PROFESSOR:  Now, I am doing this --  we are doing it for a reason. It is common today in trying to make sense of contemporary geopolitics to say for example, such things as the state no longer matters. Territory, and territorial boundaries don't matter. Because electronic information can flow irrespective of state boundries. And ironically, how nationalism is on the rise in many parts of the worlds conflicts among nation groups. So in order to engage and discuss contemporary geopolitics in a more informed and thoughtful way, it is necessary to examine certain assumptions, when we say the state and territoriality no longer matter, how do we know what those claims mean unless we discuss what state and territoriality actually are. And when we say the idea of the nation is on the rise, what does that mean? 

 We will turn for a couple of weeks to some more theoretical issues. 

 Now, I think I want to turn it over to our guest speaker without further ado, if he is ready. It is my pleasure to introduce to you my mentor, and good friend from UCLA and you know, renowned expert on geopolitics, and probably the greatest mind that you will encounter in this semester who has graciously agreed to come from Bruin country to trojan country today, John Agnew.

          GUEST SPEAKER:  Thanks Carol. Thanks for letting me come on campus.  It is the geopolitics of Los Angeles that this city is divided into these 2 parts, Trojan land, and Bruin country.

          Carol and I talked about what I would like to discuss with you today. And I thought what I would like to do is talk about really the next to last chapter of the second edition of the book, geopolitics, which deals with the idea of -- is there a kind of new global geopolitics emerging out of this sort of anarchic, chaotic period that we have lived through since the end of the cold war? Most of you in this room, I think maybe a couple, but no more than that, can't probably remember the period of the cold war. From really roughly from 1947 to 1989, 90 --  it ended for most of you when you were 7 or 8 or something like that. So you have lived through a sense through this period of the end of the cold war. So it is hard to convey to you in which the sense in which the whole world was organized through this cold war.  this strange and latent and muted conflict between the United States, and the Soviet Union, but each side having allies.  And strong spheres of influence really provided a template or structure to real world politics for over 50 years, so for a long periods of time from the end of World War II down to 1989, 1990 --  world geopolitics was really organized around this conflict. And a lot of our language or terminology for even describing the world was abiproduct of this.

          You are all familiar I am sure with the idea of the 3 worlds. The idea of a first world, second world --  more particularly people talk about the third world. But never really say what are the other 2. The other 2 --  the first world was the United States and its allies. Kind of the modern west if you would like. The second world was the Soviet Union and its allies, usually including China, even though they hadn't been allied for quite a long time since the late 1950s.  But the idea of a communist world. So part of the basic division here is an ideological one. The idea that the first world, and second world have these 2 distinctive views of modernity. Of what a modern world should be like. The first world is of a capitalist modernity. It was a private property ownership of the means of production in private hands, of government regulation, but relatively light regulation. Of limited government. Of periodic elections of some kind of representive government. The second world that is associated with the Soviet Union offered a quite different model or image of modernity. Of what the modern world should be like. The state planning the economy for the entire country. A rigid territorial view of economics, of the state as an economic as well as a political container. Of the dominance of the communist party, rather than a free competition between parties for votes. So there may be elections, but usually 99 percent of the people voted, and they all vote for the same people. Which makes one suspicious of elections like that. A bit like republican primaries in Orange County (LAUGHTER). Sort of that one party system. And a very kind of strong top down rule over the country. With very little in the way of the possibility of independent trade unions, or social organizations of any kind. And this was an out birth of course of the Russian revolution in 1917, and then after World War II had spread to eastern Europe when the countries of eastern Europe were liberated by German occupation by the red army. And reincorporated to a Soviet speer of influence. And after the revolution of China, China has in a sense became part of the second world. And the third world was the rest of the world more or less between these 2. Mainly, the colonies --  former colonies of European countries in Latin America, Africa, and Asia, which became politically independent in the 1950s, and 1960s, and this was the great zone of conflict. This is where the cold war went hot was in the third world. In places like Vietnam, Angola, Cuba.- quite a long list of places where there was this fairly overt or open conflict between the United States on the one side. And the Soviet Union on the other. This gave a real geographical structure to the cold war. We had these 2 sides if you like competing with one another for hearts and minds, and influences as well as militarily. And they werecompeting primarily in this sort of third world region. And this is the origin of this language of the 3 worlds. It comes out of the cold war conflict. There were politicians in some third world country like India for example. NASA in Egypt. And T I T O in Yugoslavia. Who tried to turn the third world into an aligned (INAUDIBLE) but this only happened later in the mid 1950s rather than in the late 40s, and this was an attempt to kind of create a third way if you like between the poles, and the U.S. and its allies and the Soviet Union and its allies on the other. But it never succeeded. It is not really something that ever went anywhere. These countries either did not have the economic resources or the clout. And in the end, they had too many differences in them to provide a real third alternative to this.

