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168 Chapter 8

» A grand strategy is a policy employed by a great power in which military
power is used to promote national interests and global goals.

» A hegemon is a preponderant power defined in terms of military and
economic power. .

« Since the end of World War 1, the United States has been the world’s
hegemon. As hegemon, the United States built an infernational order
based on the rule of 1aw and multilateralism.

+ International distributions of power can be described in terms of the num- -
ber of power centers in a system: multipolar, bipolar, or unipolar. Since
the collapse of the Soviet Union, the international distribution of power is
unipolar, and the United States is the unipole.

Chapter Nine

Competitors, Rising Powers, and Allies

IN THIS CHAPTER

+ Gauging the Options in Unipolarity
+ Potential Balancers and Competitors
* Major Allies

* Rising Powers

+ Middle Powers

» Weak Powers and Client States

* Chapter Review

CASES FEATURED IN THIS CHAPTER

+ The 2010 British-French defense freaty as a way to remain important to
the United States in a time of unipolarity.

+ The Shanghai Cooperation Organization seen as either a potential Rus-
sian-Chinese cousnterbalance to the United States or a nonthreatening re-
gional forum.

+ The division over military intervention among the major European allies,

+ Brazil’s global ambitions and ambivalent relations with the United States.

+ India’s ambivalence about global ambitions.

+ Australia’s efforts to rethink its middle power role to be a deputy to the
United States.

+ Canada’s efforts to rethink its middle power role as a reaction to the
United States. ,

+ The patron-client relationship of the United States and Saudi Arabia and
why the Obama administration fired Hosni Mubarak of Egypt as a client,
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GAUGING THE OPTIONS IN UNIPOLARITY

In November 2010, the United Kingdom and France signed a defense treaty.

i MWM mmo_mﬂmmon .cs::ﬁ new am_mmosmr% included the bold statement that the |
countries did “not see situations arising in which the vital interests of -

QEQ nation could be threatened without the vital interests of the other al
U&Em. threatened.”! In order to meet the common threats, and for the Bowm
@Mmo:omw putpose of mrmﬁam costs and “eliminating unnecessary duplication,”
the treaty called for a joint expeditionary task force, cooperation on mww
deployment of aircraft carriers, the integration of air mma logistical support
t

and a jointly owned and maintained nuclear weapons facility to be located in

France.?

In the press conference announcing the freaty, British prime minister

David Cameron was asked how the treaty would affect the British relation-

ship with the United States. Cameron responded,

I think in terms of the relationship we have with Washington, which is obvi-
Mﬁ@ a very ma..oam. relationship—it is the special relationship—they want
uropean couniries iike France and Britain to come together and share defense
wawa.nam so we actually have greater capabilities. Often it is the case that the
o ricans m.Em other NATO partners will be acting together and they would
e us og._ocm@ to have the biggest bang for our buck that we possibl
can. . . . I think this will get a very warm welcome in Washington. 3 ’ ’

Cameron declared that the tr i i
(ot slotal empombiltine Mm oﬂwm%mm about helping the two countries meet
How should we understand this military treaty between countries that
already were military allies in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
{(NATO) mb.a were bound together in the European Union (EU)? Maybe this
ﬁom@|€§§ seemed redundant in many ways—was designed ﬂ.o Bmwm Brit-
ain and France .@oﬁﬁ partners to the United States, as Cameron suggested
But there might be other ways to understand this treaty. Perhaps OmEm“Hos
WEQ French president Nicolas Sarkozy were “pooling their own capabilities”
in maoﬁ to ,..En.Eoo their dependence on the unipole.”# This might be an act
of Hm‘mw.m:.@?bm: in the view of realists Christopher Layne and Stephen
émr|%mﬁ is, an act designed “to gain a measure of autonomy and hed:
against ?.88 uncertainties” in their relationship with the United States, 3 =
.ﬁ.\m might also understand this treaty in terms of British and Egom €0-
?WHE& concerns in the face of the possibility of declining American AWS-
mitment to them, Britain and France are part of the Eurasian landmass (albeit
on the .mamov where the other major powers of the world are located (with the
exception of m.ﬁ United States). That is, Britain and France sit on the edge of
a landmass brimming with powerful potential competitors. They might Wmmm
to find a way to keep the United States invested in their security and position
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Tn a unipolar world, “other states cannot be as certain that the United States
would back them out of its own self-interest and must therefore work harder
to keep U.S. commitments intact.”® By this view, Britain and France needed
to pool their resources to maintain their military capabilities in order to prove
their importance to their indispensable ally.

Or recall the end of the last chapter when Tkenberry, Mastanduno, and
Wohlforth predicted that one expected behavior of the extraordinarily power-
ful United States would be “to force adjustment costs on others, rather than
bear dispropottionate burdens itself”7 Perhaps Britain and France were pre-
paring for the United States to make a more starkly self-interested move, As
Walt describes it, “one can imagine a unipole choosing to pass the buck (or
free ride) on various regional powers, instead of letting them pass the buck to
it.”# Protecting the vital interests of Britain and France may fall more square-
ly on their shoulders in the future without the assistance of the United States.

The British-French security treaty of 2010 is the first of many major
power policies and actions to be discussed in this chapter—policies and
actions designed to help the major powers navigate in uncertain times. There
are some certainties in this second decade of the new millenmjum: Asia’s
middle class is growing exponentially, putting pressure on limited and dwin-
dling natural resources and hastening global warming and climate change.
Additionally, states everywhere are faced with a plethora of nonstate actors,
some of which are good partners and collaborators while others seek to
inflict harm and instability. And the international system is unipolar:

America’s daunting capabilities are a defining feature of the contemporary
international fandscape, the debacle in Irag and its various fiscal deficits not-
withstanding, U.S. primacy shapes the perceptions, calculations, and possibil-
ities avaitable to all other states, as well as to other consequential international
aciors. Although other states also worty about local conditions and concerns,
none can ignore the vast concentration of power in U.S. hands. 9

As in the previous chapter, this chapter focuses on how a state’s position
in the international system is related to its foreign policy. The primary lens
used here will be realism, and the dominant context is American unipolarity
in an era of globalization. Given this context, whai options and potential
behaviors might we expect to see from the major powers and others?

Realists suggest that we should expect two basic behaviors: balancing or
bandwagoning. Balancing involves creating a countercoalition designed to
contain the power of the United States. Bandwagoning involves taking sides
with the United States in order to appease it, neutralize the threat it poses, or
gain something desired in the future from a closer association with it.}?
Countries might also try to hedge between balancing and bandwagoning.

