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INTRODUCTION




INTRODUCT ION

Many writers point out that the problem of 'power’

in politics and in international politics has been

essentially of a conceptual dispute.

1 In this sense,

the dispute is not over its relevance to observable

reality, rather upon the various possible extensions .

of the concept subsumed under 1t.2 The concéptual

confusions have given these to varied scholarly concerns.

1.

2,

See (i) William E. Connolly, Political Science and

Ideology, (Newyork, 1967) ppe 17-8.

(ii) Jon Elster, %Some conceptual problems in

Political Theory", in Brian Barry, ed, Power and

Political Theory, (1976) pp 249-5S0.

(1i4) R.J. Mokken and F.N. Stokman, "Power and
Influence as Political Phenomena,® in Brian Bafry,

ope. cit., pp 33~-4.

William E. Connolly, op.cit., p.l17.



Some writers.3 express a significant concern ?s to why
we should not give up such concepts as 'casuality' and
‘power' in social science. While most have tried to
deal with these concepts with utmost rigour and
persistence. In international politics, except
'Realism' no otherlfheories would give central
importance to the concept of power. Realists think
that 'power' is at the core of internationzl politics,
while other theorists either give it a limited role

in their analysis or ally power with other aspects to
explain international politics. They believe that

* 'International Theory' around ‘'power! as its central
category will leave out other important aspects,

from a total view of the empirical reality in the
redlations among nations. One can place broadly the
*systems Theory*, the 'Global Order Approaches! and
the 'Dependency and the world .capitalist system theorie.:
wifhin this perspective. However, while saying this,
one is not saying that all these theories keep.themselves
blind to the relevance of 'power' in the relations
among nations. 1In fact all these theories , either

expilicitly or implicitly, believe that in the

3. See, W.H. Riker, "Some Ambiguities in the notion

of Power" American Political Science Review,

Ve 58' 1964' pp. 341-9.
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international level characterised by the absence of
a single authority to guide or conduct nations!
activities , ‘control or dominance!, ‘influence!’
and *persuasion' (all taken as associated power-terms
although with difference between power and each of
these agsociéted bower-terms) in some fofm or other
will result in the interacéﬁfamong nations. The
systems theory sees 'power' in the international
systemic perspective as pre-eminence of an actor
within a horizontal hierarchical structure of nations.
The Global order approaches see power as a characteristic
feature of relations among nations involving conflict
of inferests. However, it is their perspective, which
takes into consideration co-existence and cooperation
among nations, tells them, that power-politics 1is an
evil and it 1is better that nations give up conflicts
among one another and imbibe the more purposive aspect
of 'survival'! lying within cooperation. The problematic
for the globalist, as we can see, is different from
that of a realist's concern with 'diplomacy', ‘'alliance’
and ‘war', as the substance of international politics:
all that are traditionally associated with the
mechanisms of power-politics. The Dependency #&nd
the world capitalist system theories see 'power!

as belonging to one actor or a part within the system.
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In Dependency and the world capitalist system theories

* power' iss:ﬂ&éﬁbelonging to one actor of a particular
group actors within a system. Their occupation is to
study the problem of underdevedopment Of the countries
of Asia, Africa and Latin America, which they feel

is aue to capitalism and has to be seen within the
history of development of capitalism. The relations
among nations are seen within the structure of capitalism,
characterised by uneqﬁal exchange.‘ The underdeveloped
countries remain structurally dependent upon the system
of capitalism, whe:e they are reduced to mere .-iaw
material producing areas. Here power is seen in the
relations between the developed capitalist countries

on the one hand and that of the underdeveloped

countries on the other. 1In this relation, the developed
capitalist countries have an upperhand in dictating the

terms and policies of development for the underdeveloped

countries.

Thus, in all the major theories in international
politics there is a pre-occupation.with power in its
varied versions; varied because of the different
perspective, as we will see gradually , that each

theory brings upon reality.
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Two aspects of the 'concept of power' are to be
xept in mind before seeing its analytical efficiency
as far as observable reality is concerned. First,
there is no absolute notion of power. Second, power
is mainly seen as an attribute in a-relation. Regarding,
the first, our attempt does not have any ambition of
providing an absolute notion of power. We will like to
see power within a relation. And it is here that the
controversy over power lies, in identifying specific
relations that can be grouped under the label ‘power’'.
The theories in international politics differ in this
aspect of specifying a 'power relation', as they differ
in their perspective towards international politics.
Thus in a realist's version of international politics.
a 'power-relation' has no other way thean to be a 'relationship
of control®’. This is logically deducible to the view of
international politics where security threats are permanent
and inevitable. The systems theory, on the otherhand,
sees'po&er' as a relation lying within its view of politics
as an area of voluntary compliance and disobedience and
the threats to enforce compliance. Politics involves
substantial conflict and power belohgs to whosoever
prevails over a conflict situétion in overcoming obstacles.

And one can prevail by one's ability which is again deducible



theory of power. We have not explained the relations
among the. socialist countries., In our attempt at
definition of power, the relations among the developed
(primarily western capitalist countries) the .developing
and the underdeveloped countries can be best explained,

In other words our view of power can only explain the
relations among the countries of the non-sociazlist

world. By the ‘non-socialist world '  .what is meant

here, are the countries to the exclusion of those countries
that have undergone a successful socialist revolution.
In\other words, this view of power will exclude the
countries of East Europe , USSR, China, etc. The
extensiveness of the area of international politics

debars us from a holistic view at the moment. At the same
smmelcqnstraints of time do stand as an obstacle. We
intend to pursue it in further research. Hence , in the
beginning we bear in mind the limited and partial nature

of this analysis of the concept of power.

In the chapters that follow we have first,
dealt with the theories and have seen the concept of
power ‘as used therein. The reason is simple. Although
a concept exists independently of theory, the interlinkages

between the concept and theory has to be borne in mindg.
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The ‘concept! is a tool to’ explain reality independently.
At the same time, the possible extension to which the
concept is subjected is done only within the parameters
of the theory. In Chapter-I the theoretical exposition
of political realism is first explained to see the
meaning i.e. or that can be ascribed to the 'concept of
power' within it. .Chapter II broadly deals with the
systems theory in intermnational politics . In chapter-III
we have examined the Global order Approaches and the
Dependency and the world Captialists System Theories
presenting a viewpoint opposed to the concept of

national power . Chapter-=IV attempts for a possible

outline to define and demarcate a power-relatione.




CHAPTER -~ I

POLITICAL REALISM AND THE CONCEPT OF POWER

- POWER AS A RELATIONSHIP OF CONTROL



The concept of *power' is central to International
politics. The claim that a theory of international politics
which can explain its mechanisms rationally, can be constructed
around the ‘concept of power', is the’core of the theoretical

formulations of the realist school.1

1, Among the chief exponents of realism in international
politics one finds Hans J. Moregenthau, John H,Herz,
Alfred Schuman and E.H. Carr. The ideas of realism
however, are traced from Machiavelli through Spinoza to
Hobbes and Hegel. In international politics Morgenthau
seems to be the most ardent realist while Carr, Herz, will
seek for certain qualifications within which to be branded
as realists., One may prefer to call them rélucfant
realists, for while analysing reality as it is, they
will add a purpose to it, they will speculate for
the future. Yor example, Carr says, politics is power-
politics in one sense and he will juxtapose power and
morality to have a total picture of the reality. Herz's
account will be something like a recognition of a

competition for power as universal, but to deduce it to

human instinct will be wrong.
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Reality embodying the practices as manifested in the
inter-relationship of nations and the'major events occuring
in the field, they believe, testifies to:this. Any theory,
which does not take cognisance of the power-phenomenon

'is liable to be redundant and realistically 1ndefensib1e.2

- At the level of theory: such a view is seen as
deducible to the assumption that reality is supposedly
rational, thus can be studied objectively; can be subsumed

under the general explanatory form of cause and .

2. Some realists like John H. Herz will be saying
that politics'in this sense should not be
misunderstood as power-politics in the crude
sense. "The human cause will be lost if the
liberal ideal is forgotten, even as surely as it

is lost if left to the Utopian political idealism".

Quoted from , John H.Herz, Political Realism and

Political Idealism, (University of Chicago Press,

Chicago , Usa, 1951) preface, P.V.
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effect.3 This assumption about reality is seen justified

in taking human nature or human interests and needs, as the
motive force, behind all human thought and action, as

giving a shape to the institutions of his creatioﬁ. Human
nature, as the realists will say, is sométhing very specific:
something inherent in the very existence of human beings

in a civilized society; it is something an autcome

3. - One feels, the assumption that reality has a
rational essence , is a mere supposition for the
simple reason that reality is not rational in an
absolute sense. Man tendé to act irrationally at
times, which is contingent upon the circumstances
of time and situations. For example ‘'war' No one
can ciaim if war is rational. We know that debates
among sociologist§_if war presents a rational element
in human psychology are unending and often
inconclusive. Even hardcore reali.. like Morgenthan.
accepts this when he says that force is irrational or
for that matter,the use of nuclear weapons as a
means of power is irrational. But at the same time
he bears with this when both USA aﬁd USSR useq;Et; In
1956, USSR used it in the Suezcrisis and USA used it
in the Berlin crisis of 1961.
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of the very social living. Social living here is essentially
a security-survival dillemma; human relations, as an outcome
of this,’__’:_bsr?fconfiict and competition, and human nature is
inclined towards control and domination over other human
beings.? This is seen in a typical way, that is of death-

consciousness in a social man.sj Man knows that he will die '

4. In fact, it is the elementary human nature that is
considered as accruing to politics, the shape of é
struggle for power. Morgenthau says, "The drives to
live, to propagate and to dominate are common to all

men®. Hans J. Morgenthan, Politics Among Nationms,

(8cientific Book Agency, Calcutta, 1976), p.34.
In another place he says, "It is human nature
that 1is unchanged since the classical philosophies
of ancient Greece, China and India tried to understand
it". 1Ibid., p.4d.
Of course, while saying this he does not dismiss change
in human society . What he simply means to say is that
all human politicsl actions are in a broad continuum
because of the elementary human nature.

5e This position is taken by John H.Herz, which can be
considered akin to other realists. It is the

consciousness that, the other human being can pose

& threat to man's life, shapes man's social and
political life. For a detailed study See -

Herz,og.cit. N Chapter 1, pp. 1=7,
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One day, but does not know when and how. ihe death

may occur to him naturally , over which he does not have
any control or through other factors, such as, diseases,
animal s and other human beings. It is this last factor
that is the possibility of death from Pther human beings
that sets off suspicion and fear in the mind of man. Thus
man tries to safeguard his life and looks for means of
security; In addition to pure physical strength, (which
consists of his own and that of others availableto him),
these means consist of food, clothing, shelter and such
other goods as necessary for safeguarding his life against
external attack. PFurther man is a social animal which
means that there will be a social competition for the
meéns of security « It is the means of security and
possession of it, that is commonly considered'power!

in the bulk of realist writings. The question of security
presents a vicious circle for it never reaches complete
security, thereby makes the accuaulation of means and
competition for more, a perpetual effort. Thus‘struggle
for power is considered as something central to politics

in ordinary social 1life, not merely in the life of nations,

At the level of practice, the realist will find
history as testimony to his theory of power struggle. The

immediate point of reference for the realist are the two
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world wars and then the period of cold war showing mutual
political aggression between the super-powers. With the
world wars, the belief that power=-politics is only a -
historic accident , or thét it is something avoidable
got seriously undermined. Any speculation that nations
have a hoice between power politics and other kinds of

foreign policy not tainted by the desire for power got

6 The realist belief got confirmed

wholly discredited.
that no fundamental change is possible in the policies

and relations of nations. It is something universal in

6. It is‘the characteristic expression ofthe 19th and
early 20th century view of, "The Depreciation of
Power Theory% Among the chief exponents of this one
finds the American president Woodrow Wilson, who
champions the cause of democracy and representative
government as the only way to peace. Power politics was
associated with autocratic government . Point as
éiscussed here 1s taken from Morgenthau. See’

See , Morgenthau, op.cit. , pp. 33=39,



time:andiplace and an undeniable fact of history. The
theory of depreciation of power has two roots. One, it
is derived from the general philosgphy of international
affair; that dominated the better part of the nineteenth
century and the other is the particular political and

“ intellectual circumstances that determined the relations

of UsSA to the rest of‘the world.

Political opinion in the nineteenth century was
led to its depreciation of power politics by its domestic
experience, The distinctive characteristic of this
experience is the domination of the middle class
replacing the older, more direct rule by the aristocracy.
The domination by the aristocracy is a case of direct
domination by its division of the citizenry into the
governing and the governed classes and by the military
methqd of open violence. The decline of the aristocracy
by the middleccls s change the nature of domination from
a direct form to an indirect one. The military method
of open violence characteristic of aristocratic domination
got changed to a domination by means of economic debendence.
The formally égalitarian rules through which the economic
system operated concealed the very nature of power-politics.
"The strgggle » then, for political power - - in domestic

as well as in international affairs - appeared to be
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only a historic accident, coincident with autocratic
government and bound to disappear with the disappearance
of autocratic governmem:."7 An outright dismissale of

idealist beliefs about the bases of politics was advanced

soley on the basis of a.doctrine of reality. 1Idealism
may stand self-defeated in reality as a realist will
very often claim. But the idealist belief is:not

just meaningless. It is based upon a strong conviction
as to the purpose of human life. No doubt, idealism

is a vision, a speculation for the future of human
society, but this again is not unfounded. It is not
merely escapism from the reality, for it 1is based

upon a purpose to seek a better life, taking into
consideration the inadequacies in human nature and reality.
Thus the failure of idealism is not because it professes

something that is impossible to achieve,rather something that

7. Morgenthau, op.cit., p.37.
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is not actually realised.8 In political reality one very

often finds, efforts being made to approximate to the
idealist belief . The League of Nations was established
with the highminded purpose of eliminating war and
preaching for peace. We find its failures not in its
‘capaéity fo fulfill the ideals for which it stood, rathef,
it being made a tool in the hands of vested interests,.
whét one wants to say here ié that pure realism is limited
in itself, for it divests itself of a purpose, that is

s0 characteristic of human actions. It is true that a
human being's actions are guided by self -interest.

At the sametime man is a social animal. A realist

thinking in terms of politics as power=politics, will

8. Plato says in “Republic", we are inquiring into
the nature of absolute justice and into the
injstice zand the perrectly unjust, that we
might have an idealev..e..... And is our theory
a worse theory because we are unable to prove the
possibility of a city being ordered in the manner
described.