          But this all ended in 1989, and 1990 with the collapse of the Soviet Union, essentially the implosion of the Soviet Union. The whole system fell apart, collapsed and disintegrated. And there are different hypotheses about why this happened. And I find the 2 most persuasive parts of the argument are that in the end the Soviet economic system was not dynamic enough to fund the military ambitions that the Soviet Union had. That it really didn't produce the revenues essentially to fund the high levels the military expenditures it took to compete with the United States. That is part of the argument. The second part of the argument though is in a way, that could have gone on indefinitely given you had such a centralized system of rule. But the population got tired of this. They got tired of being promised that next year, living conditions would get better. And so there is a substantial amount of popular dissatisfaction. Let's put it that way. And in fact, the system collapsed from the edges, it collapsed from eastern Europe into the Soviet Union rather than the center outwards. It wasn't that it collapsed from the center of Moscow and worked its way outwards. It happened from east Germany and Poland and worked itself into the center itself. And partly because people on the fringes were exposed to western consumerism. They seemed to live higher levels of life and much higher levels of consumption. So part of this is what undermined the Soviet side in the cold war. So the cold war came to a very sudden and surprising end. I don't know of anyone who actually predicted this, even 6 months before it collapsed. So much for social science being a kind of predictive science. That's like a bad joke. You know, we missed just about everything. We missed the Iranian revolution, the Russian revolution, the Chinese revolution, we missed the collapse of the Soviet Union (LAUGHTER). So we are talking here about interpretive schemes, not science in the sense of anything that can predict the future.

          And this is important with respect to what I am talking about today. Because I want to paint a picture of 3different scenerios of what the future might hold geopolitically in the period after this collapse of this system that many of us thought we were going to live forever. There was a sense that the cold war was a permanent state of affairs. It is hard for me to come and convey this to you. But perhaps you can talk to parents, or older relatives about this, because they would give you I think a very strong idea that this was a kind of ever present reality in every day life. It wasn't just something often --  something that Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger talked about. It was something that was present in every day life in terms of people's expectations of the future.

          Well this collapsed and it collapsed very suddenly. And in many cases, we have not been well prepared to explain or predict- well prepared to predict that this would happen, we haven't been good at understanding what has gone on since either. So have you to take all I have to say today with something like a pinch of salt as they say. In terms of 3 alternative scenarios for the world after the cold war in which those ideological opposites defining modernity. A communist modernity on the one side. And a capitalist modernity on the other side. This has disappeared from the world basically. The world is basically a capitalist modernity. However there are different roads to capitalism in different parts of the world and in parts of the world, a recipient democracy as well. So the world has changed remarkably in the past 10 or 15 years in a way no one expected in the late 1980s, let me say that.

          Well, the cold war fit very much the logic of the modern geopolitic imagination that I described in that little book geopolitics. It had all of those features I described in, dividing the world up into these great chunks. First world, second world, third world. The particular form it took is unique for the cold war, but this has always been one of the features of the geopolitic imagination. Dividing the world to them and us. A world where you have very stable dimensions --  for many years it was the west and east. And then the cold war came along and gave a different kind of meaning. But it was still basically a line down the world map. The oriental world to the east. That was seen as distant. And so on. And in the west, it was seen in much more liberal kinds of terms. However simple minded this sort of division was, it was a very important part of the geopolitic imagination. The second part of this imagination was this idea that places were somehow ahead and behind on some kind of universal or global calculus of development. And the modern world stood in the -- in much the same the modern world stood in relationship to its own past. So places outside of Europe. And north America, like India, or China or many of the countries in Africa were seen very, very much asbeing on a trajectory that would lead them towards what we are now like. And they today are like how we used to be.

          So there is this imposition of a kind of temporal definition of development on to different spaces or different parts of the world. And that was the second part of the geopolitic imagination. We are very ahead and they are behind. This is a language that is sort of wired into us in terms of understanding the state in different parts of the world.

          The third part of the geopolitic imagination is the idea of a world divided up fundamentally into territorial nation states. And this has come more the case with the decolonization of Africa, and Asia after World War II. And finally, the final part of thecal cuelous if you like that I am calling the modern geopolitic imagination is the idea that geopolitics is driven by the pursuit of primacy. Every one of these states wishes it could be the dominant one, the primate or hegemonic state. The one that decides everything for everyone else.

          Now, in the book I criticize these assumptions because they are always naturalized made to look like these are features of life rather than things that have been invented socially, and historically. And because they have been invented socially, and historically, they can be disinvented socially, and historically as well. And I think today we are living in a period where the modern geopolitic imagination is under a lot of stress. Hasn't died out by any means at all. But it is under stress. And it is under stress because the world we have seen emerging over the last 40 or 50 years towards the end of the cold war is one that in many ways doesn't fit very well with the modern geopolitic imagination. And that's what I want to spend most of my time on this morning.