As discussed in the last chapter, it sometimes is difficult to come up with
a list of great powers (ot middle or small powers) that satisfies everyone for
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every purpose. For out purposes here, we can use military spending and size
of economy to sort out powerful states and then apply other factors to catego-
rize these states in the international system. As will be shown, being a top
military spender or having a large economy does not necessarily mean that a
state is considered a great power.

In 2011, the United States accounted for 42 percent of the world’s mili-
tary spending (and 22 percent of the world’s gross domestic product, but only

4 percent of the world’s population).!! The Stockholm International Peace

Research Institute (SIPRI) is arguably the best source for military spending
data. In 2011, SIPRI ranks these states as the top ten military spenders
measured in billions of doliars:

1. United States $711 billion

2. China $143 billion

3. Russia $71.9 billion

4, United Kingdom $62,7 billion
5. France $62.5 billion

6. Japan $59.3 billion

7. India $48.9 billion

8. Saudi Arabia $48.5 billion

9. Germany $46.7 billion

10. Brazil $35.4 billion'*

The United States outspends all of the other states on this list combined by

$132.1 billion. Even if US military spending should decrease significantly

with the removal of combat troops from Afghanistan in 2014, the United :

States would maintain its outsized military spending compared to the other
top-spender states on this list.
The top-ten list shifts slightly when we consider size of economy as

measured in trillions of US dollars for 2011 (to use comparable years). The

source for these data is CNNMoney using figures from the International
Monetary Fund.

1. United States $15.1 rillion
2. China $7.3 trillion

3. Japan $5.9 trillion

4. Germany $3.6 trillion

5. France $2.8 trillion

6. Brazil $2.5 triilion

7. United Kingdom $2.4 trillion
8. Italy $2.4 trillion

9. Russia $1.9 trillion

10. India $1.8 trillion!3
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The most obvious differences between the lists are Saudi Arabia’s ab-
sence from the {ist of largest economies and ltaly’s appearance on that list.
The United States and China stay first and second on both lists, Indeed, the
forward projections to 2015 show this same ranking, with not much change
in the relative size of each economy compared to the other. In 2011, the US
economy was 2.1 times larger than the Chinese economy, and in 2013, the
US economy will be 1.6 times larger than the Chinese economy. From 2011
to 2015, the ranking of the top four economies stays the same as above.
France is displaced from fifth on the list in 2014 by Brazil. Russia maintains
the ninth spot from 2011 through 2015,

Viewing these lists through the prism of foreign policies and ambitions,
and through relations with the United States, five categories can be dis-
cerned: potential balancers and competitors (China and Russia); major allies
(Great Britain, France, Japan, and Germany); rising powers (India and Bra-
zil); and clients (Saudi Arabia). We’ll use these categories—and add middle
powers to the list—to discuss the expected behaviors of states in the unipolar
system.,

POTENTIAL BALANCERS AND COMPETITORS

Great powers are divided here into two groups: those who aren’t allies of the
United States and those who are. Potential balancers and competitors China
and Russia are not allies of the United States, although Russia is a NATO
Partnership for Peace affiliate. China is commonly named as the primary
future competitor of the United States while Russia is a competitor of dimin-
ishing importance. 14

Since 2001, China and Russia have been members of the Shanghai Coop-
eration Organization (SCQO). As of the start of 2013, the other full members
of the SCO are Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan, Official
observer states to the SCO are Afghanistan, India, Tran, Mongolia, and Paki-
stan. Dialogue partners include Belarus, Sri Lanka, and Tutkey.

In 2005, the United States asked for observer status and was turned down,
Also in 2005, the SCO was blamed for the closing of an American air base in
Uzbekistan involved in supporting American military operations in Afghani-
stan. 1% These actions and joint military exercises run by China and Russia led
to some speculation that the SCO was designed as a counterbalance to the
United States.

In 2008, the National Intelligence Council’s Global Trends 2025 looked
at joint SCO military exercises led by China and Russia, burden fatigue in the
United States and some NATO countries over Iraq and Afghanistan, and
growing antipathy and economic nationalism shown by America toward Chi-
na and proposed a possible future called “A World without the West.” 16 In
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this scenario, the United States and its European allies pull out of Afghani-
stan leaving a power vacuum that is filled by the SCO. Once the SCO moves
into the role of stabilizing Afghanistan, its members—not natural allies by
most accounts—get pulled together into a power bloc. An important question
for the National Intelligence Council was whether the SCO would persistas a
bloc and clear counterweight to a diminishing NATO.,

But is the SCO really a counterbalancing alliance of China and Russia
against the United States? One answer might come again from the National
Intelligence Council. In the NIC’s Global Trends 2030 released late in 20 12,
the SCO doesn’t even get mentioned, Indeed, in that report, Russia is largely
dismissed (along with Europe and Japan) as a greatly diminished power. 17

Not only is the SCO dismissed by the NIC as a potential competitor worth
mentioning, but most of the members of the SCO are NATO affiliates. “All
of the SCO countries, except China, have signed Partnership for Peace (PfP)
framework documents with NATO and the Central Asian SCO members are
past participants in PfP defense training and exercises.”!® This suggests that -
the SCO members aren’t balancing against the United States and NATO as
much as they are bandwagoning,

Walt suggests that if the SCO is an atiempt at hard balancing-that is, ;
forming a military counterweight—against the United States, it is a “tentative
and half-hearted” effort at most.?? For Walt, hard balancing against the Unit-
ed States in this international system is a formidable task because “when one
state is far stronger than the others, it takes a larger coalition to balance it,
and assembling such a coalition entails larger transaction costs and more
daunting dilemmas of collective action.”?® Further, China and Russia face
each other and other great power competitors on the same landmass with
more immediate potential security concerns. Fundamentally for Walt, the
United States doesn’t pose a significant enough threat to potential balancers
to make the effort worthwhile:

The relative dearth of hard balancing is consistent with the view that alliances
form not in response to power alone but in response to the level of threat.
States will not want to incur the various costs of balancing (increased military
spending, loss of autonomy, punishment by the unipole, and so on) unless they
believe doing so is truly necessary. In particular, states will not engage in hard
balancing against the unipole if jts power is not perceived as posing an immi-
nent threat to their security, 2!

