the German extent and National Insurance did not exist until 1909.

The creation of benefits and responsibilities that accrued to the individual by virtue of
their ‘belonging’ to the state produced a situation in which the state had more interest
in keeping people out, and more of a stake for those within the country to defend.
‘Mass society’ within developed countries evolved into a domestic civil society and
enabled an international civil society. Ideas of state sovereignty, power and legitimacy

were forced to follow those two ‘dimensions’.

As for the international face, this new state identity was closely linked to theories of
relations between states. An early version of what could be termed today a variant of
‘democratic peace theory’ was accepted throughout the Anglo-Saxon wotld. There
was a clear belief that democratic, industrialised states should seek to do business with
each other and that peace would follow as an inevitable consequence of trade. Free

and open trade was, in their view, the key to a peaceful world.

Bobbitt suggests that after 1871 a new ‘society of nation-states’ had emerged:

Its mood was one of easily inflamed nationalism and ethnic turbulence.
This reflected the public mood, excited by the press on a scale impossible
before the spread of free compulsory education and vastly increased
literacy. Three new ideas vied in the public mind for attention and
allegiance: Darwinism, which had been easily adulterated into a social
credo of competitiveness and national survivalism; Marxism, with its
hostility to the capitalist relationships of the industrial age; and bourgeois
parliamentarianism, which promoted the rule of the law in national and
international society that was becoming increasing[ly] credulous about the
role that law could play.”

The varying application of these ideas at a time of change in the international/foreign
divide through the different state approaches played a significant role in creating the
conditions that led to the Great War. The rise of the nation-state combined with
economic pressure meant that many states, in an effort to please their new electorates,
raised tariffs, entered competing alliances and sought protection against external
threats. By pursuing this mercantilist approach they reinforced nationalism and the
growing sense of closed state identities. This approach, as will be shown in the next
chapter, was true of many states but most pronounced in the development of the
German state and what could be called its ‘Realist’ approach to international affairs.

# Ibid., pp. 201-02.
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Conversely, the UK, though also changing in response to similar domestic pressures
and economic difficulties, continued to pursue an external policy of free trade and the
harmonious international relations that were presumed to follow. One need only look
at The Great Illusion by Norman Angell'® to see the faith put in this view as late as
1912.

Precisely as indicated by Halliday above, the domestic/international ‘two-front policy’
was clearly being operated at least by Germany and the UK. The ultimate collision of
their approaches on these two fronts was not, as Halliday would have hoped, to the
benefit of the states involved, but did affect the overall development of the European

nation-state.

The Realist/Idealist debate

As for International Relations, after the Great War it began to develop as a discipline
in its own right. However, it carried forward many of the inconsistencies of the
thinking of the previous era. In particular, these two faces of the state were reinforced
and rigid boundaries were laid as part of its foundation. From the outset, the question
of who exactly is included in the study of international relations was never
satisfactorily resolved and continued to permeate all the ‘great debates’ within the
English-language discipline.

If the Great War laid the foundation for the discipline, the hardships of the 1930s
created the framework for the first of those debates — that between realists and
idealists.” Thus, what was to become the dominant paradigm of International
Relations was born in Realism. The domination of the Realists also brought the
prominence of the role of the state and a particular approach to power in the

international system of states.

For much of this century the study of international relations has been
dominated by the realist tradition... This tradition has often been referred
to as ‘statist’ because it is almost exclusively concerned with how the
global state system conditions the behaviour of individual states... Within
realist thinking, the complex interplay of internal and external forces
remains largely unexplored. For in the context of a global state system, the
state is conceived principally as a sovereign, monolithic entity whose
primary purpose is to promote and defend the national interest. At its

100 Angell, Norman. The Great Illusion. London: William Heinman, 1912.
1" Hill, The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy; Halliday, Rethinking International Relations; Light and
Groom, eds. International Relations: A Handbook of Current Theory.
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simplest the realist tradition views the state as a vehicle for securing
national and international order through the exercise of national power.
In some respects, the state is almost taken for granted, with its goals
assumed and little or no internal differentiation among its elements.
Moreover, the categories ‘state’, ‘nation-state’ and ‘nation’ are often used
interchangeably even though these terms should be reserved for distinct
phenomena ... Accordingly, there is not much evidence to suggest that
realism and neo-realism possess a convincing account of the enmeshment
of states with the wider global order, of the effects of the global order on
states, and of the political implications of all this for the modern
democratic state.'®

The Realist/Idealist divide continues to permeate the debate, and not unlike the
division between the ‘radicals’ and ‘sceptics’ of the globalisation debate, has framed
the debate in a way that is unhelpful to many alternative lines of investigation.

