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ABSTRACT

THE POSSIBILITY OF ORDERIN INTERNATIONAL POLITICS 

THE CASE OF THE POST-1989 NEW WORLD ORDER

NEZİROĞLU, İrfan

M. A. in International Relations 

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Hüseyin Bağcı 

December, 1994, 143 pages

This study aims to question the possibility of order in international 

relations by analyzing the post-1989 new world order. Throughout the history, many 

new orders have been established. Their common point is the specifıc emphasis on 

the promises for a more peaceful world. Each time a new beginning is presented. 

There is a cycle in the world politics. As the old Great Powers fail, the rising powers 

need a new order that is more appropriate for their interests. As a value, order is 

desirable but as a fact it is almost impossible. Moral values do not have much place in 

world politics. Even if it may not be as anarchical as it was, the power is stili and will 

be the majör tool in international relations. Actors may change by the time but the 

rules remain same. There is a considerable gap between the wishes and reality. This 

newest world order is no more different from the past examples in providing a just 

order in the world. The new world would be freer from the threat of terror, stronger 

in the pursuit o f justice, and more secure in the quest of peace. Is there the rule of 

law or rule o f jungle in Bosnia-Herzegovina or Azerbaijan. There is a new order only 

if it refers to the difference from the Cold War period.

Keywords: Realism, globalism, power, order, justice, national interests, the Concert of 

Europe, the League of Nations, the United Nations, international law, international 

organisations, new world order and disorder, the United States.
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ULUSLARARASI POLİTİKADA DÜZENİN OLABİLİRLİĞİ 

1989 SONRASI YENİ DÜNYA DÜZENİ ÖRNEĞİ

NEZİROĞLU, İrfan

Yüksek Lisans Tezi, Uluslararası İlişkiler Ababilim Dalı 

Tez Yöneticisi:. Doç. Dr. Hüseyin Bağcı 

Aralık, 1994, 143 sayfa

Bu çalışmanın amacı, 1989 sonrası yeni dünya düzeni iddialarını 

inceleyerek uluslararası politikada düzenin olabilirliliğini incelemektir. Tarih boyunca 

birçok yeni düzen kuruldu. Bunların ortak noktası daha barışçıl bir dünya 

vadetmeleriydi. Her defasında yeni bir başlangıç sunuldu. Dünya politikasında bir 

döngü vardır. Eski büyük devletler düşerken yeni güçler de kendi çıkarları için daha 

uygun bir yeni düzene gereksinim duyarlar. Düzen, bir değer olarak arzulansa da bir 

gerçek olarak hemen hemen imkansızdır. Dünya politikasında ahlaki değerlerin fazla 

bir yeri yoktur. Geçmişte olduğu kadar anarşik olmasa da uluslararası ilişkilerde güç 

halen temel araçtır ve gelecekte de böyle olacaktır. Aktörler değişebilir ancak kurallar 

aynı kalırlar. İsteklerle gerçekler arasında önemli bir fark vardır. Bu en yeni dünya 

düzeni de gerçek anlamda bir düzen sağlamada geçmişteki örneklerden farklı değildir. 

Yeni dünya terör tehlikesinden uzak, adaletin takibinde daha güçlü ve barış için daha 

güvenli olacaktı. Bosna-Hersekte ya da Azerbaycanda hukuk düzeni mi var yoksa 

orman kanunları mı? Eğer düzen sadece Soğuk Savaş döneminden farklı olmayı 

kasdediyorsa yeni bir düzen vardır.

Anahtar kelimeler: Realizm, globalizm, güç, düzen, adalet, ulusal çıkarlar, Avrupa 

Uyumu, Milletler Cemiyeti, Birleşmiş Milletler, uluslararsı hukuk, uluslararası 

organizasyonlar, yeni dünya düzeni ve düzensizliği, ABD.

Bilim Dalı Sayısal Kodu: 216.03.01
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CHAPTERI

INTRODU CTION

This study aims to examine the post-1989 world order claims, in other 

words, the new world order. It is better to cali it "the newest world order", because it 

is not the first time in the history of the intemational relations that a new order is 

declared. The term "the newest world order" in this study will refer to the post-Cold 

War order.

It is mainly a case study rather than a theoretical one. So, the whole study 

is not based on the questioning of the concept of order. Instead, the Systems in world 

politics that were defined as new orders are analysed. History is the best means to test 

these claims. There are some similarities between the past orders and the newest one. 

The study of the past world order claims, promises, their applications in world politics 

will give some clues about the fiıture of this newest world order.

The purpose of this study is to question first the concept of order and 

then the post-1989 new world order. What does order mean? Does it equal to justice? 

What are the differences between the theories and practices o f world order claims? Is 

order possible in world politics and if yes to what extent? Is there an order or disorder 

now? If there is an order, is it really a new one? What is new? Why is it new? Whose 

order is it? The study will look for the answers of such questions.



The new world order was very attractive when it was fırst time declared 

by the former U.S. President George Bush, during the build-up for the Gulf War 

against "aggressor" Iraqi State. The main objective of the coalition States, as explained 

by the George Bush, was to establish a new world order.

"A new world order...a new era ffeer ffom the threat o f terror, 
stronger in the pursuit o f the justice, and more secure in the 
quest for peace, an era in which the nations of the world, East 
and West, North and South, can prosper and live in harmony 
today, that new world is struggling be bom, a world quite 
different ffom the one we have known, a world where the rule 
o f law supplants the rule o f the jungle, a world in which 
nations recognise the shared responsibility for freedom and 
justice, a world where the strong respect the rights of the 
weak.'