Walt concludes that even the George W. Bush administration was not per-
ceived as aggressive enough to cavse hard balancing,

To judge whether a group like the SCO constitutes a balance of any sort
we should ask “what security problem the alliance was infended to address
and why particular leaders opted for a specific policy choice.”22 The SCO is
designed to address three security problems: terrotism, extremism, and sepa-
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ratism. Each of the SCO countries has internal terrorist, exiremist, andfor
separatist threats, and these are linked to similar threats in the broader region.
None of this is linked to the United States or its predominant power, India, no
fan of large military alliances, wants to join the 8CO because of its focus on
common regional security issues penerally and worries about Afghanistan
specifically. If the SCO were a counterbalance to the United States, we
wouldn’t expect to see India joining it.23

MAJOR ALLIES

In the list above of the top ten military spenders, the United Kingdom is
fourth, France fifth, Japan sixth, and Germany ninth, All of these are major
allies of the United States. We would not expect to see hard balancing at afl
by these countries, but we might see efforts to demonstrate the continued
importance of these countries to the United States. Japan’s foreign policy
orientation was discussed in chapter 5, so here we’ll focus on the three EU
counties.

During the George W. Bush administration, the secrefary of defense was
notorious for making a distinction between the old Europe and new Europe.
A split among the European allies was apparent at that time—if not exactly
as the observer suggested—in the British full-on support for the Iraq war,
while the French and Germans (and Russians) attempted soft balancing.
Walt explains that “soft balancing accepts the current balance of power but
seeks to obtain better outcomes within it, by assembling countervailing coali-
tions designed to thwart or impede specific policies.”* The soft balancing of
the French, Germans, and Russians in the Security Council stopped the Bush
administration from getting approval for the Iraq war, but the Americans and
British and their new Eastern European allies went to war anyway, 25

The Obama administration has not attempted to split the Europeans,
which is just as well since by the start of 2013 they were busy splitting
themselves into camps (but different camps than during the Bush years). The
Eurozone crisis was one reason for this split. While Sarkozy was still the
president of France, the French and Germans enjoyed unusually warm rela-
tions based on shared leadership views on fiscal policy and the need for
greater austerity among the countries facing debt crises, In 2011, Sarkozy
and German chancellor Angela Merkel proposed that greater political inte-
gration of the Eurozone would provide stronger tools for imposing fiscal
discipline among member states in order to avoid the mary crises that had
developed since 2009. Before this could occur, the French people rejected
austerity and voted in pro-growth socialist Frangois Hollande. With this ma-
jor change in the French perspective, the Eurozone countries agreed to a
banking union in December 2012 and a common insurance fund for inves-
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tors, This, in turn, caused British PM Cameron to declare that he would seek
a British referendum on whether to continue in the European Union—even
though Britain was not a member of the Eurozone (the Conservative Party
has always been the party of Euroskeptics). Anger toward the Gerimnans, and
resentment over German confrol of the debt crisis debate within many Euro-
zone countries, and French and German disagteement over the proper role of
government in the economy had put continued European integration into
question by the start of2013.

Another factor driving a split among the European allies was a difference
of opinion regarding the use of military intervention. This dispute put the
French and British on one side and the Germans on the other. Recall that the
French and Germans had opposed the war in Iraq. As discussed in chapter 5,
German opposition to the war in Irag marked an evolution in Germany’s
post-World War II self-image, an evolution that involved the Qoﬂ.smg
standing with NATO to stop genocide in Kosovo and then sending military
personnel to Afghanistan to stand with America in collective defense and

unity after the 9/11 terrorist attacks. But German opposition to the Iraq war.

signaled a maturing of German foreign policy such that it could say no to its
ally America when America engaged in wars of choice. HocEmm. Forsberg
explains Germany’s policy on Iraq as one grounded in amBmﬂoEmﬂoﬂ.:.Qﬂr
many demonstrated “a new sense of self-esteem and independence” in its
Iraq stance. This independence was still within the Western alliance frame-
work, Forsberg contends, as “German assertiveness is better understood as a
desire to not only be part of the West but also to define what ‘the West’ is.”?
For France, the Traq war demonstrated how the unconfrolled “hyperpower”
of the United States needed to be countered in some way.

In early 2011, a strong fissure appeared between Germany on one side
and France and Britain on the other regarding the use of military intervention
to stop imminent mass killings in Libya. France and Britain were important
early supporters of military action to protect the people of Libya @.oﬂ Qad-
dafi. When the Security Council voted to approve military intervention for
the purposes of civilian protection (discussed in chapter 8), Qoﬁm@ @m a
nonpermanent member) abstained from voting, along with Russia, China,

Brazil, and India. Germany wasn’t the only NATO country that ﬂm@mma to
participate in the intervention, but its opposition to the action was public and -
brought it significant criticism.?? France, conversely, launched a mmoo.:a..
intervention in support of a civilian protection mandate in Cé6te d’Ivoire-

within a month of starting the Libyan intervention. :

When the French decided to intervene to compel various armed groups to

leave northern cities in Mali in January 2013, Germany expressed strong

public disapproval again, This put Germany in opposition—again—to the.
United States. The Americans offered air and logistical support to the Eouo.r. :
in Mali. calling it their responsibility to assist France and indicating that this
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could be a model for the future. The British followed the Americans and
assisted the French.

After the divisions of the Bush era, France and the United States seemed
to be enjoying a renaissance in their relations. The readers of this book will
be able to judge whether the ideological affinities between French president
Hollande and US president Obama draw the two countries even closer, and
whether the division between the major European allies gets greater. The
French seem to have embraced the idea of demonstrating France’s impot-
tance as a willing, able, and useful partner to the American unipole. This
seems to fit well with the French national self-image as described by one
French official in January 2013: “We still have a foreign policy, a capacity to
act beyond our borders, a capacity to make a difference.” After all, the
official said, “if you don’t have the military means to act, you don’t have a
foreign policy,”28

RISING POWERS

An analyst at Goldman Sachs is credited with coining the term “BRIC” when
looking at the fastest-emerging economies at the start of the millennium. The
countries included in the term are Brazil, Russia, India, and China. Later, an
“S” was added to include South Africa. Other groupings and acronyms have
also been developed, but none have stuck quite like BRICS. Leaving the
.major powers China and Russia out, India, Brazil, and South Africa estab-
lished the IBSA Dialogue Forum in 2003. The dialogue was based on these
three countries’ positions as democratic countries from the developing world
that were capable of global action. And, before we leave acronyms behind, in
2009 before the Copenhagen climate talks, China organized a draft proposal
on behalf of the BASIC group—DBrazil, South Africa, India, and China, The
BASIC group agreed to stage a walkout at Copenhagen if there was aty
discussion of their nonnegotiables. 2