The Realist domination, with some claim to Germanic influence, was established after
the outbreak of the Second World War. In its aftermath, and combined with the rise
of science (very similar to the period of time just prior to the end of the nineteenth
century) a new demand was placed on the discipline. From the mid 1950s through to
the end of the 1960s International Relations was under pressure to deliver more
‘scientific’ results. Those who became known as behaviouralists hoped to challenge
the Realist paradigm. There was also a struggle between International Relations and
political science as to whether or not International Relations warranted a separate
discipline, and thus efforts were made to distinguish its work as different from

domestic politics.

Rising nationalist sentiment and decolonisation combined with the opening of the
global economy and increased international cooperation gave the impression that the
Realist analysis of power was weakening. Observation of real-world experience by
the ‘behaviouralists’ did not fit Realist theoretical models. However, they were not
able to deliver the critique to the prevailing model of international relations that they
had hoped. It became, instead, more of an attack on Realist research methods and

more of an adjunct to the Realist school rather than a new approach.'”

Following the work of the behaviouralists, other thinkers began to critique Realism

based on theories of conflict and power and the increasing levels of cooperation

12 Held, David, Democracy and the Global Order: From the Modem State to Cosmopolitan Govemance.
Cambridge: Polity Press, 1995, pp. 25-26.

19 Banks in Light and Groom, eds. International Relations: A Handbook of Current Theory; Halliday,
Rethinking International Relations.
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between states as well as their inability to assert control and authority over smaller, less
‘powerful’ states. The argument that the state was challenged by other powerful actors
on the international stage began to take a more coherent form with people like John
Burton. This approach became known as the ‘cobweb model’ or Pluralist paradigm
and these ideas formed the basis for more specialisms. One of these areas, Foreign
Policy Analysis, was particularly powerful in its critique of the Realist model’s
inability to look at both the internal and external activities of the state. It built a
reputation for investigating both faces of the state, with some arguing that ‘foreign
policy-making is as deeply affected by the domestic political environment as by
international constraints’.’* This argument became known as interdependence theory.
It could also be the closest International Relations has to a competitor for — or
interpreter of — globalisation. As Halliday puts it:

It was in this context that there emerged the distinct approach based on
‘interdependence’, a concept used to focus on how societies and states
were becoming increasingly interlinked and what the consequences of this
process were. The development of the literature on interdependence
illustrates well the opportunities, and pitfalls, of recognising the domestic-
international connection: while it provides a context for examining this
link, it has often led to a simplification of the relationship and a facile
assertion that all is now ‘interdependent’. ‘Interdependence’ is a term that
has been intermittently in vogue for over a century. In contemporary
usage it originated as a concept in economics, where it had a
comparatively clear meaning, according to which two economies were
interdependent when there was a rough equality of power between them
... Interconnection produced vulnerability and hence acted to restrain
what others might do.'®”

Or, as David Held put it:

Some attempts to consider seriously the modern state within its web of
global interconnectedness can be found in the rather diffuse literature
which has its philosophical roots in the ‘liberal-idealist’ tradition in
international relations... In essence, this ‘transformationalist’ literature
portrays the modern state as trapped within an extensive web of global
interdependence, heavily permeated by transnational networks and forces,
and increasingly unable to fulfil its core functions without recourse to
international cooperation. A world of ‘complex interdependence’, it is
argued, has dramatic implications for the sovereignty, autonomy and
accountability of the state.'®

1% Wallace, The Foreign Policy Process in Britain, p. vii.
1 Halliday, Rethinking International Relations, p. 14.
1% Held, Democracy and the Global Order, pp. 25-26.
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It is striking just how much the interdependence debate within International
Relations echoes the issues (and many of the conclusions) of globalisation. However,
it also retains many of the same problems because interdependence theory also
continues to use the same underlying assumptions: the ‘timelessness’ of the state, the

domestic/international divide and a disconnect between theory and practice.