Quoted from Herz, gop.cit. pp. 17-18,
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See human nature's tendency to control, to dominate in
absolute terms and as immune to change. Those
advocating the socialness of human beings will assert
that man is 1nherently a gregarious animal, In man,
thus, one will find a combination of both the pictures,
of egoism, self-interest and sense of ‘community. Thus
a realist version of power will result in a Hobbesian
state of nature of war against all. The question of
existence of internétional society will be precarious
with chaos, anarchy and unceasing fragmentations,
constantly endangering.it. Carr says, "We can not
find a resting place in pure reslism ; forrrealism
though logically overwhelming, does not provide us

with the springs of action necessary even to the pursuit
of thought. 1Indeed, realism itself, if Qe attack it
with its own weapons, often turns out in practice

to be just as much conditioned as any other mode of
thought. 1In polditics , the belief that certain trends
are irresistible or certain facts are unalterable,
commonly refleéts a lack of desire or lack of interest
to change or resist them. The impossibility of being a
consistent :and thorough-geing realist is one of the most
certain and curious lessons of political science.

Consistent_ realism excludes four things which appear to
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to be essential ingredients of all effective political
thinking:; a finite goal, an emotional appeal, a right

of moral judgement and a ground for_action".9

POLITICAL POWER IN POLITICAL REALISM

In a realist version of the world, politics
will be identified with thét specific area of human
activity and group living, which is essentially of

conflict and competition. Political power is seen

as residing in a relationship of conflict and _ competition,

which is an inevitable outcome of social living or
social contact. In other words, power is a politcal
phenomenon at a societal level. This further involves

a conflict of interests.

“Power" as é realist will view it, means control
It is control not in a physical sense, for that will
reduce it to mere force. "“Power" refers to a
psychological relationship where it will mean control
over the actions and minds of other actorse. Political

power resides in a relation between two minds.

9. E.H. Carr, Twenty Years Crisis: 1919-1939,

(Macmillan and Co.,Limited, London , 1939), p.ll13.
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%Thus it won't mean man's power over nature or over an
artistic medium such as language,speech, sound or colour
or over the means of production or consumption, or over
himself in the sense of self-control.10 The difficulty
here is the imprecision and all=~inclusiveness of a
relationship of control. For example,a policeman A
orders B to pull over to the side of the road and B obeys.
This is obviously an act of control. There may be
situation where A gives a suggestion and B obeys. There
may be still another situation where A orders and

B disobeys and A in turn goes on to destroy B. It is

in this last case that it will be difficult to say if
power-relations are necessarily control-relatic?ns.11

A control relationship would have difficulty in explaining

the political relationship between USA and Canadae.

10, Morgenthau, op.cit., p.28.

11, Theodore A coloumbis and James H. Wolfe,

Introduction to International Relations: Power & Justice,

(Prentice Hall of India, Pvt. Ltd., {(New Delhi,1981),
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Further power won't mean any and every relationship-

between or among men or nations, for all relationships
are not necessarily political. Thus a country may
exchange goods and services with another one, it may
cooperate with others in providing relief from natural
catastrophe, it may participate: in the dissemination

G | *,;}pf cultural achievement throughout the world. Similarly,

7
: Bogeen 59 1 .
j_' ’@%m;@ﬁmny technical cooperations can be non-political for they

#may not be involving a direct conflict of interests.
‘Above &ll, a nation may define its goal in terms of a
reéigious,moral and economic ideal. Thus in an

understanding of political power a strictly political

y

\0) relation ha:s to be isolated from relations of other kinds.

(3 The realist position is that politics is an autonomous

af area, though one may doubt if such a strict
compartmentalisation of politics from other types of
social activity is possible. Amorg realists one does find
al. identification of politics in a sense of general
autonomy, which means politics deals with a whole lot of
variables which fall under other branches of socizl science.
its differénce from other branches of socizl science is

this sense of general automomy of political science.12

12, See , Stanley Hoffman, ed., Contemporary Theory in

International politics, (Prentice Hall of India,

Pvt. Ltd, New Delhi, 1964), p.30.
cR Diss
Wj‘a sz . KS(W)
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Carr speaks of three divisions of power, suéh as military
power, economic power and power over opinion. All of
them, as he rightly feels, are inéerlinked and
interdependent. Economic power separated from military
power éan be hardly fruitful and muccessful in its
purpose. Carr explainé the failure of economic sanctions ©Of
the League of Nations in 1936 as primarily due to lack
of the backing of military power behind economic sanctions.13
Although, Moggenthau vociferously argues for a strict
automony of the political sphere, elsewhere in his book,
one finds a juxtaposition of both the senses of general
autonomy and specific auvtonomy of politics. He writes ,
"A real man is a composite of the political religious and
moral man. A man who is nothing but moral would be a
fool, for he would be lacking in prudence and a man who

is nothing but‘a religious man would be a saint for
"14

he would be lacking in wordly desires

13, For a detailed argument regarding the fallacy of
separsting economic power from military power

See, Carr, ope.cite.,,pp. 117-120.

14, Morgenthau, op.cit., p.l4.
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In other words, an understanding of the political man
is possible by integrating him with such other
aspects, as the economic man, morsl man and the religious

mane

Power has to be made distinct from influence,
althoﬁgh power does come through influence. This is
simply because of the fact that?hecessary outcome-
of power is control ovér others. Thus the American
President can be influenced by the suggestions of the
Secretary of State with regard to the formulations
of foreign policy. But the Sécretary of State cannot
have power over the President since the President cannot
be compelled to obey him.l>

Political power, as already stated, is not
military power or something that can be equated with
overt force since that will substitute or destroy the
psychoiogiCal relation characteristic of political
power. However, an increase in military power, realists
would argue, is conducive to an increase in political

power.

15, Morgenthau, OE.Cito' P.29.
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Morgenthau distinguishes betweén usable and
unusable power. This distinction is made keeping in
mind the development of nuclear weapons. One of the
paradoxes of nuclear power is that it is no longer
true that an increase in military power is compiementary'
to an increase in political power.For the use of nuclear
weapons is completely irratiomal , since it results in
total destruction of the country against whom it is
used with commensurate destruction of the country
using it. Its rationality lies only in its threat, but
not in its use, for its use surpasses the limited
purpose of influencing the will of others by making an

all out destruction imminent and inevitable,

Further a distinction between legitimate and
illegitimate power is made, the characteristic feature
or the former being legality and morality which the
latter lacks. In legitimate power, Morgenthau makes
a distinction between power as a social fact and
political perr whose source and nature is legitimate
because it can be effectively exercised, ggfhexample
pressure groups and lobbies etc. They have power in the
sense that their preferences influence the actions of

public officials, but they cannot impose power.
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The control that is the very characteristic
of power is derived through a certain kind of impact
which ehe mind can have upon another. The impact'is
derived from three sources: the expectation of benefits
or advantages , the fear of disadvantages agd the

respect for man and institutions.

National Power

In discussions of political'power, the question
of aspiration for power in collectivities called
nations appears guite natural. This is so because
of the very fragmented nature of international

society in ccmparision to domestic politic, with the

s

multiplicity of states-as-actors; sovereign and
independent in their own right, having their own
interests and needs; each pursuing more or less an
independent po..cy of Rhjg own and recognising no
supreme authority upon pjm with legitimacy to guide
and control his actions. In domestic politics, a
realist feels, the individual urge for power géts
restrained and controlled, although he will not accede
to a view that in internmational politics power of a

nation 1in fact, has restraints upon its use. As in
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demestic politics, in international politics one can think
of various norms of states' behaviour, international
organisations and the very imperative of an intemational

society with interdependent states and impossibility on

:the part of a single state to achieve self -reliance;

acting as a check upon the growth of an absolute national
power, Otherwise power unchecked will.result in chaos,
making the very existence of a nation-state precarious.
The realist will say tﬁat the individual urge for power
which gets controlled in domestic society through
various norms of social living and a previleged power
position of a particular group in that society, gets
transferred to an unquestioning identification with
national power, Identification with national power is

a projection of the frustrated aims for power urge in a
domestic societys But hereagain one can point out that
national power can be -nd is.in fact,an expression of
interests of a particular group that 1s the dominant
group at the helms of 2 state. In other words individuszl

power does not get affected by the vicissitudes of
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national power, 16Thus it seems that the realist conclusion
that International politics is a struggle for power is
just an assumption about stateé' behaviour, rather than
a demonstration as to why it will be so.

| Another reason that is strongly felt and appears
quite obvious for the identification of individuals with
national power, is nationalism, reflectihg a bond énd
commonality within a particular national commonity.

National power, in international realism, means

both an urge of nation-stztes for power, an embodiment
of national interest for survival and self-prosperity,
and a means, that is a capability mobilised for further
goal-seeking. It is an urge, which is natural and that way
it is an end. This is apparent from the anarchical order of
international society. It is a means in the sense that a
nation will always try to accumulate more and more power,
because of the vicious cirdle of security which means
that a state never reaches complete security, thus abetting

the desire for more and more power. AS a cCapability, power

16. Morgenthan says, "The power or foreign policy of

USA is obviously not the power or foreign policy of all the
individuals who belong to the nation called:USA«.eccccensscee

eee It has, however, affected the power of all those individuals
who administer the foreign affairs of the USAeseceees It is

to them that we refer when we speak in empirical terms of the

power and of the foreign policy of a nation.™

Morgenthau, op.cit., pp. 103-4.
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-will reside in some mobilisable resources, both tang}ble
and intangible. Among the tangible factors one can mention
geography, that is a nation-state's location which will
make its position distinct from other powers,17 natural
resources that consist of food, raw materials,18 potential
human resourc;es;19 military capability and industrial

capacity etc. 2mong the intangible factors one can mention

17. Geographical position as a factor of power can
be explained in relation to the rise of Great
Britain as a Great Power, which is largely

attributable to its insular position.

18. The rise of Britain is explainable in its economic
prosperity and through economic exploitation of

the other parts of the world.

i9. Population in itself would not account for great
power, since it was to.be seen in relation to
other factors such as, industrial development,
education, national character of the vast
citzenry itself. A country like India has

vast human resources. But its rate of illiteracy,
its level of economic development do affect

its power position. In contrast a comparatively
less populous country like Japan can be much
powerful because of its economic development

(what Carr calls economic power).
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leadership, national character, national morale etc.
Except geography, all other factors are susceptiblé_

to change or are in a constant flux influencing each other
and influenced in term by the unforeseeable intervention.-

of nature and man. It is through the variation in

composition of the national power, that realism accounts

for the shifting power-positions of nation-states,

Linked to the instability of factors of national
power, is the factor of the capability or incapability
of decision-makers of foreign policy. The body in charge
of foreign policy decision making may be well=-informed or
may claim to be wise, butit may not be assured of control
over so many unstable factors of national power, which may

ultimately affect its power-position.

Patterns of Struggle for Power in International Politics

A realist visualises typically two patterns in

which the struggle for power is perpetuated.20 They are:-
of opposition and of competition. Opposition will depict &
~situation where the policies of nations are at strict

opposition to one another. One nation tries to have power

20, Morgenthau, op.cit., pp. 167-71.
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over another which does not yield and in turn challenges
its accendancy. Thus a particular nation may embark
upon a policy of imperialism with regard to another
nation which in turn may counter that policy with a
policy of imperialism or status quo.21 Competition on
the other hand, spesks of a situation where two'nations
try and seek for domination over a third na‘cion.22
It is in situations such as these that the balance of
power operates and fulfills its typical functions. The
balance is a necessary outcome of one nationkattempt
at ascendancy being met with opposing forces from other
nations against such an ascendancy. The balance of
power fulfills two functiohs. It is supposed to ensure
stability in power positions and power-relstions among

netions. But these relations, as one sees, are by nature

21. Morgenthau gives the example of france and its
allies opposing Russia in 1812, Japan opposing
China from 1931 to 1941, the UNO versus the
Axis powers from 1941 onwards as instances of
direct oppositiones Ibid.,ppe. 166-67.

22. This is visible in the competition between Great
Britain and Russia for the domination of Iran.

Ibid., p.167,.



unstable and subject to continuous change. Thus
whatever stability , the balance of power will achieve
must be precarious. Another function of the balance
of power is to ensure freédom of one nation from
domination by asnother. Owing tn the essentially
unstable and dynamic character of the balance, which
is not unstable and dynamic by accident, but is always

so by nature, the independence of nation remains in

jeopardy.

Morgenthau visual ises three patterns of - - - ..
forecign policy and accordingly threé patterns of
power-relations in international politics. A nation
cen seek either to keep power, or to ihc:ease power or
to demonstrate power. A nation whose policy is
towaras keeping power and not towards changing thé dis~-
_tribution . of power, follows a policy of status-quo.

A nation whose policy aims at acquiring more power than
it actually has, through a reversal of existing power-

relations, whose foreign policy in other words seeks

a favourable change in power position’pursues a policy

of imperialism. A nation whose foreign policy seeks

to demonstrate power it has, either for the purpose of

maintaining or increasing it, pursues a policy of

prestige.
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However, the power of one nation in internationai
politics is relative; it is not absolute. In fact no
nation since the emergence of modern nation state in the
17th century can claim to have sup;eme unchallenged power.

In other words,not a single nation in international

¢ politics 'can have a permanent power-position.

Some points as to the inadequacy of Realism and its
Version of Power:-

The simplest objection to realist theory would
point to the obviousness of what it offers as theoretical
propositions. Realist theory of international g9litics
is not only ambiguous in its concept of power and
account of reality, but also partial so far as it attempts

to provide a generzl theory of iInternational politics.