The framework being used in this chapter is that unipolarity sets the
conditions in which other actors operate, and relations with the United States
are the baseline for foreign policy choices among the more powerfu] states.
As if to make this point, the BASIC group had its private meeting at Copen-
hagen crashed by an unhappy President Obama and Secretary of State Hillary
Clinton who then co-opted BASIC’s efforts in a quick news conference just
before the Americans headed for the airport.30 Let’s consider the foreign
policies of rising powers Brazil and India, particularly vis-a-vis the United
States. ‘

Brazil is a country that does not have a strong or even a good relationship
with the United States, and it is a country with global aspirations. According
to Peter Hakim, these two things work together. On the first issue, Hakim
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says, “it would certainly be hard to say the U.S. and Brazil are adversaries or
in conflict, but the fact is, they disagree more than they agree.” And on the
second point,

Brazil is in many respects still learning what it means to be a global power,
And the way it’s been successful, ironically, is not by joining with the United
States, which would have been one route, but rather in opposition to the United
States, that it sort of has gained its international prestige precisely by showing
its independence of the United States.3!

Hakim also believes that a major probiem is that the “U.S. rarely consults
with Brazil on the important global issues.” Which leads to the obvious
question: would Brazil try to partner more with the United States if the
United States gave Brazil more respect? But, sticking with our unipole

framework, what incentive does the United States have to partner with Bra-.

zil?

Brazilian president Luiz Indcio Lula da Silva and his successor President
Dilma Rousseff both engaged in high-profile foreign policy bids demonstrat-
ing Brazil’s global ambitions and difficult relatjons with the United States.
The first at Copenhagen in 2009 has been mentioned. The second came just
months after Copenhagen. In May 2010, da Silva and Turkish prime minister
Recep Tayyip Erdogan engaged in dramatic negotiations with Iranian author-
ities over a nuclear fuel swap. They tried to revive a deal that had been
proposed the year before and supported by the United States and the major
powers in the UN Security Council. The Iranians had changed their position

on the deal several times even as they continued to enrich uranium.3? Be--

cause of this, the United States was collecting votes in the Security Council
in favor of more stringent sanctions. US secretary of state Hillary Clinton
announced the agreement on the sanctions even as the Brazilian-Turkish deal
was being announced. Clinton criticized the Brazil-Turkey plan as one that

would make the world “more dangerous,” singling out Brazil for special

criticism.? In response, Brazilian authorities released a letter reported to be
from US president Obama laying out the very plan that Brazil had brokered,
Turkey refused to release a similar letter.3

The January 2011 election of Brazil’s first female president, Dilma Rous-
seff, did not change Brazil’s global ambitions and antipathy toward the Unit-
ed States. For Rousseff, a defining moment was when the UN Security Coun-
cil approved the civilian protection mandate for Libya in March 2011. Brazil
joined Russia, China, India, and Germany in abstaining from the vote, and
Rousseff and the other leaders expressed alarm over what they considered a
distortion of the mandate to justify regime change.

Rousseff used her address to the UN General Assembly that September to -

claim that the Libyan intervention allowed terrorism to flourish “where it
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previously did not exist, gave rise to new cycles of violence and multiplied
the number of civilian victims.” Then she indicated the direction Brazil was
about to take in international discussions: “Much is said about the respon-
sibility fo protect; yet we hear little about responsibility in protecting,™* In
November, the Brazilian permanent representative to the United Nations
presented a letter/concept paper to the secretary general on “Responsibility
While Protecting.” In it, Brazil stated its position that the responsibility-to-
protect (RTP) idea (the idea behind civilian protection) was being used for
political purposes to enact regime change.3¢ The concept paper then set out a
series of problems Brazil saw in the responsibility-to-protect idea, a list that
suggested an incomplete appreciation of the RTP.

Brazil went on to host international discussions of the “responsibility
while protecting” (RWP) at the United Nations and in Rio de Janeiro. At the
Rio discussions, Brazilian authorities threatened soft balancing when they
said they would work with India and South Africa through the IBSA frame-
work to oppose any future UN civilian protection actions. One participant at
the discussions noted that the IBSA countries complained repeatedly that
“their diplomats were treated dismissively throughout the [Libyan] operation
and were left uninformed. This sense of personal humiliation at the hands of
the P3 (the U.S., France, and the U.K.) appears to be the most significant
proximate cause of RWP.”¥7 The RTP was the outgrowth of significant mid-
dle power diplomacy; thus, by attacking the RTP, Brazil seemed to be posi-
tioning itself against the middle powers as much as against the United States
and major allies France and Great Britain,

At the same time that Rousseff was striking a blow against civilian pro-
tection, she was riding to the rescue of the Eurozone, Afier consulting with
Russia, China, and India, Brazil backed away from a plan to buy European
debt directly. Instead, the Brazilian president donated $10 million to the
International Monetary Fund to assist Eurozone countries.3® Brazil threat-
ened to withhold future funds from the IMF if the IMF imposed austerity
measures on Greece in exchange for assistance. The IMF and the European
Union ignored Brazil’s threats and imposed strict austerity conditions any-
way. Every time Brazil tried to assert itself in global affairs, it never seemed
to receive the respect it wanted.

Brazil’s partner in the BRICS, BASIC, and IBSA, India, has not appeared
as bold or as decisive in establishing its own credentials as a rising power. A
2011 Congressional Research Service report on India explains in a nutshell,
“Some observers argue that the New Delhi Government acts too timidly on
the global stage, and that the country’s regional and domestic difficulties
continue to hinder its ability fo exert influence in geopolitics.”?® India’s
political and economic systems have long been seen as the potential bases for
great power status as well as debilitating obstacles to a great power claim.
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Additionally, continued border disagreements with China keep India dis-
tracted from a global power status enhancement project.

The United States has urged India to take a more prominent role in the
world, especially as an “indispensable partner” of the Unifed States and a
“potential counterweight to China’s growing clout.”#? (The other “indispens-
able partner” of the United States is Great Brifain.) Both George W. Bush
and Barack Obama exhorted India to act like a great power. In 20035, the
Bush administration initiated and signed the US-India nuclear deal as dis-
cussed in chapter 6. The treaty, which came into force in 2008, essentially
acknowledged that India was a nuclear weapons power and allowed India in
effect to build more nuclear weapons if it so chooses, despite the fact that its
whole nuclear weapons development program has been outside international
agreements and norms. One benefit that was to accrue to the United States
from the treaty was the opening of the Indian civilian nuclear energy market
to Ametican manufacturers of nuclear equipment. However, India’s parlia-
ment passed a faw that imposed liability on nuclear equipment manufacturers
in the event of an operating accident. Because of this obstacle, American
private-sector manufacturers remained outside the Indian market while Rus-.
sian and French state-owned companies were happy to comply with the
Indian requirements.?! American efforts to exhort India to bring its liability
laws into accord with international standards had no effect.