This brief overview only serves to indicate just how pervasive these assumptions are
within International Relations, and how Realist theory intentionally (or
unintentionally) works to maintain this divide. Increasingly, non-traditional
International Relations theory — including studies on development, gender, and
conflict — have been working to explore these underlying assumptions. Having set out
a framework for globalisation generally and specifically as perceived by Giddens, as
well as a brief overview of the disciplines as a whole, it is now possible to take on
more directly the issue of what International Relations has to say in the globalisation

debate.

The globalisation debate and International Relations

The basic challenge that most writers have presented as the main issue surrounding
globalisation in terms of International Relations has been its perceived threat to the
state:

Succinctly expressed, we need to concentrate upon the state since that is

the principal site of globalisation. Additionally, however, the moot

question is whether globalisation alone induces a reconstruction of the

state, or whether it is the reconstruction of the state that, reciprocally,
gives globalisation its historical opportunity and character.'”

It is widely argued that the compression of time, space and distance puts pressure on
the state and its ability to manoeuvre in both the international and the domestic
arenas. However, the suggestion made here is that this view misunderstands the
mechanics of both the state and the process of globalisation. This argument will be
made in three parts.

First, it has been argued in a variety of places, the state is not, as might be supposed
from some International Relations literature, static or somehow immune from
development across time. Some theory tends to regard the state as a ‘pure’ entity that

has various powers and roles both domestically and internationally e.g. monopoly of

17 Clark, Globalisation and International Relations Theory, p. 9.
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force within its borders and security of its citizens from foreign threats. This does not
allow either for differences between states or for the development of the individual
state in reaction to forces in or outside its control. Interdependence theory, for all its
strengths in arguing for state cooperation and shared ideas of sovereignty through
multilateral institutions, negotiations and codes of conduct or systems of rules, still

does not allow much change in the basic notion of statehood.

The timeless, bounded, state has been under scrutiny by writers such as R.B.J.

Walker, Joseph Camilleri, Robert Cooper, James Rosenau and others. Cooper, for

example, suggests that we can see at least three stages of development:
It is possible to identify (loosely) the three stages of state development
with three types of economy: agricultural in the pre-modern; industrial
mass production in the modern; and the post-industrial service and
information economy with the post-modern state. The post-modern state
is one that above all values the individual, which explains its unwarlike
character. War is essentially a collective activity: the struggles of the
twentieth century have been struggles of liberalism — the doctrine of the
individual — against different forms of collectivism: class, nation, race,
community or state.'®

Elsewhere, Cooper suggests that the central issue for global politics is the fact that
much of the world is at different stages of development. He suggests that what is
emerging is a new system rather than just a ‘re-arrangement’ of the old, and a ‘new
form of statehood’.'” This, he argues, is not dependent on events in the international
arena but on the form of economy primarily within the state. Clark argues in exactly
the same terms when he says:

By extension, it will be argued that globalisation is not merely a context

in which the state operates but a new form it takes. The focus then shifts

to the globalised state as a single unit of analysis, rather than upon
globalisation and the state as two distinct fields of intellectual enquiry.'*

This idea of stages of state development resonates with a related idea that there are
phases in the development of modern capitalism. As illustrated by Albert’s argument
in Chapter One, the differences between the types of capitalism will need to be
resolved as the neo-American model attempts to ‘take over’ the Rhine model and
these different types of capitalism and levels of state resistance will result in domestic

and international tension. On a slightly broader timeframe, three overall phases in the

1% Cooper, The Breaking of Nations, p. 51.
19 Cooper, The Post-Modern State and World Order, p. 8.
10 Clark, Globalisation and International Relations Theory, p. 7.
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development of capitalism are identified and outlined by Attila Agh and Mary Kaldor
and summarised here by Camilleri:

Attila Agh describes the role of the state by drawing attention to the three
phases of modern capitalism. The first phase (1789-1872), based on free
trade, was characterised by the rapid bureaucratisation of nation-states and
national economies, with the legal and political infrastructure of the state
contributing directly to the accumulation of national capital and the
international defence of its interests... The second phase (187-1944) was
characterised by the collision of rival national capitalisms and increasing
emphasis on the state’s external and military functions, which gave added
impetus to the principle of sovereignty even though counter-trends were
already beginning to emerge. The third phase (since 1945), according to
Agh, sees the development of global relations and interactions, of a world
system ‘characterised by an advanced interdependence, increasing
autonomy, self-motion and institutionalisation.” Other writers offer a
somewhat different periodisation. Mary Kaldor, for example, refers to
three eras: the textile era, the railway era, and the automobile era.™

These authors include different features in their phases of development, but the point
here is that despite their differences they share a strikingly similar timeline and identify
the same moments of transition under discussion here. As Camilleri goes on to argue,
the state and capitalism are inextricably linked as the state responds to change in its
international environment. The international environment is altered by ‘domestic’
inventions:

The state continues to perform important internal and external functions,

but is it truly sovereign? The principle of state sovereignty can now be

seen to have emerged and developed under conditions that are fast

disappearing ... Historically state sovereignty may turn out to have been a

bridge between national capitalism and world capitalism, a phase in an
evolutionary process that is still unfolding.'”

That the state has, in some form, evolved is not greatly contested. However, parts two
and three in the development of this argument may require more conjecture. It seems
there is something going on at specific points in the system that create massive change
in the entire frame. State development is linked to its type of economy and the phases
of capitalism are linked to specific scientific or technological advances. The
chronology for both the state and the global economy are identified as almost
identical, but the point is that they are linked systems feeding off each other, not the

" Camilleri, ‘Rethinking Sovereignty in a shrinking, fragmented world’, in Walker and Saul
Mendlovitz Contending Sovereignties, pp. 30-31.
2 [hid., p. 38.
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same system — nor is there a single system, e.g. the economic system, that causes the

overall change.

In the context of the globalisation debate, the second element of this argument puts
together two ideas set out by Christopher Hill in The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy.
Hill specifically looks at Foreign Policy Analysis in the context of the wider debate
and focuses on the area of domestic and foreign overlap through time — and the lack
of attention being paid to Foreign Policy Analysis in the flow of the globalisation

discussion.

Globalisation, by contrast, is seen by many as having rendered foreign
policy redundant. At least, the large numbers who write about
globalisation give this impression by the simple fact of ignoring it. In part,
foreign policy is a sub-set of the problem of what is happening to the state
in age of globalisation, understood as the creation of an integrated world
capitalist market, and putting in place some of the sinews of a global civil
society, through developments in information technology, travel and
education. Globalisation in its turn has been boosted by political change,
notably the emergence of the confident states of east Asia in the wake of
the Vietnam War, and the collapse of the communist bloc of Europe. At
one level the problem of globalisation is just the latest episode in the long-
running debate about the impact of economics on politics, which began
with Richard Cobden in the 1860s making a linkage between peace and
free trade, and has had at least one other active phase, during the 1970s’
discussion of interdependence and détente. It was always a bad mistake to
assume that the present will resemble the past but in the case of foreign
policy and globalisation there seem to be good reasons for supposing that
the death of foreign policy has been forecast prematurely.'"

As well as identifying the same timeframe, Hill also discusses what he calls ‘logics’
within the system. He does not discuss this in depth but basically points out that the

world of foreign policy is one of ‘systems’:

The most accurate response is that decision-makers have a sense of
international relations more than anything else as a system. That is, there is
a regular pattern of interactions... between separate societies still
ultimately ‘foreign’ to each other ... This system has various different
levels, mysteriously but definitely interconnected. It would be wrong to
call them ‘sub-systems’ because that would imply that we can confidently
identify the nature of the primary system... Despite arguments which rage
over this very question, over whether to privilege security and states,
capital and firms, knowledge and technocrats, the fact is that we are in an

"% Hill, The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy, p. 13.
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epistemological blind spot. We have no way of knowing the origins and
direction of the causal flow."*

Hill therefore stresses that it is ‘not sensible to privilege one side over the other’.'