Realism, in trying to treat power as something

central to politics and es.ecially international politics

turns it into an absolute . One doubts, if power does explain
the whole of international relastions in the way

realism maintzsins. In the present internaﬁional system,
which is one of inter-dependence and closg -

cooperation among: nations, much of nations' behaviour

is not motivated by a craving for power. A realist ,

and more particularly Morgenthau, hardly notices this

. change in the international system . Another problem
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that comes, is the realist ascription of precise meaning
to the concept of ‘'power'. Besides, being an imprecise
account of power which treats it as equivalent to a
control relationship, a realist tends to .ascribe different
meanings to power in different contexts. At one place

it is considered as a means (Morgenthau considers
national power as residing in the elements of national
power), at other places it is considered as an end. Even,
in his account of the sources of national power, Morgenthau
does not take into consideratioﬁ such other factors)as'
the ideology or beliefs of the masses or of statesmen of

a particular country as the decision-makers, their

values motives and above all the national outlook of the
individuals comprising a nation as to its interests., To
realists motives of statesmen will be most elusive as to
the determination of national interest. National interest
definitely resides in the consciousness of collectivities
rather than mere individuals. At some places power is
considered as a criterion of policj, while at others’it

is considered asva condition of policy. For the most
part, it is considered as lying within the behaviour of
nations towards one another. Such varied meanings of the
crucial concept of power, make it ambiguous. It raises
doukts, as to the validity of its claims as a serious
analytical tool. Closely attached to the concept of

power in intefnational politics will be the idea of

‘national interest'. A realist, and here one is speaking

of Morgenthau, assumes that national interest is objective,
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It is something rational and moral. But the idea, that
national interest is something improblematic and
objective could be serio&sly questioned. The assumption
as to rationality of national interest is relevant,

23

as stanley Hoffman points out ,““only in stable periods

' when a nation's policies are for adjustment of means

" to fairly limited ends. 1In periods involving the

very determination of ends, the definition of national
interest is not only afbitrari, but also subjective.

For example , revolutionary periods and times of war often
involve a strongly subjective interpretation of the
national interest. Morgenthau assumes that national
interest of all nations is uniform, because fundamentally
this 1s the interest of survival. What he forgets is
that the interpretations of national interests vary
between political and social groups énd from statesmen to
statesmen. The British policy of support towards the
Ottoman empire from 1887 to 1897 during the period of
Salisbury, got changed during the time of Disraeli.

This variation is due to the changed interpretation

of the British interest, during the time of Disraeli24

23. See, Stanley Hoffman, (ed., op.cit., pp 64-73.

24. Mehendra Kumar, Theoretical aspects of

International Politics, (Shivalal Agarwala & Co.,

Agra, 1978), p.l104.
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Similarly the assertion that national interest is
something moral, can be challenged on the ground that a
nation's interest lies in elimihating other nations,
which could hardly constitute a moral objective,

In the present day international system, when the basic
question of survival is at stake, and which is more due
to the technological developments and emergence

of nuclear weapons which have upset the stable set

of variables determining nation's survival{ the
interpretation of national interest has become

very subjective., For example, the official theory of
the British government that the security of Britain
lies in detering armament, is contested by the large
movement which sees Britain's security in unilateral

nuclesr disarmament.

At a more theoretical level, the limitation of
realist theory is evident on two greunds. One, the
supposition that reality should be taken as it is
for analysis oprolitics and the other the assumption
that a rezalistic view can offer a moral théory in |

politics.,

The realist theory supposes that reality is rational.
More specifically, it provides for a very deterministic
picture of realigy, by taking a deterministic view

of human nature. Regarding human nature, if the



30

realist assumpfion as to its absoluteness and
unchangeability is true, then politics as an area of
human actions reflecting human nature, will be the same
in all historical periods. But ;uch a static picture

of politics is hardly acceptable ,for one noticés a whole
lot of changes in the structure of international
politics. Further the realist version of human nature
as'.something naturally aggreséive and based upon self-
motivation for security , imparting an unpleasant quality
to politics is equally guestionable, Man has the

element of self-interest in his nature. But at the same
time man has a sense of fellow=feeling within him.25

As a social being, man is aé moved by the concern for
survival, as by the sufferings of his fellow-men. Thus

a realist version of human nature is partial. Very
similar things could be said about the realist assumption
about political reality. Reality is both varied and
complicated in its ramifications. Reality never comes
fully unfolded before every one and in a uniform manner,
as a realist will suppose. Rather, reality becomes

what it is, only on the basis of what interpretations

25. See ¥ 2 HerZ, OE.Cito‘ ppo 1-7.
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are being given to it. And human interpretations of
reality are apt to vary as human interests, needs and

outlook vary.

From another point of view toe, realism can be
.considered inadequate. ‘This pertains to the role of
morality in politics.26 The mere analysis of the existing
state of things,and to assume that they existed for
all times and will go on unchanged,is a grossly
unsatisfactory theory of historical change. Carr says,
"We can not find a resting place in pure realism; for
realism though logically overwhelming does not provide
us with the springs of action necessary even to the

pursuit of thoughteececesces In politics, the

26. Some realists like E.H. Carr admits the role of
morality in politics. Carr says,®politics are
made up of two elements = uvopia and reality -
be%onging to two different planes which c¢an never
MEeteseecoocne Every political siutation
contains mutually in compatible elements of

utopia and reality, of morality and power®,

See, Carr, @p.cit., p.118.
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belief:that certain trends are irresistible or certain
facts are unalterable, commonly reflects a lack of

desire or lack of interest to change or resist them'.’27

Treitschke,writing on Machiavelli comments that the
terrible thing" about Machiavelli ‘s teaching " was

not the immorality of the methods he recommends , but
the lack of content of the state which exists only in
order to exist’.‘28 Similarly with Marx. His way of
looking human history as a progression in a dialectic
way, though , it attempts to explain reality rationally,
does not do so in the establishment of the classless
society or the withering away of the state. It merely
recedes into a vision about the future, a speculation
about future possibility and a desirable state of
society. Realism, iBAnot reckoning with moral principles
in politics, lacks a content, a purpose which is reguired
for the onward mar<’ of humanity towards a better world,
a safer world. ¢s8 version of international politics ss
struggle for power, divested of a moral purpose can see
politics only as an evil, as something detrimental

to human existence itself,

27. Carr, op._ cit., p.113.

28. Treitschke as quoted in Carr. 1Ibid., p.l14.



CHAPTER = II

SYSTEM THEORY AND POWER

- POWER AS SYSTEMIC BEHAVIOUR
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SYSTEMS THEORY1 AND POWER IN INTERNATIONAL POLITICS

In‘Realist theory of international politics
'power'Ais an analytical tool that can explain
interational politics conceived in essentizlly

dhistorical terms, In Ydealism the !'power-phenomenon'

is considered,as something pervasive, but it is an

1. In international politics, as in the more
general discipline of political science, systems
theory is an offshoot of the behavioural revolution
4n politics. It developed out of the anxiety
of the new social scilentists to evolve a general
body of knowledge by integrating the wvarious
disciplines of social science in a positivistic
compendium, Amon¢ its exponents in international
politics one finds a good ..umber of scholars
writing after the second world war and gaining
large acceptance in the academic sphere in the
50s' and 60s'. The chief exponents of the
systems theory in international politics are
Morton_gﬁpiﬁp, Karl Deutsch, Charles Mclelland,
George Liska,Oran young, James Rosenau, John

Burton, ¥Kenneth E. Boulding , Inis L. Claude etc.
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evil to be kept aside and eliminated, otherwise the
very existence of nation-states becomes precarious,

the guestion of peace a distant unfounded hope, Unlike
realism systems theory does not see power as the
theoretical core of international politics. Unlike
idealism it would not aspire for the rather hnpractical
and difficult task of doing away with the power-phenomenon.
It would accept power as something purposive, something
not to be neglected for a scientific theory of politics.
It is purposive for it serves as a function for the
political system,although one does not find in systems
theories & clear account)as to how power serves -.as a
function for the system. On the contrary, a view is
often held that ‘power' should be viewed and kept within
the bounds of the system)for unbriddled power will

be necessarily dysfunctional for the system leading

to its collapse.

The basic assertion behind the General Systems
Theory is that society constitutes a unified whole;
it s a whole comprising certain parts, Inter-relcted
and inter-active with one another as well as with the
whole and altogether this system of interrelations

constitutes a structure. The part and the whole are
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interdependent upon each other and the part functions

for the maintenance of the whole.2 The justification

the theory seeks behind it is rooted in the regularities

in the structure and processes.of a social system .

The structure pertains to the configuration of the

The system analysts' terms for maintenance are
equilibrium or stability or pattern-maintenance,
Some scholars within thean, however, differentiate
equilibrium from stability, the former meaning
partial stability, or instability at times,
because in the equilibrium the variables are
arbitrarily arranged, for an arbitrary length

of time. The chief exponent of equilibriﬁm
in internztional politics is George Liska.

For a detailed study see, George Lisks, International

Equilibrium : A theoretical essay on the politics

and organisation of securignyambridge, Mass, 1957).
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system while processes refer to the behaviour of

the variables of the system towards one another as
well as towards the system és a whole., The regularity
is manifest or latent in the systemic behaviour, but
in both cases it 1is undeniably present. . It is
conspicuous in the System —actions of Integration

and inter rdependence contributing towards system

. 3
maintenance..

3. This point becomes clear 1f one sees how a
human body functions. As we know the General
Systems Theory developed out of biology. The
origin. of General Systems Theory can be traced
to the ideas of Ludwig vbn Bartalanffy who
was é biologist, and expounded for the
unification of the sciences. In a human body
the different parts of the body are as integrated
with the whole body, as they are interlinked
with one another in functioning for the
maintenance of the human body as a whole. A
change 1in a sinéle part of the body affects

the other parts as well as the whole system of
the body. The truth about a system will be how
it envisages the regulsrities in the systemic

behaviour as to system maintenance,



‘Power' is seen as an aspect of the systemic

behaviour, an aspect of the affecfual relationship,

which is fundamentally towards integration and.

interdepdndence . This is a fundamental characteristic

of varigbles , units or different elements of a

system. . Political power is to be seen within the

systemic behaviour of integratiOn‘and interdependence

Thus the role,a system analyst is to ascribe to

power,whaf must be a rather limited role.4

Stanley Hoffman says, while analysing Morton
Kaplan's book,‘Systems and Processes in
International Politicsf "However, 1t would seem
just as surely that power is not the individuating
or distinguishing element of the political:
otherwise family relations either would be

political or would not involve power or influence

relations".

Stanley Hoffman, ed., Contemporary Theory in

Internstional relations, (Prentice Hall of India,

Private, Ltd., New Delhi; 1964), p.l117.
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In systems theory, politics is seen as an

area of compliance which is habitual and voluntary.5
For example, in a family one obeys one's parents and
this obedience is transferred to the society

through the family. Here, however, one may tend

to disagree for in a family obedience is moré
voluntary and moral, whereas in politics it is
forced rather than voluntary. Sanctions are
attached to compiiance in case of disobedience.

And what is moré'true about politics is that in
politics a particular group alwéys elicits obedience
from the masses, through a system of concealed

exploitation of the masses, through coercion and by

constituting public opinion as to its legitimacy.

legitimacy. Thus politics 4is an area of

Se This is a typical position taken by Karl
Deutsch. For a detailed study see, Karl Deutsch,

An Anzlvsis of International Politics,

(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, New Delhi, 1968
Deutsch says, a "politics is one of compliance
and enforcement in a more or less incomplete

L]
manner, Pe 21,
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commahd and obedience rather than of voluntary compliance
alone. What follows from this is that politics
approximates an area of decision-making. *Power' as

a political phenomenon is seen as manifest in decision
making situations, involving a conflict over issues as
revealed through policy preferences. Power belongs to
vhosoever is prévailing in decision-making or for that
matter,who can initiate resolutions with the maximum
probability of success. The person with the maximum
number of successes in a good number of situations

is considered as powerful. The success oé a decision-
maker is derived from and dependent uponhis own prowess,
ability, his physiceal capabilities as well as upon his
power position in a political gystem. 1In systéms‘
analysis, as in realism, power will be a means; a means
to further goal-seeking, to enforce favourable d;cisions;
as well as a relationship)involving conflict of
interests., As 2 means perr will consist in a qﬁantity,
8 capebility reducible to certain material and human
resources(what the systems analysts usually say as
constituting a power-base). However, as a capability,
its effectivness lies in how efficiently it is being

mobilised in pursuit of a goal, or for more powere.

In a global system, one notices enormous

disparity and unevenness with regard to physical
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capabilities of nations. Thus,the distribution of
power as manifested results,in a whole range of
configurations of the global system from super powers,
to big and major powers, to middle and small-~scale
boweré, ana finally to some non-state corporate
actors, bloc actors like NATO , Cominform etc. and
supranational actors, such as, the UNO. The only
difference between the states-as-actors and the other
non-state actors is that while the former has the
power to coerce to acquire obedience and influence,
the latter type of actors limit themselves only to
persuasion, to negotiation or to raise key isSues,

to mobilise their members to fight for a common
cause., The power-position of the superpowers, the
systems analysts will say, is relatively'stable in
comparision to small powers. However, it is subject
to fluctuations contingent upon circumstances and
time., Take, for example, Great Britain. The great
power position of Great Britain till thé first world
war and to some extent till the second world war,- - -
was largely attributable to its superior naval power
and its predominent economic position. But afterwards
it declined with the emergence of USA as an economically

developed and militarily superior power. Besides, no
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big power can forget restraints upon its - power

in the form of interdependence which is the
inescapable reality of the interéational societye.
Very often & view is held that superpowers have an
upperhand in international politics. In the UNO

what one notices, 6 is ‘that, it is often only an instrument
in the hands of the superpowers to serve their
interest. Opposing this, the system: analysts

will speak of superpowers' sphereé of influence.6

Big powers andngjo; powers do wield influence over
large numbers of national actors. However, most
actors within the system will have relative power

or can have influence over a relatively small portion
-~of the total system. Small powers do enjoy power

in the form of regional groupings and bloc politics
etc. Further, no power can enjoy absolute
prepondera: = in international politics and it is

more so because of the very interdpendent nature of

6e See, James - E. Dougherty,®"The Study of the Global
System® in book James Rosenau etc., ed.,

World Politics: An Introduction, (The Free Press,

New York, 1976)‘ p.604o



the international system, At the same time no

power w;nts to give up its already acquired power=-
position.Supefpowers are usually more sensitive to
real or imagined changes in international power=-
relations. At the same time not all actors at any
given time use their power in the same proportion as
divided between external and internal purposes.7

But all actors whether strong or weak have an
abiding interest in projecting a fawvourable imége of

themselves throughouf the system.

Another version of power in systems analysis
is that,it is a relation . ™s a relation, it
is a process, that is the interrelated behaviour of the
variables which stretch over a whole lot of human
relationships such as influence and persuasion,
promises and threats, rewards and punishments. In
the bulk of the system_analysis wr - ings one finds
an interchangeable use of the th terms, power and
influence. Power as a relationship has four aspects

such as 'wWeight', 'Domain', 'Range' and 'Scope's.

