Chapter One:

Introduction

The Puzzle

On July 7, 2005, four British citizens attacked London’s transport system, killing more
than fifty people. Two weeks later a second cell struck, indicating, despite the
attackers’ failure to detonate their explosives, that the 7/7 bombing was not an isolated
incident but a part of a coordinated campaign.

The first London bombing coincided, probably by design, with the annual
meeting of the G8, hosted by British Prime Minister Tony Blair. A few hours after the
attack, the leaders of the world’s “board of governors,” accompanied by leaders of
other key states, stood behind Blair as he reiterated to the world media the resolve of
Britain and the rest of the international community to continue its fight against
terrorism. That night in New York, the UN Security Council condemned the atrocity
by consensus and vowed to relentlessly fight terrorism.'

In the following weeks, intelligence services and law enforcement agencies
throughout the world investigated the attack. The geographical breadth of the
investigation was astounding, involving countries such as Pakistan, Italy, Egypt, the
U.S., Zambia, and Israel. An unusual level of alertness among European countries led
to a special meeting of the interior European Union’s ministers, where they discussed
the implications of the London bombing, devised measures to reduce the vulnerability
of EU countries, and planned improved cooperation. The extensive interstate
collaboration in the aftermath of the attack — of which the details above are just a
partial illustration — was not unique; it merely replicated the trend emerging from the

9/11 attacks on New York and Washington.
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Contrast this reaction to states’ policies in the aftermath of attacks committed
by other terrorist entities. For example, following the kidnapping and killing of Israeli
athletes by the Palestinian “Black September” organization during the 1972 Olympic
Games in Munich, Israel launched a campaign to exterminate every person responsible
for the atrocity. Germany, on the other hand, was hesitant to face its responsibility, as
the host of the games, to prosecute the perpetrators of the attack. Reluctant to get
entangled in a Middle Eastern conflict and fearing retaliation, Germany viewed
imprisoning the culprits as a threat to its security. Therefore, when a group of
Palestinians hijacked a German airplane and demanded the release of their comrades
from German prisons, Germany was relieved to get rid of the prisoners.

In a second example, on June 27, 1976, members of the German Baader
Meinhof group, together with members of the Popular Front for the Liberation of
Palestine (PFLP), seized an Air France airliner and its 258 passengers. After forcing
the plane to land in the Ugandan capital of Entebbe, they were welcomed
enthusiastically by Uganda’s leader, Idi Amin. A few days later, Israeli Special Forces
landed in Entebbe and rescued the passengers. For German and French authorities,
supposedly interested parties, this was basically the end of the story; they did not see
the need for further action against the perpetrators.

Why this remarkable difference in the way states respond to terrorism? Why in
some cases do states willingly confront acts of terrorism jointly and at other times
respond separately? Why are some terrorist threats met head-on through collective
effort, while others result in a variety of strategies ranging from appeasement to direct
confrontation with the terrorists? In this dissertation I locate the reason for these
divergent approaches in the dissimilar nature of various terrorist threats. Terrorist
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presenting only a limited threat, directed at the sovereignty and territory of specific
states, face varied responses in accordance with states’ diverse interests.

Definitions and Analytical Perspective

Scholars and practitioners contest the definition of terrorism. The failure to agree on a
definition reflects the phenomenon’s complexity; yet the argument results not only
from genuine disagreements over the analytical value of definitions, but also from
divergent political orientations. Among the most contentious aspects are whether
states can perpetrate terrorism, and whether resistance to oppressive regimes or
occupation forces constitutes terrorism or rather a legitimate struggle.

I define terrorism as acts of violence or preparations to initiate such acts,
committed by non-state entities, targeting civilians in order to promote political goals.
These acts aim to compel a state to take some steps it would not have taken otherwise,
or to divert it from measures it intended to take.

This definition specifies non-state actors as the perpetrators of terrorism.
States, too, are capable of terrorizing their population or those of other states; but
alternative conceptual frameworks are available to analyze such state actions. The
politically correct extension of the definition to include states carries little analytical
value; in fact, it may hinder our comprehension of violent NGOs. 1 specifically
emphasize entities rather than organizations because the traditional focus on
organizational frameworks is obsolete and fails to depict the current form of terrorism.
By referring to terrorist entities, one could consider traditional terrorist organizations
alongside networks of small cells or like-minded individuals with little stable
affiliation or hierarchical order.

In defining terrorism, I try to avoid making any moral judgment about the
legitimacy of practices of states and non-state entities alike. The primacy of the state
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relationship in a manner that serves the system, and even more, the strongest powers.
Whether or not this is morally justified is not of interest in this dissertation.

The definition of terrorism I propose here is restricted to the intentional
targeting of civilians. Such delineation makes it possible to preserve the distinction
between terrorism and insurgency operations targeting military forces, while
dismissing the argument that resistance to occupation cannot be classified as terrorism.
The right of resistance is accepted under international law; but international law does
not recognize a right to target innocent civilians. My formulation also avoids moral
judgment about suicide bombings. While I find the use of suicide bombing abhorrent,
for analytical purposes, one must focus on the targets and goals, not the techniques of
terrorism.

The English School’s conception of the international society provides a useful
framework to understanding the threat posed by different transnational terrorist groups
and states’ concomitant responses to that threat. The international society is “a group
of states which not merely form a system, in the sense that the behavior of each is a
necessary factor in the calculations of others, but also have established by dialogue
and common consent rules and institutions for the conduct of their relations and
recognize their common interest in maintaining these arrangements.”2 It is the threat to
the international society that leads its members to participate in a joint effort to protect
the system. But in order to explain state responses, the English School perspective I
present contains a set of Realist arguments concerning state behavior. These
arguments are adjusted to the context of counter-terrorism, and used in conjunction

with the social elements emphasized by the English School.
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The English School provides an appealing analytical perspective to explore the
proposed research question. Its flexible tradition integrates social and material
variables® and, therefore, makes it most appropriate to examine state actions driven by
a combination of both types of motivations. My research is guided by the conviction
that the question should determine the analytical perspective, rather than allowing
some predetermined analytical perspective to rule out the types of questions asked. My
application of the English School perspective is compatible with the growing
acceptance of theoretical eclecticism among international relations scholars.*
Eclecticism prioritizes problem solving over any paradigmatic rigidity that might
undercut our ability to make sense of important patterns of behavior in world politics.
Traditional international relations paradigms are ill-equipped to tackle independently a
variety of important questions. The tendency of many scholars to rely on dichotomies
to differentiate among theoretical explanations only reinforces this weakness. Reality,
however, is intricate and rarely lends itself to neat divisions. Complicated questions
call for departure from traditional modes of inquiry. As demonstrated by the complex
nature of transnational terrorism, in particular its manifestation in the al Qaeda-led
jihadi movement, inflexible application of existing theoretical frameworks might leave
us in darkness, unable to grasp the nature of the phenomenon and, consequently, the
nature of the response.

I use case studies to test my argument. The dissertation includes an in-depth

analysis of state responses to the threat posed by the al Qaeda-led jihadi movement.
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The jihadi movement, I argue, represents a systemic threat that is being countered by a
collective response by the members of the international society under the leadership of
U.S. hegemony. The terror campaign of Palestinian groups, especially Fatah and the
PFLP, which reached its peak during the 1970s, is an example of terrorist entities
operating across several regions and targeting multiple state actors, not only Israel.
Because the Palestinian groups never represented a systemic threat, the response of
states to the threat varied: some chose to confront it directly; others preferred
accommodation, sometimes allowing the entity to operate from, but not within, its
own territory; yet other states explicitly supported the Palestinian organizations. The
case of the Peruvian Shining Path takes us as far as Latin America to show how, in the
absence of a systemic threat, states’ particularistic interests determine their willingness
to stand against a terrorist entity. Lastly, the response of Southeast Asian countries to
the threat posed by the Jemaah Islamiyah (JI) is an example of a case that presents a
mixture of global and local elements. Because of the interplay between the two levels,
the struggle against the JI took an intriguing form, mixing inputs from the global war
on terrorism with regional responses that are heavily influenced by regional
idiosyncratic dynamics.

The Argument

States may choose from a range of available strategies in response to threats from
terrorist entities. Some countries comply with the terrorists’ demands; others settle for
a less extreme option and try to reach an accommodation. On the other side of the
spectrum, one may find forceful responses by states that refuse to surrender or to take
any step that could be interpreted as a reinforcement to terrorism. Normally, a state
weighs its utilities and designs a response it believes best suits its interests. What the
state defines as its interests is not predetermined. Often it is the result of idiosyncratic
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the state in defining who it is, what it wants, and what set of options it might employ
to achieve those goalls;5 diverse responses are therefore a natural outgrowth of diverse
interests.

When states face a systemic threat, however, they react more predictably. Such
a threat challenges the foundations upon which the system is based; it seeks to create
an alternative system based on organizing principles different from those prevalent in
the current state-based system. When facing a systemic threat, the set of options
available for states narrows. Most states decide to engage in collective action to fend
off the threat, demonstrating the capability to cooperate at a level atypical of “normal
politics.” A state may still behave in a self-interested manner, but its egoistic interests
coalesce with those of the other members of the society of states, rendering self-
regarding behavior synonymous with other-regarding behavior. Furthermore, the
distinction between short- and long-term interests weakens as states are likely to take
action in order to ward off even remote threats that are expected to affect them only in
the longer-term.

Interstate cooperation against a systemic threat stems from a sense of
community among states. States exhibit some society-like traits that bind them
together and provide them with general guidelines to what participating in an
international society means, what rights members enjoy, and what obligations
members must meet.® Thus, states draw some of their interests from their membership
in the society of states. One of the most important goals of the international society is

to assure its survival. Consequently, the protection of the system becomes a shared
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interest of all states. As a result, a society of states facing a systemic threat would
exhibit a preservation-seeking quality.

Yet, this collective response is not some Pavlovian reaction of a unified entity.
The international society does not exist separately from its units, the states. These
states are the key actors that need to identify the threat, design and negotiate a strategy
to confront terrorism, and implement the adopted strategy, all while elements of
conflict among states persist. The strongest powers in the system are the main bearers
of these tasks.” They drive the international society to action; but they cannot achieve
their goals without a certain level of legitimacy, deriving from agreement among
society members, that the proposed actions are in line with fundamental principles
upon which the society is founded. In this way, power and social elements together
account for interstate cooperation.

Hegemony, in particular, is conducive to a collective response when the system
is threatened. In crises, the hegemon’s interest in preserving the system is not only
compatible with those of weaker states, but even derivative from the same sources.
The hegemon leads not only by virtue of its power. In its capacity as an institution,
embedded in the international society, the hegemon operates not on the basis of its
own distinct interests but because its interests arise from and reflect a “We” feeling
that binds states together. Thus, in addition to material capabilities, the hegemon
provides leadership to the other members of the international society. Granted, the
hegemon has the most to gain from continuation of the existing order and has power to
promote collective action. But the scope and quality of the collective endeavor is
largely the result of states’ willingness to follow the hegemon’s lead, which stems

from the recognition of its role as a guardian of the system. In unusual situations, the
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hegemon may be required to rely on its material power to bring rogue states or hesitant
actors into the cooperative framework; but overall its intentions and the means it uses
to preserve the system are benign.

This theoretical perspective elucidates the mechanism through which
hegemony operates, as well as its limits. States do not follow the hegemon solely
because it enjoys an abundance of power. Time and again, hegemonies have found
themselves unable to achieve all of their interests, even when their stakes are high.
The attainment of multiple goals while interacting with numerous actors cannot be
accomplished through material power only; it requires that the hegemon’s agenda be
perceived as legitimate. The hegemon cannot exercise its power uninhibited. When its
agenda is not perceived as compatible with the general good of the international
society, cooperation will take place on a much smaller scale and be founded mostly on
material power and states’ narrow considerations.

In my elaborate discussion of the reaction to the jihadi movement, I provide an
explicit example taken from the realm of security studies, rather than from the
economic sphere, of how hegemony contributes to the creation of order. Following the
9/11 attack on New York and Washington, the international society discovers that it is
facing a systemic threat which must be addressed collectively. The nature of the threat
makes reliance on collective action a necessity (although not all aspects of the
response are multilateral); in the absence of a joint response, states will fail to fend off
the threat. The joint reaction is being pursued under U.S. leadership and reflects a
consensus that fighting the jihadi threat is a mutual interest shared by all states, rather
than an imposition by the hegemon’s coercive power. Indeed, the level of interstate
collaboration in the global war on terrorism, compared to support of the American

invasion of Iraq, makes evident the limits of unilateral U.S. power: cooperation must



also be based on acceptance of the policies pursued as being legitimately in service of
the collective good.