          I want to paint 3 geopolitic scenerios, and these are sort of ways at looking at the world in a way that seems to be emerging now, we have had 10 to 12 years since the cold war. And it has been hard to pick out of that period any kind of firm pattern or impression of the way things have been going. Everything has appeared to be very disordered and anarchic or chaotic after the cold war. Because the cold war did provide a kind of structure to world politics, so it has been hard to kind of fathom, to figure out which direction things are likely to go in.

          Now, the geopolitic scenarios I want to describe today are interpreted schemas, I am not trying to engage here in some kind of prediction or prophecy or something like that. This isn't a prophecy class. (LAUGHTER). But it is sort of educated guesswork or speculations if you like about an emerging geopolitic order to the world. That's how I would describe it. Now other people have used other languageparticularly people in the field of international relations who often tend to be more oriented towards say making U.S. foreign policy, or trying to offer professor advice to president dents than I certainly am. And they argue we are in a period now where there are a lot of sort of competing frame works, we are trying to develop in this, U.S. foreign policy over the next few years.

          For example, they talk about the new nationalism. This is the idea in relation to the United States essentially of turning our backs on the rest of the world. The cold war is over, there really isn't a major threat anymore, except you know, some asymmetric threats from various terrorist groups, but these can be dealt with if we mind the borders. Lock and load. This is the sort of pat Buchanan scenerio in its most extreme form of a geopolitic future --  extreme- of a U.S. hermetically sealed off from the rest of the world. What are these international flights all about? Why can't people go on vacation just in the United States? (LAUGHTER). This kind of view. And these immigrants, you know, do we really need all of these people? Send them home. Again in its most extreme form. Of course that would include me too here (LAUGHTER). So that's the kind of extreme version, the new nationalism. And there is also a new internationalism. And that is the post cold war world imposes a tremendous burden on the United States. It won, the United States won the cold war. So it now has to win the peace if you like. This was very much the Clinton administration view of the world. And particularly of some leading figures in the Clinton administration.  Like Madeline Albright for example. The idea of the U.S. having a kind of serious internationalist duty. And in this case operating through international organizations many of which are of course American inventions. The united nations by the way was not a Soviet invention as some people in Orange County believe (LAUGHTER). It is in fact an American invention in 1944. The international monetary fund, the world bank, there are a whole range of these international institutions. And the idea of the internationalism is the U.S. should be working through these to get the world in a sense to be a more comfortable place for Americans, and American business to operate in.

          There is also something called the new realism. This is at least until September 11th 2001, this was very much the kind of George W bush perspective on the world. This was to look at the rest of the world skeptically, to make sure you are prepared for almost any kind of outcome. But in a sense, to except the notion that the world is still irrevocably divided up into territorial states, and the United States is only one of many states. And the future threats to the United States are likely to come from other states. Particularly from China for example. That would bethese days the most obvious candidate. It used to be Japan in the 1980s with these realists, but now it seems China. And then finally on this sort of menu, something called the new unilateralism. The idea of the United States in a way coercing the rest of the world not operating through international institutions and to a degree at least --  this has been more the reaction of the bush administration after September 11th, the idea of let's not let international treaties and organizations get in our way if we have certain goals and objectives.

          So this is an alternative way of looking at the president and saying --  from an American point of view, saying which of these kinds of policies would make the most sense? And there is evidence for all of these. I don't mean to be dismissive of the new nationalism. There are arguments in favor of it. Especially if you give a high precedence to maintaining manufacturing Johns in the United States. If you think the U.S. has a moral obligation to the rest of the world, you will lean to being an internationalist. If you are kind of suspicious of foreign states, and you think they're interested, and American interests will be fundamentally incompatible, you will be dawn to the realism. And if you think it is time to kick ass. And get the rest of the world to sort of line up behind us, it is either them or us, you know the kind of gun slinger sort of perspective, then it is going be the new unilateralism you are going to endorse.

          Now, the 3 scenerios I am going to point I think are more superordinate, they lie behind these particular disputes. I probably in my own view, I have come much closer to the new internationalist position. Just so you know where I stand although I think some of the new realism tends to also have some merit to it as well. So somewhere in there, I tend not to be supportive of the other 2. But beyond these sort of policy disputes, behind this, there are 3 much broader geopolitical scenarios that are at stake. And I refer to these, and I will mention each of them, and go through each in more detail,.  

 the first I call globalization.  We are now living in a period which in many ways if not fundamentally, quite in critical ways is very different from the era of the cold war. And very different from previous epox, ages of geopolitics as well. So this is the more radical scenario of world politics in which the basis of world politics has changed. And I will come back and talk about what that means in a few moments.