7. Dougherty, op.cit.,p.605.
8. Karl Deutsch points out these four aspects

of power. See, Karl Deutsch, An Analysis of

International Politics, (Engle wood cliffs;

Prentice Hall, 1968), pp. 22=33,
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Weight is closest to the intuitive netion‘which mo st
of us have,when we think of power.9 It resembles a
situation approximating a po@er contest, involving
observable conflict. It lies in one actor's ability
to prevail in a conflict situation, its ability to

affect an outcome in its favour or its ability to
10

prevent an undesirable outcome, The *weight' power
9. Ibid., p.24.
10, The observability of weight power with

certainity is possible, as Deutsch points out,
in situations which comprise repetitive

class of similar outcomes. For example,
voting behaviour patterns in UNO. If a
motion moved by U3A is getting passed in three
out of every four situstions, then the weight
power of UsA iSvdetennined by this. It

spreds over an average of 50 percent points,
since motions not moved by USA have only

25 percent possibility of getting passed.

But in case of analysis of Single events

such as the dropping of an atom bomb the

weight power is difficult to determine.

Ibid., p. 44.
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of most governments and especially the Great Powers,

is declining ever: since 1945,

The 'Domain' of power means indicating over
thom:poﬁer is exercised or whose behaviour has the .
maximum probability of getting changed or affected by
the exercise of power. The domain of power of a
country extends over population within its territory
and over its citizens abroad, over its resources and

its territory.

The *‘Range' of power, however, refers to
differences between the highest reward and the worst
punishments, that a country can sanction against
another,subjected to its control or influence, or,
for that matter, an actor whom the country seeks
to influence. "In so f»r as modern states rely upon
power, they normally c¢overn not through the range of
power, rather throuch its weight = that is through the

high probability of the enforcement of their orders,

-—Tyrants who rely mainly for their domestic power on

the range of thelr staggering rewards and cruel

punishments are not likely to last very long under
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present day conditions.11

Another aspect of power that has expanded in
recent decades is its(Saape: By the scope of power
what is meant, is the collection of all particular
‘kinds of classes of behaviour or relations or affairs
that are effectively subjected to it. The scope of
power increases with the capabilities of the persons
or nations included within the domain of power, in

respect to kinds of behaviour subject to it.

Systems theory in international politics will
assign a limited role to ‘power® in internstional
relations. This is due to two reasons. Firstly,
the system analysts' obsession for continuity and
regularity in the pattern of interactions between or
among nation-states, and secondly, the theoretical
belief that power is functional for the system.
Speaking of the second point first as we know, the
systems analysts speak of relative power of statess
It is-relative to their capabilities as well as
fo the distribution of power in the field of
internctional politics. In saying so, they only
mean that unchecked power will operate against the

system itself. This way, they will add a purpose to

11. Deutsch, op.cit., Pe32
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the pure form of power-analysts. They will envisage
mutuél exchanges among states in an international
environment. But they won't explain how power
functions for the system. They will only explain it as
part of the mechanism of politics, where nations

will definitely uphold their national interest and

seek its fulfilment. But they will see it as a

part of the two-way activity of nations'behaviour of
taking from the system and giving to the international

system.

Taking the first question, one doukts if the
international system is a static one. History shows
that the present day international system is an
evolution of the European states—system, but it
veries in many important respects . from the past
states~system. In comparision to the former states-
syst: ., the modern‘system, is more widened, more
varied, both in the number of nations comprising itJ
as well as in the more varied and unrestricted
patterns of intergctions between nations. The
traditional state-centric model, as every one will
‘accept, does not explain much of the present day

international system. Besides the state, one notices




a whole lot of Universal actors, bloc actors and

regional and functional organisations,functioning and
interacting with states. They have objectives of

their own which are equally globa} in their implications.
The systems theorists will visualise a limited role
forvthem. a role more of persuasion rather than of
‘legitimacy like the state. Unlike states, they can

not coerce states or individuals to follow their
objectives. This argument-carries much validity in
itself, for, as we know, the modern state is more

powerful and commands more loyaltye. 12 This is more so

12, Ssome sScholars like John Herz spesks of the
obsolescence of the state in modern days due to
technological_and military development which has
ensued im its train)probability of enormous

destruction for the states and has made the
question of peace precarious . It 1is thought

that only some form of internationalism or
universalism can bring peace to state. This
approach pins hope upon international organisations
to serve as universal actors. But later on Herz
himself changed his stand reckoning with the birth
of new nations from the clutches of colonialism,
inebriated with a vigour of nationalism and a

resolve of economic self development, through-
providing protection to their peoples and pursuing
welfare of their people. This made him to think
that the disappearance of a nation-state is a myth
and thzat modern state claims maximum loyalty. For

a detailed study see, John H.Herz,"The Rise & Demise
and Demise of the Territorial State", in James N.
Rosenau, ed., International Politics

: . t and Foreign
Policy, (New York, 1961), pPp. 80=86, .
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because of the emergence of newly independent states,
faced with the task of nation building after achievement
of independence from imperialist control. The modern
state commands much loyalty becau;e of its task of
guaranteeing peace, protection and welfare to its
people. Thus it ié hardly .. .-~ that :states will
disappear. In fact state will continue to be the
most important actor in international politics. But
at the same time the modern world has become increasingly
inter-dependent and interconnected. Now=a-days any
event in any corner of the world will have its
repercussions felt in the most distant corner. In
the modern age of technological development apd'growth
of communication the whole world has become a family,
either tolswim together in peacful cooperztion or to
sink together in case of war, which has every probability
of escalating into a global nuclear war. The growth of
different non-st:te actors has to be understood in this
context and this will show why they would not have a
less important role. The systems approach, in fact,
is concerned with both the past and bresent of the
international system. It does reckon with the changes
in the present international system. However, while
explaining change, it would see it from a very specific

perspective, from a limited perspective of transformations
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within the system which have occurred more or less

due to some factors affecting the interaction process
among nations. In other words the process of change is
seen as determined by the extent to which the area of
interaction has been affected, This will mean further,
that in the study of systems, international phenomenon
is conceived in the.context of the main variables of

the field and the focus is on the actions of nations

as the components of the system, on the structure and
functioning of the .system resulting from:the interaction.
of nation, or on the environmental factors which condition
not only the actions of nations but also the interaction
between them and the working of the sys'cem."13 Thus the
systems theory in international politics will explain
éhange in a very specific sense, It does not have much
to say as to what a desirable change would be or should
be., Morton Kaplan visualises six systems in international
politics, out of which two that is8=the balance of power
and the .oose bipolar system are actual. The others

are merely anticipated. Thus a theory of power within
system theory inevitably becomes a theory of statue-
quoisme In it)continuity in power position of nations,

acquires a predominant moral wvalue,

13. Mohendra Kumar, Theoretical Aspects of

International Politics, (shivalal Agarwala and

Co., Agra, 1978), P.145
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SECTION=-I

APPROACHES TOSWORLD ORDERNc: = ~-*

Tk ey

In the late 60's and early 70's one sees a
remarkable resurgence2 in the literature of international
relations theorisations, in the form of world order

Approach. Such a theorisation bears a remarkable shift

1. One can discern the development of 'World Order
Approach' to international politics in the post-
world Qar II period, although its acceptance has
been most fitful and controversial dur?ng tﬁat time.
It is only in the beginnings of 70's that, it is
being takeu seriously tor teaching and academic
research in most of the.univeésities in America,
in the form of world order models project (WOMP).
The problem, one faces, is in finding a proper
classification of worldorder approach. As an
academic pursuit its scholarshi 1s not only vast,
but also diverse, The diversity, however, lies
in discerning steps for the realisation of a Just
world order., It is not so in theirperspective.

Among the chief exponents, one finds Richard Falk,
Herbert J. Spiro, Saul H. Mendlovitz, Roy Preiswerk,
Andrew M, Scott, Rajni Kothari and a whole lot of |
research undérfaking asso lated with WOMP,., Among
others sharing fhe world order perspective, one

can mention Richard Mansbach and John Vasquez,

James N. Rosena:, Kehoane & Nye, J.W. Burton, etc.

AY
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from the early theorisationy a shift that is radical

in both theoretical and practical semnses,

2.

one feels, this is a resurgence for one reason.
That is, the ideas of wofld order approach can be
seen more directly in the stoic idea of pposing
the city-state system which causes fragmentation
in the political order, in the Idea of Unity of
Christendom in the mediaevél times and in the 18th
century Kantian vision of‘peace. For a detailed

study see, K.J. Holsti, The Dividing Discipline :

Hegemony and Diversity in International Theory,

(Allen and Unwin, IncCe., New&ork,,1985) Chap.3,

ppo 41-4. '

The world order approach is very often acclaimed
to be radical in both theory and practice. One
feels 1 to be more radical in theory than in
practice, simply because, the values emphasised in
it r a just world order are not fully attainable
in practice. Besides, there is no uniformity among
such theories as to the possible steps for a global
transition, It is radical only in emphasising

upon the present human predicament as an outcome
of the present system, hence, advocating for its

dismant ing.
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The world order approach to international politics
is based upon an altogether different conceptualisation
of politics. Such a conceptualisation sees the entire
globe in a holistic perspective. It visualises a global
identity, where the entire world‘is'viewed as a
community of individuals, united together by common
human=need$ and interests; common human aspirations
for freedom, economic well=being, social justice and
above all possessing common faculty of reason. The
entire humanity is viewed as a family and international
politics as a collectivity of nations rather than a
mere collection. Thus:a resurrection of the stoic idea
of déing away with the city-state system, for it leads
to war, strifes and mutual conflicts; an invigoration
of the long tradition of the idea of unity of christendom
of Europe, reinforced with a vision of the family of
European princes, a feincarnation of the.Dantian idea of
a Universal (Christian) Empire and a refjuvenation of
the 18th century Kantian doctrine of universal peace
for without i the socizl living will be at stake,the

humen potential for creativity will be crushed.4

4, See K.J. Holsti, op.cit., pp. 41-44,
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Such a view of politics is essentially derived
from two grounds. One,it ié a theory as to the importance
of a global order and a reorientation of political
actions towards the construction of a just global
order around certain values, The other, is from a
more practical ground of analysing the emerging trends .
in global politics; tre:ds : that are thought to have
redly ushered in the beginmings of a global society.
Theoretically, it is the view of global integration,
which encompasses the broader question of social liviﬁd,
both of the individual being as well as of the humanity
at large. The social living is of co-~existence and a
minimum order for existence.5 This boils down to the
analysis of an individual in a global society, as an
individual being as well as a social being. In world
order approach, the individual 1is seen as a victim of

the system; the system that is characterised by domination

Se In fact most of global theorists ascribe to such
a view, For a detailed study see,

(1) Rajni Kothari, Footsteps into the Future;

Diagnosis of the Present World and Design for

an alternative, (Orient Longman, 1974), Chap.l,

Pp. 5-~19.

(i1i1)Richard Falk, SamuelKim and Saul Mendlovitz,
ed., Towards a Just World Orderi vol.l, (Westview
Press, Inc., USA, 1982) Chap.l, pp.l1-9, and
section 3, pp. 141-216,
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and assymetricalfdependence, of fabulous richness on
¥h& one hand and . miserable poverty on the other,
which is8 an inevi table product of the industrial
society. The genesis of all international problems
is seen in this basic human pré&icament of poverty
and soéial injustice. One, however, does not see a
uniformity among the global theorists, as to how to
go with the world problems as far as their solutions
are éoncerned. Mosf of them will only agree upon a
regeneration of valuves in political life, such as
freedom, justice and individuval autonomy with a self-
restraint as the guide-lines for a just world order.
They will only say that all political actions should
be oriented towards values and broadly shaped to
guarantee social justice and economic well-being.

They won't say how effectively this value-orientation

Conte
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will come.6 Among the most agreeable steps most of
them will argue for a growth of individual conseiousnees
for the global problems and dismantling of the state=-
system with its replacement by a universal order. But,
they won't see how the idea can "be implemented. Quite
contrary to this, one sees the state-system to be
much durab;e in the modern days. Now-a-days the state

enjoys much loyalty, because of its tasks of guaranteeing

the socio-economic well-being and the general welfare

e Mendlovitz says, ®The World order images and
change strategies presented in the WOMP books
are strikingly diverse, reflecting the different
methods, intellectual styles and cultural/political
backgrounds of their authors. Aalthough, we were
able to agree on a way of stating world order
problems and establish a framework of value criteria
for whét we considered to be appropriate solutions,
as well as devise a common methadology, it certainly
would be premature to provide a consensus statement
for these various books.*

See Mendlovitz's Introduction, in Kothari, Op.cit,

Pe XIII.
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of its people. This applies more to the third world
countries where their past colonial experience and
the tasks of politico-economic development, asgign the
state a role, of primary importance as a viable
instrument in nation-building. The less-likely obsoleteness
of the state-system in modern days international
reslity, renders the globalest version, a mere speculation,
an impression.7

Associated with world order approach will be
two assumptions. One pertains to the maleability of
human nature znd the order, a hope that values can be
realised. Regarding the first, 'it rejects the idea
that any one feature of human nature is decisive for
adequate explzination of the past or anticivation of
the future. The complexity and plasticity of human
nature, emphasising the importance of political and

normative context (including education and religion),

7o For the argument in f..our of the less-likely
disappearance of the state see,
John H, Herz, "“The Territorial State Revisited :
Reflections on the future of nation-state," in

James N. Rosenau, ed., International Politics.and

Foreign Policy, (Newyork, 1961), pp.76-81,
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is one of the central Poundations of hope for the future&8
Hence, it will strictly oppose the realist notion of
human nature and emphasises the element of fellow-=feeling,
sympathy in human nature, as necessarily providing a
motive.force for effective coope;ation in the socio=
political sphere.

Regarding values, .the typical assertion of the
world order approach will be that values can be real,
This is so; on the ground that values underlie, 'positive
responses to human predicament.'9 They-are based upon
a realisation of the problems in reality and accordingly
a search for a future desirablityf In othe; words,
what is desirable, can be considered as falling under

being realistic, for this is inspired by the problems

8. Falk, Kim and Mendlovitz, ed., op.cit., p.143%

9. Ibido’ polﬁ
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in reality. It springs from reality as a prescription
for the futUre.lo
From a practical point of view a globalist, will
observe the emerging trends, changes in world politics,
as providing the framework fof a global society. This
is seen in two aspects. The first pertains to the
growth of interdependence in international politics.
The modern world, as will every‘one agree, has become

11

increasingly interdependent both materially that is

10. This position will be an insertion of the Platonic

idea. Plato says in the Republic, "We are inquiring

into the nature of absolute justice and into the
character of perfectly just and into injustice

and the perfectly unjust, that we might have an
idealeeeeesse ANnd is our theory a worse theory
only because we are un=ble to prove the possibility
of a city being ordered in the manner described."”