Furthermore, collaboration with the U.S. in the war on terrorism is very costly
to countless states: some have become a direct target of the jihadi movement, and
numerous countries have been taking steps that challenge their self-identity, exposing
them to grave social and religious pressures. For example, Muslim states have started
to regulate religiously-sanctioned charity-giving and traditional informal systems of
money remittance. Some have also begun to alter their educational programs and
further curtail the expression of religious extremist opinions. In the same vein,
European states -- in cutting back on civil rights -- have acted in contrast to their well-
established sense of self-identity.

A critical tenet in responding to terrorism is the bolstering of the state. Because
terrorists are attracted to weak states, the system becomes as strong as its weakest
links. The current system is particularly weak and fragile. The international society is
based on the primacy of the state in the international arena, but in many regions this
primacy is not coupled with adequate capabilities to realize this theoretical primacy.
Furthermore, with time, the state has retreated from several spheres of action. It has
also avoided carving itself a major role in new spheres that have been evolving with
the rapid advance of technology. On 9/11, the international society woke up to
discover itself extremely vulnerable to actors who could and would take advantage of
its weakness to undermine the system. Indeed, the approach of the U.S. and its allies,
translated into multilateral action, reflects acknowledgement of the system’s
deficiencies and a willingness to bolster the system. Clearly, there is much more to be
done in order for the international society to confront the threat successfully.

The response is based on the concepts of state’s responsibility and international

cooperation. Each state has an obligation to its peers to deny terrorists the ability to
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use its territory and its laws to endanger the system. Yet, the systemic nature of the
threat means that “in today’s world, no state, however powerful, can protect itself on
its own.”® Consequently, states must look beyond their own borders, collaborate with
other members of the international society, and assist them to realize their obligations
to the collective. This cooperation may include the exchange of information,
cooperation in unraveling cells of terrorists, thwarting attacks or investigating attacks
that have already been carried out. Collaboration also takes the form of assistance in
capacity building, intended to bring all states to a minimum level of sufficiency. States
are also encouraged to share information about their experience and suggest best
practices to increase the efficiency of state actions.

In this regard, the argument that states exhibit different approaches to counter-
terrorism based on whether they frame acts of terrorism as “war” (the alleged
American frame) or as “crime” (the European) should not be overstated. The response
to the threat posed by a systemic force such as the jihadi movement combines
elements of both. The U.S. may keep a higher profile than other states when military
action is involved, but this is a natural outcome of its military prowess and the relative
weakness of most other states. As the consensus around the invasion of Afghanistan
demonstrates, the use of force against terrorists is not rejected in principle. At the
same time, for practical reasons, all states, including the U.S., rely substantially on law
enforcement agencies in the war on terrorism.

This dissertation emphasizes the scope of the project to reinvigorate the state
system and confront transnational terrorism. But an unprejudiced assessment of the
success of the collective drive against terrorism also depends on a healthy dose of

realism: that includes acknowledgment of the extremely ambitious nature of the
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project and the disadvantageous position from which the U.S.-led international society
launched it.

In its examination of state responses to the jithadi movement, this dissertation
highlights three main spheres of counter-terrorist action: curbing terrorism financing,
border controls, and limiting the proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction
(WMD). The Security Council has been leading an intensive and broad project to
suppress the financing of terrorist acts by reinvigorating state controls over the transfer
of money across borders, criminalizing terrorist financing, prosecuting those engaged
in such behavior, and freezing financial assets of terrorists and terrorist entities. This
sphere, I argue, is so far the most successful.

Much less success can be seen in the field of border controls. The project aims
to reinforce the control of states over their borders, diminishing the ability of terrorists
to transfer weapons and people across borders or to plan attacks in one country while
residing in another. Increasing the difficulty of moving across borders is also intended
to improve states’ ability to keep tabs on the activities of terrorists present in their
territory, thwart their plans, and arrest them. This mission has proved to be so
painstaking that the realization of even a relatively modest goal, such as controlling
the passage of prohibited people and goods in recognized border passes, airports, and
seaports, is in serious doubt.

Last, a third sphere of action concerns denying non-state actors the ability to
produce, acquire, store, proliferate, and use WMD. While the development and
possession of WMD is considered dangerous and a threat to world peace, the
international community acknowledges some practical circumstances where a few
strong powers hold such weapons, under the assumption that states are responsible
actors. There are no exceptions, however, for violent non-state actors such as the

jihadi movement. The international society is designing strategies to deny such actors
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any access to the ultimate weapons of terror. Its approach to the problem is very
similar to the way it constructed the anti-terrorism financing regime, but the Security
Council took the matter on only in 2004, fully five years after al Qaeda’s finances
were targeted for the first time. Moreover, any program that concerns WMD also
provokes strong political sensitivities, particularly as the system to prevent
proliferation of nuclear weapons among states is faltering.

Recapitulation and Preview

As they currently stand, existing international relations theories are inadequate. They
fail to explain the complex nature of terrorism and, consequently, cannot capture a
crucial segment of world politics. This dissertation seeks to improve this situation by
presenting a theoretical argument that takes into account states and non-state actors
together, while amending, not abandoning, the rich and useful analytical tools that
have guided the study of international relations throughout the second half of the
twentieth century.

Whereas the dominant paradigms in international relations approach security
threats through the lenses of power and emphasize material factors, this study offers a
broader view of counter-terrorism. In the current war on terrorism, many observers are
inclined to emphasize the military aspects of the war, particularly in Afghanistan and
Imq.9 Most elements of the response to the jihadi threat, however, have little to do
with the use of force; unfortunately, those elements are usually relatively unknown.
This study awards these neglected aspects the attention they deserve.

My approach also complicates assessments of the hegemon’s pursuit of
multilateralism and its willingness to “go it alone.” When the use of force is

emphasized, international relations theories appear to consider the hegemon
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omnipotent and intransigent, pursuing idiosyncratic interests, unilaterally if the
situation requires. Viewing the war on terrorism through the broad lenses I offer
brings into view a different image of a hegemon, one that leads a multilateral effort
and acknowledges, sometimes grudgingly, the limits of its power. Thus, at a time
where multilateralism seems under attack by an overreaching American
administration, blamed for unilateral tendencies, the aspects of the war on terrorism
highlighted in this study emphasize the role of U.S.-led multilateralism and
demonstrate that rumors concerning the death of multilateralism are premature.

This dissertation also enhances the body of knowledge concerning the current
war on terrorism, one of the most important issues of our time, through an in-depth
study of transnational terrorist entities and an inquiry into the way states respond to
them. The study does not limit itself to assessing the threat posed by the al Qaeda
network based on its material capabilities, but extends further to analyze al Qaeda’s
ideology and its ideological pedigree. Furthermore, I locate the al Qaeda network in
the broader framework of the jihadi movement and explicate the connection between
the two: how al Qaeda came to lead this movement, and how the movement and the
network merged to become one entity challenging the international society. On the
states’ side, this dissertation approaches the responses to terrorism by capturing the
general picture and assessing the collective effort of the international society as a
whole, rather than focusing solely on the particular responses of individual states.

One would find in this study support for reintroducing religion in international
relations scholarship. The rise of religion in domestic and international politics, by
itself, justifies serious attention to the political use and impact of religion. The primacy
of religious motivation and ideology among terrorist entities, as well as religion’s
impact on the terrorists’ goals and means, offer additional impetus to the study of

religion in world politics. 1 promote this agenda by exposing points of conflict
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between the logic of the state-based system and the logic of religion — in particular as
they are manifested in the jihadi movement — and elucidating the ramifications of the
encounter between these divergent logics.

This study comprises three parts, divided into ten chapters. Following this
introduction I lay out my argument. I discuss the preservation-seeking quality of the
international society, explain the conditions under which it arises, and describe the
role of hegemony in mobilizing the members of the international society to confront
the challenge. The chapter locates my argument in the framework of the English
School and pits the argument against the Realist perspective. I argue that the English
School explanation I bring forward better explains state behavior and its sources.

The second part of this work (chapters 3-7) analyzes the threat posed by the
jihadi movement and the response of the international society to this threat. I trace the
process by which jihad, which for hundreds of years took only localized forms, has

gone through a “scale shift,”"

gradually (beginning in the 1980s war to oust the
Soviets from Afghanistan) becoming globalized. Then, focusing on the ideology of the
network and how this ideology conflicts with the philosophical foundations upon
which the international society is constituted, I argue that al-Qaeda, and the jihadi
camp it leads, represent a threat to the international society. In response to al Qaeda’s
threat, the U.S.-led international society launched an extensive counter-terrorism
strategy based largely on bolstering the institution of the state. After an exposition of
the general logic guiding the systemic response and the manifestation of this logic in
the endeavor to consolidate and reinforce states’ control over their borders, I elaborate

upon two spheres of operation: the suppression of terrorism financing, and the efforts

to deny WMD to non-state actors.
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The third part of this dissertation (chapters 8-9) presents additional case
studies. The multiple types of responses to Palestinian terrorist entities, and to their
actions during the 1970s, serve as the main contrast to the al Qaeda case. I also discuss
cases outside the Middle East. The Peruvian Shining Path is an example of a non-
systemic threat that provoked little interest by most states in the region. As a result, the
Peruvian government was left to confront the group largely by itself, a confrontation
from which it almost emerged as the loser. I also examine the threat posed by the JI to
countries of Southeast Asia. The JI represents a mixed case in which elements of
threat from global and local levels interact. I show how the countries of Southeast
Asia, supported by the framework provided in the global war on the jihadi movement,
have been taking extra steps to collectively confront the menace.

I conclude this study by reexamining the relation between the English School
and the Realist explanations, and discussing the usefulness of expanding the study of
sovereignty beyond the Westphalian principles to include religious conceptions of
sovereignty and the interplay between the competing conceptions. I also present a
different tack on the war on terrorism, in particular highlighting the significance of
multilateralism to the general effort and the role of the U.S. in promoting this
multilateralism. Let us turn now to a theory of state responses to transnational

terrorism.
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Chapter Two:

Interstate Cooperation and Transnational Terrorism

Introduction

Transnational terrorism existed before al Qaeda attacked the U.S. on 9/11. In the past,
other groups had reached beyond their territorial bases to attack more than one state.
The Lebanese Hezbollah, for example, reached as far as Buenos Aires; members of the
Japanese Red Army Brigades killed twenty-five passengers in the Tel Aviv airport;
and different factions of the Organization for the Liberation of Palestine (PLO) have
carried out attacks on civilians in various European countries (including Austria, Italy
and Germany) and even in Sudan. Terrorists have targeted the international flights of
several countries’ airlines and staged attacks on the high seas that killed civilians from
numerous nations.

Following 9/11, state responses to the threat of terrorism changed qualitatively.
Members of the society of states acted almost unanimously to condemn the al Qaeda
attacks, offering assistance to the United States in confronting the threat and bringing
the perpetrators to justice. A few weeks after 9/11, a coalition of states led by the U.S.
invaded Afghanistan, toppled the Taliban regime, and for the time being eliminated
the terrorist infrastructure in that country. In the subsequent phase, the war on
terrorism has featured far-reaching interstate cooperation on a variety of issues
including law enforcement, policing, and the suppression of the financial networks
assisting terrorist groups.

The puzzle is, therefore, why do states oppose one transnational terrorist threat
with an extensive collective action, in other cases demonstrating much less interest in
cooperation and seeing a collective response as just one of a number of policy
options? Dominant paradigms of international relations are ill-equipped to answer this

question; they focus on security conflicts between states and fail to treat non-state
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actors as security threats worthy of theoretical attention. In order to answer this puzzle,
one must capture the logic and motivation of state action explained by existing
theories and readjust those factors to fit a world populated by both potentially
dangerous states and dangerous non-state actors.

In this chapter, I lay out a theoretical framework for understanding state
responses to transnational terrorism by developing a neglected aspect of the English
School’s work -- namely, the international society’s quest for self-preservation I argue
that the nature of the threat posed by the terrorist actor accounts for the level of
interstate cooperation: when the terrorist challenge represents a threat to the existence
of the state system, a collective response by the members of the international society is
likely. But when a terrorist actor poses a threat only to the sovereignty and interests of
specific states, interstate cooperation will be limited in scope and participation; it will
take place only when it serves the direct interests of the collaborating states. Leading
powers are the spearhead of the collective endeavor to repel systemic threats. In the
current international system, hegemony -- which serves, particularly in times of
systemic crisis, as an institution of the international society -- takes this leadership
role."!

This chapter comprises six sections. In the first, I introduce the survival
mechanism as a feature of an international society and suggest that hegemony should
be considered an institution of the society of states. The construction of Realist
explanations for state behavior in the face of terrorism and the role of hegemony in
fostering international cooperation stand at the center of the second section. In the

third section, I present an account of hegemony that builds on those Realist

" The argument is agnostic to the type of hegemon, revisionist or proponent of the status quo; as long
as the hegemon is part of the international society it will seek its preservation. The extreme case of a
hegemon that seeks world domination, and that is in itself a threat to the international society, is outside
the scope of this study.
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foundations but locates it in the international society and assigns significance to
normative factors in the conduct of the hegemon. In the fourth section, I present the
characteristics of a systemic threat -- that is, the conditions under which the English
School predicts a collective response -- and in the fifth I lay out the indicators for a
collective response. A listing of English School and Realist propositions on state
responses to transnational terrorism conclude this chapter.