          The second geopolitic scenerio is often referred to as the clash of cultures or class of civilizations. It is the idea that the big conflicts now in the world and not any longer between states in that sense it is like the globalization position. But more it is between these much larger sort of macro cultures that occupy particular discreetworld regions, particular parts of the world. The west. The Islamic world, and so on, these kinds of designations.  And again I will come back and talk about this in more detail in a minute.

          So, the view here is that the cold war has been replaced, the ideological conflict of the cold war has been replaced by some kind of giant cultural conflict. And this is going be the way --  this is the world we have got learn to live with. And in some ways the idea of an endless war on terrorism fits to a degree to this sort of scenerio. Although it doesn't fit exactly. None of the foreign policy positions that I just went through, the new internationalism, and new unilateralism maps neatly on to any one of these geopolitic scenerios, but this kind of line on all of these- these are the things that seem to be exerting some sort of impact on making people decide what is most, or more important in terms of how an American foreign policy should be constructed. And a third of these scenerios is the idea of the United States as kind of an imperium -- a kind of empire. But not necessarily a territorial empire. But certainly --  and the language varies, the most important state in the world to a sense a kind of directory that all roads lead to Washington, not to Rome anymore. But somehow this is where the big decisions are made. And that everybody else in a sense has to kind of subordinate themselves to this.

          So I want to talk about these 3 scenerios, as you will see, I tend to think that the first one, globalization one, I am persuaded this is much the one the world is going in. But I want to hedge my bets too, because there are pressures in other directions. So these other scenerios are worth mentions, not only because they are very interesting exponents of these, but in many ways practice of the U.S. and many other countries seems to conform partly to these others as well as globalization. So it is not entirely clear as of yet which of these will emerge as predominant

          Let's talk first about the globalization scenerio, and this goes back to the cold war. And back to U.S. policies during the cold war. And it argues that the United States on its side actually created somewhat of a global economy, particularly beginning in the 1970s, from 1971 onwards. So the Nixon administration in the U.S. has taken as a particularly crucial period in a shift from a more territorialized kind of vision of say the American economy to an opening up of the American economy to the rest of the world. And in return for that of course, the tremendous spread of American investment and American trade with the rest of the world. So this in many ways is primarily an economic based argument. The globalization, geopolitic scenerio rests on the emergence of a geoeconomic basis to a new world. So new geopolitic order rests on this new kind ofeconomy. And one of the weaknesses of this argument is it in a sense -- does it sort of have a special place for the role of political regulation? The use of institutions and so on to regulate the economy. And as of yet, these are relatively weak. Only the institutions associated with -- we have the UN institutions most of which seem pretty feeble, the international institutions like the I N bank and so forth are powerful. But mainly in relation to weak states --  Latin America and south east Asia rather than the powerful states like the United States and Europe.

          In the 1970s, and 1980s, the United States actually sponsored something that could be called a market access regime. The idea that the whole world should be available for investment. And this in trade-- and this involved a systematically reducing tariff barriers. That is the taxes placed on trade in countries. And the U.S. was responsible for this in a whole series of discussions on the general agreement of tariffs and trade. Which has now been reformed in 1984 as the world trade organization. And the United States taking the lead on this. Particularly in the areas of manufactured goods and services. The U.S. has been much more reticent about lowering tariffs on agricultural products. Partly for political reasons, the congressional representives from the rural United States have political power out of all proportion to the number of people that they represent. Simply because senators in particular, there are a lot of senators from low populated states. You know, the genius of the founding fathers you know, to put into the second house equal representation by state. So North Dakota, which has --  and Wyoming which have very small populations each have 2 senators, well, California which is somewhat larger in population (LAUGHTER). And economically more significant also only has 2 senators, so these farm state senators have a lot of power within the Senate. And this has meant that it has been much harder to get reductions in tariffs on agricultural products. Which is one reason why the U.S. still has extremely high tariffs on things like sugar or cotton. You might say why should the U.S. have those when these things could probably produce more cheaply in the Carribean or Latin America. The answer is in U.S. Senate.