Complying with international norms on nuclear issues has never been
India’s strong suit, yet the United States continued to insist that such compli-
ance would facilitate greater cooperation between the two countries toward
the goal of transforming their relationship. The United States wanted India to :
act as an “anchor of regional stability” and a partner in the US strategic pivot :
to Asia.® Toward that end, American and Indian military forces have con-
ducted more than fifty military exercises since the nuclear treaty was signed
in 2005.43 On the other hand, in 2011, India announced it would choose .
between two European vendors to supply combat aircraft, a decision that -
came against US hopes and expectations.* India did not appear to be acting
like an indispensable partner to the United States and was not likely to |
become a counterweight to China in the near future. :

India’s relationship with China, like its relationship with the United .
States, defies easy description. India manifests both cooperative and adver-
sarial attitudes toward China. India’s largest trading partner by 2011 was_
China. India joined with China on the BASIC plan for Copenhagen, yet the
Indian government was reported to be unhappy that the Chinese were credit-
ed with putting together the BASIC plan.+ Additionally, at the end of 2012
India indicated that it wanfed to become a full member of the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization—which the Chinese cofounded—while at the.
same time India and China remained in a significant arms race around an
unresolved border dispute.
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The border dispute between India and China can be traced back to 1904
and is ensnarled in the Tangled Tale of Tibet discussed in chapter 1. In 1904,
Britain was unable to convince Tibetan authorities to sign a border agree-
ment between British colondal India and Tibet. In the next ten years, Britain
marched its troops into what is today called Arunachal Pradesh and estab-
lished the Northeast Frontier Agency, and Chinese forces took control of
Tibet. But then the Qing dynasty fell in China, and the Tibetans expelled the
Chinese and declared Tibet’s independence.

In 1914, at the Simla Conference attended by British, Chinese, and Tibe-
tan authorities, a British administrator drew and lent his name to the McMa-
hon Line delineating the boundary between Biitish India (including Aruna-
chal Pradesh) and Tibet. Arunachal Pradesh contained within it the city and
monastery of Tawang, honored as the birthplace of the sixth Dalai Lama. The
agreement said that China had “suzerainty” over Tibet, but that China would
refrain from interference in the administration of Tibet, including the selec-
tion of the Dalai Lama. Further, China would agree not fo make Tibet a
province, and the British promised not to annex Tibet. The British would
retain control of Arunachal Pradesh. The Chinese did not like the agreement
and so quit the conference. Nevertheless, Great Britain and Tibet signed the
Simla Accord agreeing to borders between a country that had left the confer-
ence (China) and another one that was not yet independent (India).

Upon its independence, India accepted the McMahon Line; China never
aceepled it. Over the years there were times when the disputed territory was
ignored in relations between China and India. However, in 1962 Chinese
troops marched into Arunachal Pradesh starting a war that resolved nothing
but which is still remembered with bitterness in India today. Various bilateral
commissions on the border were formed, but none resolved the dispute.
India’s basic position is that China should accept the fait accompli that Aru-
nachal Pradesh is part of India (much like Tibet is part of China).

Complicating the border dispute is the position of the fourteenth Dalai
Lama regarding the ownership of Arunachal Pradesh. The Dalai Lama’s old
position was that Arunachal Pradesh was part of Tibet. But in 2008 the Dalai
Lama changed his position and declared Tawang and Arunachal Pradesh to
be Indian according to the Simla Accord of 1914.4¢ Before 2008, the Dalai
L.ama had the same kind of territorial claim on Arunachal Pradesh (on behalf
of an autonomous Tibet) that the Chinese had. After 2008, the Dalai Lama
had a greater political interest in Tndia maintaining control of Tawang—the
monastery to which the Dalai Lama had fled in 1959 and one possible spot
where the Dalai Lama might be born should he choose to reincarnate.

In chapter 1, we discussed the competition between India and China over
the claim of being the seat of world Buddhism. Tawang is the largest Bud-
dhist monastery in India, and thus control of Tawang is critical to India’s
claim. This area is also the site of massive militarization. Because of an
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Indian ten-year plan for Arunachal Pradesh, India soon will be able to match
China’s troop deployment on the contested border so that “half a million men
are eyeball to eyeball.”¥7 India had two fighter squadrons in the area to
counter China’s fighters based in a string of modern air bases in Tibet. 48

And this is a juncture at which we can see the enormous differences
between the two countries most frequently mentioned as the rising powers of.
the twenty-first century. Reuters describes the scene and the problem for
India:

‘The road to Tawang, a center of Tibetan Buddhism by the border, is one of
India’s most strategic military supply routes. Growling convays of army trucks
bring troops, food and fuel through three Himalayan passes on the 320-kilome-
ter (199 mile) muddy coil to camps dotted along the disputed border,

On a road trip in late May and early June [2012], Reuters found much of
the 14,000-foot-high road to be a treacherous rutted trail, often blacked by
landslides or snow, despite years of promises to widen and resurface it, 49

On the other side, China had built a series of airstrips and wide, paved road:
The Chinese military practiced military attacks using laser-guided bombs.
On the Indian side, “work gangs of local women chip boulders into gravel
with hammers to repair the road, many with babies strapped to their backs.”3¢
In this disparity between India and China in the area of India’s humiliaf
ing military defeat of 1962 and where India’s largest Buddhist monastery:
sits, we see the sharp differences between these two rising powers. Steven
Rattner concludes that “China has lunged into the twenty-first century, whil
India is still lurching toward it.”5! Corruption, government red-tape and f;
mous inefficiency, a mind-set that is ambivalent about whether India should:
play a bigger global role, and a reckless military buildup against China in
area that lacks paved roads all make America’s decision to prop India up
its indispensable partner in Asia look like an exercise in fantasy. The United:
States sees potential where many have long seen potential, but India is no
poised—and possibly not inclined—to be a great power or any kind o.m
counterweight to China, :
How might we characterize India if not as a rising power? Charalampos
Efstathopoulos suggests that India’s foreign policy should not be seen
through a great power prism, but through a middle power prism focusing on
ideational and behavioral characteristics. India is either unable or unwilling.
to “match the fransformative agency of major powers” despite its potentia
Instead, India’s global orientation and multilateral preferences make it a
better candidate for middle power. 3 This takes us to the next topic.
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MIDDLE POWERS