Preservation-Seeking --The Neglected Quality of the International Society

The dominant paradigms within the study of international relations do not capture the
full range of possible motivations behind acts of transnational terrorism. In particular,
they fail to consider as a motive the overthrow of the international order and its
replacement with an alternative order. As a result, IR scholars may be led to miss
important factors behind state responses to such groups, in particular to the al Qaeda
network and the jihadi movement it leads.

This conceptual void is not restricted to threats posed by terrorists; the notion
of threats to the existence of the system as a whole is usually missing from the work of
IR scholars. But some security concerns cannot be fully understood without this
holistic perspective. Only a conceptualization of the system as an independent entity
that tries to advance certain goals allows us to adequately study challenges that surpass
state boundaries and the concomitant responses of the system. Because the English
School’s unique understanding of world politics conceives of the international society
as an independent construct that joins its units -- the states -- and leads them to pursue
a set of common goals, it is best suited to capturing the dynamics between states and
those violent non-state actors that attempt to overthrow the state-based system.

According to Hedley Bull, a founding father of the English School and its most
recognized figure across the Atlantic, world politics are cooperative as well as

conflictual. States exhibit some society-like traits, manifested in elements of interstate
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comity. This international society (or society of states) is defined as “a group of states
which not merely form a system, in the sense that the behavior of each is a necessary
factor in the calculations of others, but also have established by dialogue and common
consent rules and institutions for the conduct of their relations and recognize their

common interest in maintaining these arralngements.”12

This conceptualization is
based on more than the mere convergence of interests between states; instead, it
results from a thicker sense of community.13 This sense binds states together and
provides them with general guidelines for what membership in the society of states
means, what rights members enjoy, and what obligations members must observe. The
community-like traits of the international society moderate state behavior and allow
for the existence of general order. The important role of conflict in international
relations is not ignored, but the English School emphasizes that, even if precarious,
some elements of international society always exist."

The current international society evolved in Europe and has now spread over
the whole globe.15 It has not developed evenly, and states vary in the general degree

and specific character of the norms, rules, identities, and institutions they share.'®

Nevertheless, where the most fundamental elements are concerned, such variation will

2 Bull and Watson, “Introduction.” 1. Note that international society cannot exist without an
international system, yet an international system does not require the existence of international society.
According to Bull, an international society is distinguished by states’ recognition of their common
interests and by their conception of themselves as bound by a common set of rules in their relations. See
Bull, The Anarchical Society, 13.

" Barry Buzan distinguishes between international regimes that have merely instrumental implications
and the institutions of the international society which have much deeper constitutive effects. See Barry
Buzan, “The English School: An Underexploited Resource in International Relations,” Review of
International Studies 27 (2001), 475.

14 Bull, The Anarchical Society, 41.

"> Bull and Watson, The Expansion of the International Society; Barry Buzan and Richard Little,
International Systems in World History: Remaking the Study of International Relations (Oxford
University Press, New York, 2000).

'® Barry Buzan, “International Society and International Security,” in Rick Fawn and Jeremy Larkins
(eds.), International Society after the Cold War: Anarchy and Order Reconsidered (Macmillan Press
Ltd., London, 1996), 264.
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not detract from the international society’s willingness to achieve its goals, although it
may negatively affect its ability to accomplish them.

Among the fundamental goals of the international society that Bull lists are:
preserving the society of states, maintaining the independence of states, establishing
peace as the normal condition in international relations, and achieving such common
goals of all social life as limiting violence, keeping promises, and establishing
possessions.17 Occasionally, some of these goals may conflict. Although Bull does not
commit himself to a ranking of these goals, preservation of the system appears to
override the others and even to justify violations of the principle of sovereignty. In his
words, “the international society has treated preservation of the independence of
particular states as a goal that is subordinate to preservation of the society of states
itself.”"® In fact, one could argue that the principle of sovereignty exists to serve the
preservation of the system by delineating boundaries for state action and consequently
reducing friction among states.

Even though self-preservation appears to be the international society’s first and
most important goal, scholars have paid it little attention; systemic threats that could
trigger the survival mechanisms of the international society are similarly understudied.
Among the threats that have received some attention are wars of aggression,
revolutionary states, and globalization. Wars of aggression reduce predictability in the
international system and increase the severity of the security dilemma, thus
undermining order in the system. To address the problem, states established a norm to

prohibit the initiation of such wars and created a code of conduct for the initiation and

17 Bull, The Anarchical Society, 16-20.
¥ Ibid, 17.
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management of wars, with the aim of preserving order and preventing the breakdown
of the system.19

Revolutionary states pose a second type of threat to the international society.
As David Armstrong explains, “major revolutions force established states to
reconsider and redefine both their social identity as members of a society of states and
the normative and juridical principles upon which that society is based.”? Armstrong
found that the burden of managing a country helped in extinguishing the fervor of
newly established revolutionary states and provided them with incentives to socialize
to the state system. Nor did the state system remain static: member states, led by the
great powers, came to the system’s defense and, through interaction with the
revolutionary states, redefined the features of the system, thus strengthening it and
contributing to its evolution.”! Unfortunately, Armstrong’s study is the exception
rather than the rule:* the question of how the international society identifies and
responds to threats from revolutionary states remains understudied.*

Some may argue that globalization also threatens the international society.24 In
the last few decades, various scholars have pointed to the alleged decline of the state

system, manifested in the retreat of the state from certain issue areas (for example,

money); the emergence of new spheres with low state involvement (cyberspace); and

' In the current terminology, states that violate the “rules of the game” regarding the use of force are
commonly referred to as “rogue states.” Such states rarely explicitly challenge the principles of the
international society but in their actions do erode international order.

2 David Armstrong, Revolution and World Order: The Revolutionary State in International Society
(Oxford University Press, New York, 1993), 243.

*! Ibid.

2 Barry Buzan briefly mentions that even in its most basic form, the international society legitimizes
intervention against regimes that threaten its established order; but he does not take this point further.
See Buzan, “International Society and International Security,” 275.

> Stephen Walt presents a Realist take on revolutions. However, he does not look at how they threaten
the international system but rather at how they increase instability and propensity for war in their close
surroundings. See Stephen M. Walt, Revolutions and War (Cornell University Press, Ithaca and
London, 1996).

* On the possibility of viewing globalization and interstate interaction as two distinct processes
currently at work, see David Armstrong, “Globalization and the Social State,” Review of International
Studies 24 (1998), 461-478.
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the increased influence of non-state actors on state policies and their ability to
appropriate subject areas that the state had largely ignored or mishandled.”> Whether
and to what extent these trends indeed represent threats to the state system is
controversial. Nevertheless, even if we assume that they are real, these trends still pose
a relatively benign challenge to the international society by forces considered
legitimate. Often, states’ purposeful actions facilitate globalization and encourage the
elevation of non-violent NGOs. Furthermore, the working of such forces may be
considered to be in line with the aim of advancing the World Society, based on
individuals rather than states, which most English School scholars consider to be
ultimately in the interest of the international society (although the pace and extent of
promoting World Society is contested among English School scholars because of the
possible adverse effects of a premature or overreaching push in that direction).”®
Violent non-state actors trying to overthrow the state system fit into the
category of threats to the international society. They deny the legitimacy of the state
system and attack the foundations on which the society of states is based, and they
may even try to advance an alternative order. Thus, they are systemic threats and
should activate the self-preservation mechanism of the international society. By asking
whether violent non-state actors pose a threat to the system, it is possible to explain
variations in state responses to transnational terrorist entities: when transnational
terrorist actors endanger the international society, states are expected to demonstrate a

higher level of cooperation than against terrorist groups that do not represent a

» Two examples of studies that point at the decline of the state and the rise of non-state actors are Susan
Strange, The Retreat of the State: The Diffusion of Power in the World Economy (Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge; New York, 1996); and Margaret Keck and Kathryn Sikkink, Activists Beyond
Borders: Advocacy Networks in International Politics (Cornell University Press, Ithaca, New York,
1998).

*® This is not to say that there is no dark side to globalization. Terrorism and transnational networks of
organized crime have benefited and gained strength due to globalization, but they had existed
independent of globalization. Furthermore, the parasitic nature of transnational crime leads such
networks to favor the existence, though in a weak form, of the state system.
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systemic threat. Furthermore, variation in the strategies states employ in responding to
a non-systemic threat will be greater than when they counter a systemic challenge.

This observed state behavior corresponds to some degree with the expectations
of Realist theories; but the English School with its different ontology goes further to
elucidate the motivation behind states’ behavior, the sources of their interests, and the
specific policies they adopt. The English School broadens the range of sources of state
interests beyond egotistic interests, to include concerns stemming from membership in
the international society. According to this approach, states derive some of their
interests from being part of a collective, the society of states. As members, states are
prescribed a guide for appropriate behavior and corresponding interests, including a
commitment to defend the system when it is attacked. As a result, state responses to
systemic threats reflect attempts to cement the primacy of the state and strengthen its
ability to face dissimilar actors such as violent NGOs.

Insights from social psychology and their application to international relations
by social constructivists such as Alexander Wendt support the assertion that
responding to a systemic threat to the international society is in the interest of states.”’
The confrontation between a society of states and violent non-state challengers pits
Self against Other. An actor defines who he is and what he wants through his
relationship to other actors populating his real or perceived environment; that
constitution of Self generally requires the existence of an external and different Other.
In international relations, Self and Other are often both state actors, separated by
dissimilar identities. Yet, a society of states also exhibits a quality of a collective Self
that stems from the high level of similarity in form and purpose of all states. As such,

states are engaged in “mutual empowerment”: they accept like states as legitimate

*7 Among Wendt’s most relevant works are Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy Is What States Make of It: The
Social Construction of Power Politics,” International Organization 46:2 (1992), 391-425; Alexander
Wendt, Social Theory of International Politics (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1999).
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members in the “club” and reject, if necessary even fight, others who threaten their
cohesion and the rationale for their association. Therefore, faced with a threat from an
external actor -- a violent non-state actor -- the collective of states (the international
society) reveals its Selfness, against its opponent’s Otherness. Differences among
states are marginalized, while similarities, and the need to guarantee the survival of
their society, become salient. In this way, the difference between Self and Other,
which normally reinforces conflict between states, facilitates inter-state cooperation
when a clear non-state Other emerges.

Hendrik Spruyt’s detailed study of the emergence of the state system suggests
a historical precedent where the principle of Self and Other influenced the dynamic
between states and non-state competitors. According to Spruyt, the state system was
not the obvious uncontested organizing principle in world politics; it was only one
configuration vying to succeed the old order. In the competition, all the alternative
systems of rule were more efficient than the old order; but as the most efficient
structure at that historical juncture, the state won out. In that process, the victory of the
state was reinforced by mutual empowerment among states and delegitimization of
actors who did not fit into a system of “territorially demarcated and internally

»2 Utilitarian considerations played a significant role, but they

hierarchical authorities.
were strengthened by states’ preference for their own kind. Similarity between states
was translated to a higher level of mutual-identification, predictability, and trust in
inter-state relations than in the interaction between states and non-state entities.

The English School not only provides the logic behind interstate cooperation

against systemic threats; it also expounds upon the mechanisms that facilitate

collaboration. The preservation of the international society, like the accomplishment

% Hendrik Spruyt, The Sovereign State and Its Competitors: An Analysis of Systems Change (Princeton
University Press, Princeton, New Jersey, 1994), 28.
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of the society’s other fundamental goals, is closely associated with the idea of order.
Bull defines order in the international society as a pattern of activity that sustains the
fundamental goals of the international society29 through shared values and interests,
rules that states establish, and institutions that enforce these rules.*° According to Bull,
there are three complexes of rules that help sustain international order. First,
“constitutional normative principles” identify states as the primary political
organization of mankind, bound together by the rules and institutions of a collective
society. Second, “rules of coexistence” restrict the use of violence to states, limit the
causes for which states can legitimately start a war, and restrict the manner in which
wars are conducted. Such rules also emphasize the principle of equality among states
and the obligation to respect the sovereignty of other states and not intervene in their
domestic affairs. Finally, rules that regulate cooperation among states go beyond what
is necessary for mere coexistence and may even extend beyond political and strategic
realms to cooperation in economic and social matters.”'