          But generally, the U.S. pushed for a lowering of tariffs to getting rid of other barriers to trade like quotas, restrictive -- restrictions on products of one kind or another which were used notoriously in Japan, and many European countries to keep American products out. So this market access regime sponsored by the United States, and increasing trade, increasing investment so the flows of capital now, backwards and forwards between countries are absolutely immense compared to what they were 25 or 30 years ago. These kinds of things all occurred during the final 20years of the cold war. And in many ways it was a mechanism of the United States to represent itself as an image of modernity. As an agent of openness. With open societies, and open markets. And open private property rights and so on and so forth. So this was a natural outcome in many ways to the position the United States had in the cold war. But what this has led to. Or has led to increasingly. Hasn't reached some kind of end state yet. But is a changing definition certainly of economic power. And with it I think increasingly one could say political power too. This is a shift from territorial to marketing power. From governing discreet territories such as the United States, or Mexico or China or India. And so on. And more and more flows of goods, flows of investment and flows of people are from regions and localities with in countries.  And these localities are tied together through networks that increasingly span or go across international boundaries. So international boundaries are becoming increasingly permeable or porous. This doesn't mean that territoriality is dead, or these sorts of- the death of geography, the end of geography as some people portray it. This is sort of almost hysterical understanding of globalization. But a challenge to the territorialized power which was so much at the heart of the cold war geopolitic order. In which we can meaningly speak about the United States economy or the Italian economy or the Canadian economy or something like this. These terms are increasingly meaningless. Your fate for example as potential employees and consumers is much more tied up now with where you live within the United States rather than being within the boundaries of the United States. Now, you can always move of course if you are within the United States. Which means of course everyone is leaving North Dakota and Wyoming or upstate New York in which I lived for over 20 years. But the flows are definitely to the south or the west of the United States which is where the more dynamic local economies have been in recent years, and partly this is where the investment is in the United States. And a lot of this isn't American based investment. It is foreign investment. So the U.S. is increasingly part of this globalizing economy. And any place within the United States now, its economic and social characteristics are more dependent upon how it is tied into these global networks than the fact that it is within the boundaries of the United States itself. And that is a huge change that is taking place over the last 30 or 40 years, particularly in the United States.  This was truer in many European countries for a lot longer, but it has been the United States that has been the major sponsor of this. U.S. governments have been consistently the sponsors of this opening up of the world economy.

          Now, since September 11th, people have said --there was a special issue of the foreign journal policy, the death of globalization. Now again take some of this stuff with a pinch of salt. Certainly since September 11th, the U.S. has been trying to reinstitute tight border controls simply because the terrible events of September 11th were associated in people's minds with having lost control over entry into the country. And so the land borders, and the air borders through airports in the United States since 2001 have in a sense been reconfigured. But the U.S. still has to kind of manage those borders in a way that don't interfere with a whole number of traps actions that are very important to the American economy. For example, with the border of Mexico you want to be able to keep out people who might want to engage in terrorist acts within the United States. But you don't want that to interfere with the flow of components from factories in Mexico to factories in the United States. So you have to strike a balance between these 2. And the U.S. customs service, and the immigration service now reformulated in the department of homeland security, have to maintain a kind of balancing act between these 2 things. And that is difficult. But nevertheless it can't really be managed by simply closing down the borders, that kind of scenerio, because with globalization, it is like putting a genie back in the lamp. Once it has got out, it is hard to squeeze it back in again if you know that particular metaphor.

          So globalization, it strikes me is here to stay. I have an overhead here. How is that? Is that better?

          CLASS:  Yes. 

 PROFESSOR:  This is like doing the opthalmology thing.

          so this diagram which was taken from the chapter wants to show at the top the kind of geopolitics of the cold war world. See here, the first --  we have the first world here. And you know, these parts here, and then the non socialist third world. And then over here we had the Soviet Union here, which in Britain and Europe was always known as the union of Soviet socialist republics as the song back in the U.S.S.R. And the satellites or allies of the Soviet Union here and the socialist third world. And a kind of balance of power between these 2. That's what the cold war was. And now broke out into hot wars, and we have these stars in here representing flash points, places like Berlin, Cuba, the Cuban missile crisis in 1962 --  by the way, there is a fantastic documentary called the fog of war which won the prize for best documentary at the academy awards that is really an interview --  it lasts for 2 hours, but it is fascinating with Robert McNamara, who was the secretary of defense during the cold war. Rather than seeing the war in Vietnam as a civil war, which is actually what it was. It was tied into the cold war. So north Vietnam is seen as receivingits orders from Moscow. And if you watch some representations of the Vietnam war still insist on that. But McNamara really shows that that wasn't what it was. But at the time, the thinking, the cold war mindset was so powerful, that people couldn't think outside the box. That's the point. And B here is kind of the world after the cold war. This is broken down, we don't have this nice, neat geography that we had. And the globalizing world here, which is B here. Really consists of some major core regions and institutions. You know, most of the United States, most of western Europe and the world of what we call in here market access capitalism. Increasing marketplace decisions rather than state based ones, the ones that make the economy go around.

          And the second city regions within the market access world economy. Scattered all across the world. This is the case between southern China now, the area between Hongkong, and what used to be Canton. That is the southern part of China, this would include Singapore, and Taiwan, which are very much integral parts of this market access economy. Taiwan has a higher standard of living now than many European countries.