Quoted 4m. John H. Herz, Political Realism and

Political Idealism , (University of Chicago Press,

Chcag(), 1951); Cl‘apoz' pp017"80
11, For a detailed study on interdependence see,
Robert 0. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and

Interdependence : World Politics in Transition

(Little, Brown and Company, Boston, Toronto, 1977).

chap. 1' pp. 3-220
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economically and technologically and sprituallye.
Economically, interdependence is quite self-evident
in the modern age of technological‘innovation and each
state's craving for development which can not be
possible‘in isolation, in absence of assistance from
other states, In a spiritual sense, the world was
become interdependent in ghe sense of a common human
interest and common human aspirations for justice,
freedom and well-=being, whaf needslto be mentioned
is that the global community has become integrated.
It is an integration in both a practical and theoretical
sense, In the process of interdependence, what happens,
is obviously the recognition of common interest or
at least a transcendence of state interest.12
What is attached to interdependenee as a side
effect, though not necessarily so, is the emergence of
many non-state actors in the international field.
They are growing in nwnbers and have a distinct purpose
and objective of their own. Besides the usual
multinational corporations, trensnational organisations
or supranational organisations operating side by side
the state, in e modern days one sees a growth in

number of informal érganisation in the form of religious

12, Rosenau especially takes this position.

See, James Rosenau, The Study of Global Interdependence

p.1510
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group, some atheletic society, scientific organisation,
etc.13. having allegiance of people all ovef the globe
and having an effective say in the matters of
international politics.

All these instilled in the minds of a globalist
as to the possible usherance of a.global society in the

nezr future,

PCLITICAL POWER

In approaches to world order, one does not
see a clear conception of power as to what it is and
in what way it is significant for the rubrics of
international politics. One can only derive a view
of power from the medley of theories,
A globallst will consider power-politics as an
evil, It is old-fashioﬁed and outdated.14 In internationa:

politics, it will advocate against national power and

appeals for a univer..sl power. This is duve to one reason.

13. sSee,J.W. Burton, World Society, (Cambridge University
Press, London, 1972), pp.19-21,

14, Hence, it will take a position opposing the
Realist version that power is something central

to international politicse.
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This is the globalist's concern for common human interests,
where power will be seen as something antagonistic to
the international system. This is also duetw the

fact that in course of history, what is most conspicuous
is the wielding of power by a microscopic group in a
society. A particular group because of its acquired
socio-economic position, dominates over the large
section 4n the society, who are deprived and whose
deprivation is solely due to the political actions of
the privileged group which always engages in the

fulfil ment of its own interests to the detryiment of
society. It perpetuates its domination in more or less,
direct or indirect manner. And in most cases its

means of oppression and exploitation remains concealed

because of the very nature of social or political

: 1
"system, in which the ordinary individual gets victimised. >

15. This is a typical position noticeable in both
Rajni Kothari and Richard Falk dto some extent
in Saul Mendlovitz, This version of power comes
closer to a Marxist notion. 1Its only pointof
difference from the Marxist however, lies in that
it does not specify its conception of the ‘oppressed‘,
by reference to a part that is a class or race, or
reddigion, or gender or party. In this sense its
conception of oppressed becomes not only broad,
but also elusive in so far as a solution to this
can be sorted out,

See Falk, Kim andMendloviti, ed., op.cit. , pp.141-2,
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As an alternative to this the globalisté speak of
universal power. It is broad both in its denotation
and connotation. It will denote both, the power

of all in a broad sense and power %o none in a
specific sense, 1Its source will be moral and its
tasks are the assurance of common well being, social

justice g the*maximum autbnomy'16 of the individual.

16, Automomy, as used, in world order approach has a
special meaning. Rajni Kothari vociferously
argues for individual auvtonomy where he means
both maximum freedom to the individual and self-
restraint. By autonomy he means the guaranteeing
of maximum to all and after tnat is achieved,
transfér of‘the rest to those who do not have the
minimum and then again the diversion of the rest
to production of non-material goods. One finds
this to be gquite peculiar, because it guarantees
maximum to all and presupposes a portion of society
that has a minimum. In case of individual it will
mean both maximum freedom as well as minimum

freedom. One can say,it is an idealisation.
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The autonomy of an individual that the globalists
speak of is both of maximum freedom to ensure individual
Qell-being and creativity as well as self-restraint,
One finds this notion of'universal power' elusive,
a mere idealisation, for the‘globalists do not specify
as to how it can be established. They only, imagine
that with the general well-being, with a considerable
amount of freedom to an individual being and with a
general prevalence of social justice and the idea of
a ‘Universal power' can be realised,

In the specific case of international politics,
such a view of power will find a constant opposition
to the prevailing state-system. The state-system in

the bulk of WOMP is considered as both in-human and

irrelevant. It is in-human because, state power is
power of a specific privileged section, at the helms

of state affair. National power is parechiale. It is
considered irrelevant, because of its inadequacy -

to meet with the needs and its interests of the humanity
and its problems. It is irrelevant also in the
evolution of the system towards an interdependent and
integrated one, In the global politics the WOMP, thus
appeals for a universal power or a universal empire,
The steps for establishment of such a power, are mainly
an extension in the normative domain. However, the

globalists will outline some objective criteria by
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.which values can be realised in international politics
towards the establishment of a universal power., Some

of the steps suggested are growth of transnational
relations, contexts or coalitions,>more LT AT L O
intercultural relations andmaximum individual participation
in global politics.17 Some steps will involve a
redefinition of the scope of the study of international>v
relzstions by indicating problem areas which need to

be given special attention. This pertains to the
recognition of the besic human needs such as food,
ﬁealthjbabitét, finding out the causes of growing
inequalities, bullding an effective cooperation between
the overdeveloped and developing countries, guaranteeirg
human rights and.its protection, by providing alternative
ways of 1life to the population of rich countries

18

afflicted with tre many evils of over-development ~ and

guaranteeing more self-reliance to the third world

17. ©See, Roy Preiswerk, "Could we study International
Relations as if Peoples mattered"”, in Falk, Kim

and MenleVitZ‘ . edo' OE.CitOI pp0 186-188.

18. For evils with which the population of rich countries
are afflicted with, see,

Ibid., p.193.
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countries not in the sense of ensuring a third world
solidarity againstthe developed countries, rather
through emphasising again and again the solidarity

of humanity at large.

some points Regarding the World Order Approach

One tends to sympathise with the world order
approach not only in its conceptualisation of politics,
but also in its emphasis of global change. Today's
humanity 1is oppressed ffom all grounds. It is almost
on the brink of a disaster, on a dangerous path or
on a pathological direction as most globalists say.
Any research undertaking, in this sense, must be
based upon a conscious attempt, as to how to do away
with the malaise of‘the present system. In this sense
a pure realist research enterprise, in its professed
belief that reality as 1t 1s, is the only guide to
its objective understanding is meaningless; is
insufficient, is devoid of the purpose of "inging
change in reality. A mere description or explaination
or prediction of future course of events based upon
the analysis of reality will simply present the lack
of seriousness, a lackof conviction on the part of
the researcher. The globalist will say that this will

be the madness of humanity. The globalist, .~ =li:osda
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seeks to change the present dehumanised system,

dehumanisation which is a product of an unjust order.

To this the realist will reply by saying that the

reality is deficient in this aspect. Reality unfolds

eternally before us. The human predicamentis thus

real, There is no way out of this. But this will

- be too cynical, too despairing in the name of science,

For no one will denounce the fact of dehumanisation

in history. But at the same time, to accept dehumanisation

as*historical vocation'19 will be absolutely despairing.

For the very fact of dehumanisation presents

0

the ‘Ontological possibility'?Y of thinking of humanisation

19,

20,

The term is of Paulo Freire.

See, Paulo Freire, 'The P€dagogy of the oppressed,’
in Falk, Kim and Mendlovitz, ed., pp.47=56,

Ibid., p.47.

Paulo Freire says, “"eeeseese as man perceives

the extent of de>-manisation, he asks himself

if humanisation is a viable possibility.Within
history, in concrete, objective contexts, both
humanisation and dehﬁmanisation~are possibilities
for man as an uncompleted being conscious of his

incompletion.®
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as possible, ass something viable. Any scientific
enterprise, in the name of objectivity, thus will be
self-defeating and insufficient. Besides, ®"the value
neutrality of science is a stubborn myth“;21 A scientist
is to a very great extent guided in his research by
certain values, a belief as to a claim of scientificity

and objectivity of his research_‘.22 Thus a globalist will

say that science may beluseful, but it is not sufficientk4
On the otherhand, we will oppose an outright dismissal

of his theory on the ground that it is utopian or
idealistice One feels, the globalist, in pointing out

the factors of human sufferings, and injustice does a

greast service to humanity. One feels, however, its steps to
bring a just world order as impressionistic, though most

of the globalists will claim thst their aslterm=tives of

a future world sre nothing but relevent utopia or are
reflections of preferred worlds for 1990's, Doubts come

in mind not in regard to the globalists' claim but,with

21, ROy Preiswerk, OpeCites Pel78.

224 Fayeraband says, scientific method is a product
of constant idealisation that such a method

actually exists. Seey Fayeraband, Against Method 1

Outline of An Anarchical Theory of Knowledge,

(London : Verso, 1975)



regaxd to the viability of a just world order, The doubt
is both theoreétical and real,
Taking the first, let us assume (which in most

cases so) that human actions arethe products of human
na ture. Here one faces problem mainly with régard to the
objectivity of human nature, A realist will say that
human nature is bad. A globalist, on the otherhand, will
affirm that a realist description of human nature is:z:
inadequate and partial. Humen nature to a globslist is
social or can be modified towards the interests of society.

One does not intend to go into the unending deb=tes as
to &h:t specificz1ly is human nature or which aspect of
human nature, that is, whether a reszlist or globalist
version prevails over human actions. One sees, the problem
as lying within the interpretation of human actions. Here
it is to be borne in mind that interpretations of human
actions will very. They may be scientific, but the
relevance of a particular interpretastion as the true
explanation of human action in a . .rticular situation is
doubtful., Thus all interpret-tions of human actions are

true in degress only, but not in an absolute sense.23 But

23, This argument is a typical position of an 'Intemtion-
alist' in socisl science. One, however, does not
aocept tis position in toto for knowledge on this
bgsis will be totally diffdcult to schieve, or

knowledge is altogether impossible.
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an argument of this sort won't serve any purpose for
this will be too cynical as far as achievement of
knowledge is concerned, Now, coming b=ck to the question
of humsn actions, whether-it is guided by what aspect of
human nature or not, one czn safely say that human
actions =2re guided by humsn wants. 2nd while speaking
of human wants, one wili see this as basically residing
in the satisfaction of basic human needs, such as food,
habitat, etc. Beyond this all other human wants are
unlimited, But here again a problem arises. We know
that a man can have unlimited wants. But man by himself
can not satisfy all his wantse On the onehand he has
the restraint upon his wants from societye He faces
societal competition for the means of his satisfaction
and on the other his individual capacity to satisfy
his wants is insignificant, Hence, it is impossible on
his part to sstisfy all his wontse From this point, the
superior power position of a msn is explainable not in
his individu=l crp=city, rgther in his identification
with some group or his belonging to some group that
enjoys a privileged power position and fosters it by
some overt or covert means. In this sense 'power'! can
be explained.in the specific context of a community or group
in society, Thus any'attempt for change in a society,
will mean a radical struggle on the part of the depriwved

section in a society against the privileged power position.
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The globalists will only visualise that a global change
can be possible through the revolution of oppressed
section, But at the same time he will say that the

struggle should present, not the concern for solidarity
of the oppressed sections, agsinst the privileged few,
but a concern for humsnity at large. Thus, the globalist
method is for globszl heiticii:ati&n to increase awsreness
‘of global problems, In this sense it will mean a
compromise with the privileged few, but not a radical

protest against them,

From a practical stasrd point reality confounds one's
misgivings about the possibility of a just global order,
taking. some examples from the globalist writers themselves,
one can say, to what extent their ideas can be mere
speculation. According to the 1976 SIPRI year book the
nuclear equipments of the whole world amounted to 50,000
megatons, which means 15 tong for each of an individual
and 60 tons for each of the inhabitant of NATO or WARSAW
péct countries, During the period between 1945 and 1975
the total expenditure on defence amounted to 7000 billion
dollars, whereas only 200 billion dollars orxr only 3 per cent
of it was spent on developmental eid,. 24

To tske znother example , Switzerland importg
194 million tons of wheat annuslly and feeds one million to

animsls for meat productions The meat thus produced  contains

24, ROy Preiswerk, opscitse, pPel75.
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a Quantity of proteins equivalent to only 0.2 million
tons of wheat. With the 0,8 million tons of wheat lost
in the process a 6 million people would be fed for a
year in other parts of the world.25 To take another example,
fifteen per cent of US consumptidh of fertilizers is
used for growing lawns, cultivating golf courses and
adérning cemeteries, In absolute quantity this is the
amount of fertilizers at the dispossl of farmers of India,Z26

All these examples point tp one sad state of
affairs, This is the growing diversity in global politics
with still less concern for humanity at large. At the
same time some examples can be cited in favour of world
order approache These mry be the Amnesty International
as an instrument of human rights, the Cocoy Doctrine,

the Europe~n BResce Movements, the UN resolution as to the
explitation of sea-bed resources for the benefit of the
poorer countries.?? But no one can be sure, if these
developmeﬁts are genuinely m&tivated towards a global
change, For example, the US countered the Third World
proposal for the explitation of sea=bed by setting up
special military units to protect the activities of US

private corporstions in the seas. 28 This is an incongruent

26, Ibidol pp.191-1920
274 bid,, p0192o

28. Ibid.l p0192;
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development keeping in mind the UN resolution. This
makes clear that the super powers are yet to be prepared
in 3 gloml cons¢ciousness for justice and betterment of
the world, much less to speak of Third World countties
whose underdeveloﬁnent and lack of self-reliance does
legitimately opermte ageinst such a consciousness, In
fact most of the Third World leaders feel the globel
order approach to be a2 western tsctic at cultursl -
imperrislism.

In £his background, the world oxder approach
recedes into an imagination though most of them claim,
and one does feel, that this - .may not be dismissed

just like that as a utopia.