Similarly, in his study of foreign policy-making, Wallace observes that it may become
more accurate ‘to talk about an international dimension which touches most
important areas of domestic policy ... demanding particular attention from particular
ministers, civil servants and commentators but inseparable from major issues of

domestic debate’.!'¢

Hill suggests that as the world does not have ‘sides, top or bottom’,'”” we must try to

view foreign policy and international relations in a way that puts ‘wholeness’ at the
forefront. Part of that world of systems — obviously stemming from a history of
interdependence theory and the development of Foreign Policy Analysis — are, he
suggests, three ‘logics’
The assumption here is that the world has three distinctive logics: the
logic of economics (including structures of trade, production, and
investment); the logic of politics (which is the competition over how the
world is to be organised and resources to be allocated); and the logic of
knowledge, which deserves to be seen as an equally autonomous realm

because of the impossibility of confining ideas, which flow like water
through every crack."®

Hill is not alone in his concept of logics; Bell also uses the ‘logics of organisation’
though he labels them ‘techno-economic, the polity and the culture’."® He suggests
that while the techo-economic is a system that ‘consists of loosely interrelated units in
which changes in the magnitudes of one set of variables have a more or less
determinate outcome among the others in the decisions of the relevant economics
actors ... The system moves, more or less through markets, to equilibrium.” He
argues that the polity is not a system as much as a ‘social order, a set of rules, by
coercion or consent ... the polity is also a set of rules for the administration of justice’
and culture has two dimensions: ‘the styles of the expressive arts, and the modes of

meaning’.'®

" 1bid., pp. 164-65.

15 Thid., p. 35.

116 Wallace, Foreign Policy Process, pp. vii, 270.
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Finally, Michael Mann poses what he calls types of ‘power organisation’ that he
suggests ‘human beings have set up’ in ‘pursuit of their goals’.””! His categories are
similar to both Hill and Bell — ideological/cultural, economic and political, though he
adds a fourth category of military. Unlike the other two authors, Mann links these
directly to globalisation and argues that his model:

sees globalisation as consisting of expansions of all four of these networks

of interaction, each of which may have differing boundaries, rhythms and

results, diffusing distinctive forms of integration and disintegration across

the globe. Discussion of globalisation should not neglect any of these.

Recent events should bring this home since they clearly involve a mixture
of ideological, economic military and political processes.'*

In addition to this idea of ‘logics’, Hill also talks very briefly about ‘openings’ in the
system. He is clearly talking about openings in the context of Foreign Policy Analysis
and what might be possible given specific actors and events. His emphasis is on
perceptions of the actors within the systems, be it domestic or international. As he
states,
Policy analysis should never neglect the importance of time: some
historical periods are more open for change, of a general or particular
kind, than others. Some policies seem rational at one time, irrational at
another. Which is to say, firstly, that rationality is contingent, not just on
place and culture, but also on period, and secondly that history seems to
provide certain openings in which major restructuring may be attempted,

or at least begun, before events once again begin to congeal into stable
patterns.'”

However, even with Hill’s caveats as to the wider applicability of this notion, it
would seem that there is no reason why the idea of ‘openings’ could not be combined
with the idea of logics and, in particular, used in relation to globalisation. Expanding
on Hill then, perhaps another way of viewing those moments of change in the
development of the state or the history of capitalism — depending on the preferred
frame of reference — is that they are the points at which change within the ‘logics’ has
converged. In other words, despite the differing rhythms of the logics posed by

Mann, there is a moment at when change occurs in all systems simultaneously.

These flow into the system and while not ‘privileging’ one system over another, they
develop in reaction to each other. This convergence of ‘logics’ then provides an

‘opening’ in the system that makes new options possible. Given the dual nature of the

2l Mann, ‘Globalisation and September 11°, p. 52.
122 1hid.
12 Hill, The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy, p. 108.



state and its leaders it is only logical to assume that with change on the level of the
international system, global economy and state sovereignty, there would also be some

kind of domestic ‘fall-out’ to such an opening.