The prevalence of the last complex of rules determines the depth of an
international society: thin international societies are based on “rules of coexistence,”
whereas thick ones move beyond coexistence to the pursuit of common interests
defined in terms of joint gains. Whether an international society is thin (pluralist
society) or thick (solidarist society) is thus a function of the type and extent of norms,
rules and institutions that the international society forms. On the global level, the
international society is quite thin. It takes a Westphalian form, with states wishing to
preserve maximum autonomy and distinctiveness. The potential for a thick society is
higher in sub-global international societies such as the EU, in particular among states

that belong to one civilizational community and that are internally alike. As Barry

» Bull, The Anarchical Society, 8.
3 1bid, 53-63.
31 bid, 67-70.
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Buzan asserts -- referring to measures taken to preserve the ozone layer -- measures
necessary to maintaining the conditions of existence for the members of the society of
states fall within a logic of coexistence.’”” Thus, a high degree of ideological
uniformity is not necessary for the preservation-seeking quality to appear.

The operation of fundamental institutions supports the preservation of order.
Bull defines institutions as “a set of habits and practices shaped towards the realization
of common goals.” They are an expression of interstate cooperation, a means of
sustaining this collaboration, and an instrument to mitigate the tendency of states to
lose sight of their common interests.” Bull discusses five institutions: balance of
power, international law, diplomacy, war and great powers;34 but his list is not
exhaustive. Institutions are historically contingent and depend on the prevailing norms
in which the international society is embedded. Thus, some institutions may
degenerate (great powers, balance of power) or change (diplomacy), while new
institutions can evolve.” Indeed, following Bruce Cronin, I argue that hegemony is
another institution of the international society,3 ® and it is dominant in the post-Cold
War era in the confrontation with the jithadi movement.

While Bull does not discuss it, treating hegemony as an institution is a natural
extension of his ideas and illuminates the operation of the present international
society. There is nothing in Bull’s conception to preclude this extension; he does not
articulate any clear criteria for identifying an institution. Instead, his institutions are

inferred mainly by their contribution to order in the system.”” Bull’s conceptualization

32 Barry Buzan, From International to World Society?: English School Theory and the Social Structure
of Globalization (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 2004), 139-160.

33 Bull, The Anarchical Society, 74.

** Ibid, 101-229.

3 For a broader discussion of this topic, see Buzan, From International to World Society?, 161-204,
240-249.

% Bruce Cronin, “The Paradox of Hegemony: America’s Ambiguous Relationship with the United
Nations,” European Journal of International Relations 7:1 (2001), 103-130.

3 Buzan’s conception of institutions is different. He focuses on their constitutive effects. See Buzan,
From International to World Society?, 167.
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does not even determine to what extent intentionality is required for the evolution of
institutions: some may arise spontaneously, others are constructed, and some may
evolve both ways (for example, the balance of power). Thus, if it could be
demonstrated that hegemony actively promotes -- even if only occasionally --
international order, it could be considered an institution, too.

Moreover, a critical reading of Bull’s discussion of the Great Powers
institution suggests that any structure of power can become an institution of the
international society. The concept of Great Powers does not depend on the number of
powers (Bull himself argues that the concept of superpowers associated with the Cold
War’s bipolarity adds nothing to the old concept of Great Powers®®), but rather on
mutual recognition among them and on other states’ acknowledgment of their special
rights and duties within the society of states.™ A hegemon and the remaining members
of the international society may share just this type of intersubjective understanding.

Furthermore, based on Bull’s notion of order, it is evident that hegemony could
contribute to achieving the fundamental goals of the international society; in fact, it is
in the hegemon’s interest to pursue such an order. Hence, hegemony that provides the
material capabilities to facilitate order, together with leadership and a commitment to
the preservation of the state system while advancing the shared goals of the
international society’s members, is in line with the institutions of the international

Pt
society.*

¥ Bull, The Anarchical Society, 203.

* Ibid, 202.

0 Robert Jackson is likely to disagree. For him, the main point of the balance of power and other basic
arrangements and norms of the international society is to prevent a global hegemon from arising.
However, I do not think that such a claim undermines the possibility that hegemony could serve as an
institution: Jackson does not explain how the international society can function when a clear hegemon
whose power cannot be balanced has emerged. Clearly, he does not think that the presence of
hegemony suspends the operation of the international society altogether. Jackson’s conception also fails
to account for the social factors that lead to threat production; in a social theory a hegemon does not
have to represent a threat to the international society. Jackson, Global Covenant, 138, 166-167.

28



Considering hegemony, or alternative power structures, as an institution has
the added value of bringing agency into the international society, thereby presenting a
mechanism that links a systemic construct to a purposeful action. After all, although
the international society is conceptualized as an independent construct, it has to
operate through its components, the states. As Cronin theorizes (and Jackson,
emphasizing strong powers, concurs), in every period some actors have a stronger
interest in the progress of the international society. These actors are more likely to act
in support of the international society’s fundamental institutions, particularly when
they perceive danger to the cohesion and the stability of the collective.*' The
likelihood of such action, I argue, is even higher when it is not merely cohesion or
stability that is at stake, but the existence of the system. Therefore, the leading powers
serve as the agents of the international society: the collective goals they promote are
its goals, the states they mobilize to act are the international society’s members, and
the actions all members take reflect the acts of the international society.

The concept of hegemony as a source of order in the international system has
Gramscian roots, but it was appropriated by Realist scholars, who abandoned its
ideological component and emphasized instead the material properties of hegemony.
With a few adjustments, mostly the incorporation of social factors, it can be used in

the English School framework and applied to the security realm.*” But before I

*I Bruce Cronin, Institutions for the Common Good: International Protection Regimes in International
Society (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom and New York, New York, 2003),
21; Jackson, The Global Covenant, 173-174.

*2 As Barry Buzan asserts, the English School’s work overlaps with neo-liberalism’s regime theory at
several points and there is significant complementarity between the two bodies of literature. But there
are also significant differences, among them: the English School is primarily concerned with
historically constructed normative structures while regime theory focuses on particular human-
constructed arrangements; the international society’s institutions and its members are mutually
constitutive while regime theory provides a rationalist account taking actors and their preferences as
given and defines the game as cooperation under anarchy; the English School focuses on common
interests, shared values, and the mechanisms of international order while regime theory perceives actors
pursuing self-interest using the mechanisms of rational cooperation. See Buzan, From International to
World Society?, 161-162. While the differences are significant, the commonality and my problem
solving approach lead me to adopt important neo-liberal insights such as those concerning leadership.
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elaborate on the characteristics of hegemony in the international society, I turn to
Realism and offer a Realist reading of counter-terrorism. Realism had been the
dominant paradigm for explaining state behavior in the security realm throughout the
Cold War and serves as a natural reference for comparison with the English School
explanation. Its conception of hegemony, even if unsatisfactory in explaining state
cooperation in the face of a systemic threat such as al Qaeda, provides an essential
starting point for any discussion of hegemony as an institution of the international
society. By articulating the Realist perspective, I will be able to pick out its valuable
elements and then build a more comprehensive and accurate account of states’
responses to transnational terrorism.

Realism and Transnational Terrorism

The ascendance of terrorism to the forefront of the security agenda caught Realism
unprepared. The Realist paradigm, in its various strands, suffers from two acute
deficiencies that reduce its applicability in an age of terrorism. First, Realism is state-
centered. It focuses on interstate relations, assuming that interactions between states
and non-state actors either lack security repercussions or are contained in the domestic
arena and thus marginal in their effects on international politics.”® But this dismissive
perspective does not correspond to the reality of transnational terrorism. The reach of
terrorists extends beyond the boundaries of any one state, and successful confrontation
often requires collaboration among states; clashes between states and terrorist groups
increasingly produce spillover effects that impact additional states; and, most

important, the ability of terrorists to seriously reduce a state’s security can no longer

Such elements are not explicit in English School’s accounts; nevertheless, they are compatible with the
English School perspective.

# Colin Elman, “Horses for Courses: Why not Neorealism Theories of Foreign Policy?”, Security
Studies 6:1 (Autumn 1996), 20.
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be underestimated, as citizens of New York, Madrid, Riyadh, Jerusalem, London and
numerous other locations throughout the world can testify.

A second deficiency is Realism’s emphasis on studying power dynamics
among strong powers only. Such a focus leaves the policies and problems of the less
powerful states understudied.** However, weak states are highly significant where
transnational terrorism is concerned: terrorists operate in many countries, regardless of
levels of military and economic power, but they are especially attracted to the weakest
links in the international system, where they find more freedom to operate.

Realism was not designed to consider threats from non-state actors, " but some
of its most important explanatory variables are valuable to the study of terrorism.
Thus, refining Realism to increase its applicability to today’s urgent security problems
is worthwhile. Such refinement would revitalize Realism and, through inter-
paradigmatic debates, invigorate our understanding of a subject that international
relations scholars have overlooked for too long.46 In this section, I build on aspects
from various strands of Realism to propose a set of Realist hypotheses on state

cooperation in the face of transnational terrorism. Note that I do not discuss state-

* It is striking that even when Realist scholars examine weaker states, the discussion is in the context of
how those peripheral actors are relevant to the big powers. For example, see Michael C. Desch, “Why
Realists Disagree about the Third World (and Why They Shouldn’t),” in Benjamin Frankel (ed.),
Realism: Restatement and Renewal (Frank Cass, London and Portland, Oregon, 1996), 358-381. Steven
David’s study on third world countries is an important exception. He argues that the unique features of
these countries, particularly the lack of domestic stability, lead them to different patterns of alignment
than common Realist theories of alignment predict. Compare Steven R. David, “Explaining Third
World Alignment,” World Politics 43:2 (January 1991), 233-256; Kenneth Waltz, Theory of
International Politics (Addison-Wesley, Reading, Massachusetts, 1979): and Stephen M. Walt, The
Origins of Alliances (Cornell University Press, Ithaca, New York, 1987).

* Charles L. Glaser, “Structural Realism in a More Complex World,” Review of International Studies
29:3 (July 2003), 407.

4 Ppeter J. Katzenstein, “Same War — Different Views: Germany, Japan, and Counterterrorism,”’
International Organizations 57 (Fall 2003), 734. Regionalism is another important international issue
that has been left insufficiently discussed by Realism. See Gil Merom, “Realist Hypotheses on Regional
Peace,” The Journal of Strategic Studies 26:1 (March 2003), 109-135.
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sponsored terrorism,"’ since the starting point in such cases is hostility between the
sponsoring states and the countries affected. Such cases are governed by policies of
crisis management, coercion and deterrence, about which theory is well developed.48
Instead, I focus on situations in which states have mutual interests in cooperation
against the threat of terrorism, or where some states have an interest in international
cooperation and act to engage disinterested states.

The nature of transnational terrorism blurs the line between the international
and the domestic.* Consequently, Realism can be useful only if its rigid adherence to
one specific level of analysis is relaxed.” Realism presupposes that states are rational
actors seeking to maximize utilities and minimize costs. They hold various interests,
but security trumps all others. Because states are self-regarding, they hold a primary
responsibility to ensure their own security.51 As Charles Glaser explains, self-help
does not altogether preclude cooperaltion.52 But interstate cooperation is not easy to
reach. Neorealists emphasize anarchy and the security dilemma as the most significant

impediments to international cooperaltion.53 Anarchy creates a self-help system that

7" A sponsoring state is a state that uses terrorist groups to advance its own political objectives. My
definition excludes states such as Afghanistan under the Taliban, because to a large extent the Taliban
were dependent on al Qaeda rather than directing al Qaeda’s actions.

* For example, see Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton,
University Press, Princeton, New Jersey, 1976); Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (Yale
University Press, New Haven, Connecticut, 1966); Alexander L. George (ed.), Avoiding War: Problems
of Crisis Management (Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1991); Alexander L. George and William
E. Simons (eds.), The Limits of Coercive Diplomacy (Westview Press, Boulder, Colorado, 1994).

¥ Katzenstein, “Same War — Different Views,” 734-735.

0T agree with Michael Spirtas that theoretical accuracy and practical applicability should get priority
over maintaining the purity of artificial analytical constructions such as levels of analysis. See Michael
Spirtas, “A House Divided: Tragedy and Evil in Realist Theory,” in Frankel (ed.), Realism: Restatement
and Renewal, 418.

31 Elman, “Horses for Courses,” 19.

32 Robert Jervis, “Realism, Neoliberalism, and Cooperation,” International Security 24:1 (Summer
1999), 42-63; Charles L. Glaser, “Realists as Optimists: Cooperation as Self-Help,” International
Security 19:3 (Winter 1994/95), 50-90. A decade before the heated debate between Offensive and
Defensive Realism, Duncan Snidal argued that there is nothing in the Realist assumptions to preclude
the possibility of interstate cooperation. See Duncan Snidal, “The Limits of Hegemonic Stability
Theory,” International Organization 39:4 (Autumn 1985), 593-595.