The dissolution of the former Soviet Union and the collapse of the Eastem 

Block have removed the threat of communism from the intemational politics. The end 

of Cold War period was promising a new beginning for the ali world. The Gulf War 

was the fırst test o f new world order and it was won. It was a new order at that time 

and the Gulf War confırmed it. However the developments since the Gulf War have 

diminished the value and the credibility o f the new world order claims. The peace 

loving nations of the world do not come together against other peace threatening 

States like Serbia, Armenia or any other aggressor.

Main hypothesis of this study is that the order is diffıcult in world politics 

in the sense that it protects the interests of ali States without any. Despite the many 

order claims, there are numerous factors and the balances that create an order in the 

sense that it is harmonious with the interests of the great powers. In spite of the 

increasing interdependence, intemational politics is stili power politics. Therefore the

1. T.B. Miller, A New World Order?, The World Today, 8:1, (January 1992), p.7.

2



new order means the changing balances in world politics and the emergence o f new 

actors rather that the peaceflıl and co-operative promises.

The disadvantage of selecting such a topic for a thesis study is its 

controversial nature. It would be easier to make a historical case study rather than 

analysing an unfınished debate in intemational relations. However, the past world 

orders and the recent developments in world politics give some clues about the fate of 

this newest order. The impressive factor in selecting this subject is to make a 

difference between utopia and reality.

In the second chapter, a theoretical background is constructed. Globalism 

and realism, the two main theories of intemational relations, are briefly examined. By 

this way, the theoretical bases o f the concept of world order are questioned. Globalist 

approach claims that there have been important changes and developments in world 

politics that make realism obsolete. Recent technological innovations make the world 

smaller and increased the interdependence among the nations. Such an 

interdependence decreases the possibility of war as a foreign policy means. In other 

words, world is becoming more and more peaceful than ever before.

Realist approach, on the other hand, claims that the nature of the 

intemational relations is a State of war. There may be some changes, technological 

developments in the world. However, these changes do not falsify the fact that the 

national interest is the main factor that determines the State actions.

The events occurring in the world politics should support the globalist 

principles in order to be able to talk about an order. Does it support? Does 

interdependence really increase among the nations? Do the recent social, economic

3



and technological changes make the world more peacefiıl? Do they prepare a base for 

the creation of a world community or world society? Do the realist principles become 

insuffıcient and obsolete in explaining the intemational relations or the developments 

in world politics confırm their truth? Nation-states are no more the sole actors of 

intemational politics. However, how much does it decrease the role o f the nation- 

states in world politics? To what extent the world politics is different from the old 

one? Under the answers o f such questions, the changes are examined which prepare 

the grounds for the new world order.

The third chapter analyses the concept of order. Is there a precise and 

commonly agreed meaning of order? If yes, what does it mean? What is the difference 

between order and justice? Is order equal to the justice? This chapter examines the 

different meanings o f order. How did and does order exist in world politics? What are 

the dynamics o f the world order? What is the role of the great powers in the 

establishment and the preservation o f order in intemational relations? These questions 

are answered and the clues about order are tried to be found out.

The new world order claim is not a new one. There have been many order 

claims in the world politics throughout the history. Those past world orders are 

examined in the fourth chapter. Each time a new order was declared which would 

have been different from the past examples. Of these past examples, only the three; 

1815 the Concert o f Europe, 1919 the League of Nations and 1945 the United 

Nations orders are analysed. By this way, the differences and the similarities between 

the past and the present world orders are laid down. A comparison is also made 

betvveen the theoretical and the practical aspects of world orders. Ali past orders 

began with the promises for a more peacefiıl world. However, the practical examples 

usually did not prove the theoretical claims.

4



An order needs strong international institutions which are supported by 

the whole world community. It must/should have binding force över the nation-states. 

The only international organisation to keep the peace in the world is the United 

Nations which was established after the Second World War and reflects the post- 

World War II balances. Since that time it has limited successes. Therefore this newest 

world order needs a more strong and effective international organisation or at least a 

revised United Nations to keep the peace.

Strong international organisations are necessary but not enough if there is 

not effective international principles. There must be unchangeable principles that are 

equally applicable to ali States. These rules are called as international law. There are 

many international treaties and the customary rules. However main problem with 

regard to the international law is the lack o f binding force. In theory it has but in 

practice it depends on the cases and the conceming parties.

Chapters five and six focus on the two main dynamics o f the world order; 

international organisations (the case of the United Nations) and the international law. 

It lays down the strengths and the weaknesses of the past examples. This chapter 

questions the suffıciency of the two dynamics of the past world order by examining 

the State practises. The violations o f international law and the mismanagement or the 

ignorance o f the United Nations show that practises are very different from the 

theories. The same is true for the new world order promises. Almost in ali examples 

o f the use o f force, it was justifıed with the unilateral interpretations. The U.N. is the 

same U.N. and the international law has the same legitimacy. Will they be more 

effective? If yes, how? Are national interests no more motivating factors behind the 

State actions? Is there any State that treats the global interests more important than its 

own interests? If  not, who will protect the new world order?