Section- iI

Dependency Theory & World Capitalist System Theory

The preceeding section on the global order approach
incites one to look into a different group of theorists
in international politics who shares the globalists' concern
for a univeréal social order, but who differ fundamentally
from them in their perspective of international politics,
The discussion is imminent primerily for one reason,
For a globalist, as we see, the framework for 3 universal
order in international politics hes ushered in, This is
seen in politicasl:reality in:which interlinkages and
interdependence (politicszl, cultursl and economic) among
the n-tions have grown considersbly. However, while
sperking of universzl order a globalist only speculates
so, for nowhere in the bulk of globalistgt! writing the
steps to go about it are found. The globalist thinks
the present world as an antecedent stage of a universsl
system or is on the verge of a universsl orxrder. »a
question arises why after all to speak of a universal
system or a global system. It is onething to think of
T gociety as a unified whole, where all its parts are
interrelated to each other, It is another thing to say
that a system will grow. out of the growing interdependence
and interlinkages among its perts or unitses In other
words the question that can be asked specificslly is

whether it is the system th-t is primry or its units.
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differences between these two theories, for the reason
that we intend to examine their usefulness for research

in intermational politics. And more particularly, both

are united by the common assumptions as to exploitation,
dominance and inequality in the international lewvely Here,
we see the occupation of these theorists with a-similar
problematique like that of a3 globalisﬁi

The Dependency Theory and the World Capitalist

System Theory developed as a reaction to the western
theories of economic development th-t informed both inquiry
and policy during the 1950's and 1960's. The western
theories of development srgued that the barriers to
development in the non-European societies are mainly
internal. The western theoxists see themisery of the
Third World countries in their socio-political structure,
where factors like 'frequent regime instability, lack of
rational decision-making, lack of capital, dogmatic religious
practices lack of education, corruption etc, are identified
mainly responsible for their underdevelopment, Supplementing
theilr analysis the western theorists would argue for export-
led industrislisstion, sound taxation policy, privete
foreign investment, foreign aid, a general growth in the
level of education, efforts for efficient bureaucracies,

steps‘to curb corruption and broadly social reforms, as
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a thinking that a globsl system can be thought (¢ to be
existing actually, having both historical and logical
meaning that we come across the Dependency and the
world capitslist system theories,

Dependency and the world capitalist system theory
are iny terminologics1lly the différent variants of the
application of Mgsxiar analysis . understanding of

intern~tion=1 politics.l We do not intend to go into the

1. About =sxism, it is most commonly agreed among
scholars thet in interm=stional politics the
applicetion of Masxism is a recent development,
Some scholars like K J. Holsti, for éxample, points
out that arx and Engels were accupied more with
analysis of domestic societies and hence,had little
to say on international politics. Holsti says,
except colonizalism Mgrx had little to add to the
incirive writings of Hpbbes, Roussez , Grotius and
many others in international politics, Some scholars
like Gsllie,points out that in the 19th century,
Burope w=s having 3 period of relstive diplomstic
calm, so thst the questions th=t perturb analysts
of intern=tional politics in the 18th century were
hardly of =ny relevance in the period of Concert of

Europe. For 2 detziled study as to the late applicstion

Cont,
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of Masxism to international politics see,

K.J. Holsti, The Dividing Discipline : Hegemony and

Diversity in Intématidml Theory, (Allen and Unwin,

Inc., Boston, USA, 1985) pp.6l-5. On a possible
Mesxisn theory of international relations through
an integration of the bssic idess of Masxism, see,
(i) V. Kubzlkova and A.A. Cruickshank, Masxism =

ILeninism and the theory of International Relations,

(Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1980), Chap.l to
Chepe3 and Chap.5. |

(ii)arun Bose, "The Masxian theory of Intermstional
Rels tions®, in K,F, Mishra and Richard Smith Beal,ed.

Internstional Relstions Theory : Some Vestern and

non-western Perspectives, (Vikas Publishing House,
Pvt, Ltd., DZelhi, 1980) pp.158-183,

(i4i) E, Krippendorff, Intern=tional Relations as a

Socizl Science, (Radiant Publishers, New Delhi,1982),

PPe 69=95,

(iv) S/mir Amin, Class snd Nation : Historically and in

tre Current Crisis, (H.E.B. Limited, uUsa, 1980)

Chzp. l.
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The answer lies in scrapping off the word or and seeing
both to be related., Fér, we feel, th=t in a system the
parts of it sre as dependent upon the system as the
system is upon its pasrts. The globalist in thinking
that a system will grrduslly grow out of the interdependence
of its parts, is thereby\committing ahistoricism. For,
it will zppeer in his an=slysis, thzt the parts exist
incdependently =nd have certasin streak of arbitrariness
about their existence snd functioninge.- Thus a globalist
will only point out that the growing interdependence
among nations should better awakén nations in acknowledging
the reciprocity and mutuality of nations. Hence, the
rmch asserted emphasis of a globalist is upon a consciousncess
or a realis~tion in the greater couse of humgnity. The
questicon that is asked specificslly, how shall an arbitrary
collection of nztions grow intec a universal system, only
on the reckoning that the merts in it have the
charzcteristic of interdepentence. In the absence of an
analysis as to the existencc.of A syétem, the globalists
~ssertion, thus, ~ec-—se -n -ssumption onlv. It lacks s
logicrl mesning on the ground thnt s system refers to a
tot-1lity, ‘a2 totslity' in which =1l its units stand in
close relstion to each other which is functionale. &a
glob=list will commit ahistoricism for not thinking that

a 'world system' actually exists. It is on the tasis of



steps for dewlopment of these countries, '

8
2

It is on an opposition to this view of dewvelopment

specifically, that we find the Dependency and the world

capitalist System Theories, These theories like the

western ones would ascribe underdevelopment to internal

frctors. But these internal frctors, unlike the western

theorists, are internsl to the socisl system

\

3

'Socisl System', #s viewed in most of the neo-lMerxist

theory? refers to = totslity of the social structure,

3e

4.

KeJe HOlsti, Ppe Cite, Pe66.

A characteristic expression of the social system

is by Immenuzel Wallerstein, For a detziled study

see, Immanusel Wallerstein, %®The Rise and future

demise of the world capitslist system : concepts for
comparative analysis®, in Falk, Kim and Mendlovitz, ed..

Toward a just world order, vol,I, (West view Press, IncCe..

mkf.s_1;982)0ppoll35139.
The Dependency Theory ~nd the World Czpitelist System
Theory are very often named Neo-!~rxist theories,

Hereafter we will wse the term interchangezhly.
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The ‘totality' is both in terms of the development of

the social structure ektending over time in history, as
well as rel=tionship =mong the units of the soci=1l systen.
The neo~!* rxists will see both dialectic~lly related.,

The. system determines sctors® beh-viour znd choice of
~ctions. However, the contrzdictions within the system
over time, gradu=1lly give rise to 2 qualitative
chenge within the systems Thus any explanation of a
social system ana its developments, hes to reckon with

two fzctors.

7y

irst, any explanaztion of social change is
posesible only through an examination of v-Iious factors
in a society which togéthe;,provide & conjucture.

. the -

However, it is/primzry factor that can, in combination
with other factors, cause change. Ffecondly, the
development of 3 social system h=s to be seen in the
context of iong—term historye. History offers the

strges of development through which a particular society
h~ s m=ssed over fr-gments of time, And while viewing
st-ges, the st-ges ~re, however, to be seen ~s st-ges

in the continvity of the system;stages which arise

from the contrsdictions inherent to the system.
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The stages constitute the development of social structure,>
The development of crpit=lism - isi; explained through

the view of society pessing in stagese It is seen in

the context of history from the l16th century onwards,

where it is tr-ced to the introduction of free market

trede in world economys The stages deciphered zre stretched
over agricultursl capitslism, giving rise to mercantile
capitalism and finally to industrial capitelism in the

late 19th century, To the neo-lMarxists, the functioning

of tho socialist stete has to be comprehended within

R

ths world economy of capitziism. For the success of
sccialism, twc the neo-larxists, lies essentiallv in its

v
-

becoming a world socialist rystem r=ther than in

5. It is on this view of stages,that the neo~'arxists

differ.from mrny »rxist schol-rs who, in their

nierst-nding of social change apply the Marxist
models =rhitr rily to ~ny society, without cecing

-

how £or they are f£it to he rppliec. The neo- " lTiLoIry,
nowever, «o not guestion the - genuineness of the
Frxist modelse They only point out the shistoricism

of their appslicstion to any and every societye.
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reme ining restricted to one country only.

‘Defining the Socisl System

The neo=-Mrrxist version of a socislesystem is
similasr to the Genersl Systems Theory's thrust of looking
at the factors of systemic surviwal. As opposed to
System Theory they do not advocate for system persistence,
They analyse¢ >the cjene:cal characteristics of a system,
where all the system variables stand in a certain relation-
ship ( a relationship that is functionazl) to each other.
Through the general characteristics of the system variables
they try to locate a central factor, The wverisbles in
the system revolve .reiind- the~centrsl varia»le. In other
words the msic fact of system msintenance is attributable
to certzin fsctors which effer a conjucture, but in that
conjucture a single frctor stands out primerrye. A chenge
in the csystem is possible only =ro'nd this brsic systemic

factor,

6. W~rllerstein says, “"There are todzy : socieslist
systems in the world economy any more than there.
are feudal systems becsuse there is only one worlde-
system, It is a worldeeconomy and it is by definition
capitalist infform, Socialism involwves the creation
of a new kind of world-system, neither g redistributiwxe
world-empire nor a capitalist world-economy but a

socialist world govermment®, Immanuael Wallerstein,

Op.cits, pel36.



To the Neo-Marxists a social system is charscterised
by a single division of labour and a mode of exchange
corresponding to it., Exchznge is centrsl to any system
for through this the actors act in providing for the
needs of erch other »s well as the smooth functioning of
the system. All 'Socizl developments' in neo-ﬂbixism are
explainable through the division of labour and the:
mode of exchangee. The neo=-Marxists characterise the
modern world as a single system, They identify it as
the capitalist system, It is characterised by a single
division of labour albeit,with cultural dissimilarities.
They speak of two varia nts of the present world systemg
One, is identified with a cormon political system and the
other without, They are respectively the world empire
and the world economy., The world economy has been historically
unstable and has the tendency to grow into a world empire
either through disintegrmrtion or conquest by one group.7
'The neo-ltrxistes sry +-=%t the development of 2ll world
empires from the pre-rodern times of Rome ~nd China to
modern d=ys ~re the instrnces of world economy growing
into » world empire. On the otherhand, the so-c~lled
nineteenth century empirés, such as Great Britasin or France

were not world empires at all, but national-states with

T Immanuael Wellerstein, Opecit., pellé6.
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colonial appendeges opersting within the fremework of a

world-economy.8

What will be its view of International Politics:-

The Neo-Marxist's account of international politcs,
follows from their view of 'World System', where states
are not seen as basic actors.9 For the resson, that a
state's role in international politics is seen deducible
to its structural position in the world-cepitslist system.
A neo-Marxist visualises two veriants of the stmte~systemn,
They are inherent to the cpitalist world econormy, They
are identified as the group of producers states and s

grour of producing-st-tes. (The MNeo=Mrxist's terms for

8. Ibid.'” 90116.

9. Hence an opposition to the tranditional state-

centric mouel of international politics.
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this are respectively the cores and the peripheries.)lo
This division of states into cores and éeripheries is
both pistorical and logical, Historically capitalism
deweloped in few west European countries ancd gracually
spread over to other European and non-European societies,
However, this spread was not a spontaneous explosion of
Gpitalist activity 2ll1 over the‘world, It had been mainly
2 spread engineered by the developed west to meet with the
requirements of its own capitalist activities, In other
words it was a spre=¢ at the will and in the interests of’
the o pit=list centre of the world, The crpitalist west
super-impcsed itself on the other societies and set out

te develooment str=tecies of other societies to meet its

10, In between the cores ~nd peripheries Wsllerstein will

2dG 2 further grcup of Semi~peripheries which remsin

close to the coree . They have the historical possibility

of growving into core countries, But the peripheries,

in any case, c¢z=n not grow into cores or semi-peripheries,:

and this is precisely because of the persistence of the
division of labour chafacteristic of cepitslism,
Regerding the semi-peripheries Holland rose to the
status of'centr ' in the 17th century whereas spain

and portugal declined to semi-peripher . status,
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own requirement, Wallerstein says, "Capitalism involves
not only appropriation of the surplus-value by an owner
Erom a labourer, but an appropriation of surplus of the
whole world-economy by core aress®, . It is on this point
of the spread of capitslism thzt the neo-Msrxists tend to
differ from meny Marxist scholars, Marx and lenin studied
on the non-Eurbpean,‘socieites. Merx made a special study
of 'Oriental Despotism'; However, Mrrx wss quite optimistic
28 Holsti s2ys, 2bout the spread of cepitelism to other
non-Europe~n sbcieites, beczuse to him the technological
proegress ~nd scientific acdvancement associsted with

of
development/c-pitzlisme World result in progress of these

societies}2 In sny c2se M rx did not attribute underdevelopment
of non-European socieities, to capitalism, for these

societies remesined conspicuocusly awey from a comgercisl

nexus with the developed west. ‘'Lenin Shared Merx's
optimism snd predicted that in reasingly the centres of
production would shift to the colonial areas as wage rates

ad other factors of production there would become |
increasingly adventageous. If anythings, it wss the

inCustrial centres of the world that would stagn?te'-13

Quite contrary to this the neo-lsrxist's vision for the

110 Irme nusel w:llerstein' OEocit.p p01240
12, See KeJ. Holsti, OpecCit., pr.64-5.

13. K.Jo HOlSti‘ OE.Cito: p0640
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spreéd of cezpitalism to these countries is pessimistic,

The neo-Marxists see the emergence of state~system:: in
internationzl politics, in the czpitalist mode of production,
in the division of l=bour and in the process of exchange
between the cores and peripheries. - : e |
The cores technologicrlly advenced msinly set out the
policies of world development. The peripheries face a
restrained choice to frsme a policy'of their development,
They are recuced to merely a group of raw-material producing
states with no say in economic metterse They are =)«
éompelleé by their position in the system to follow the
policies lzid cown by the developed west.14 In Such

& view, international politics is seen as of thst specific
relztions zmong nations which s of assymetrical dependence,
exploitstiorn, dominance znd inecuslitve Most of the neo-

2rxists, thus, are occupniec with a different probleme tic

N

in intern-tional politics (their

L

from the classicists
problemétic is of exploitation, inequality in the
intern-tion=1 level), T s, they will question the relewv=nce
of the cl-ssic~l »ppro=ch in which international politics is
viewed a2s purely of power-politics.' However, a view of
power c=n be derived from the theo;etical formulatioh of

of neo~lsrxism, It csn be derived from its view of seeing

14, Most of the neo-Marxists like Andre Gurder Frank,
Samir Amin, Inmanugel Wellerstein, Paul Baran etce

hold such a view,
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the world zs a2 single system of czpitzlism, the
characteris of which is unequal exchange between nationse
The relations among nstions is of an unequal relstionship,
where the core countries of capitalism enjoy a superior
pover-position in relation to the peripheries.,
International politics is purely a machination ofvthe
capitalist countfies or at best bears a competition
among the core countries of capitslism for superior power
position, The power of England upto the early 20th century
from late 18th century, or of US after the second world
war, or that of competition between USA and USSR after
the 50's, are explainable within this broader frmework
of cepitalist world economy. One wonders, how will neo-
Yz rxim, explain the premctice of socirlism in the world
which is no more zn oppositionzl doctrine. Mny countries,
(s Wrllerstein himself a@mits that at present one third
of the globe are socislist countries) practise socislism in .
the present dsy intermstional politics and they are
guite developed, Hence, an analysis of the socialist
countires is essentiale To this the neo-Mprxist will
reply by ssying that 'socialism® functions within the
capitalist world economy andits purpose remains defeated

until and unless there has been a world socialist system,15

15. V\kallerstein", 02. Citbl p0113.
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Bat, one feels, in the absence of an analysis,
as to the practices of socislist countries in the
intermational politics, the neo-Marxist approach can

give only a limited account of internstional relations.