>3 John J. Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (W.W. Norton Company, New York and
London, 2001).
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leads states to prefer self-reliance over cooperation, and the security dilemma -- the
natural outgrowth of anarchy -- forces states to constantly put each other in check, as
any increase in one state’s capabilities represents a potential threat to its neighbor that
could materialize at any time. Thus, the security dilemma provides a recipe for a
constant arms race between states. And yet these impediments to interstate
cooperation play only a marginal role in counter-terrorism.

Counter-terrorism normally does not involve an arms build-up; instead, states
invest in enhancing law enforcement and domestic intelligence capabilities that have
very limited effects on their ability to wage a conventional interstate war. Moreover,
even when counter-terrorism efforts include reform in a state’s forces, the intentions
behind the move and the main uses of such forces are transparent, leaving very little
room for misperceptions. Only when a state arms itself disproportionably to the threat
it faces, with capabilities suitable for interstate war rather than counter-terrorism, will
it trigger a dangerous arms race. But such an occurrence could be easily detected. On
the other hand, a measured arms race may not change the balance of power or lead to
more interstate war, except to increase the overall capacity of the system to confront
the anti-systemic threat.

The military needs of counter-terrorism usually concentrate on Special Forces,
in particular the creation of rapid response forces, which are insufficient to tilt the
balance of power between states in a conventional war. In fact, we should expect the
opposite: resource strains force many states to trade off war-fighting capabilities for
counter-terrorism capabilities, with states’ military postures then becoming more
defensive than offensive. Indeed, most states choose not to bolster their conventional
armed forces, considering such an endeavor both futile and wasteful. The rare
exceptions are strong powers that lack power projection capabilities and may seek

them in order to strike terrorists in their safe havens. But the need to use force that
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leaves only a low stamp dictates a special type of build-up that has little effect on the
balance of power between states. Because anarchy and the security dilemma are
largely irrelevant when states confront violent non-state actors, there are no systemic
pressures to force a uniform response.

Realists who avoid the conceptual straitjacket of the interdependency of

. . 4
commitments as a source of states’ reputations,’

or the equally rigid systemic
imperatives that obligate states to compete over positions in the international system,55
do not see a uniform, forceful response to threats as the only available policy
prescription. A flexible Realist approach allows states’ policies to vary. States respond
differently to threats of dissimilar objective or perceived magnitude. Security is
understood as a continuum that only in its extreme requires zero vulnerability of the
state and its citizens. Similarly, threats vary; a state’s survival is at stake only in
extreme cases. Therefore, variation in the level of security a state seeks and the level
of threat it faces leads to variation in the strategies and means it employs.’® Some
states may find two hundred terrorism victims a year a tolerable cost, employing less
aggressive policies than those that consider the same price unbearable. Hence, forceful
reaction to transnational terrorism is only one option from a larger tool kit. Coercive
measures short of the use of force, accommodation and appeasement are all possible.
Similarly, the response could take the form of interstate cooperation or unilateral
action. Everything else being equal, states cooperate when collaboration increases
their overall security and do not when it reduces their security. The likelihood of

cooperation increases as the affected states’ interests rise and the benefits of

cooperation outweigh the costs.

>* Thomas C. Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict (Oxford University Press, London, New York, 1963).
> Joseph Grieco, “Anarchy and the Limits of Cooperation: A Realist Critique of the Newest Liberal
Institutionalism,” International Organization 42:3 (Summer 1988), 485-507.

% Arnold Wolfers, Discord and Collaboration: Essay on International Politics (The Johns Hopkins
Press, Baltimore, Maryland, 1962), 151-156.
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States prefer not to take steps against transnational terrorism if they are not
targeted by the terrorist entity or if they believe that they can achieve their goals
without confrontation. States not exposed to the terrorist threat will be reluctant to
cooperate, fearing they will make themselves targets. States that believe that they are
not targeted by terrorism directly but happen to be the territory from which terrorists
have attacked another target may devise non-confrontational strategies, including
appeasement, as long as they do not face severe external pressure or high reputational
costs. Such states may cooperate against the terrorist entity if they receive side
payments for cooperation. Yet, they will reconsider if collaboration reduces their own
security by turning them into direct targets. In unusual situations, a state that is not
directly threatened may cooperate to guarantee the survival of a nearby state and avoid
regional instability, or to limit spillover effects that may undermine its own security.

On its face, objects of a terrorist threat are more likely to collaborate against
transnational terrorism because such cooperation is expected to serve as a force
multiplier and bring mutual benefits and higher payoffs to the cooperating sides than
any unilateral steps. However, a state may choose not to cooperate if it believes it
could safely deflect the threat, or pass the buck.

States that suffer from domestic instability (generally third world countries) are
expected to emphasize both external and internal threats to the regime’s survival when
deciding with whom to ally. As Steven David argues, they may appease secondary
adversaries in order to focus their resources against the primary adversaries.”’ The
implications for terrorism could be that a state may align with a transnational terrorist
group that is linked to the state’s domestic opposition in order to reduce that domestic
threat. It may choose a softer form of collaboration -- tolerating or ignoring that terror

group’s actions -- in order to avoid the wrath of other states affected by that group.

*7 David, “Explaining Third World Alignment,” 235-236.
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Alternatively, leaders may collaborate with other states if they fear that refusal would
lead those states to support the leaders’ domestic opposition and thereby risk the
survival of the regime. Thus, the greater the need for states to cooperate against the
terrorist entity and the smaller the ability to punish actors who fail to fully cooperate,
the stronger the temptation for states with significant domestic opposition to defect.”®

Hegemony is conducive to cooperation on a larger scale. A hegemon is
commonly defined as a single actor who enjoys a preponderance of material power so
overwhelming that no single rival can challenge it. Using its power, the hegemon
establishes an order that serves its preferences and enforces this order on the
international system.”” When the hegemon’s interests are in line with those of other
actors, the order meets less resistance than when the enforced order undercuts the
interests of other states in the international system. But since the hegemon is
motivated by self-interest, it will advance its goals even when they do not serve the
interests of lesser states and may provoke some resistance.®” Whether the hegemon
pursues goals that agree or conflict with those of others is commonly referred to as the
difference between “benevolent” and “coercive” hegemonies.61

The idea of benevolent hegemony has a unique aspect: unlike the conflictual
image of international relations, which leads us to expect power to be abusive, it
suggests that concentration of power can do good. In fact, according to this
formulation, weaker countries exploit the hegemon by using the nonexclusive goods it

creates without contributing their fair share.®

¥ This argument is compatible with Kenneth Oye’s determination that the prospects for cooperation
decline as N increases. Kenneth A. Oye, “Explaining Cooperation under Anarchy: Hypotheses and
Strategies,” World Politics 38 (October 1985), 18-20.

> Robert Gilpin, War and Change in International Politics (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
1981), 13.

% Michael Ignatieff, “The Challenges of American Imperial Power,” Naval War College Review 56:2
(Spring 2003), 53. Ignatieff talks about empire and not hegemony; but his definition, the ability to
structure global order, is in line with common Realist conceptions of hegemony.

%! Snidal, “The Limits of Hegemonic Stability Theory,” 580-590.

% Ibid, 581-582.
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The “benevolent” versus “coercive” dichotomy is difficult to sort out. Various
scholars emphasize dissimilar intentions behind the hegemon’s actions even when the
outcomes of these actions are positive for all actors in the system (although different
actors may enjoy these outcomes to different degrees). Some scholars argue that in
providing public good the hegemon demonstrates leadership, while for others it acts
only out of egotistic considerations.*® Furthermore, the characteristics of the hegemon
are difficult to assert when the hegemon and other states disagree about what should
be considered “good.” Therefore, a hegemon may view itself as benevolent when it
provides a certain “good,” while other states see what was provided in a different
light, consequently perceiving the hegemon as malevolent.®* Nevertheless, I assume
that providing protection to the international society is consensually accepted as
“good” and the hegemon perceived as benevolent when promoting such a goal, even if
in unusual and limited cases it may chose to employ coercive measures against a few
uncooperative countries.

Most protagonists of hegemonic stability theory focus on the role of hegemony
in creating an open economic order;® but the logic of the theory does not dictate that it
be limited to the economic sphere. It can be extended to other fields, especially
security. In fact, a hegemon’s interest in a stable, secure system is a natural derivative

of hegemony in international political economy because a secure system is required in

63 Compare Charles P. Kindleberger, The World in Depression, 1929-1939 (University of California
Press, Berkeley, 1972); Charles P. Kindleberger, “Hierarchy Versus Inertial Cooperation,” International
Organization 40:4 (Autumn 1986), 841-847; Stephen D. Krasner, “State Power and the Structure of
International Trade,” World Politics 28:3 (1976), 317-343; and Gilpin, War and Change in
International Politics.

% One could argue that when the U.S. invaded Iraq it believed it is providing a public good, whereas
other states had a different view which led them to interpret its actions as malevolent.

% See Krasner, “State Power and the Structure of International Trade; Kindleberger, The World in
Depression.
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order to allow the hegemon to preserve its position and enable the continuation of free
trade.®

Some scholars associate hegemony with pealcefulness67 and the pursuit of
stability in the international system. Whether benevolent or coercive, peace and
stability serve the hegemon well, allowing it to preserve its status and increase its
revenues. Consequently, a hegemon is expected to act to suppress threats to that
stability, including threats from violent NGOs. The hegemon may decide not to bother
as long as the threats have little effect on its own position and interests. But it will get
involved if it perceives a terrorist threat as endangering its own interests, either by
direct attacks or indirectly, as when terror attacks threaten to undermine the economic
and security order of which the hegemon is the main beneficiary.

In addition to contributing resources to counter transnational terrorism, the
hegemon may solidify interstate cooperation against the threat by organizing willing
states and assisting in coordinating their efforts. Willing states are usually those that
suffer from terrorism themselves and cooperate because the campaign serves their
interests. Joining the cooperative framework increases the likelihood of success while
potentially reducing the cost, because the hegemon shoulders the largest share of the
burden.

The hegemon may also persuade uncommitted states to join the effort. Using
threats, incentives, or a combination of the two, the hegemon can convince states that

are not directly threatened by the terrorist entity to cooperate. The hegemon’s material

% Gilpin, War and Change in International Politics. For a longer list of the goods hegemony provides,
see Patrick Karl O’Brien, “The Pax Britannica and American Hegemony: Precedent, Antecedente or
Just Another History?” in Patrick Karl O’Brien and Armand Clesse (eds.), Two Hegemonies: Britain
1849-1914 and the United States 1941-2001 (Ashgate, United Kingdom, 2002), 4.

%7 William Wohlforth argues that the clearer and larger the preponderance of power, the more peaceful
the international order associated with it. William C. Wohlforth, “The Stability of a Unipolar World,”
International Security 24:1 (Summer 1999), 23. For Gilpin, the erosion of stability is the result of the
decline of the hegemon and the rise of a rival. See Gilpin, War and Change in International Politics.
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power lends credibility to its threats, and its wealth allows it to provide side payments
in the form of financial, diplomatic or military aid.®® Its ability to destabilize states or
upset regional balances of power, for example by selling advanced weapon systems to
cooperative states while denying them to uncooperative rivals, could serve as another
incentive for states to join.

Lastly, the hegemon may compel reluctant states, in particular those
indispensable to countering the threat, to change their policies. When the threat is to
an intrinsic interest of the hegemon, the balance of interests between the hegemon and
an essential ally will either tilt in the hegemon’s direction or be equal, while the
balance of power remains in the hegemon’s favor. As a result, the hegemon’s agenda
will override the self-interest of any needed ally and force that state to comply fully
with its demands.*”” Such collaboration is expected to last only as long as the pressure
from the hegemon is high (the inability to eliminate terrorism altogether promises to
keep the threat high on the hegemon’s agenda for a substantial period of time) and the
side payments keep flowing.

The hegemon may work through international organizations, which Realists

. . . . . . 7
perceive as a reflection of power relations in the international system, % when such

% Side payments may also be distributed to states that would cooperate even in the absence of these
incentives.

% The balance of capabilities and balance of interests between actors are commonly used in the Realist
literature on deterrence and compellence to predict the prospects of altering states’ behavior. In these
theories of influence, Realists predict the behavior of the object of the influence efforts, thus it also
predicts the outcome of the effort. See Christopher Achen and Duncan Snidal, “Rational Deterrence
Theory and Comparative Case Studies,” World Politics 41:2 (January 1989), 143-169; Robert Jervis,
“Deterrence Theory Revisited,” World Politics 31 (1979), 314-322; Stephen Maxwell, “Rationality in
Deterrence,” Adelphi Papers 50 (August 1968), 1-19; Elli Lieberman, “What Makes Deterrence Work?
Lessons from the Egyptian-Israeli Enduring Rivalry,” Security Studies 4:4 (Summer 1995), 851-910.
Underscoring the logic of motivation, Stephen Walt explains that the U.S. may fail to get what it wants
when the actors with whom it interacts have more at stake over that particular issue. See Stephen M.
Walt, “American Primacy: Its Prospects and Pitfalls,” Naval War College Review 55:2 (Spring 2002),
18-19.