5



Chapter seven examines the post-1989 new world order claims in theory 

and practice. It is claimed that the collapse of the communist systems in the former 

socialist countries and the later dissolution of the Soviet Union left the Western 

liberalism as the only reasonable altemative for the economic and the political vvelfare 

of the world. Francis Fukuyama -consultant at the Rand Corporation in Washington, 

DC.- started a discussion about this new world order by editing "The End O f History 

And The Last Man". He claims that fascism, totalitarianism and communism are no 

longer viable political options.2 The liberal democracy was a şort of terminus at which 

ali cultures sooner or later arrive. Was and is there a real world order now as it is 

defıned by Fukuyama? He was heavily criticised for not understanding intemational 

relations well and trying to prepare the theoretical justifıcations for the United States 

declared new order. Fukuyama's opinions about the new world order and the critics 

against Fukuyama are given in this chapter. Moreover, the former US President 

George Bushs explanations about this newest world order are questioned? There are 

many unsolved political, economic, social and cultural problems that make the world 

more insecure. The new threat sources for the world peace are also discussed in this 

chapter. The world today seems even more disorderly. Then what is the worth of the 

new world order claims?

This is a critical study. It does not aim to question the ali history which is 

irrelevant to the purpose of the thesis. Some examples are chosen and studied. I tried 

to find out the possibility of order in world politics by taking the old examples into 

account. An order needs the harmonisation o f the national interests of ali States. Order 

is possible when the global interests overcome the national interests. How much does

2 . Judith Weinraub, The End of History? Well, Not Quite, International Herald Tribüne, 
(March 19, 1992), p. 18.
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it possible? The developments in the last few years after the declaration of the new 

world order give some clues about it.

The subject o f the new world order is not as popular as it was three or 

four years ago. The recent coflicts in many parts o f the world have devaluated the 

order discources. In such an environment, this study questions the possibility o f order 

in world politics.
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CHAPTER O

A T H E O R E T IC A L  A PPR O A C H  T O  T H E  W O R L D  O R D E R  C L A IM S

The theories of intemational relations aim to explain the nature and the 

basic dynamics of the world politics. They offer different perspectives to the students 

of intemational relations to evaluate the past or the current developments. Although 

there is no uniqueness o f events in intemational relations, State actions show some 

similarities. These similarities and differences are explained by the theories. There are 

many theories in the fıeld of intemational relations. Each theory develops a different 

approach for the concepts in world politics. This is not completely a theoretical study. 

Therefore, two main approaches will be taken into consideration; realism and 

globalism. They are on the two opposite sides of the world order claims.

Realist theory lays down the hard principles of intemational politic. These 

principles are/may not be as hard as they were in the past but the essence of the realist 

theory and its approach to the mentality behind the State actions are much or less 

same. Believing the perpetuity of realist principles and denying the changes in the 

world is one extreme case. However, underestimating the realism and walking in the 

dreamland of globalism is another extreme case. There must be a balance betvveen the 

utopia and reality, wishes and practices and the free will and determinism.3 This is the 

necessary condition for the healthy thought and approach in world politics. "The

3. E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years Crisis 1919-1939: An Introduction To The Study of 
International Relations (London: Macmillan, 1966), p .l l .



complete realist" wrote Carr, "unconditionally accepting the casual sequence of the 

events, deprive himself of the possibility of the changing reality. The complete 

utopian, by rejecting the casual sequence, deprive himself o f the possibility of 

understanding either the reality which he is seeking to change or the process by which 

it can be changed."4

Realism and globalism are closely related to the new world order claims. 

The latter supports the these claims. It says that he world is not same as it was. It is 

much more peaceful now. Increasing interdependence gives rise to co-operation 

among States which leads to more peaceful intemational relations. On the other hand, 

State practises shadow the new world order claims. The promises for the emerging 

new world order were very optimistic at the beginning. By the time, this optimism was 

replaced by pessimism which resulted from the State practices. In this context, the 

post-1989 developments are also an opportunity to test the realist and the globalist 

approaches. Almost each majör war is followed by the nice globalist premises. 

However, it ends with the hard principles of realism. Would it be same or not? This 

chapter aims to prepare the theoretical background for the fiıture discussions about 

the order in intemational politics. It questions the possibility of order in world politics 

with a theoretical perspective.

Realism can be accepted as the most appropriate approach to understand 

the nature of the intemational relations. Throughout the history, the State actions have 

supported the realist principles. Realist approach relies on historical analysis. Roots of 

the realism go beyond to the Hellenic period. Thuchydides is accepted as the founding 

father of the intemational relations. In his famous book H istory o f  the Peloponnesian  

War, he stated the main principles of political realism; States are main actors, they seek

4. Ibid., p.ll.
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power and they are rational actors.5 "Justice is the right of stronger" was familiar 

thinking in the Hellenic world.6

Machiavelli is accepted as the first important political realist. His three 

hypotheses establish the founding-stones of the realist philosophy. The first one is that 

the history is the sequence o f cause and effect that can be understood by intellectual 

efforts not by imaginations. The second is that the theory does not create the practice 

but the practice creates the theory. The last one is that politics are not a function of 

ethics but ethics are function of politics.7

Hans Morgenthau pointed out six principles for the political realism. 

According to him, (1) politics is govemed by objective laws and rules that were 

deeply rooted in human nature. (2) The statesmen think and act in terms o f interest 

defıned as power. Therefore, Morgenthau claims that "a realist theory o f international 

politics will guard against two popular fallacies: the concern with motives and the 

concern with ideologies.8 (3) There is no fix meaning for the concept of interest 

which is defined as power. It may change by the time, depending on the 

circumstances. (4) The universal moral principles can not be applied to the particular 

nation. (5) Moral laws that gövem the universe are different from those govern the 

particular nation. (6) There is a difference between the political realism and other 

schools o f thought.9

5. A. Nuri Yurdusev, System Theory and International Relations: Three Majör
Conceptualisations (M.A. dissertation, METU, 1991), p.35.