Of all the categories we discuss in this chapter, “middle power” is the best
defined. Middle power diplomacy involves international mediation, peace-
keeping, consensus building within international otganizations, and other
similarly cooperative, multilateralist, and go-between behaviors. According
to some analysts, middle power diplomacy (i.e., the foreign policy behaviors
of the middle powers) derives from a moral imperative found in the political
cultures of the middie powers (Canada, Australia, Sweden, Norway, Den-
mark, and so forth). This moral imperative is to serve as international “help-
ful fixers,” extending their own social policies on the redistribution of
wealth, peaceful conflict resolution, and so on outward. To other observets,
middle powers play their roles because of their position in the international
distribution of power, especially vis-&-vis the great powers, Middle powets
are not capable of directing the system—as are the great powers—but neither
are they the weakest members of the international system. Thus their foreign
policy derives from their in-between status.

“Middle power” is a self-identification taken up sometimes by Canadians,
Australians, Swedes, Norwegians, Dutch, and Danes—and as of the 1990s,
(South) Koreans-—to explain their own countries’ roles and positions in the
world. The self-identification goes back to the interwar period; “middle pow-
er” was a designated category within the League of Nations system
(1920-1946), but not a particularly popular one. Brazilian delegates threat-
ened to end their participation in league activities if Brazil were designated
as being in the middle of anything. Indeed, Brazil quit the league in 1926,
only a few years info its existence,

At the half-century mark, Canadian diplomats set their sights on carving
out a role for Canada in the architecture of the posi-World War II era,
“Middle power” would designate both what certain states had contributed fo
the Allied war effort—important, albeit secondary, resources and energies—
and what these states would contribute to maintaining the postwar interna-
tional system. As the United Nations took shape, Canadians and Australians
began promoting the codification of middle power status into the UN Charter
based on functional criteria. The great powers, the permanent five, had no
particular interest in delineating categories for non—great powers. And coun-
tries relegated by the self-described middle powers to small power status had
no interest in seeing another layer constructed atop them. This functionally
based, status-seeking claim by the Canadians, Ausiralians, and others was
rejected, but the notion of the middle power held fast for them.

The self-identified middle powers did not go back to stand among the
ranks of the non—great powers. Instead, they internalized the idea of the
middle power and began conforming their external behaviors to role expecta-
tions. In time, middle power diplomacy became defined as the “tendency to
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pursue multilateral solutions to international problems, tendency to embrace
compromise positions in international disputes, and tendency to embrace
notions of ‘good international citizenship,””%? In line with this, middle pow-
ers were self-defined as states that committed their relative affluence, mana-
gerial skills, and international prestige to the preservation of international
peace and order. Middle powers were the coalition builders, the mediators
and go-betweens, and the peacekeepers of the world. Middle powers, accord-
ing to the diplomats and scholars of these states, performed internationalist
activities because of a moral imperative associated with being a middle pow-
er—middle powers were the only states that were able and willing to be
collectively responsible for protecting the international order, especially
when smaller states could not and greater powers would not, 5

How did this moral imperative get imported into what, in the first in-
stance, was a status-seeking project? One quick answer is that the imperative
was already present. The self-declared middle powers already possessed a
sense of moral superiority and certitude that required a unique foreign policy
stance. Going hand in hand with this do-gooder impulse was the equally

strong impulse to demonstrate to the world that middle powers were fike -

great powers, but were nof great powers. As J. L. Granatstein explains, in
regard to Canada,

Canadian policy in the postwar world would try to mainfain a careful balance
between cooperation with the United States and independent action. This was
especially frue at the United Nations. And peacekeeping, while it often served
TU.S. interests, to be sure, nonetheless had about it 2 powerful aura of indepen-
dence and the implicit sense that it served higher interests than simply those of
the United States, or even the West,>3

The packaging of middie power diplomacy in a moral wrapping was not |
intended to obfuscate the essentially interest-based, status-seeking nature of -

the middle power project. Middle power scholars, particularly, never shied
from this element of middle power diplomacy. Middle powers were devoted
to the preservation of international norms and principles because they cleatly
benefited from a roufinized international system. Further, middle power
internationalism earned these states much deserved prestige. Even as middle
powers proclaimed that their internationalism made them different from the
great powers, middle powers also acknowledged that they generally were
active followers of the great powers. Middle power scholars Andrew Cooper,
Richard Higgott, and Kim Richard Nossal have coined a term to describe this
behavior; “followership.” This phrase is chosen to be both similar and dis-
similar to the term “leadership.” 3¢

Middle power, then, is a self-declared role that contains both status-seek-
ing, self-interested behavior (securing a coveted international position) and
moralistic/idealistic elements (being & good international citizen). Thus mid-
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dle power contains realist and liberal characteristics, Post—~World War I
efforts to attain international recognition for the “middle power” label failed,
yet the middie powers maintained the identity and elaborated on the role
expectations attendant to it. It is not difficult to find statements from the
prime ministers or foreign ministries of middle powers saying, *Middle pow-
ers act in certain ways, and therefore we musi act in certain ways.” Yet the
middle power imperative did not blind these states to real-world constrainis
and dangers, and so it also is not difficult to find statements thai take the
foliowing form: “Middle powers act like this; we are a middle power so we
naturally want to act like this, but unfortunately this is not a prudent time for
such actions.” Imperative—a sense of duty coming from within the country’s
national culture to do some good in the world—and position—where one is
positioned or where one desires to be positioned in the international hierar-
chy of states—have long been two sides of the middle power coin, equally at
play in explaining middie power diplomacy.