" John J. Mearsheimer, “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International Security 19:3
(Winter 1994/95), 5-49; Stephen M. Walt, “Keeping the World ‘Off Balance’: Self-Restraint and U.S.
Foreign Policy,” in G. John Ikenberry (ed.), America Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power
(Cornell University Press, Ithaca, New York, 2002), 129-132.
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arrangements make coordination easier and reduce transaction costs. As opposed to
societal explanations, the use of international organizations here stems from purely
utilitarian considerations, not because the hegemon appeals to international legitimacy.
When international organizations are the most efficient form, the hegemon will use
them. When they are not the optimal instruments, it will turn to other means. Because
the hegemon is assumed to be able to force its way on important issues, turning to
“coalitions of the willing” rather than established organizations such as the UN is
attributed not to a failure to mobilize broad support, but to a determination that a
coalition is more effective and less costly.

Hegemony in the International Society

Hegemonic stability theory has been criticized on numerous grounds. It relies on only
two cases: British hegemony before World War I and American hegemony afterwards.
Even these two cases do not match well empirically with the theory’s prescriptions.
Questions about the measurability of hegemony and the relations between its
economic and military foundations have also been raised. Some doubt the necessity
and the ability of hegemony to provide certain economic goods, highlighting
alternative means to achieve these goods. Lack of details about the process whereby
the hegemon achieves its goals and how changes in capabilities translate into different
outcomes further undermine the appeal of the theory. m

A criticism more directly linked to this study concerns the claim that the power
of the strongest hegemon is limited by the extent to which secondary states can
fruitfully resist its agenda. Even when the hegemon has the capacity, the costs of

coercion may outweigh the benefits.”” Thus, despite being at the peak of its power

"' Timothy J. McKeown, “Hegemonic stability theory and 19th Century Tariff Levels in Europe,”
International Organization 37:1 (Winter 1983), 73-91; Isabelle Grunberg, “Exploring the ‘Myth’ of
Hegemonic Stability,” International Organization 44:4 (Autumn 1990), 431-477.

2 Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and discord in the World Political Economy
(Princeton University Press, Princeton, New Jersey, 1984), 45-46.
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following the Second World War and during the 1990s, the U.S. has not always been
able to translate its hegemonic position into policy assets. Even within the core of its
sphere of influence, it has not always managed to shape order according to its
preferences, and its closest allies have occasionally pursued policies opposed to U.S.
interests.” Today, Realists such as Steven Walt, who regularly emphasize the current
unique position of the U.S., nevertheless concede that it is vulnerable, incapable of
reaching full security, and has only limited ability to control and determine
outcomes.”*

Some scholars argue that the hegemon often declines to impose its will, instead
demonstrating flexibility and willingness to compromise.” In fact, the U.S.-centered
order has been based on reciprocity and legitimacy much more than a Realist
conception based on power hierarchy would predict.76 Often, the hegemon prevails not
because of its reputation for power (the Realist conception of legitimacy as presented
by Robert Gilpin), but because other actors have access to the hegemon’s decision
making process, enabling them to express their concerns and promote their interests.”’
Compliance may also result from attraction to the hegemon’s “soft power™: its ideas,

7
values and culture.”

7 G. John Ikenberry, “Rethinking the Origins of American Hegemony,” Political Science Quarterly
104 (Fall 1989), 375-400; John A. Hall, International Orders (Polity Press, Cambridge, MA, 1996),
169.

74 Ignatieff, “The Challenges of American Imperial Power,” 53-63; Walt, “American Primacy,” 9-28.

7 John Gerard Ruggie, “International Regimes, Transactions, and Change: Embedded Liberalism in the
Postwar Economic Order,” International Organization 36:2 (Spring 1982), 379-415; Ikenberry,
“Rethinking the Origins of American Hegemony.” Walt provides a Realist notion of “compromise.” He
suggests that in order to prevent balancing against the U.S. it should, among other things, offer
concessions to others to minimize their concerns that the U.S. is indifferent to their interests. But the
concessions seem to be on issues that are not of priority. They should be made when possible and as
long as there is still net benefit to the U.S. See Walt, “Keeping the World ‘Off Balance,”” 144-145.

® Daniel Deudney and G. John Ikenberry, “Realism, Structural Liberalism and the Western Order,” in
Ethan B. Kapstein and Michael Mastanduno, Unipolar Politics: Realism and State Strategies After the
Cold War (Columbia University Press, New York, 1999), 109.

" 1bid, 109-110.

78 Compare Gilpin, War and Change in International Politics; Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Soft Power: The
Means to Success in World Politics (Public Affairs Press, New York, 2004); and Joseph S. Nye, Jr., The
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Thus, a preponderance of material power, critics argue, is not a sufficient
condition for the establishment of a hegemonic order. In order to overcome the
possible objections of secondary states, the hegemon must see that its interests
converge with theirs. Ideological hegemony, usually through the persuasion and
socialization (or for Gramscians, manipulation and cooptation) of elites, may also be
needed to shape secondary states’ perceptions that their interests are compatible with
those of the hegemon. In other words, the hegemon succeeds in creating order because
through its self-interested behavior it serves the real or perceived interests of the
overall system. Shared interests reduce the hegemon’s costs of creating a good,
sometimes through direct contributions from secondary states, but often because the
cost the hegemon would have incurred otherwise, in an attempt to overcome the
resistance of secondary states, is diminished or absent. In fact, in the absence of
common interests, the hegemon may fail to achieve its goals.

While the Realist depiction of hegemony captures significant elements of state
behavior under a hegemonial power structure, it emphasizes only the material and
oversimplifies the relationship among states in the system. The breadth of the
hegemon’s interests, a natural result of its tremendous power and cross-regional
engagement, compels it to seek multiple goals simultaneously. But the achievement of
multiple goals while interacting with numerous actors cannot be achieved through
material power alone. Indeed, disaggregation of the tasks of the hegemon and a focus
on the accomplishment of specific policy goals rather than on the general concept of
creating order reveals the inadequacy of explanations that emphasize only material

power.

Paradox of American Power: Why the World’s Only Superpower Can’t Go It Alone (Oxford University
Press, New York, 2002).

42



Therefore, a more robust formulation of hegemony starts with the
determination that a hegemon cannot achieve everything it wants, especially if it relies
on material power alone. But a conception of hegemony that incorporates social
factors, such as legitimacy, to complement the influence of material power explains
why the hegemon may achieve a significant portion of its objectives. It can also
account for the limited repercussions to the hegemon’s status and ability to pursue
future objectives when it fails to meet its goals.

Moreover, to gain a better purchase on the working and limitations of
hegemony, we should see the hegemon as embedded in an international society. In this
way, we can assess the hegemon’s prospects of obtaining other states’ cooperation as a
function of the compatibility between its goals and the fundamental principles of the
international society: everything else being equal, when the hegemon’s goals are in
line with the common goals and the complexes of rules of the international society, it
is more likely to produce a collective effort. This result cannot be understood without
an encompassing conception of state interests that accompanies the idea of an
international society: some states’ interests arise from their membership in the
international society and a “We” feeling that binds states together and consequently
encourages cooperation and reduces resistance to the hegemon. As this study will
show, the bond among the international society’s members is especially useful for
explaining the form of a hegemony-led campaign to uproot transnational terrorist
entities that threaten the international system and the type of states’ measures it
includes.

Drawing upon the works of Ian Hurd and Thomas Franck, legitimacy is

defined in this work as the normative belief by an actor that a rule or institution ought
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to be obeyed.79 Legitimacy as the cause for behavior is distinguishable -- theoretically
at least, if not always in observed behavior -- from coerced compliance or calculated
self-interest. It is also distinct from the Gramscian conception of consent resulting
from ideological hegemony.80

Hegemonic order that is based on legitimacy is more stable, enduring, and
resilient than Realism predicts.81 Legitimacy saves the hegemon resources that it
would otherwise need to elicit cooperation through coercion or material
inducements.*” The broader the range of goals the hegemon pursues, the bigger the
constraints on its power are and the more valuable legitimacy is. Legitimacy also
reduces collective action problems.83 Cooperation that results from self-interest or
coercion takes place under specific circumstances and dissipates when those
circumstances change; if a state can escape punishment or if it believes it can free-ride
-- an especially tempting option in the presence of a hegemon with plenty of resources
and intrinsic interest in the achievement of the goal -- it will opt out. But when an
action is perceived as legitimate, the incentive to free-ride declines. Legitimacy also
helps leaders to justify compliance with unpopular policies in the face of a hostile

. . 4
domestic audience.®

” Tan Hurd, “Legitimacy and Authority in International Politics,” International Organization 53:2
(Spring 1999), 379-408; Thomas M. Franck, The Power of Legitimacy Among Nations (Oxford
University Press, Oxford, New York, 1990).

% Note that while legitimacy facilitates compliance, its absence does not necessarily imply resistance.
The lack of legitimacy would render compliance the result of coercion or self-interest. On the other
hand, illegitimacy -- the normative belief by an actor that a rule or an institution ought to be objected to
-- is expected to produce active resistance. The scope and magnitude of such resistance vary
corresponding to power considerations. Indeed, a powerful state that violates the fundamental principles
of the international society could generate opposition, at times even violent, but due to power
differentials opposition to a superpower is more likely to take diplomatic characteristics than to lead to
armed resistance.

%! Deydney and Ikenberry, “Realism, Structural Liberalism and the Western Order,” 111.

82 Robert Keohane, “The Globalization of Informal Violence, Theories of World Politics and the
Liberalism of Fear,” Dialog 10 (2002), 37.

% Hurd, “Legitimacy and authority in International Politics,” 388.

84 Keohane, “The Globalization of Informal Violence,” 37.
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What are the sources of legitimacy? Material power alone is not sufficient.
Legitimacy is associated with external recognition of the hegemon’s right to primacy,
not just the fact of this primacy. States recognize the hegemon’s power, but they
develop a set of expectations that go beyond the notion that the hegemon will do what
it wants because it can. Instead, the primacy of the hegemon is manifested in the belief
that the hegemon has special rights that other members of the international society do
not have, but also a set of duties to the members of the international society.® These
duties include the provision of an overarching conception of ordered international
politics that serves the collective international society,* the promotion of goals shared
by all states, a commitment to the good of the society, and the exhibition of some self-
restraint and respect for the concerns and interests of the remaining society members.
As long as the hegemon realizes its commitment to the collective, its hegemonial
position will be deemed legitimate.

The influence the hegemon exerts on other states goes beyond shaping
behavior to affecting the way states perceive their interests. Its leadership is
manifested in fostering ‘“cooperation and commonality of social purpose among

7
states.”

It leads states to internalize this normative order and make the preservation
and promotion of this order an integral part of their identity. States define their
interests on the foundation of the order the hegemon lays down.

Yet, the recognition of the hegemon’s legitimate position does not guarantee

immediate and unconditional compliance with all of the policies it articulates. First,

% This claim is in line with Bruce Cronin’s idea of hegemony, Hedley Bull’s idea of great powers, and
Barry Buzan’s of both hegemony and great powers. See Barry Buzan, The United States and the Great
Powers: World Politics in the Twenty First Century (Polity Press Ltd., Cambridge, United Kingdom,
2004), 60-61; Cronin, “The Paradox of Hegemony”’; Bull, The Anarchical Society 200-205.

% G. John Ikenberry and Charles A. Kupchan, “Socialization and Hegemonic Power,” International
Organization 44:3 (Summer 1990), 283-315.

8 G. John Ikenberry, “The Future of International Leadership,” Political Science Quarterly 111:3
(Autumn 1996), 386.
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accepting hegemony as an institution of the international society -- that is, as an
institution that promotes common goals -- does not imply continuous harmonious
relations between the hegemon and the rest of the society of states. The hegemon’s
work as an institution in the service of the collective may be most identifiable when
the international society is experiencing crises. At other times, the hegemon may
pursue -- sometimes aggressively -- its own distinct self-interests with little regard for
the wishes of other actors.®® In fact, as Bull made clear, the international society need
not be the sole or even the dominant element in international events; division is always
found, even in the most collaborative efforts.®” The coexistence of collaboration and
discord is quite natural. Just as the international agenda comprises many issues, with
states agreeing on some and diverging on others, cooperation should not be seen as a
phenomenon of all or nothing. States may cooperate on some issues while bitterly
arguing about others. Even within one issue, some policies attract international
cooperation and others do not. Similarly, the hegemon may gain cooperation on some
subjects but have to settle for unilateral action on others. Therefore, if we observe
collaboration in one significant issue area and discord on another equally important
subject, this is evidence that legitimacy and not power is at work.