6. Carr, p.63.
7. Ibid., p.63.
8. Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1967), p.5.
9. Ibid., pp. 4-11.
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Realist approach puts conflict at the centre of intemational relations. 

Security problems which are defıned as "high politics" dominate intemational 

relations. Realist theory defınes intemational relations as a stmggle for power.10 It 

resembles a Hobbesian State of nature which is anarchical. Insecurity is the permanent 

feature o f the intemational order. Hedley Bull defines intemational society as 

"anarchical society."11 There is always a competition and a struggle among the States. 

This competition gives rise to anarchy. States as the sovereign entities are not 

responsible to a superior authority. The legal documents with the United Nations and 

the regional organisations do no more achieve the order. Theoretically, everything is 

perfect. Nothing absent on the legal documents. The problem is already the huge 

differences betvveen the theory and the practice. There is no supreme authority to 

impose law on the States. The absence of an effective organisation above the States 

contributes to the anarchy. Therefore the structure o f the intemational system is 

anarchical and self-destructive. It is a State o f war.

The intemational system is extremely heterogeneous. There are 

considerable political, cultural, historical, religious and linguistic differences among 

the States. Existence of such differences encourages the competition which prevents 

the integration in intemational system.12

According the realist theory, the conflict originates ffom the human 

nature.13 Realism holds that human nature is constant14 or at least not easily altered.15

10 .Ibid., p.25.
11. Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics (Hong Kong:

MacMillan, 1985), p.46.
12. Pierre de Senarclens, The Realist Paradigm and International Conflicts, International Social

Science Journal (February 1991), p.6.
13. Francis Fukuyama, The End of History and The Last Man (New York: The Free Press, 1992),

p.254.
14. Morgenthau, p.9.
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Instead of ideas, material and ideal interests dominate directly the actions of men. 

According to George Washington, "a small knowledge o f human nature will convince 

us that, with far the greatest part of mankind, interest is the governing principle; and 

that almost every man is more or less is under its influence."16 The tendency to 

dominate is a common element of ali human associations, from family to State. 

Reinhold Niebuhr claims that human nature is originally sinfiıl. "Man's sinfulness 

stems from his anxiety... Man is sinfiıl because he denies his finitness, pretending to be 

more than he really is."17 George F. Kennan also claims that "human nature is 

irrational, selfish, obstinate, and tends to violence. Thus conflict results from human 

nature. In other words, an intemational conflict has its roots in human nature.

In realist theory, the nation-state is the main actor in intemational politics. 

It is the fundamental political unit in the world system.18 The State is the level of 

analysis. The defmition o f the State as the unit of analysis makes the further comments 

about the world politics easier. The world politics may be evaluated in terms of 

interstate relations.

Nation-state is a rational actor. Nation-states, like individuals, pursuit their 

own interests defined as power.19 This characteristic o f nation State is common to ali 

States whether theocratic, democratic, totalitarian, fascist or communist. It does not 

depend on the intemal character of State. According to this view, anything that 

benefits the people of the State A is right, that harms the people o f the State A is 

wrong. In this context, States are almost unique entities which aim to maximise their

15. James E. Dougherty and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., Contending Theories of International
Relations (New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1981), p.85.

16. Morgenthau, p.8.
17. Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, p.94
18. Ray Maghroori and Bennet Ramberg, Globalism versus Realism: International Relationss

Third Debate (Boulder: Westview Press, 1982), p.14.
19. Senarclens, p. 10.
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benefits or interests while minimising the cost. As it is declared by Kennet Waltz, 

fimdamental goal of every State is its own survival.20 Therefore, the State actions can 

be easily predicted since ali aims to maximise their interests. The rationality principle is 

the basic stone of the state-centric model. Ali other premises are shaped by this 

definition.

Realists assume that there is no harmony of interests in world politics. 

Nation-states have conflicting national objectives which may lead to war.21 Every 

State tries to increase its own national interests. "The doctrine of harmony of interests" 

wrote Carr, "thus serves as an ingenious moral device invoked, in perfect sincerity, by 

privileged groups in order to justify and maintain their dominant position."22

Power is one of the main concepts of the realist theory. Nation States seek 

power to protect their national interests. There is no fıx definition o f power. Walter S. 

Jones broadly defines it "as the ability of an actor on the intemational stage to use 

tangible and intangible resources and assets in such a way as to influence the 

outcomes of intemational events to its own satisfaction."23 According to Morgenthau 

it is "man's control över the minds and actions o f other men."24 Amold Wolfers 

defines power as "the ability to move others or to get them to do what one wants 

them to do and not to do what one does not want them to do."25 Power is a 

psychological relationship. It is a relative concept which depends on the power and 

the perceptions o f others. It has a dynamic nature. Power is derived ffom three 

sources; the expectation of profıt, the fear o f disadvantage and the respect for people

20.Ibid„ p .l l .
21. Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, p.84.
22. Carr, p.80.
23. Walter S. Jones, The Logic of International Relations (New York: Harper Collins, 1991), p.241.
24. Morgenthau, p.26.
25. Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, p.84.

13



and institutions. K.J. Holsti defin es power as the "general capacity of a State to control 

the behaviour of others." He argues that power is a multidimensional concept. It 

consists of "the acts by which one actor influences another actor, the capabilities 

utilised for this purpose and the response elicited."26

While defining intemational politics as "a struggle for power", 

Morgenthau makes a difference. First of ali, every action of a State towards the others 

may not be political in nature. There are economic, cultural and humanitarian 

relations among nation States. Secondly, involvement in intemational politics may 

change from nation to nation and from time to time. There may be complete non- 

involvement or the complete involvement.27

On the other hand, economic, financial or military tools may also be used 

in exercising power. It consists of geography, natural resources, industrial capacity, 

military preparedness, population, national character, national morale, the quality of 

diplomacy and the quality of govemment.28 Power has been and is the final arbiter 

and permanently valid currency in intemational relations. States do not usually rely on 

intemational law or intemational organisations to defend themselves. They increase 

their economic and military powers which are seen as the most reliable means.