Middle power studies all have emphasized middle power vulnerability to
changes in the central great power relationship.’” Such changes produce
uncertainty about the role middle powers should play in the world since
“middle power” is a role that is both reactive against the whims of the great
powers and dependent on partnership with a relevant great power. For exam-
ple, at the conclusion of the Cold War, Australian officials began to refocus
Australia’s middle power orientation toward the rising Asian powers of Indo-
nesia and China. This Asian focus was in response to the consensus that
American power had waned considerably in the 1980s and Asian powers
were on the rise. But American power (particularly the American economy)
was resurgent in the 1990s—unparalleled in fact—so Australia began o cast
itself as a deputy to the United States for managing Asian affairs. Rather than
hitch itself to Indonesia’s rising star, Australia led a multinational enforce-
ment operation into the soon-to-be-former Indonesian territory of East Timor
in 1999. This enforcement operation was in response to an American call for
someone o do something to stop ethnic cleansing in Timor, although later
Bill Clinton said he had in mind that Indonesia had a special responsibility to
stop the violence there,

Australian prime minister John Howard enthusiasticaily announced that
with the “Howard Doctrine™ Australia would fulfill its special responsibility
for maintaining order in Asia. The Clinton administration showed little inter-
est in having an Australian deputy since the Clinton strategy was to be best
friends with all major actors in the world including those in Asia (as dis-
cussed in chapter 8). Clinton had no desire to put Australia in between
America and key Asian countries. But within another two years, another US
president, George W. Bush, was happy to deputize Australia in the global
war on terror, This ctitical role continues in a slightly ditferent cast for the
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Obama administration: Australia plays a central role in the American pivot to
Asia.

The most senior of the middle powers is Canada. It holds this seniority
precisely because the middle power role is one defined in terms of a mﬁ.o.am_
relationship with and service to the relevant great power. Canada’s critical
secondary role to Great Britain and America in the world wars and its critical
participation in the 1991 Gulf War as a chief follower to the United States
mark its place in the world.

Further, Canada’s place as the premier peacekeeping country during the
Cold War demonstrated its commitment to the US-led rule-based internation-
al order. When the Clinfon administration announced in 1994 that America
would start saying no to United Nations peace operations, Canada’s own
retrenchment from UN peacekeeping followed soon after.

After the Bush administration started the global war on terror, Canada
played the expected role of middle power follower and NATO ally in Af-
ghanistan. Like most coalition partners there, the Canadian presence and 8._@
was not especially large. Canada did not follow the United States into Iraq in
2003, a move that made sense given the nearly global consensus that the
Bush administration was contravening international law and order.

Like its middle power counterpart Australia, Canada had been thinking
about its role in the world. In 2005 in a foreign policy white paper, the liberal
government of Paul Martin said this: “Our old middle identity imposes an
unnecessary ceiling on what we can do and be in the world. Canada can
make a difference, if it continues to invest in its infernational role and pulls
its éommﬁ.im The new role that Canada might play was not so oﬁmw. It m.a:
had a special relationship with the United States, but Bush mQE_Em\Rmﬁ._om
policies made it difficult to follow America. Canada’s economy was fairly
robust, but in 2005 it was still smaller than that of Brazil, Kores, India, and

Italy; its defense spending had dropped below that of fellow middle powers
Norway, Sweden, the Netherlands, and Australia; and its development assis- :
tance was at an all-time low. “In this context, the traditional notion of Canada

as a middle power is outdated and no longer captures the reality of how
power is distributed in the 21st century.”* .

Canada’s role in the world might not be characterized as a middle power,
but Martin proposed that Canada would continue to fulfill its “responsibil-
ities as a global citizen,” Toward this,

[Canada’s} current economic and political standing provides the freedom to
make choices about how we will contribute. By investing strategically today,
we will maintain our capacity to act fn the future. Our unique relationship with
the United States does not alone assure Canada’s influence in the world, We
will set our own course, and pull our own weight. 0
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The word used most frequently in the 2005 white paper to describe Cana-
da’s foreign policy was “responsibility.” And the “responsibility to protect”
was noted to be Canada’s primary global initiative. ! Middle power Australia
sought to hitch itself in good follower form to the United States. Middle
power Canada was thinking about its responsibility for protecting the interna-
tional order when the great power was predisposed not to do so. Both reac-
tions fit the idea of the middle power.

More recently, both Canada and the United States experienced significant
leadership changes. As discussed in chapter 7, conservative Canadian prime
minister Stephen Harper took a belligerent tone regarding Canadian sove-
reignty in the Arctic. In 2007, Harper said, “Canada has a choice when it
comes to our sovereignty over the Arctic. We either use it or lose it and make
no mistake this government intends to use it because Canada’s Arctic is
central to our national identity and our future.”®? The defense minister
bragged that Canada would develop a three-ocean navy to defend its
claims—particularly against the Russians.

The United States, under the leadership of Barack Obama, did not seem to
take Canadian Arctic bellicosity and military competition with Russia seri-
ously. In 2011, a US diplomatic cable published by Wikil.eaks commented
that Canadian Arctic sovereignty claims were little more than campaign rhet-
oric.* Indeed, in an internal government memo acquired by the Canadian
media, Harper worried that Canadian participation in NATO-sponsored Arc-
tic military exercises would offend Russia!®* While Harper was talking
tough, the Canadian government sought the help of the United States to map
the continental shelf in order to make a sovereignty claim before the UN
Commission on the Limits of the Continental Shelf in the true form of a good
international citizen and friend of America.

There are some counfries from the global south that have adopted the
title of middle power. Efstathopoulos distinguishes between traditional West-
ern middle powers like Canada and Australia and southern middle powers
like India, South Africa, and Indonesia, Southern middle powers are similar
to traditional middle powers in their use of multilateralism and their commit-
ment to post-World War II global institutions. But where traditional middle
powers tend to be more status-quo oriented, southern middle powers seek
fundamental revisions of these institutions in order to address the problems
of the majority of the world’s states. 55

For instance, South Africa’s 2011 foreign policy white paper notes South
Africa’s commitment to multilateralism, especially through the United Na-
tions, which “occupies the central and indispensable role within the global
system of governance.” Yet South Africa sees the United Nations as deeply
flawed by “a continued over-emphasis by the developed world on issues of
peace and security [which] undermine efforts to deal with the root causes of
poverty and underdevelopment.”66 One way to transform the United Nations
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would be to democratize the Security Council by making South Africa a
permanent member.

Similarly, Efstathopoulos notes that “India’s world-view perceives the
institutions of the current world order as representative of an outdated config-

uration of power constructed in the post-war period that does not reflect the

new dynamics of global governance and the heightening impact of leading
developing countries.”%” India, too, proposes that the United Nations be
transformed by giving it a permanent Security Council seat—an idea sup-
ported by the Obama administration, Since the start of the new millennium,
India has become the world’s premier peacekeeper. .