Second, the legitimacy of the hegemon’s position has limited value when it
attempts to advance policies that are not perceived as a natural derivative of the
existing order. While the recognition of the special rights that come with its position
transfers to its actions and gives the hegemon some leeway, it does not legitimize
every policy it pursues. The hegemon cannot exercise its power uninhibited; it is
constrained by the need to routinely legitimate its actions, particularly when the

achievement of its goals requires collaborative effort. In contrast to Realist

% Cronin calls the difference between the hegemon’s role as a leader and as a great power a “role
strain.” See Cronin, “The Paradox of Hegemony,” 111-115.
89 Bull, The Anarchical Society, 51.
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expectations, cooperation relies quite heavily on legitimacy. The more legitimate the
goals promoted are perceived to be -- often a function of their affinity with the
principles of the “social pact” that binds members of the international society -- and
the more acceptable the means of accomplishing these goals, the higher the level of
international cooperation.

To mobilize the international society, the hegemon acts in the context of the
principal rules of the system and its legitimate, and consequently legitimating,
institutions; the status of hegemony by itself is insufficient. Policies that are
considered a natural derivative of that order will gain legitimacy and will be conducive
to international cooperation. Policies that aim to protect the system by tightening it
and reinforcing the institution of the State, while preserving the principles of
sovereignty and non-intervention, reflect just such first order goals. In such cases,
states see the defense of the system as the interest of each and are willing to take
potentially costly steps, including restructuring state institutions. Such steps should not
be taken lightly: unless credibly threatened, states emphasize the adverse domestic
repercussions of their policies and thus prefer to avoid internal measures such as
restructuring. Compliance with such measures, then, is an indication that the rules
from which they are derived, or the institution that undertook the decisions, are
considered legitimate.

However, when there is disagreement about the link between some policies
and the overarching goal of protecting the system (as in the Iraqi case), or about the
utility of these policies, cooperation will be limited. Moreover, when the policies that
the hegemon promotes clash with the accepted underlying principles of the
international society, the hegemon’s overreach or overreaction could go beyond
hindering cooperation to undermining the international society altogether. Indeed, the

hegemon holds the keys not only to protecting the international society but also to
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undermining it by promoting goals, or using means, that are in opposition to the basic
tenets of the international society.

The motives behind the hegemon’s actions are less significant than how they
are perceived by the rest of the international society. It may pursue policies it deems
necessary for the general good even if they necessitate deviation from the accepted
rules of “rightful conduct”; but if these policies are perceived as breaching the
international consensus and undermining order, they could lead to a confrontation
within the international society.90 The hegemon could use a variety of channels
through which to persuade the rest of the international society of the need for a change
to its foundations and to renegotiate the boundaries of legitimate hegemonial behavior.
Such changes have historical precedents: the Westphalian system is dynamic and has
accommodated significant changes (for example, the shift from dynastic to popular
sovereignty).”' Often, attentiveness to other states’ concerns would provide the
hegemon necessary feedback and prevent a threatening discord. But a careless
hegemon may fail to reduce the anxieties of other actors. Its subsequent actions thus
could unintentionally wreak havoc on the international society. Similarly, failure of
the rest of the international society to see the need for significant change could render
the hegemon’s actions futile and even counterproductive; the hegemon may end up
saving the international society from one threat to the existing order, only to
inadvertently destroy order through its own benignly-intended deeds.

The institutional setting for a collaborative effort is of significance as well.
When the institutional setting reflects the fundamental principles of order in the
system, resulting policies are recognized as authoritative and consequent actions as

legitimate. Measures taken within the UN framework enjoy higher levels of legitimacy

% Of course, the hegemon could decide to destroy the existing order for egoistic reasons that reflect its
interest in reinforcing its domination, but this is a clear case and of less interest to our discussion.
Man Clark, Legitimacy in International Society (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2005).
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than policies pursued outside it. Thus, the frameworks to which the hegemon turns --
global international organizations, “coalitions of the willing” or bilateral agreements --
reflect variation in its success in persuading the international society that the cause and
means are worthy (with the exception of limited bilateral or multilateral agreements
sanctioned by global or regional frameworks). Often, the use of “coalitions of the
willing” rather than global cooperative frameworks does not indicate a utilitarian
consideration on the part of the hegemon but a failure to persuade secondary states
that the agenda and the specific strategies it advances are appropriate and serve the
larger good.92

To summarize the argument made so far: When the international society is
attacked by an anti-systemic force, its self-defense mechanism should become most
apparent. The desire to maintain the system mitigates states’ inclination toward
egotistic self-serving considerations and leads them to collaborate in order to repel the
threat. After all, systemic threats by non-state actors affect the long-term security of
every unit -- that is, every state -- in the system. Furthermore, because the threat does
not emerge from one of the participating states, obstacles to interstate cooperation
emphasized by the Realist paradigm -- such as anarchy and the security dilemma --
become less salient. As states see less possibility for change in their position in the
international system, a higher level of cooperation can take place. But collaboration is
not automatic; the leading powers serve as the driving operational force behind the

collective response. In the post-Cold War era, American hegemony takes the lead in

%2 This however is not always the case: the U.S. formed a “coalition of the willing” to invade Iraq
because it failed to get the Security Council to sanction the invasion. On the other hand, the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI), which focuses on interdiction operations on the high seas, is structured as a
coalition and is not sanctioned by the UN -- not due to significant resistance to the initiative, but mainly
in an attempt to avoid complex legal issues that concern general principles for state rights on the high
seas. To determine if a certain “coalition of the willing” represents one of these unusual cases, one
should trace the process that led to coalition’s establishment, take note of who participated in it, and
identify how the arrangement is being perceived by the main actors in the international system. For an
elaborate discussion of the SDI, see chapter seven.
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promoting international society members’ inclination for systemic self-preservation.

The U.S. sets the agenda and the tone, and it mobilizes other states to act together.
Table 1 lays out the main differences between the English School and Realist

explanations of international cooperation against a systemic threat posed by a

transnational terrorist entity.

Table 1 - comparison of the English School and the Realist arguments

Realism

English School

What
interests?

drives states’

Self-interest

Self-interest and collective
interest

When do states cooperate? | Convergence of narrow | Cooperation, led by the
interests, or a result of | institutions of the
coercion and incentives. | international society, arises
Hegemony is conducive to | from a sense of community.
cooperation on a large scale. | The distinction between

short- and long-term
interests collapse.

Conception of hegemony Material capabilities Material capabilities and

leadership. Hegemony is
embedded in a society of
states.

Conception of | Reflection of power | Manifestation of states’

international relations and states’ | comity, means for action in

organizations interests the service of the society of
states

Why does the hegemon use | Utility, a function of the | A source of legitimacy, an

international hegemon’s will and | appropriate instrument in
organizations? interests the face of collective threat.
Motivation behind states’ | Egotistic Egotistic and protection of

responses to transnational
terrorism

the system.

Why would non-targeted
states cooperate?

Coercion, side payments.

Coercion, side payments;
but also solidarity and the
legitimacy of the goal.

Defining Threats

If the international society exhibits self-preservationist traits, we would expect to
observe a systemic, collective response to an entity that endangers the survival of the

system. Therefore, the theory proceeds in two stages: first, we must define what
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constitutes a systemic threat and what does not; second, we have to define a systemic
society-based response and contrast it with narrow self-regarding behavior.

In order to avoid tautology, the criteria for a systemic threat must be
determined separately from the way in which states perceive and respond to threats.
The English School theory I offer relies on “objective criteria” for systemic threats;
but, in reality, threats are intersubjective and the result of an interpretative process.
Moreover, while the theory focuses on the features of the threatening non-state entity
alone, the threat is constituted, at least partly, in reference to the institution of the state
and states’ actions; it continuously evolves through interaction between states and the
non-state actor. Therefore, before discussing the difference between systemic and non-
systemic threats, a few words about the nature of threats are in order.

Threats are not self-evident or given, but are socially constructed in a process
that involves interpreting pieces of data and assigning them specific meaning as
threats. For the U.S., nuclear weapons in the hands of Britain are not the same as
nuclear weapons in the hands of Iran; the first is considered in line with U.S. national
interest, the latter as a threat. That some information is immediately perceived as
representing a threat does not reflect naturally self-evident and indisputable facts but
usually the interpretation of incoming information according to an already established
scheme.

Threat production is both the outcome of the process of identity construction
and a response to it. The politics of identity involve the creation and highlighting of
differences: Self is constructed in relation to Other, and that otherness is a potential

source of insecurity.93 Yet not all Others are perceived as threats, and threats can vary

» Jutta Weldes, Mark Laffey, Hugh Gusterson and Raymond Duval, “Introduction: Constructing
Insecurity,” in Jutta Weldes, Mark Laffey, Hugh Gusterson and Raymond Duval (eds.), Cultures of
Insecurity: States, Communities, and the Production of Danger (University of Minnesota Press,
Minneapolis, London, 1999), 9-11.
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significantly in magnitude. Some actions, in particular unprovoked attacks, clearly
signal the presence of a threat. But often, the identification of an emerging threat is
much more complicated. It results from differences in defining characteristics and
values among actors (which at the same time feed back to reproduce and reinforce
these differences and with them different Self identities) and in the way the actors
relate to each other.

These differences need not only exist; they must also be salient, usually a
result of contact between the actors. For example, two different entities may not see
each other as threatening if geographical distance prevents their considerable
differences from coming to light and becoming “otherness” (the prospects of cartoon
wars emanating from a publication in a Danish newspaper were virtually non-existent
three decades ago, due to the lower level of interaction capacity in the international
system). The process does not end with the initial construction of a threat: once a
threat is constructed, the dynamics between the actors may reproduce and magnify its
perception.

In the process of interpreting the nature of the threat and the threatening entity,
certain characteristics of the actors may be highlighted and then serve as precursors or
schemas for a more encompassing understanding of the actors’ environment. With
these schemas, actors could try to classify additional actors as enemies or allies. For
example, threat construction did not end when the U.S. identified al Qaeda as a threat.
Analysis of its defining features then had to take place. Viewing al Qaeda as a radical
Islamic movement that uses unauthorized violence resulted in the expansion of the
targets of states’ actions to the whole jihadi movement; but in theory, different
interpretations of al Qaeda could have led to the portrayal of all Islamic movements, or
even all Muslims or Islam, as a threat. Naturally, such interpretations, regardless of

their merits, would have led to a complete redrawing of U.S. potential enemies and
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allies. As a result of such an interpretive process, the number of actors included in the
conflict could have increased and the conflict escalated. Other adverse affects are also
possible: misguided interpretation may lead states to lose focus on the real threat,
sabotaging their campaign against it (for example, bracketing Iraq with the jihadi
threat resulted in an ill-timed invasion that undermined the efforts against the jihadis
while increasing their appeal to many Muslims).

Though I emphasize the social construction of threats, one should note that
threats are not just the artificial creation of states; terrorist entities clearly signal their
“threat” quality in their acts, making the threat -- if not its scope -- genuine and
evident. 9/11 was no doubt such a clear signal of a threat to the U.S. The discussion
above does not do justice to the subject; but because the interpretive process of threat
construction does not stand in the center of this dissertation, the full exploration of this
question will await another opportunity. Let us now return to the scholarly criteria for
identifying threats.

An entity qualifies as a systemic threat when it rejects constitutional normative
principles of the existing system, as well as the institutions and rules that derive from
and promote these principles. A systemic threatening entity advances an alternative
organizing principle and has the potential to overcome the old order. An entity that
meets these criteria can be considered a systemic threat to the current international
society.

In the current system, the state is the main political unit in world politics; to
reject it, or the principle of state sovereignty, is to reject the society. International
law’s role in identifying the normative principles of the international society, stating
the basic rules of coexistence between the system’s units and bringing about
compliance to the principles of the society of states, makes an attack on the legitimacy

of the institution of international law (as opposed to rejection of its content, or the way
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it is being applied) an attack on the international society as well. Similarly, a rejection
of the legitimacy of the UN as the main international institution to give voice to all
people through their state representatives is a challenge to the system, the main tenets
of which the UN embodies.

A threat to the international society is also evident when an entity displays
enmity toward practical derivatives of the fundamental principles and institutions of
the international society, such as rejection of states’ rights to devise and implement an
independent foreign policy; rejection of the designation of states as the only legitimate
users of coercive means; negation of restrictions on the application of force, in
particular the international norm against the use of weapons of mass destruction and
the norm of sparing the lives of non-combatants; rejection of the UN as the main
institution providing external recognition to new members in the international
community; and rejection of the legitimacy that UN resolutions give to action (and
non-action) in the international arena.

In addition, the entity’s ideology may also conflict with the underlying logic of
the current international order and present an alternative order. The current system is
based on a logic of states. It accepts diversity of legitimating principles of state
authority (manifested in different types of regimes) and goals between units and in its

. .. . 4
basic form does not prioritize universal goalls.9

Thus, it values the political
fragmentation of the global terrain as the most effective institutional arrangement to
attain particularistic goals while maintaining general order.