Realist thinkers separate the domestic politics from the foreign politics. 

The different rules are applied in each other. There is a govemment in domestic 

politics which aims to keep the interests of its people. It has a legal authority to 

impose certain rules upon its citizens. The State has a legitimate power to punish those 

who do not obey the rules and disturb the domestic order. It does not make any

26.Ibid„  p.89.
27. Morgenthau, p.26.
28. Jbid., pp. 106-139.
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differentiation against its citizens. Its people share the common history, common 

culture, common language, common religion or something common which make 

them nation. There is a belief that State and the State institutions aim to protect the 

interests of ali people. The rules are for the interests o f ali citizens. There is no 

discrimination against any person or group. Such beliefs legitimise the State actions. 

Ali citizens are equal before law. The domestic society has a belongness feeling which 

makes them different from other nations.

The members of international society are not like citizens who belong the 

same nation or State. There are historical, cultural, religious, linguistic, ete., 

differences among them. They lack the we feeling. Nation-states are independent 

members. There may be some similarities among some States. However commons are 

very rare in international community. Each State represents a different culture, history, 

religion or something else. No high authority as in the domestic society exists in 

international politics to impose the rules.

There are some international organisations. The United Nations is the 

strongest one which was established to protect the common interests of ali nations. 

However, these organisations are not as strong as the national institutions of a State. 

International organisations have limited role in state-centric model. The realist 

approach does not deny the role of those organisations in keeping world peace. 

However they are not much effective and usually manipulated by süper powers. 

International organisations are almost powerless against the States. The United 

Nations will be examined later as a separate chapter.

Absence of the commonly accepted international rules which have binding 

force is another factor that makes international community different and anarchical at

15



the same time. There are many rules and treaties which have almost no much binding 

force. There is almost no intemational principle that can not be broken by strong or 

dominant States. There is always a way to violate intemational law.

The realist approach denies the influence of the morality in intemational 

relations. Moral principles can be applied in domestic society among the individuals.29 

"Moral principles have their place in the heart o f the individual in the shaping of his 

own conduct, whether as a citizen or as a government official." Machiavelli says that 

ethics are function o f politics. "Men are kept honest by constraint... Morality is the 

product o f power."30 In case of the absence of an authority, morality is not taken into 

consideration. However realist approach does not totally deny the role of morality or 

its existence. As it is pointed out by Morgenthau, "political realism does not require, 

nor does it condone, indifference to political ideals and moral principles, but it 

requires indeed a sharp distinction between the desirable and the possible..."31 

individuals can sacrifıce themselves or some of their rights for the interests of the 

society but States can not ignore their own interests. Moral principles can not be 

applied in the foreign policy.

Carr is more sceptical and pessimist about the theories o f morality. He 

claims that those principles are established by the dominant nations or groups to keep 

their interests. For example "... since 1918, the English speaking-peoples have formed 

the dominant group in the world; and current theories of intemational morality have 

been designed to perpetuate their supremacy and expressed in the idiom peculiar to 

them."32 Carr even question the equality of men. He claims that, for a realist, the

29. Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, p.94.
30. Carr, p.64.
31. Morgenthau, p.7.
32. Carr, pp. 79-80.
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equality of men is the ideology of underprivileged class seeking to raise themselves to 

the level of privileged classes.33 Political theory is neither püre facts nor aspirations. It 

is somewhere between wishes and reality but closer to reality.

In this anarchic System, balance of power and the diplomacy play crucial 

roles in the preservation of peace. It is a mutual deterrence System. In case of the 

absence of balance o f power among the States, strong States dominate the weak. 

Therefore as Robert Strausz-Hupe claimed, "power is the staff o f orderly govemment. 

Without the exercise of power; political order could neither be established nor 

maintained. Power is permanent in international relations and it guards society against 

anarchy."34 So the objective o f balance is not to eliminate the power but to control 

and manage it for peacefiıl purposes. States will try to increase their interests but they 

will do it by negotiation instead of fighting which is mutually harmful and destructive. 

If an actor feels itself strong enough in order to change the balance in its favour, it 

may resort to war. Then the old balance is abolished and a new balance is established.

Globalist theory has appeared and developed as a reaction to the realist 

theory, especially since 1960. It is more optimist about the nature o f the international 

relations. Oscar Wilde says that "a map of world that does not include Utopia is not 

even worth glancing at."35 However globalism does not aim to present a good utopia 

against the hard principles of realism. It questions the realist principles. 

Transnationalist approaches are the necessary result o f the vitally important changes in 

the world and world politics. Globalists are not intellectually a unified group. 

Maghroori defines the globalists as the group "who believe that changes in world

33. Ibid., p.13.
34. Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, p. 117.
35. Ken Booth, Security In Anarchy: Utopian Realism In Theory And Practice, International

Affairs, 67:3, (1991), p.527.
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politics increased the interdependence, decreased the role of power and nation State in 

intemational politics."36 Globalists, very briefly claim that the changes in technology, 

communication, transportation, electronics and in other fıelds made the State centric 

model obsolete. Increasing interdependence makes the world more peaceful. There 

are new transnational and intemational actors in world politics. The nation State is no 

longer the sole actor o f intemational politics.