CHAPTER = IV

“A COMPFARISION OF THE THEORIES AND A POSSIBLE
WAY TQO DEMARCATE A POWER-RELATION"
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In this chapter, we will attempt at a possible

definition of power. In this attempt, we may not

be mistéken for giving an altogether new paradigm of
international politics. We will, rather, try and
glean from the different theories in internastional
politics, some common pointS as to the nature of
international politics and relations among naticns
which can best be explained under the label 'power'.
In other words, our attempt is purely an examination
of the point as to what specifically is & power-—
relation. In our attempt we do not clzim any
distinctiveness as to a definition of ‘'power'. We
may simply seek to substentiste an already held

view and see its analyticel efficiency as far as

cbserveble reslity is concerned.

Before coming to power two related and
persistent problems in social science need to be
stated., One pertains to the question as to how
far reality is intelligible. The other, more

closely related to the first, is the scientificity
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of theories about reality.1
Regarding reality debates stretch over, reflecting

the varied attitudes or scholars towards it. Thus to
some reality is incomprehensible. The scholars here
generally believe in the singularity of events in

nature and hence in the impossibility of discovering any

1. The necessity of bointing out this seems relevant
to our purpose for we believe that a concept
is meaningful within reality. It does nof exist
independently of reality. In this sense the
varied interpretations of reality become a
problemafiqne. In social science this has not
gone unnoticed.

See, (i) Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific

Revolution , University of Chiago Press,
Chicago , 1970).

(ii) Dennis J.D. Sando: ,"subjectivity of
theories and action in world societyy in

Michael Banks ed, conflict in World Society,"

(Wheatsheaf Books, LTD, Great Britain,1984),

pp. 39-54.

(144)william E. Connolly, Ideology and Political
Science, (Atherton Press, New York, 1967),

Chapter 1 and Chapter 2.
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general yéw. SOme~believe that reality is partially
intelligible., This is partial because of the
incomplete way in which reality manifests itself.

The scholars here will generally believe that in
reality certain pattern can be discovered. §ome events
in reality can be seen to have inter-relations or at
least share some common properties with one another..
However, this group ofscholars would not .shed their
scepticism if reality'unfolds completely before man.
Many aspects of reality are bound to remain hidden to
man. The other aspect of feality pertains to its

total intelligibility. Scholars here generally believe
that the universe is ordered: is rational ; can be
understood through the rational hypotheses in human
mind. In reality certain general laws can be
discovered so as to enable explanation, interpretation

Ct o i 2
or prediction of a particular phenomenon.

2. These three positions are stated by V. Kubalkova
and ~.A. Cruickshank.
See, V. Kubalkova and A.A. Cruickshank, Marxisme

Lenism and Theory of International Relations,

(Rout -ledge and Kegaxlpaul, London, 1980), pp.1-=11,
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Against this there is another position on reality
which will point out that reality is something"a

stable given.'3

This becomes a problematique

when we raise a question, *‘why interpretatidn
about the same reality or the same world then
vary?' This raises particularly the scientificity
of theories about reality. We will agree with
many writers in saying that there is as such
nothing absolute about scientificity.4 Scientific
trﬁths in the sense of pure physical sciences are
relative., They are relative to the very claim

to scientificity. Théy are also relative to the
systems of values and beliefs in the researchers
mind that he brings upon an understanding of
rezlity. Thus a realist in international politics
will emphasize the conflictual aspects in relations

between nations which will preempt him to say that

3. This is the position of Descartes on reality.
See, Sandole' OE.Cit.,pp. 39—420
4. For details see, Thomas Kuhn ., op.cit.,

Chapter II1I to Chapter IX.



Yo

human nature is evil. While doing this one does not

- say that the realist's analysis 1s irrelevant to reality.
The reality before the realist, as we know, 1is of two

- world wars and subsequently the cold war between the
super powers. This will predispose him to make a
conclusion that security threats in international
politics are permanent and that nations have to

meet with it effectively in guiding their mutual
relations. But the realist forgets one important point,
that is,the coexistence of nationse. The efforts of one
nation to increase its defence leads to another country's
defence preparedness, for the formef acts as an offensive
to the latter and vice-versa.5 In the end what happens

is that conflicts are only perpetuated in reality.

The globalist, on the other hand, will have other
preferences in his mind. He will notice both the fact
of conflict and cooperation in human existence. But the
belief, as to the futility of conflicts, will incite
him to emphasise that it 1is better men and nations
shun conflicts for that 1s antagonistic to the real
~interests of humanity i.e. survival. Here, however,
the reality for a globalist has not changed substantially
from that of a realist. It istrue that the globalist

is correct in recognising the increasing growth of

5. Sandole, op.cit., ppe. 42-44,
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interdependence among nations and the globalness of
problems which can be solved only by concerted efforts
of all together;nut while saying th;s the difference is
not much of reality, as of emphaéizing a particular
aspect in reality more and above all, superimposing a
belief that a grzdual consciousness of the cooperative
aspect of existence will heal the world of much of its

problems.

This aspect of varying interpretations of reality,
we feel, still persists and will continue to persist as
a problematicue. This is more so, because the fesearcher
is himself a praduct of society. Certain social
influences get internalised within him in the very
process of existence which predispose the researcher to
explain reality in a particular way.6 Thus the realist
in defending realism is just de;ending a particular belief.

The belief pertains to the sc-urity threats to USA.7

6. See, Connolly, op.cit., Chap.l and Chap. 2.

7. Kehone and Nye, Power and Interdependence,

(Little , Brown and Company, Inc. Boston, USA,1977),

Peb6e
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It is anticipated in the two world wars and subsequently
in the period of cold war. This can also be presenting
a'particular belief to establish US superiority and
dominance in world politics and meeting at &ll efforts to
keep off the presumed socizlist threat in form of Soviet

union and its increasing alliance.

Similar £8 the case with the globalist. He is
aptly noticing the evolution of the globe towards more
interdependence among its units in the economic ,
technological and ecologicalbsphere. But while doing
this he is merely stating so without taking into
cognisance the sub??lties in the very relationship of
dependence among nations. Robert O. Keohane and SOSeph
S Nye says, ™ Vulnerability is particularly important
for understanding the political structure of inter-
dependence relationships."8 Keohane and Nye will
distinguish between two kinds of interdependence
relationship. They are of sensitive dependnece and

vulnerzkble dependence.

8. Ibido; p&lSo

9. Ibido' ppoll-lg
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All cases of dependence are sensitive in the sense that
any external change in a relationship sends ripple
through the other dependent country. For example, price=hike
by OPEC countries in 1971, 1973-74 and 75 which caused
disadvantage to all the oil importing countries.10

All the oil importing countries remained sensitive to
such an external change. But some countries, for
example, USA could implement alternative policies(this
ranges from reducing oil consumption in the domestic
sphere to find out and increase domestic oil production)
to meet with suc.: a crisis. Whereas Japan could not

make any zlternative policy changes, hence, remained more
sensitive.11 In other words, sensitive dependence will
refer to the immediate costs of dependence to any country
due to some external change before actual policy changes
were maede to meet with this. Vulnerable dependence on
the other hand, refers to the costs of suffering
dependence in case of external ¢ nie whether policy
changes are already effected or not. Hence, under

the Bretton Woods monetary regime during the late 1960s ,

both the United States and Great Britain were sensitive

10. Ibid., p.l2.

11. ibid., p.l2.
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to decisions by foreign speculators or central banks

to shift assets out of dollars or sterliﬁg, respectively .

But the United States was less vulnerable than Britain

because it had the option(whicﬂ it exercised 1n.

August,1971 ) of changing the rules of the system at

what it considered=tolerable.costs. The underlying

capabilities of the United States reduced its vulnerability

and therefore made its sensitivity less serious

politically.12
Thus dependence involves costs and disadvantages.

In one case the disadvantages can be met with alternative

policies, whereas in the other the dependent country

is bound to suffer. The purpose of saying all this

is to bring out the socio-political and economic costs

of any interdependent relationship. In the modern

world what one notices more , unlike a globalist, is

assymetric-dependenCe between nations. The history

of development of nations clearly points out a single

fact. The fact is of unevén development of one part

ot the globe(here one can speak of the Western World)

and that too at the expense and exploitation of the

other nations. In dependence relationships, it is the

Western developed capitalist countries that enjoy

an upperhand in dictating the terms and policies of

development for the other non-Western countries. What

12. Ibid., p.13.
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happens in the end, is that, most of the non-Western
societies remain vulnerable to such dependence. They
suffer such dependence. The Keq-Marxists are right in
pointing out that in a world capitalist system, it is
the developing and underdeveloped countries that
suffer. They suffer because of the very logic and
philosophy of capitalism of on unequal development.
The globalist, thus, superficially adumbrates a view
that increasing interdependence leads to cooperation
among naticns and operates against national barriers
for a globel order. But what sort of globsl order?
The globzlist does not give answers to what shape a
global order will take. His superficial reckoning of
increasing cooperation among nations without seeing

its internzl mechanisms coRgeals the most important
aspect, without which a global order is simply
impossible to think of. This aspect presents the
parochial interest. of the developed west towards

the non-western underdeveloped countries. The globalist
notices cooperation as something positive, as something
bearing the rezl interests of nations, without seeing
to what extent an asstetrical cooperation_ﬁifh'ééhq
many intermal inconsistencies can bear positive results.
In the absence of this, the globalist's assertion

becomes only a hope. It presents the futility of his
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"belief that more‘cooperation among nations will usher
in a better world, a more peaceful world. In the

end , it boils down to a single point. This can be
that, whatever is existing, is perfect, is just and
only men's realisation of this can bring in a better

wo:ld.

The purpose of saying all this is to assert the
ideologicel under currents in the researcher's
approaches to reality. The researcher approaches
reaslity with a system of beliefs and values in his mind
having reference to a cross=section of ‘equal-minded
groups which predispose him to explain —eality in a
particular way. In other words interpretations about
reality wili tend to vary and they are bound to remain
relative. We do not intend to go deeperinto this
aspect, for we believe that this problem will persist
and debates among writers on this question wili
remain unending. Ideclogical dimension of the
researcher will continue to have “central significance

13 *Whether we

in contemporary political inquiry."
are sclentists, politicians or lay persons, inference
is involved at all stages of the perceptual process

and not just at the levels of explanation and inter-

pretation. To perceive anything at all there

13. Connolly, op. cit., Preface, p.VII.
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must first be some corresponding theory , model
hypothesis or concept among our beliefs and values.
Without these constructs, nothing can be identified:
without them, we can not have perceptions. So,
there are no ‘givens , ‘no facts', except in terms of
the meanings provided by these constructs.14 Keeping
all this in mind, it wili be very difficult to say
iﬁ the so-called assertion of scientificity and
objectivity, if social science research can be
free of ideological undercurrents. Even the
claim ‘*of scientific', itself has a carefully

15

hidden ideologieal bias. “Omly by keeping ideologies

and the different value systems in mind can we hope

14. Sandole, op.cit., p.42

15. It will be worthwhile'to quote Kubalkova and
Cruickshank here. They say., "But does not
fhe fact of trying 0 hard to ignore ideologies
in the name of science itself reveal a
carefully hidden ideological bias?"

Kubalkova and Cruickshank, op.cit., Preface,

Pe X1
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to set up a meaningful theory of social p}'uanomena."16

"In our understanding of reality, we will like
to bear this in mind before proceeding to know how
far reality is intelligible.» We won't dispense with
certain-bias in mind as being the product of society
end certain social influences. At the sametime we
do not intend to get lost over the debates in reality,
for thét wiil be surely sceptical of us as dismissing
all acquired human knowledge, or else to think that
human knowledge of reality ié altogether impossible.Wﬁat
we will see is, if and how a meaningful way to
understand reality and particularly international

politics is possible.

Keeping in mind the three positions on
realityi{stated in the beginning of this chapter)
we will feel in line with the third position that
reality is intelligible or to put it 4n other words

a meaningful socizl theory is possible.17

16. Ibido, p.ll.

17. This position on the general intelligibility

of reality can be attributable to Marxism.
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On reality, certain of its important aspects
can be noted to enable a meaningful understanding.
Reality is not something fixed, something not
immutable. "It is in constant movement, change and
development'.'l8 This is evident in the history of
development of reality. A uniform law is internal
to the development of nature and subsequently

of *history and thought'.'19

The law presents the
‘internal necessity* of reality; the internal
necessity in the form of development of reality as
well as in the form of interconnectedness between
orjects and phenomena in reality. The law exists
objectively, although independently of human

consciousness. At the same time it is discernible to

human reason and man does employ this in his practical

1s. V.G. Afanasyev, Marxist Philosophy, (Moscow, 1980),

pe.71.

19. Kubalkova and Criuickshank, op.cit., p.27.
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activity.zo

Keeping such an account of reality a meaningful
theory of international politics is possible, around
discovering cerfain general and uniform laws in its
development. In international politics, as we feel,

a genersl law has to be accounted for in the emergénce

of modern nation states for a meaningful understanding.