Globalisation and the ‘great divide’ within International Relations

This line of argument might be considered to be taking Hill and others out of
context, except for the fact it is broadly supported by a separate proposition provided
by Ian Clark. Clark starts from a different perspective in his book, Globalisation and
International Relations Theory. In the same way the history of the discipline has been set
out here, he goes back to basic International Relations concepts. He suggests that a
key struggle for the discipline in dealing with globalisation is this embedded concept
of the ‘great divide’. He goes on to argue from that fundamental point that other
problems are obscured and ultimately misunderstood within the system:

theorising within the field of International Relations rests upon an

implicit Great Divide between the internal and the external, or between

the domestic and the international. Within such a framework, the state is

thought to embody the internal and, thus constituted, to embark on

external activities. The international system may subsequently present a

constraint upon its behaviour, but it is not the source of the state’s

identity in the first place. It will be demonstrated that such an initial

framework is deeply misleading and has pervasive, and unhelpful,
consequences for the way in which we think about the subject.'**

Halliday similarly suggests that there is more to the international/domestic divide than
allowed in the past and that, ‘the international was not “out there” as an area of policy
that occasionally intrudes’ but instead that states operate at both levels in a more
simultaneous fashion than is understood by theorists. He observes that states are only
able to compete internationally by mobilising their domestic resources. The two sides
of the state cannot be divided as they are shaped by each other. He therefore suggests
that political science, sociology and International Relations should create a more

productive relationship.'®

In the meantime, Clark argues that this divide forces a split between domestic and
international which has been an underlying challenge throughout the history of the
discipline. He further suggests that this false dichotomy is now creating even more

difficulties at this moment of massive shift.

124 Clark, Globalisation and International Relations Theory, p. 12.
12 Halliday, Rethinking International Relations, p. 20.

64



Traditional International Relations theory puts all of the state on one side
of the Great Divide (for domestic purposes) and equally places all of it on
the other side (for international purposes). Such a sleight of hand creates
an illusion of two separate states, acting within separate fields of forces,
when actually there is only one state acting within a single field. How
then might the state be theorised in such a way as to make sense of
globalisation?'**

Clark goes on provocatively to suggest that it is not, in fact, the external pressure on
the state that is creating the difficulties but that it is the state that is changing at the
same time and thus obscuring the causal links:
The Great Divide encourages us to see the transformation of state roles in
sovereignty, economy, security, and rights of citizenship as the necessary
response of beleaguered states in the face of overwhelming external forces.
In fact, the much more subtle reality is that these supposedly external
conditions have, in part, been brought about by new conceptions of the
state, of which the new policy agendas are symptomatic. The Great
Divide encourages us to believe that the retreat of the state is a
consequence of globalisation and is thereby insufficiently sensitive to the
extent to which globalisation is also, and simultaneously, a retreat of the
127
state.

It could be suggested that the ‘divide’ derives much of its strength in effect from what
we saw as the strong positivist tradition. This hinders International Relations, as
identified by John Gray'?® and Hill'”’ and others. Whatever the origins of ‘the divide’,
it becomes very difficult to get beyond the presentation of this current moment as
somehow a culmination of the past and globalisation a statement of modernity. The
tendency is to project globalisation as some kind of telos or conclusion as

demonstrated in the globalisation debate.

Clark, and academics such as Richard Ashley, seem to agree that this ‘presumed
outcome’ approach closes down debate because it is blind to the assumptions
contained in it about both the state and the nature of globalisation. Ashley calls this a
‘metaphysical conceit’:
As this suggests, a modern attitude toward history entails a metaphysical
conceit of no small proportions. This is the conceit that modern discourse

is situated at the necessary culmination of history, the completion of time,
where all the diversity and displacements of the past can be finally and

12 Clark, Globalisation and International Relations Theory, p. 56.

27 1bid., p. 32.
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fully reconciled, comprehended in pure synchrony, and represented as a
closed totality. Put more simply, modern discourse presupposes an
unexamined metaphysical faith in its capacity to speak a sovereign voice
of suprahistorical truth.'®

Clark quotes Albrow positively when he suggests that globalisation is ‘unworthy of
the appellation of an order because it is no more than a transition phase’. Clark goes
on to further quote Albrow as he takes writers such as Giddens and R. Robertson to
task ‘because their association of globalisation with modernity is inherently

teleological and ‘treats as an outcome a necessary product of a process’."”!