Utopianism, as an another extreme perspective, can be accepted as the 

beginning o f the globalist approaches. Carr defines the realism and utopianism as two 

basic elements of the politics, "belonging to two different planes which can never 

meet."37

E. Carr wrote that the history o f the utopian political thought started with 

the break-up of the medieval system. He based the optimism of the 19^- century on 

triple conviction. The fırst one is that "the pursuit of the good was a matter o f right 

reasoning." In other words, when people behave reasonably, they would do the good 

things. Secondly, the spread of knowledge would contribute to the right reasoning of 

people. And finally, anyone who, reasons rightly would act rightly. Briefly the spread 

of knowledge would lead to the intemational peace. Carr exemplifıed this fact by 

making a quotation from the Buckle's book, H istory o f  Civilisation. "Russia is a 

warlike country not because the inhabitants are immoral, but because they are 

unintellectual.38

The main criticism against the realist approach is that it neglects the 

changes, particularly the increasing interdependence in intemational politics. As

36. Maghoori and Ramberg. p.224.
37. Carr, p.93.
38. Ibid., pp.22-25.

18



Keohane rightly says "the realist theoreticians have not realised the importance of 

Communications and information in reducing international insecurity and extending 

the machinery of intergovernmental co-operation."39 In 1970s, it became clear that 

the realist paradigm was no more capable to explain the ali complexities o f and 

especially the changes in international politics. Senarclens, who is a professor of 

international relations in the University of Lousanne, claims that any theory which is 

inadequate to explain the changes in world politics is not complete. He writes that;

"A conceptual framework for the study o f international 
relations that has nothing to say about the challenges o f 
development, of the environment, o f refiıgees, o f population 
growth, or about new religious and cultural antagonisms, or 
that reduces these phenomena to traditional inter-state 
confrontations is necessarily incomplete and therefore 
inadequate."40

Globalist approach or as it is stated by the Robert Keohane and Joseph 

Nye the transnationalism almost questions the ali principles of realist theory. However 

it should not be considered as a challenge to the realist theory. The initial version of 

the realist theory (the classical realism) was really very hard in approaching to the 

international relations. However, the neorealist approach which wiU be explained later 

does not deny the changes in international relations.

The beginning point is that the present international system is quite 

different from the system existed before the World War II.41 The international system 

has undergone a signifıcant transformation. The very nature o f the world politics is

39. Robert O. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political
Economy (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1984), p.254.

40. Senarclens, p. 17.
41. Maghroori, p.16.
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changing42. As it is stated by Hedley Bull "the modem intemational system does not 

entirely resemble a Hobbesian State of nature."43 Technological innovations gave rise 

to the changes in communication, transportation, tourism, intemational trade and 

developments in electronics and Computer industries These changes led to the 

transformation of the nation-state system. The emergence o f the new actors and the 

new issues in world politics necessitated the new perspectives. Growing intemational 

organisations and the increasing importance of intemational law in intemational 

relations fiırther contributed to this process. These changes positively affected the 

nature of the intemational relations. Existence o f the common problems like the 

protection of the environment, forced the States to co-operate with each other. It is 

also for the interests of the States. Interactions among the States increased the 

interdependence in political and economic fıelds. Oran Young names this process as 

the "shrinking of the world."44 Some others see is as the creation of a "global 

village."45 World is becoming more and more interdependent. Common problems and 

common interests give rise to the awareness of the common consciousness among 

different States. As it is pointed out by Lester Brown;

"We live in an age when problems are increasingly world- 
wide -the world food problem, world environmental crisis, 
world monetary crisis, world drug problems and so forth.
Few, if any, of mankind's more pressing problems have purely 
national Solutions. They can be solved only through 
multinational or global co-operation."46

In contrast to realism, globalism hold that human nature is not constant or 

sinful. Human behaviour can be altered and improved. As it is explained above in the

42. Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Power and İnterdependence (Boston: Little Brown,
1977), p.3.

43. Bull, p.46.
44. Maghroori, p.16.
45. Keohane and Nye, p.3.
46. Maghroori, p.224.
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nineteenth century utopianism, education can change the human nature. Ken Booth 

claims that "war is not in our genes, or in what some would cali our souls, but in our 

culture, and cultures can be changed."47 Thus, the education of human beings leads to 

more peacefiıl intemational relations.

According to globalist theory, the nature o f the present intemational 

system is not anarchic. There is a difference between the hostility and the war. There 

may be some hostilities between States. However, they may not necessarily give rise to 

war. On the contrary, the role war as a means in solving differences declines. Defence 

may remain as an important fiınction for States48 but war loses its utility. The 

interdependence is increased among the States. International system is not a State of 

war. International politics is not zero-sum game but co-operative. Human beings have 

many common interests. Ali States have some common goals. Any disturbance in the 

balance affects ali o f them.49 Especially now, some problems threaten the security of 

ali people and their Solutions need intemational co-operation. It is not possible to 

confine those problems within the national boundaries. Environmental pollution or 

population growth can not to be evaluated as the problem of a single State. Therefore 

ali States are equally committed themselves to the co-operation for the solution of the 

global problems and the preservation of the intemational peace and security.

According to the realist theory, States are rational actors which try to 

maximise their profits. Transnational approaches accept the principle o f bounded 

rationality. In other words, States or other organisations aim the satisfaction rather 

than the maximisation of their interests.50 There is almost no limit for the

47. Booth, p.533.
48. Ibid., p.541.
49. Maghroori, p.223.
50. Atilla Eralp, Theory in International Relations: Three Majör Debates, Unpublished paper,

(Ankara: 1989), p.21.
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maximisation o f the interests. Satisfaction of interests is more likely than the 

maximisation. Moreover, State actions are constrained by the intemational regime.