Before dealing with this, let us see a general

pattern21 that can be deciphered from the major theories

20. This can be broadly the Marxist notion of
explaining rezslity &nd society through
dizlectical materialism and historical
ﬂateriaiism. See,

i. Ibid.;, Chap. % and Chap. 2.
ii. Afeanasyev, op.cit., Chap V and Chap. IX.

iii. Yuri Popv, Essays in Political Economy :

Imperialism and the developing countries ,

(Moscow, 1984), pp. 5=34.

21, Michael Banks, for example, will say that all
theories in international politics ‘'together
hold out the promise of forming a pattern.’
Banks, Ope.cit., ‘pe. XII.
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in international politics as to its nature which can

give us some inkling in that light to an assertion
about the general law of development in international
politics. Two points of relevance for us, in this
general pattern are noticeable. One pertains to an
'Euroécentric; view of the world expressed in two
broad varian?é, nonetheless expressing this common
attitude of Euro=centricism. One way of expression:
makes an explicit assumption in this regard by
attributing to a classical acéount of international
politics. This sees the development of the system

of international politics as it emerged in Europe

in the beginning of modern times and got repiicated
over other continents. To this the European character
of the emergence of states-system is fundamental and

enduring.22

22. See, Martin Wight, Power Politics, (Penguin Books,

London, 1986). Martin Wight's work gives a
classical account of international politics.
See, the introduction by Hedley Bull and Carsten

'Holbraad in Martin Wight, op. cit., pp. 9=22.
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In a different way, this view géts expressed

by many scholars in pointing ¢tp the hitherto

the Western intellectual domination in the bulk of

the academic circle of international politics.

"Internatiocnal theory has so far been an almost

exclusively West-European, American and Australasian

Enterprise.”

23

23.

Kubalkova and Cruickshank, op.cit., Preface,
Pe X. Such a view can be found among many
scholars. Natural, although, it seems from
the non =-west, in the western academic circle
such avview is very often made.

See, (1) Wight, op.cit., pp.9-14.

(ii) Banks, ed., op.cit., p.5

(1ii) william Zimmerman, Soviet perspectives

on International Relaticms; 1956-1967.

(Princeton, 1973), p.25.

(iv) E.H. Carr, Twenty year crisis:1919-39,

(Macmillan and Co.. Limited, London,

1939)' p.29.
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The other relevant péint is the unevenness of
the globe both in qualitative and quantitative terms.
Besides size, territory, population and its composition,
natural resources, thi;?gfso mean the unequal economic

development of nations. Some theories 24

make an
explicit'reference to the fact of unequal:economic
development of the world. In some other theories,

though an explicit assertion of this point is not made;
an imputation of this aspect is possible in a variant
way. To a.réalist and especially Morgenthau national
interest means national power and an aggrandisation

of it despite resistance from other nations. Further

it is a means in nation's goal seeking and prosperity.
The setting in which Morgenthau writes(that is the period

of comtimuing .= - Second World War and subsequently

the cold war) makes one to think , besides Morgenthau 's

24. Here .one can bear in mind the theoretical
exposition of the'Global order approach’,

the 'Dependency theory' and the 'World Capitalist

System Theory'.



persuasive support to United States' supremacy(thfeatened
in the form of newly liberated countries pursuing

a foreign policy of their own and the increasing

alliance in the socialist bloé) another point of
importance which he conceals or to which he does not

make a reference at.all. What we intend to say is
besides the U.S. interests(which Morgenthau is

directly attributing to in his analysis) at that time

it will also speak of another point of interest.

It pertains to the anguish of the newly liberated
countries(who ére primarily underdeveloped}). In oOther
words if Morgenthau is not taking this aspect

of rezlity into consideration, then his assertion of
‘*taking reality as it is' for making a meaningful
understanding of. it becomes ineffective. In other
words, the presumed threat to US is not purely ‘'military
and security' threats as Morgenthau feels. The

threat is more of a substantial nature. ne can

think in the light of Neo-Marﬁist analysis that

this threatjmay be speaking of the interests of

the underdeveloped countries, whose underdevelopment

has been so far due to their subjugation to colonialism

or to broadly the capitalist countries' interests.
And this sounds more threatening in the growing alliance
Roamnid

in the Socialist bloc , which received World“wide'ié' —
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_ o v
q@tenxiqnmihrough_its:pxdpagandavZMpturn capitalism,.
On the other hand, the globalists and the neo-marxists
will see more explicitly the uwnequal economic
development of the world.fd them, it is pronounced
in both theoretical and practical grounds. The
globalists see it deéucible to the evils of
industrialisation . They will notice the discrepancies
between the developed west and the underdeveloped
nations. However, they would not examine the causes
of underdevelopment as possibly due to the practices

and policies of the developed nationse.

The neo=Marxists will primarily occupy themselves
with this and they eee it historically and logically
lying within the world capitalist system. To them,
Global economic unevenness is due to structural

dependence within the world capitalist system.

The fact of unequal economic development of
the world can be seen more buttressed within the rise
of modern nation ~-state system wherein a certain
economic argument can be made in its emergence. The
rise of modern nation-state system can be seen in
history in the development and emergence of a middle=-

class economically based in trade and commerce.25

25. E.H. Carr, Opocj-t.o' PPe 145«6.
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The political supremacy of Italy during the Renaissance
period isidue to its prosperity in trade and industrye.
In 19th century, Britain's political supremacy is
largely &attributable to its being the financial centre
of the world. USA's prominence as a political power
is due to its role as a 1eﬁder fo both the countries
of Latin America and Asia.26 The purpose of saying
all this is to drive home the point of the Euro-~
centricism of the natione state system, associated _
with a certain level of economic development (that is
capitalism)in the region , subsequently leading to

the subjugation of otl. er countries as a necessity

- for the further development of capitalism (what Lenin
means by saying that imperialism is the highest

stage of capitalism). This is reflected in the
capitalist countries search for new markets, cheap
labour force and raw material. By assuring the
development of the colnised countries they

perpetuated unocerdevelopment. Our purpose of saying

this is not strictly to examine the factors

26. These points are from E.H. Carr, op.cit., pp.l113-164.
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of underdevelopment, rather to assert that any meaningful
analysis of relations among nations (with which we are
concerned in explaining power) would not be possible
without noticing this unequal economic development

of the world which has been a fact in the history

of develorment of nations. Thus while seeing relations
among nations we do not have equal nations, (in economic
terms and hence in @ilitary and strategic terms also)
bound in a more egual relationship with one another.

The underdevelobed countries are more at a disadvantage
in their relations with the developed countries.and
especilally capitalist countries. The relationship
particular between them'has to bé of assymetric
dependence 27and as Kechane and Nye says, of

vulnersble dependence.

27. The Neo-Marxists occupy themselves with
examination of structural dependence within

the Capitalist System.



117

TOWARDS A CONCEPT OF POWER

*Power' as a political relation between nations
has to be seen in this particula; perspective as -
far as its analytical efficiency to explain observable
reality in international,politics is concerned. We
will visuzlise three aspects in rélétionships among
nations.that can be seen in the present day international
level. At the one end, we have the relations bétween
the developed and the underdeveloped , while on the
other we have the relations among the developed
themselves as well as between the two Super-powers.

In between, we can juxtapose the developing countries. 28

Taking the first, we can brand this relationship
as a typical case of exercise of poli%ical power of

the developed over that of the underdeveloped. Here

28. This categorisation will come closer to the
Neo-Marxian category of core,peripheries and
Semi-peripheries, See, Immanusel Wallerstein,
"The rise and future demise of the world
capitalist system: concepts for comparative
analysis® {Q Falk, Kim and Mendlovitz, ed,

Toward a just world order , Vol, I (West view

press, Inc., UsSA, 1982), p.l24.
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*power' will be of all power to the former and
nothing to the latter.29 This is due to the
structural position of the latter in the world
captialist system, where its action-alternatives

are mainly determined within the system. The

latter is at a disadvantage due to its comparatively
inadequate economic development. This is evident

in the history of development of capitalism.
Capitalism developed in few west European countries
initially and graduzlly spread over to other parts

of the world, by its necessity for.devélopment.

The spread of capitalism _was not an outcome of
capitalist activity all over the world. On the

other hand it spread out of the interests of the
metropolitan centres of capitalism to meet their

own interests. 1In the process of its expansion

what resulted in was the subjugation of the other
countries of the world those were, remote to capitalism.
The underdeveloped countries lack a freedom of choice
as to pursue their course of development. They remain
“structurally ';dependent vpon the developed west.

It is the latter that guides the course of development

29. Jon Elster identifies this as the typical Marxian
notion of power. See, Jon Elster, "Some
~onceptual problems in political theory," in
Brian Barry, ed., Power and Political Theory,

(London, New York, Sydney, Toronto), pp 249-254.
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in the underdeveloped countries in its own interest.
In the end it is the developeq'west that enjoy power
over the underdeveloped countries; Here power will
mean a specific relationship between two actors where
one determines or fixes or changes the action alternatives
of the other actor.30 One can think of a slightly
variant example here. This pertains to the Indo-US
agreement on the computer deal, Some newspapers in
India stated that USA might have refused to give
India -the sophisticated €ray XMP-24 computers because
India does not follow US wishes. Of course, India
may not be strictly branded as an underdeveloped
country. But this may speak of the developed west's
attitude towards the non-western countries. Similar
will be also the case of relation between the

developed and developing countries where the latter

30. This is taken from R.J. Mokken and F.N. Stokman.
See, R.J.Mokken and F.N. Stokman, "Power and
Influence as political phenomena," in Brian

Barry, ed, op.cit., pp. 33=54,
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isssubjected to the indirect control of the former.
The NeowMarxists will best explain this by equating
the developing countries with the semi-peripheries

in the world capitalist system. Without them, the
world capitalist system would be hardly stable. In
fact , it would have disintegrated faced with the
organised opposition of a larger stratum. This

does not happen because the semi~periphery functions
as an expioiter as well as the exploited. It is
exploited by the upper-stratum, that is the developed.
The developed countries by giving the developing
countries.- limited access to the surplus buys off
their support. But the ‘'developed' takes all steps of
confiscatory measures towards the developing when
their economic profits have become swollen to create
for themselves a military strength. By this they

4
control them.3” On the other hand, the developing

31. Immanuael Wallerstein, op. cit., pp. 126-128.
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nations do get the opportunity to exploit the peripheries
thereby ensuring the homogenisation of superiority

of the core.

However, such a definition of power becomes a
problematique when it comes to the_relations between
the capitaliét countries on the one hand and the
Socialist countries on the other. This becomes a

problem because the socialist countries are equally

fdeveloped to have dependence on the west. On the
other hand both are based upon discordant ideclogies.
The relationship between them can be best explained
within the lasbel‘influence '. Both determine par*ly
the actions or choices of other within the set o=
action or choice alternatives available to each
other.32 Here one can think of superpowers' rivalry
so far as arms race between the two are concerned.

In 1945 USAwent nuclesr. ‘As a reaction in 1949 USSR

went nuclear. In 1952 both became thermonuclear

powers and produced hydrogen bombs.33 Similarly,

32. See Mokken and Stokman, op.cit., pp. 36=39 and
pp 46-51.

33. S>ee Alva Myrdal, The Game of Disarmament,
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is the Us programme of star wars, which is a reaction

to the Soviet ICBM superiority.

However, in such an analysis of power and
influence what is excluded»is the relationship among
the socialist countries as well as between them and
other underdeveloped countries, In‘this sense, this
view of power lacks its general applicability. The
relations among the socialist countries and their
relations‘with the underdeveloped countries, are
as we feel necessary for a total theory of power.

In the relations of the Socialist, countries to that

of the third world countries, one important point

of the former has to be noted. It pertains to its
professed belief of socialism and corrollary to this,
the task of bringing about ‘world socialism' One can
think here of its support to the liberation movement

of the newly liberted countries. Further its propagands is
that the misery of the underdeveloped countries is

due to thelr earlier subjugation to colonialism i.e.
the captialist countries® interests. At least this may
speak for an insinuation of a good reciprocal relations
between socialist and other developed countries. Here,
however, some anomalies are to be noted. Take for

example, the sino-Indian relastions. Recently, it
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was alleged in some of the newspapers in India that
China had deployed ninety missiles along the westernm
and eastern Himalayan border aimed at India.34 In
sino=Indian relations , the border issue stands out
primary without which a good relationship between

the two is impossible to think of. But at the same
time, the deployment of missiles of China, a Socialist
country, may point to its aggressive attitude towards
India. Here , one may bear in mind the.sinOvIndian
war in history of their relations. Hence, in our

exclssion of the Socizglist countries , we will bear

in mind the partial nature of such a view of power.

34. Times of India, 12th July, 1987.
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To Summarize,what we have been doing in our
analysis of power in internationalrpolitics, the follow-
4ing points cen be mentioned. Like in ordinery social 1life,
in the reality of international politics, states are bound
up with one another in some sort of relation. Iike that of
human society, the relations among states are of varied
nature. Eesides a relation involving power, the relations
among stetes can be of influence, persuation, suggestion ,
advice etc. Fach of this aspect of relatioh has a certain
cherecteristic property by which they sre distinguishatie
Tfrom one another. Thus power and influence though, are
interchangeably used in political science (can be noticéd
among many writers), are different from each other. Both
involve a relation between two actors or a group of
actors. Put, in one case (i.e. of power) one actor is not
free, a2s not to adopt *To the policies and directions of
the other actor (i.e. the power-holder). In the other case
(i.e. of influence) bvoth the actors ¢ : determine or change
the aciion—alternatives of tﬁe otuer zctor within the sets
of action-alternatives available without directly affecting
the other actors freedom. The purpose behind saying this

'7is %0 bring out the difference of 'power' from other
political relations and to see what specific relstion

power carriesin it « In international politics we have
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tried to study the specific relation among states that
can be grouped under the level power. In doing 80 we have
taken two velid arguements from the theories in inter—
national polltlcs. One is the Euro—Centric nature of the
emergence of the nation-state systen, in which one can

. account for a western dominance in international politics5
~ Other; thréugh a sfuﬁy of unequal economic development

of states and the factors giving rise to it, one can
possibly get an insight into the general nature of relst-
ion among states. On the bvasis of such on analysis we have
tried to understand the possible nature of relations

among nations that can be explained through'power'.
However, in our view,.i{ cen not be a general t..eory
of-power in not expleining the relations among the
socialist countries. In this sense, we keep in mind the’
1imited nature of our analysis in so far as a general

theory of power can be accounted for.
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