          And finally, areas that are kind of left out of this, the poorer regions of the world. Large parts of Africa. And many of the exsocialist countries in eastern Europe. And of course Russia itself. And what we call here the dead lands of richer countries. Places within richer countries that don't benefit from this kind of market economy. Places dependent very heavily on resources. Dependent on resource extraction, or manufacturing production. And now the manufacturing has left those places and gone somewhere else, has gone to Korea or China wherever it used to be in Cleveland

          So this is the globalization scenerio, a world in which territorial states are obviously still present. And has tremendous power. But in which the logic of the world economy is such that it kind of works against a simple reinstatement of state centered --  of a state centered politic economy. This is a world that is higher and higher to characterize in terms of the classic geopolitic imagination.  So that's the first scenerio, and the one I tend to see in the very much the (INAUDIBLE)

          And the second one is this idea of the class of civilization. Or a class of cultures. This was expressed most eloquently by the American political scientist Samuel Huntington in an article in the influential journal of foreign affairs in 1993, and in many ways, this almost seems prophetic in some respects, he argued that with the breakdown of the cold war, something else was beginning to emerge. Again not the reinstatement of a state centered world in the form it had taken in the cold war. But a world increasinglyorganized around the sorts of very territorialized cultural units. And he argued that the major conflicts in the world would be among these major fault lines, among these very cultural realms.  Between the Islamic realm and the western realm. Between the Hindu and the Islamic. Between the Japanese and the Confucian. He was arguing that these were somehow the new units of account. No longer territorial states. But these sorts of macro cultures of civilizations.

          So what I have done here is represent these as entirely discreet to convey visually, the relative size and range of these so called civilizationds that he identifies. Now, we can of course knitpick from here until eternity with how he has chosen these.  This is something of course academics are great at (LAUGHTER). Sort of keeps the money coming in. I don't think there is an independent Japanese culture. How is that different from a Confucian one? Korea here gets tagged onto the Confucian one.  And I know people that will argue that doesn't make much sense. What is this orthodox one for heaven sake? (LAUGHTER). Given most of those people are atheists. That doesn't make sense. And even the western one, you know, you will see here Australia, and new Zealand --  after the recent academy awards maybe this makes sense. Western Europe. And north America are all kinds of folded in together. Well, of course there are some big problems if you haven't noticed between Europe and the United States in recent years. So again, you can kind of make a big deal out of that. I am not going do that --  because I don't think that is really the point here. The point is to talk about the idea of world civilizations as the new basic template for a post war geopolitic order.

          Well, the main problem is these are representives of discreet when they are really not. And they are also (INAUDIBLE) internally. Let's think about the Islamic. Which might be the most prophetic given world events over the last 4 or 5 years. Huntington argues for almost a kind of seamless Islam. Islam that has no internal divisions. I think we are all kind of aware, even if we weren't last year, that there are major divisions within this kind of Islamic block here not in the least the distinction between Suni and Shea --  which people have finally noticed in Iraq this is a major issue. And most of the sheite in Iran and Iraq and Lebanon. And to a lessor extent in Saudi Arabia. You have various countries with very substantial minority of sheite Muslims. And a majority of the population in the Iraq. A very different Islamic tradition even with different holidays, a different belief structure. And regarded by the most Puritanical Suni as herretics. This is rather like the stings between Capitalists and Catholics in the 18th century. Just to give a comparison that might have more resonance for more people. So a really major division there, at least as major as the difference between western and orthodox. That that's the one I have the most problem.

          And again, division between Arabs and non Arabs. Iranians are not Arabs. And Indonesians, and Malaysians are not Arabs so, we have another important cleavage or division within this sort of Islamic world. I can go on indefinitely here pointing out that these are definitely quite problematic categories within themselves without getting into whether even labeling them in this way makes much sense. So there are real problems internally, and they are also not independent of one another. This is why there is a problem. When people have one set of cultural beliefs and outlooks get stuck up against people that have different ones this is when it becomes a problem. If you lived off in some hermetically sealed world. There wouldn't be problems. The extremely Puritanical Wahabi Islam from Saudi Arabia, that is the variety that feels more threatened by openings to a more secular western part of the world, is an important part of the Islamic world. So it is very important in policy terms not to confuse those. And by the argument I am making Saudi Arabia is perhaps more of a problem in terms of this Islamic civilization than any other country in the Islamic world.

          So, this is Islam then is a problematic category within itself. And I think this way of dividing up the world is one that is --  potentially anyway, problematic. Well, after September 11th though, this might appear to be vindicated. And many people, including Huntington himself actually came to that conclusion, he said isn't this what is really happening here? We have this fundamental cleavage between the Islamic world on the one hand and western world on the other. And certainly September 11th has bolstered this perspective in ways that it certainly wasn't before. I will put it that way. So that some people still I think consider it to be a useful way of looking at the world.