Beyond the desire to transform global institutions, southern middle pow-
ers play important regional roles, which serve as power multipliers to move
these countries onto the global stage. Regionalism is a requirement for man-
aging immediate foreign policy and security issues that the Western middle
powers never confronted:

Whereas traditional middle powers like Australia and Canada have been rela-
tively more detached from their regional environment, Southem middle pow-
ers are more entangled in dynamics of regional hegemony and antagonism,
and are inclined to provide leadership in projects of regional integration to
manage these tensions, 58

Southern middle power Indonesia promotes itself—and is promoted by

the United States—as a country well suited to taking on a global middle .

power role because of its long commitment to regional multilateralism in the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). The United States has
been assisting Indonesia as it develops its militaty capacity to become one of
the top ten contributors to UN peacekeeping. Additionally, Indonesia seeks
to make itself the “hub” of a network of peacekeeping training centers in
Southeast Asia.®®

The middle power role, whether for Western middle powers or those from
the global south, is embedded with moral imperative. Western middte powers -
are called to be good international citizens, while southern middle powers

seek to do the same while promoting the interests of countries often left
behind by globalization and international politics.

WEAK POWERS AND CLIENT STATES

The final country to be discussed from the list of biggest military spenders is

Saudi Arabia. In earlier versions of The New Foreign Policy, Saudi Arabia

was characterized as a client state under the heading “small powers.” The
starting point for any observer of small power foreign policy is the acknowl-

edgment that the range of opportunities for independent, self-interested be-
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havior is more limited than that for more powerful states. Small powers are
boxed in by virtue of their relative weakness, but they are not powerless.
Maria Papadakis and Harvey Starr contend that small states have some power
over their foreign policy choices and ultimate fates, but this power is contin-
gent on the opportunities present in the international system and the willing-
ness of the leaders of small states to take advantage of those opportunities., 70
In this way, small states are like most states; international conditions must be
ripe for action, and leaders must be inclined to act,

Davis Bobrow and Steve Chan contend that some small states are more
powerful than others because they “have been able to carve out for them-
selves a special niche in the strategic conceptions, political doctrines, and
domestic opinions of their chief ally.”7! These states derive power from
manipulating the very relationship in which they are the dependent partoer.
Israel and South Korea are former small powers that were successful in
defining their importance to the United States and taking great advantage
from this, :

Some small powers or weak states (weak relative to other state actors) are
able to establish special relationships with larger powers called cliency. Mary
Ann Tétreault defines cliency as a “strategic relationship between a strong
state and a weak one.”” The use of the word “strategic” is important here as
it indicates agency on the part of both actors; although the power relationship
is asymmetrical, cliency is reciprocal. The patron gains access to something
valued such as a strategic route or critical resource while the client gains
protection. Often the protection is for the purpose of facing an internal threat,
The client plays on the fear of the patron that the client regime may be
overthrown if not given sufficient resources and backing, Patron-client rela-
tionships seem to experience serious diminishing gains over time. And in a
systemn characterized by unipolarity, the client may have difficulty convine-
ing the patron to stay involved.

The patron-client relationship between the United States and Saudi Ara-
bia serves as an example of the diminishing returns that seem to characterize
this kind of relationship. The cliency relationship between these two states
goes back to World War II when the Franklin Delano Roosevelt administra-
tion sought to secure access to Saudi oil reserves, In return for access to
Saudi oil, the United States extended a security guarantee to the House of
Saud, promising protection from external and internal challengers. The 1990
Iraqi invasion of neighboring Kuwait posed a serious external military threat,
which the United States answered with a massive military response known as
the Gulf War of 1991. This special relationship was cited by many different
observers as a key reason for the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the
United States: unable to dislodge the illegitimate House of Saud, Osama bin
Laden determined to poison and kill the relations between patron and client
by attacking the patron.




190 Chapter 9

In the unipolar international system, the possibility of the United States
disengaging from many parts of the world—because it can—has implications
for small or weak powers who previously were able to exploit US fears.
Under unipolarity, Walt explains,

weaker stafes are less able to influence the dominant power’s conduct by
threatening to realign or by warning that they may be defeated or overthrown
if not given sufficient support by their patron, Not only do weaker states lack
an attractive alternative partner, but the unipole needs them less and thus will
worty less about possible defection or defeat, ™

The American relationship with the Hosni Mubarak regime of Egypt is an
interesting case in point. When Egypt signed a peace treaty with Israel in:
1979, the United States rewarded Egypt with substantial foreign assistance
(mostly military) and the implicit promise of support against enemies exter-
nal and internal. Egypt was an important client to win in the Cold War. After:
the Cold War, the Mubarak regime’s importance to the United States was
measured in its ability to suppress Islamic fundamentalism, which was seen
as a threat to Israel. After the 9/11 terrorist attacks and despite neoconserva-,
tive desires to force democracy on the broader Middle East, Mubarak’s value
as a counterweight to militant Tslam remained high. This was especially true
for the Bush administration with its intense concerns about maintaining uni
polarity against a variety of threats,

As discussed in the Iast chapter and the start of the present one, unipolas
rity as an enduring characteristic of the international system is more or less:
established, and the Obama administration is more comfortable with the ide
of other powers rising. Had the Bush administration been in charge when th
Arab Awakening hit Tahrir Square on January 25, 2011, Mubarak woul
have been guaranteed American support as a counterweight to militant Islam
in the global war on terror. But for the Barack Obama administration, th
threat that Mubarak might be overthrown by persons aligned with a counter
weight to the United States was insufficiently balanced against other con:
cerns. The possible threat of a Muslim Brotherhood—controlled Egyptian
government could not overcome the intriguing value of nudging Mubarak ou
of power in order to come out on the right side of history by supporting th
people of Egypt. This, of course, takes us out of a realist interpretive mode in
preparation for the next and last chapter. :

CHAPTER REVIEW

+ The condition of unipolarity has an effect on the foreign policy choices 0;
many different kinds of states from potential competitors to major allies
rising powers, middle powers, and client states, :
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E&.Q. allies to the United States may be enhancing their military capabil-
ities and demonsirating their willingness to lead military interventions in
order to remind the United States of their importance. This can be called
bandwagoning behavior,

Balancing behavior—the effort to create a counterbalance to the predomi-
nant power—does not appear to be happening in the present unipolar
system, -

Soft balancing is the attempt to create a countervailing coalition to thwart
a policy choice of the dominant power without challenging the interna-
tional position of that dominant power.

Although analysts think they know “rising powers” when they see them,
some so-called rising powers have mixed global ambitions and do not
always live up to international expectations.

Middle power diplomacy involves international mediation, peacekeeping,
and consensus building within multilateral organizations.

FPatron-client relations involve a reciprocal albeit asymmetrical exchange
that may not be durable or maintain value over time.