It is suggested here that this issue lies at the heart of the difficulties the International
Relations discipline faces in dealing with globalisation. The absence of an
understanding of the nature of the true dependency of the domestic on the
international and vice versa is linked to the issues we saw in the previous chapter.
This creates serious problems for an understanding of the process of globalisation and
its impact on the state. As Hill observes:

The very division between home and abroad, domestic and foreign, inside

and outside has been brought into question from a number of different

viewpoints, conceptual and political. In consequence, a serious division

has opened up, not for the first time, between the normal discourse of

democratic mass politics and the professional discourse of academic

commentators ... Some attempts have been made at bridging this gap

through popularising such terms as ‘interdependence’ and ‘globalisation’

but since no scientific consensus attaches to them, the only result has been

to obscure matters further.'®

International Relations developed interdependence theory as the role of the state
changed and other actors and forces became more prominent in the international
arena. However, the discipline has not satisfactorily resolved the inherent issue of the
domestic/foreign schism that is now at the forefront of the questions facing the
international system. Clark attempts to create a more robust argument than just a
restatement of the simplistic line that the domestic and the international influence
each other. He insists that the domestic is what it is because it constitutes a part of a
specific international structure. Likewise, the international structure is what it is, at
discrete historical moments, as a consequence of the nature of the polities embedded

within it."” Thus, they are, in fact, created by each other, and by responding to each

1% Ashley, ‘Living on the Borderlines: Man, Post-structuralism and War’.
P! Clark, Globalisation and International Relations Theory, p. 43.

2 Hill, The Changing Politics of Foreign Policy, p. 1.
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other, continue that development and evolution. The debate around globalisation is,
to Clark, not just about the development of world capitalism or the state but
potentially a moment of adjustment for the discipline to recognise the ‘mutuality’ of
the systems which it observes:
For the International Relations theorist, globalisation needs to be viewed
as more than a theory of the capitalist system, but it is nonetheless a
theory that takes capitalism seriously. It recognises that capitalism operates
both through and beyond states and that in so doing is an important
constituent of their (changing) identity. Globalisation is precisely a set of
claims about the most recent accommodation between state interest and
capitalism, and accepts their intimate embrace. But the model of

globalisation advanced in these pages is distrustful of claims that the

former is simply a creature of the latter. It also takes seriously their

mutuality.”*

The frontier

If this mutuality is accepted, domestic change is inevitable and will be driving as well
as responding to international change. And there are International Relations specialists
who have looked at the domestic consequences of globalisation. Some, like Robert
Keohane and Joseph Nye, have been working on interdependence theory for years.
There are others, such as Richard Falk and James Rosenau, who are specifically
interested in the concept of agency in the international arena and have examined
NGOs and global governance or cosmopolitan citizenship. Finally, there are a group
of theorists, including James Der Derian, R.B.J. Walker and Richard Ashley, who
have been examining the world from a ‘post-modern’ perspective; they are at the
forefront of some of the challenges listed above in questioning the role of the state

and its dominant position.

Interestingly, whatever their starting point, globalisation has forced them all into the
International Relations equivalent of a demilitarised zone between the domestic and
the foreign; ‘demilitarised’ in the sense that the area does not seem to be limited to
the theorists or the practitioners, the traditionalists or the post-moderns. It could even
be observed that the range of thinkers all discussing the same ideas has resulted in the
confused and dissonant debate on globalisation currently under way. It may also
suggest that this no man’s land will be the territory of the next International Relations
‘great debate’.