          It has had certain effects. Certainly September 11th, one of course is that Osama Bin Laden subscribes to this (LAUGHTER). This is his view of the world. It is not just Sam Huntington sitting in some office in Harvard. Weirdly, this guy in a cave somewhere in Pakistan also subscribes to this. That is sort of chilling. If I was Sam Huntington, I might have second thoughts just because of that. (LAUGHTER). But he certainly shares this view. Or in fact would like to see the world organized this way, because that's kind of the objective that he has. Of course that would require the entire Islamic world to practice Wahawism, his variety of Suni Islam. And I don't think there is much (INAUDIBLE) of that happening in its lifetime.

          There was a funny cartoon I was going show at this point. I think it is funny. It is from the New Yorker, it isparty over my feeling that we got kind of distracted in Iraq given supposedly the war in Iraq follows on from September 11th in some way and can even be connected losely to the events of September 11th. This of course is looking for Osama Bin Laden. Anyone who has been in an airport recently, you know those limo drivers coming with those cards. Where we have Smith, and J E N K I N S, and Bin Laden. And these 2 F B I agents, one whispering to the other, you really think this will work? (LAUGHTER). No, I don't think so. I don't think he is traveling much these days even on Southwest airlines. (LAUGHTER).

          So the point here is that this clash of civilizations in many ways now, after September 11th seems vindicated to some degree, but there are some fundamental problems with it, and it plays into the hands of people that would like there to be a war of civilizations in the way that Bin Laden does.

          Well, the third scenerio is the one that has tended most recently to have got a boost. And this is the idea of a kind of U.S. that is predominant in the world. And on course to create some kind of empire of some kind. This could be seen as the natural outcome of the end of the cold war. Soviet Union lost the cold war. And the American way --  there is no doubt about that --  the American way of conducting the cold war was ultimately victorious. So live with it, get over it. The U.S. is now number one? And even to a kind of- looking at it from a slightly different point of view, world politics is a sort of vacuum. And in many ways, the U.S. is the only country in the world sort of able to fill that. And the bush administration since September 11th in many ways, at least in many interpretations of it have tended to see U.S. policy as following on from this kind of position. For example, the U.S. has retreated from many international treaties of one kind or other. Refused to sign treaties to things like the international criminal court. Which by the way was an original American idea. But then the league of nations was an American idea also. So there is a kind of at least one perspective on this is that the U.S. is kind of --  kind of feels limited by having to conform to international institutions in one way or another. There are really 3 elements to this idea of the U.S. as an imperium. And these are not necessarily mutually compatible, and why in the end this scenerio is problematic.

          The first is the military side of the American position at the moment. And there is absolutely no doubt here that the U.S. has a tremendous military dominance over the rest of the world. I would go so far as to say that no single country in world history has had this kind of predominance. There are ways to measure this. And one is to look at defense spending by countries in terms of absolute amounts, and thenin relative --  that means relative to their production. Relative to their gross domestic product. And this is interesting on 2 grounds. The absolute tells you look at the U.S. compared to everyone else. Even when we add up all of the NATO countries in Europe, they are way less than half of the ups. And remember they are allies of the United States too. So we should really tag them on the end here. But any potential foe of the United States on this list here. Russia, Japan, China maybe, and all of these others are allies of the United States. Or most of them are. So we are talking about here huge Herculean military predominance of the United States. And this is in terms of if you like fiscal effort, it is a measure of how relatively easy it is for the United States to do all of this spending. Because in fact the percent of spending, G O P is not that much higher in the United States as it is in France or Britain. So you are getting a huge bang in a sense here for fewer bucks, let's put it that way. That means that the U.S. is spending a lot of money, but in a way, it can afford to spend that money too. At least relative to these other countries. The U.S. has the largest economy, Japan is a distant second, within 20, 25 years China will be third. So those are countries --  the only ones that could be construed even in any kind of way as potential state components of the United States to coming anywhere close to having the U.S. resources.

          So militarily, this looks very doable. But when you get down into the details, it looks less so. Some of you are probably aware that the U.S. didn't quite know where it was going get the troops from to go Haiti last week. The U.S. relies very heavily in Iraq on reserves. And now even state and national guard troops. So there are holes in the fabric. And a lot of this money goes into defense systems which are incredibly expensive. Warfare is likely to be increased asymmetric. It will be special forces, and things like that. Better intelligence for God's sake. These are the things that will tell in the long run, not how many aircraft carriers you have got really. That matters a lot less now than I think it once did.

          Militarily it is a more complex figure than this figure we make out. But this figure is still very impressive I think.