In the history of the state system, communism represented such an ideological

challenge, but it was contained by the threat of force and systemic pressures that drove

the socialization of communist states to the system.95 Anarchist movements can also

%] ackson, The Global Covenant; Cronin, Institutions for the Common Good, 42-50.
% See Armstrong, Revolution and World Order.
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constitute such a threat, because they are inherently antithetical to the notion of order
on which the system is grounded. Order that is based on religion rather than on
territoriality also has the potential to constitute a systemic threat, because religion
inherently offers a competing logic to the sovereignty-based state system.96

A religious challenge unfolds in several ways. A religious source of authority
is divine, therefore more fundamental than the state’s authority. The distinct sources of
authority may constitute a problem when the imperatives of these two logics clash.”’
Because states and religions share the same constituency, difference in imperatives
may lead to a conflict of loyalty: through its coercive power the state can demand the
obedience of its citizens, but religious people may feel obligated to defy a state law
that contradicts a “higher” religious command. Religion also challenges the territorial
dimension of the state, as it ignores arbitrary national borders to unite people around a
set of rules applied on a non-territorial basis. The more political the religion, the more
it challenges the organizing principles of the international society.

Yet, religion does not have to clash with the state-based system. Sometimes
when a state defines itself as a religious state, state and religious logic converge. This
takes place to different degrees: some states equate religious law with state law and
confer the highest authority on clerics (for example, Iran and the Taliban’s
Afghanistan). Others such as Israel, Egypt and Jordan claim religious identification
but keep the connection between state and religion limited: authority and control over
citizens is in non-religious hands, the state does not adopt the whole religious code,

and the religion and its clerics do not enjoy superior status. In many cases, clerics are

% Susanne Hoeber Rudolph, “Introduction,” in Susanne Hoeber Rudolph and James Piscatori (eds.),
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subordinate to state authority and the government nominates or approves the holders
of the main clerical positions.

More often than not, state and religion find ways to accommodate each other,
avoiding any confrontation that could undermine the international society. One way to
reconcile the two logics is to locate sovereignty with a God who allows people
freedom of choice. In this view, divine sovereignty is not part of this world; thus the
two logics are located in different spheres and do not conflict.

This, however, is not the perspective of violent transnational religious groups
(as opposed to nationally-based religious terror groups). Violent fundamentalist
groups believe that God’s kingdom is part of this world. They see the placing of
sovereignty in any authority other than God as a usurpation of “God’s throne.”*® These
groups do not confine their attack to a specific territory; their battle is designed to
challenge the foundations of the international society in order to replace it with a
religious world order. Because the characteristics of various violent religious groups
are not self-evident, a thorough examination of their ideological programs and their
willingness to invest effort in pursuing that broader goal is crucial if one is to
determine the nature of the threat they represent. For example, state-based
fundamentalist groups might limit a promised fight to impose their religion over a
broader part of the world to a future, second stage. Other groups may call for the
transformation of the whole system for purely strategic reasons without serious
intentions of following through. Declaring a global agenda may help a group’s
recruiting or assist the group in extracting resources from donors and other terror

groups. A group may initially intend to impose its broad agenda, but in the face of

% William 1. Zartman, “Islam, the State and Democracy,” in Charles E. Butterworth and William 1.
Zartman (eds.), Between the State and Islam (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2001), 234.
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adversity may decide later to abandon some of its original goals (for example, the
Islamic regime in Iran).

A crucial test of the nature of the threat a violent NGO represents to the
international society is whether it possesses, or has the potential to obtain, the means
of producing the breakdown of order through destruction on a large scale, the collapse
of the global economy, or denial of states’ abilities to provide general security, with a
consequent erosion of state-society relations. One does not need to produce these
effects to be considered as a systemic threat; the potential of bringing about such a
result is sufficient to meet the criterion.

WMD may be the most salient threat. States have acknowledged that the
destructiveness of WMD represents a grave risk to the existence of the international
system that necessitates restricting their availability and prohibiting their use. To
reinforce and cement this understanding, the international society has ratified
numerous international treaties, embedded in a general norm against the use of
WMD.” Even when acquisition of WMD was allowed, as in the case of the five
nuclear states in the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), the words and spirit of the treaty
signaled this outcome as suboptimal and needing remedy in the future. The actors who
do hold WMD -- including those who acquired them without international legitimacy -
- are expected to ensure that these weapons not be used.

To be considered responsible, an actor must be rational, or at least sensitive to
costs. Rational actors can calculate costs and benefits and will therefore avoid the use
of WMD. For these calculations to work, the actors should be states, because states
can be held accountable to the international society, which has established frameworks

and institutions that facilitate cooperation, signal intentions, and reduce risks. These

% On the nuclear and chemical weapons taboo, see Richard Price and Nina Tannenwald, “Norms and
Deterrence: the Nuclear and Chemical Taboos,” in Peter Katzenstein (ed.), The Culture of National
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considerations may also apply to non-state actors who aspire to statehood, with strong
incentives to behave responsibly and to comply with the norms in order to preserve
international support and gain external recognition for their claims and later for their
regime. Such actors also have constituencies that can be threatened with retaliation
and whose extermination is not in the best interest of the non-state actors who claim to
represent them.

Some non-state actors, however, are not so sensitive to costs; the logic of
deterrence cannot be applied to them. Groups who do not identify with a specific
constituency, or whose constituencies are tied to and represented by states capable of
providing protection (for example, even though bin Laden has a large Saudi
constituency it is hard to believe that the U.S. would threaten to strike the Saudi
population in response to an al Qaeda attack), may feel unconstrained in the use of
WMD. Similarly, the use of WMD may be an option for groups who seek to punish
and destroy, or actors who wish to provoke an overreaction from state actors,
believing it would advance their cause. According to Scott Sagan, jihadi groups
believe that mass killing may be both morally justified and effective in pursuing their
political objectives and, therefore, would not be deterred.'®

WMD might inflict destruction at a level that would seriously reduce the
international society’s ability to function and create an unprecedented level of terror.
In addition to the enormous loss of life and the devastating psychological impact, such
an attack would also have tremendous economic cost. The 9/11 attack cost the global
economy hundreds of billions of dollars and affected every state on the globe. The use
of nuclear and biological weapons would deliver an even stronger blow to the global

economy, which might take years to recover -- or might not recover at all. Even the

190 Scott D. Sagan, and Kenneth N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed (W.W.
Norton & Company, NY, London, 2003), 160.

58



use of a radiological bomb, which would cause fewer fatalities, would have immense
psychological impact and enormous financial costs. Media coverage would multiply
the psychological effect, spreading the terror across national boundaries.

The repetition of such attacks would demonstrate states’ inability to provide
security and thus undermine the public’s trust in the institution of the state. Damage to
critical infrastructure in an electricity-saturated society could prevent states from
providing services. If states cannot meet their obligations to the people, and if the
people lose confidence in the institution of the state, the whole system is threatened.
One instance of WMD use, particularly if limited to chemical or radiological weapons,
would probably not be sufficient to bring the international society down; but it could
cripple it seriously. It could also bring states and terrorized irresolute publics into
confrontation, further diminishing the system’s ability to protect itself. Repetition of
WMD attacks would increase the likelihood of a collapse of the state system.

While I have focused on WMD, lesser types of terrorism may also erode the
fabric of the international society. Recall the terror when serial snipers targeted
citizens in the Washington, D.C. area in the fall of 2002. The level of terror from
repeated attacks on key targets such as public transportation (especially suicide attacks
in subway stations) or critical infrastructure facilities (for example, power grids or
nuclear reactors) would be much higher and could lead to the erosion of order and
trust in the government. The pictures from New Orleans in the aftermath of 2005’s
Hurricane Katrina provide a useful demonstration of states’ lack of preparedness to
cope with large scale catastrophes and the concomitant lawlessness that may evolve
under such circumstances. If such disorder can be produced within the U.S., usually
characterized by order, imagine the potential for disorder in weaker states.

The overthrow of the state system could also take place gradually as the

systemic threat gains strength cumulatively through gradual expansion. Terrorist
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entities may succeed in controlling separate territories or creating enclaves of disorder
from which they could operate and gradually expand their reach. Clearly successful
takeover of a number of Muslim states by the jihadis would increase their ability to
overthrow the existing order by providing them additional resources and degrading the
overall capabilities of the international society at a time when it needs additional
resources to match the increase in jihadi power. Therefore, while the use of WMD is
probably the quickest way to undermine the international society, the argument I bring
forth does not rely upon it; there are additional routes to bringing down the
international society.

I have dedicated significant space to the criteria for identifying a systemic
threat; but it is important to clarify the distinctions between actors who represent
threats to the international society and those who pose a much more limited non-
systemic threat. An actor represents a non-systemic threat when it does not deny the
constitutive principles on which the state system is based. Although it may violate a
few principles in practice and for a limited time, it does not challenge the general
validity of these principles and may even aspire to participation in the state system,
including assumption of state responsibilities. Such an actor accepts the importance of
international law and its role in setting rules for state behavior. What it may reject are
some tendencies in international law (i.e. the broadening of international law from
interstate law to include subjects like human rights, which were the prerogative of
states) and the way in which it is implemented in practice. Similarly, such an entity
does not challenge the importance of the UN or the legitimacy of actions based on
either the UN charter or its resolutions. Its grievances are directed at the practices of
the UN, such as tolerance of violations of its principles by some states, or its use in a
manner that contradicts the original purpose for which the institution was created.

Such a non-state entity may complain that the UN fails to accommodate the needs of
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weak actors or that it is a cover for the unlawful actions of the strong powers.
Therefore, such an actor may seek to reform and even to restructure the organization
while accepting the existence of the UN, its main ideals, and the legitimacy it provides
to state actions. Moreover, while such an actor may violate some of the accepted
restrictions on the application of force, it does not renounce the principles behind
them. Even when it violates some of these restrictions, the violation is limited in scope
and duration. Often such actors also try to justify their actions, characterizing them as
being in line with the acceptable rules of the game.

Some may argue that the U.S., particularly under the Bush administration,
meets the criteria for a systemic threat. The U.S. clearly walks a thin line, and some of
its actions could be construed as conflicting with the principles upon which the
international society’s operation is based. Indeed, worries about the compatibility of
its new approach toward the use of WMD with the prevailing norms in the
international society are not unwarranted. Yet, [ argue that the U.S. does not constitute
a threat to the system. The U.S. criticizes many practices in the international society
(for example, the management of the UN) and seeks to adapt the international society
to the challenges the society of states is facing (the adjustments of international law to
changing circumstances is one such adaptation); but it does not deny the existing
order, its principles and its legitimacy. In fact, as an institution of the international
society, American hegemony is expected to promote the modification of the
principles, rules and practices of the international society, a process that is likely to
generate some opposition. This is not to deny that the style by which the hegemon acts
does not shape perceptions of its intentions and potentially hinder its agenda. But
while the policies of the first Bush administration provoked significant controversy
and international resentment, as the years passed, in particular under the second Bush

administration, the U.S. has modified its aggressive style and is significantly more
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attentive to the concerns of other states. Such changes have not yet been captured in
general public opinion around the world; but states have seen a marked change in the
attitude of the U.S., allowing it to continue to lead the international society in the war
on terrorism and a host of other international issues.

Defining Responses

In order to demonstrate the importance of systemic response, we must define it. First,
because the international society is an abstraction, we need to look at its components,
namely the states and international organizations. Such institutions are not merely
arenas for states to discuss and decide on courses of action; they have large
bureaucracies that can formulate policies and push states to engage in issues of general
interest.

A collective response is an action taken by a significant majority of states
based on a shared understanding that they are facing a systemic threat that must be
confronted through participation of all states. A few states may still be forced to
collaborate; but a response will not be considered collective if a considerable number
of states cooperate because of coercion. The collective response is initiated and shaped
by the system’s leading powers, presently the U.S. hegemony. The response includes a
range of simultaneous activities, from active international cooperation, to coordination
between states, to each state’s independent efforts to realize its duties to the
international society within its own borders. While some states -- usually the hegemon
and the secondary powers -- carry a larger share of the burden, the response requires
the vigorous contribution of most members. Collective response does not imply
complete and unwavering cooperation. Since elements of conflict and collaboration
always exist in the international system, some actors may not cooperate fully. But
states -- as opposed to individual sympathizers -- will rarely provide active support to

the threatening non-state entity.
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Collective response also does not imply that states act in a purely other-
regarding manner. Often the collective good and states’ self-interest converge.
Occasionally states act against their short-term interest, yet cooperation serves their
long-term interests because the survival of the system is in everybody’s interest. Still,
the English School’s conception of cooperation as is qualitatively differ