P Ibid., pp. 173-74.
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Given the importance of the concept of the ‘frontier’ to this argument, it may be
useful to examine very briefly the language developing in this area. The words chosen
by this range of writers attempt to indicate both isolation from the clearly demarcated
areas of study but also to transcend the usual levels-of-analysis type approach. They
often revolve around trying to convey competing tensions in the system with the
same word. For example, James Rosenau, a writer in the area of transnational
relations, has a variety of terms for this process, e.g. ‘fragmengration’. He suggests that
this indicates the ‘simultaneity and interaction of the fragmenting and integrating
dynamics that are giving rise to new spheres of authority and transforming the old
spheres. It is also a label that suggests the absence of clear-cut distinctions between

domestic and foreign affairs.”*®

A more recent contributor, Zaki Liidi, proposes ‘world time’ as ‘the tie both of
globalisation and of the post-Cold War’.'*® Crucially, Liidi also recognises the overlap
between different spheres of activity at different times — much like Mann — but

accepts that it may not be a new phenomenon:

Of course our perception that time is accelerating is probably not new,
and therefore the gap of meaning and power perhaps represents a
recurrent, even permanent problem. Sociology has helped us to recognise
the existence of social times with differentiated rhythms ... At the start of
the twentieth century the birth of ‘universal time’ and the progressive
universalisation of the telephone and car led to a collective perception of
the acceleration of time and a necessary renegotiation of the relationship
between people and space. We then saw a parallel development in
literature, the arts, music and linguistics of ‘modernist’ choices that
bolstered the promise of progress and the rational planning of the ideal
social order that would result from it. In other words, the accelerated
projection towards the future was backed up by the teleological promise

that ... made it more supportable.'”’

Ashley offers ‘nonplace’ as the location for the expansion of both research and theory
specifically on what he calls the ‘frontier’, ‘bordetlines’, or the ‘margins’ between
domestic and international, This, he argues, is the best position for post-structuralist
theory because it focuses on the area he believes modern theory does not or cannot
address. He attributes this to its apparent insistence on arguing from a set position or
single historical perspective. Ashley, like Clark, suggests that that it is the rigidity of
that boundary in academic study that is now hindering development:

13 R osenau, Along the Domestic-Foreign Frontier, p. 38.
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An appropriate position of post-structuralist inquiry, I shall want to
suggest, is really a ‘nonplace’, a boundary that it puts in question: the
boundary between domestic and international politics. The analytic
problem that post-structuralism might there take up, I shall want to
indicate, is a problem that is intimately related to the imposition of just
this boundary in history. It is the problem of the inscription of a paradigm
of sovereign man as a central figure in modern narratives of politics.'®

Rosenau focuses instead on a more traditional approach, but it nonetheless leads him
to this same domestic/foreign divide. As well as the forces of ‘fragmengration’, he
seeks to discuss the more traditional levels of analysis, but in the light of these
movements. He also has a very concrete view of the politics of the ‘frontier’. As well
as identifying what he sees as the changes this brings to the global system, he discusses
at length what this means for all levels within and between states. Taking the more
traditional levels he expands on how they are affected; for example, he spends time on
the concept of the state and its ability to operate in this system and what states must
deal with if they are to continue to be effective:

Cast in terms of the politics of the Frontier, all states share at least four

major preoccupations that consume much of the time of their top

officials. All of them are preoccupied with issues surrounding their

sovereignty, both as it is challenged by fragmenting forces at home and by

globalising forces at work aboard. Similarly, and relatedly, all states devote

considerable energy to the preservation and enhancement of their

authority over their increasingly articulate and analytically skilful citizens.

No less common to all states is a preoccupation with the integrity of their

borders and a felt need to police the human and nonhuman traffic that

crosses them. Likewise, all states continuously work at steering their
economies and societies along historical paths.'”

He brings an understanding of the different actors to the process and the ways in
which their work and efforts will be changed by what he terms ‘epochal

transformation’ in the ‘essential nature of human affairs’.'*

Frontier ‘moments’

This brings the argument being posed here to its focal point in terms of International

Relations. Globalisation has forced theorists to examine their assumptions of the

1% Ashley, ‘Living on the Border lines’ in Der Derian and Shapiro (eds), International/Intertextual
Relations, p. 260.
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