          The final point about the military thing is the U.S. has always depended on, and been integrated with a set offal, this has always been the way the U.S. works. So kind of an imperial or unilateral approach tends not to fit in a Wa with the model the U.S. has tended to have. Which is also one that helps to break down political resistence in the United States as well. When it uses multi lateral kinds of mechanisms -- you could say it is the fig leaf of the united nations but that's a fig leaf. And don't minimize fig leaves, they can be politically really important.  And the U.S. has to worry about its -- U.S. government, not the U.S. population, but U.S. governments have to worry about their reputation in other parts of the world

          The second element though is economic. As I pointed out before, the U.S. is now an open economy. It is involved in market competition, and the U.S. are the main architects of this. So as long as this is compatible with this kind of imperium. Empires, and market competition don't go together very well. You can have a sort of free trade imperialism I suppose. The British had an element to that in the late 19th century. But I think most people regarded it as a failure. The U.S. cannot sort of say apply one the set of rules domestically, and one internationally. It can't say we believe in free trade, but we are puting tariffs on sugar.  And still this doesn't work, so there has got to be some kind of coherence there. And U.S. increasingly depends on foreign trade and investment. The U.S. balance of (INAUDIBLE) at the moment is really quite negative. And depends on foreign funding for this. Particularly Japan and China. The Japanese and Chinese banks are major purchases of treasuries and securities. These are the bonds that the U.S. sells to pay for imports, and (INAUDIBLE) and the U.S. is very strongly tied to the rest of the world, like Gulliver --  it is a giant like Gulliver, but remember Gulliver got tied down. There is a lot of things that ties the United States economically to the rest of the world. Which makes it hard to act unilaterally, have you to act through diplomacy, rather than on your own.

          And finally even though the U.S. is by far the most powerful country. There is no argument about that. But during the cold war, the U.S. began to adopt different strategies towards the rest of the world of the with Europe and Japan, it was always wore he'd about consensus. And the U.S. often gave up things to do that. Gave up tremendous amount. Many Europeans look back fondly on that period. The things like the marshal plan where the U.S. invested very heavily in post World War II redevelopment. It wasn't without self interest. But nevertheless it seemed in a positive light.

          In other parts of the world, the U.S. attempted to adopt a more coercive strategy. In Latin America, intervening in countries, overthrowing governments and that kind of stuff.

          Well, the problem now is how to combine coercion and consensus. If the U.S. has some kind of imperium. What is the optimal kind of compensation of these things. The U.S. has this sort of military might. But how to use that in ways that are in a sense firm up the imperium rather than undermined it, and it is particularly how to combine coercion, and consensus. Trying to get people to do what youwant by making them think that's what what they want versus forcing them. There is a world of difference between these 2, and the U.S. historically has been very good at creating consensus. And in fact getting its own ways on lots of things, but by persuading other people that's what they want to. And I think that is an hegemonic calculus, that is a way of persuading people to do things,. And this is a real challenge that faces any U.S. administration is how to get from here to there if you like.

          Okay finally just to conclude, because I am sure I am at or past time. I think it is going to be globalization that will be the most important of these scenarios, because I think it will be very hard to reverse this. We saw this after September 11th. We saw the borders close temporarily, but were forced to keep them as open as possible. That doesn't mean they still can't be policed in effective ways, but nevertheless, I don't see a future of a world closing down into blocks or tightly constrained territorial containers, and I generally see this as a positive thing. Although there are features of globalization that can be regarded in a negative light. And I talk about some of these disputes of globalization in the chapter. And I see these other 2 scenarios, the clash of civilizations or the U.S. as an insipient empire has temperant elements of geopolitic disorders. But I think a new geography of power has begun to emerge that has in many ways deterritorialized, is no longer just organized by states. Particularly in the economic realm, its major financial centers like New York and London, and Tokyo, and Singapore that are really at the center of this. And these new geographies of power. Which is a network geography of power rather than a territorial geography of power is increasingly beginning to under mine the old (INAUDIBLE) we are really living in a period when things are really going to be changing tremendously in ways that none of us can really predict even,.  I think the world is much more in flux now than it is been in any time since the 18th century perhaps. Certainly since the ends of the Napoleonic wars. This is bow both an interesting time. And a difficult time in which to live, because we don't have the nice neat template we had during the cold war to organize the world around. And that's why we have all of these different policies proposals, the new realist, new nationalism, and so on. These are all thrashing around trying to find a policy that fits this period in which things are very disordered. But I think out of this period , we will see the emergence of a globalized world. Certainly not one in which states appear. But one in which states increasingly have to cope with a world of market transactions, market based transactions where capital and goes and people flow back and forth without the hindrances of international boundaries they faced over the last 200 years.

          PROFESSOR:  For some reason, we haven't been invaded by a next class.  They are hanging around. Usually the instructor comes on in, and starts setting up. And we will move across the hall. Before we do, does anyone have a quick question they want to ask, especially those of you who can't stay and move across the hall? Okay.