The most important change in the world politics is the proliferation of the 

non-state actors in intemational politics. There are multiple channels now that connect 

the societies.51 The rise of the transnational organisations declined the role and the 

signifıcance o f the nation-states.52 New actors entered into the agenda of the world 

politics. Puchala and Fagan, in their common article, classify the actors in world 

politics as sub-national, national, transnational and supranational. There are 

multinational corporations. Some of them are even stronger than some States. 

Transformation of intemational relations is carried out by intemational organisations.

The interdependence increased among the States. In other words, an event 

that occurs in any part of the world may affect the system and the other States. The 

States are now more dependent and responsible to each other than it was. 

Transnational interactions, whether governmental or non-govemmental increased in 

many fıelds which across the boundaries of States and can not be totally controlled by 

a single State. Keohane and Nye define transnational interactions as "the movement of 

tangible or intangible items across State boundaries when at least one actor is not an 

agent of a government or an intergovernmental organisation."53 Transnational 

relations mainly include the relations in four majör fields; communication, 

transportation, finance and travel. The increase o f the transnational organisations and 

relations will decrease the role of the nation-state in world politics. Thus, the common 

interests of mankind would dominate the national interests.

51. Keohane and Nye, p.24.
52. Maghroori, p. 16.
53. Keohane and Nye, p.4.
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Globalist theory claims that the economic issues which are neglected by 

realists are becoming more and more important in world politics. Separation of issues 

as high and low politics is no more meaningflıl. The proliferation of intemational 

organisations and the increasing interdependence make war dysfiınctional. The 

security is not the most important and dominating issue in world politics. The 

increasing interdependence decreases the use of military force as a means in solving 

the problems among the States. It loses its utility in foreign policies, at least when 

compared with the past. Globalist approach does not accept a hierarchy among the 

political and economic issues. The order is achieved by a hegemonic power. Keohane, 

for example agreed with the realists that a hegemonic power is necessary for the 

creation and the preservation of order in world politics.54

Ken Booth defines the developing intemational system as "an egg-box 

containing the shells of sovereignty; but alongside it a global community omelette is 

cooking" and asks a crucial question: "Can world society make an omelette without 

breaking eggs?"55 Where are the roots of problem; in the nature of the system or in 

human nature. This question gave rise to the sleepless nights to Bemard Brodie who 

believed that the rigidity is in the situation. Ken Booth daim that it will give more 

sleepless nights to the students o f intemational politics to know where really is the 

rigidity; in the situation and the system or in human mind?56

Since Machiavelli, realist theory has passed many phases. Some principles 

are reconsidered by the later realists. There have been considerable changes in 

intemational politics. Classical realism faced heavy criticism of being out o f date and 

not enough to explain the current world politics. The main weakness of the realism is

54. Eralp, p.20.
55. Booth, p.542.
56. Ibid., p.545.
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its insufficiency in explaining the change. The world and intemational politics have 

undergone signifıcant changes. A new perspective is needed. The classical realism is 

no more capable of explaining the world politics.

The theorists who are called neo-realist tried to revise the classical realism. 

They tried to go beyond the classical realism rather than totally reject it.57 Therefore 

neo-realist approach can be accepted as the revised and softened version of classical 

realism. The total exclusion of realism is not possible. Keohane, in this context, claims 

that any approach to intemational relations has to incorporate the key elements of 

realist thinking.58 Globalism or transnationalism, in this context, should be accepted 

not a challenge but a contribution to classical realism. Neo-realism incorporates the 

views (premises) of transnationalism.

According to R. Gilpin, three assumptions are common to ali realists; neo- 

realists, structuralists or whatever you cali it. The fırst one is the conflicting nature of 

the intemational affairs. "Anarchy is the rule; order, justice and morality are the 

exceptions."59 States are not the sole actors in world politics. There are new actors in 

intemational politics. However the States are the main actors that reflect the interests 

o f human groups.60 There is no superior organisation över the States. In other words, 

there is no higher authority than the State. This argument does not deny the existence 

of other individual or collective actors. Finally power is the final arbiter. Power and 

security are the primary sources of motivation in human actions. Realism does not

57. Robert Keohane, Theory of World Politics: Structural Realism and Beyond, in Keohane (ed).
Neorealism and Its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), p.160.

58. Ibid., p.159.
59. Robert G. Gilpin, The Richness of the Tradition of Political Realism, in Keohane (ed),

Neorealism and Its Critics, p.304.
60. Ibid., p.317.
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deny the importance of other values, such as beauty, truth and goodness. However 

power and security are the most important objectives of mankind.61

The hierarchy exists among the political and economic issues. One majör 

critic against the realism was and is the its underestimation of economic issues. The 

point made clear by neo-realists. Dominance o f the security issues in realist premises 

was the normal result o f the cold-war period. It can not be denied that the recent 

changes increased the importance of economic issues. However the ffamework of 

economic activities is mainly determined by politics. Political interests are the 

dominant factors behind the State actions. Transnational actors and international 

economic relations are not free from the politics. Their activities, for example, are 

usually consistent with the interests of the great powers. Political considerations and 

security interests are main determinants o f the international economic relations.

Each theory brings a new perspective to international relations. Because 

this study does not aim to analyse the theories o f international politics, only the 

realism and globalism are examined. The previous analysis of these two theories will 

make the future discussion about the world order more meaningful. The meaning of 

the concept of order and its possibility will be discussed in the next chapters but at 

least it should mean the equality of ali nations, equality o f opportunities to ali nations 

ete. In this context, it is consistent with the globalism and contrary to the realist 

premises. However the State actions proves just the opposite; the realist principles. 

The coming chapters will question the possibility of order in world politics. While 

doing this, the references will often be made to the realist and globalist principles.

61. Ibid., p.305.
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maintained and observed."64 It gives fiırther explanations about the social order that 

refers to the rule of law and absence of "unruliness and anarchy in the society." 

Assoc. Prof. Dr. Hüseyin Bağcı mentions different kinds o f orders.65 There is a 

regularity of relations in ali orders. With the simplest definition, the order is the 

opposite of disorder. What is common to ali dictionary meanings of social order is the 

condition of peace by the rule o f law. In any system, order means the regularity of 

relations or actions of the different parts. The fundamental condition o f the order is 

the existence o f the rules.

Hedley Bull conditions the social order with the existence of common 

goals and values. Thus social life is in order when it "promotes certain goals and 

values." When these goals are violated, the order becomes disorder. These goals are 

mainly the security against the violence resulting in death (liberty of life), the 

undertaking o f the agreements and the life of property.66

Is order possible in an intemational system which is defined as anarchical? 

This is one o f the fundamental questions of intemational relations. Hedley Bull 

questions the concept o f order in his "Anarchical Society." He makes a difference 

between the world order and the intemational order. According to him, world order is 

wider than intemational order.67 While intemational order mainly refers to the order 

among the States, world order includes both; the domestic systems and the 

intemational system. Bull takes world order more fundamental than intemational 

order. The reason is that the smallest and the ultimate units o f the great society of ali 

mankind are not States but individual human beings. World order depends on the

64. The Oxford English Dictionary, Vol.VII, (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1933), p.183.
65. Hüseyin Bağcı, Soğuk Savaş dönemi bitiminin Türkiyenin Uluslararası Konumu Üzerinde

Etkileri Dış Politika Bülteni Cilt III, Sayı No.2 (Eylül 1991), p.4.
66 .Ibid., p.5.
67. Ibid., p.22.
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existence of the co-operative relations rather than competitive. Bull defınes 

intemational order as " a pattern o f activity that sustains the elementary or primary 

goals of the society o f States, or intemational society."68 What are these goals? The 

fırst one is the independence. It is a vitally important goal for each State. Any kind of 

threat against the independence or the territorial integrity o f a State is accepted as a 

"casus belli." However, there have always been some exceptions for the preservation 

o f the balance of power and for the sake of the system.

Preservation o f the world peace is another goal. Bull makes an 

explanation with regard to world peace. According to him, it is not the establishment 

of universal and permanent peace, which is a dream. It is the maintenance of the 

peace in the sense of "the absence of war among the member States of intemational 

society as the normal condition o f their relationship." Like independence, peace also is 

not absolute and usually violated for the interests of the dominant powers. Finally Bull 

mentions some common goals of the society of States. These are "the limitation of 

violence, keeping of promises and the stability of possession."69

In the fırst chapter, the two main theories o f intemational relations are 

examined to get a perspective for the later studies. Hobbesian tradition or realist 

approach describes the intemational politics as a State o f war. It is a struggle for 

power. Therefore, order is difFıcult in world politics. Hovvever modem intemational 

system does not entirely resemble a Hobbesian State o f nature. The absence of world 

govemment does not equal to disorder. Globalism or the transnational approaches 

daim that the interests of ali human beings are one and the same. Therefore order is 

likely in intemational politics which is not a State of war.

68. Ibid., p.8.
69. Ibid., p.19.
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The maintenance of order in world politics depends on certain conditions. 

Hedley Bull defınes these conditions as the common interests, common rules and 

common institutions.70 The most effective way to keep world order is the preservation 

of the common goals. The success of the other means; intemational rules and 

international organisations heavily depends on the protection o f those common 

interests. Any State that is dissatisfıed by the System tries to change the balance in its 

favour when it feels itself powerful enough. The balance is usually abolished after 

majör wars. The collapse o f the balance o f power systems results from the emergence 

of new actors that were not effective in the old System. A system that keeps ali States 

well is the best alternative for the preservation of the order. If the system or the 

current order does not support the maximisation of social and economic well-being of 

ali States or it protects the interests o f certain States, this system can not last long. The 

result is disorder. However such an option is almost impossible because o f the fact 

that the well being of certain States is achieved at the expense of some other States.

International rules (intemational law, intemational treaties, customary 

rules or established practices) are not absolute. They have no binding force against the 

powerflıl States. International organisations are weak to impose the rules. The 

application of rules depends on some political considerations. International 

organisations are supreme bodies that are established to keep order and arrange the 

peaceflıl international relations in the world. However they are not powerflıl enough 

to perform their functions. Their decisions are almost not ffee from the political 

expectations. Therefore the success of an international organisation mainly depends 

on the nature of specifıc cases it deals. International law and intemational 

organisations will be deeply analysed later in a separate chapter. What can be very

70. Ibid., p.65.
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briefly said is that rules are often violated if they are against the national interests of

States.

Throughout the history, the strong States justifıed their actions -usually 

unlawful interventions- on behalf of either the establishment or the preservation of 

order. Order meant the absence of majör wars in the system. It is difficult to say that 

the rights o f the weak States were also respected. The opportunity cost of order was 

paid by the weak small States. Can it be called as a real order? If yes, it is the order of 

strong States.

What is the relation between order and justice? Does order equal to 

justice? If  not, what are the differences between order and justice? There is a strong 

relation betvveen justice and order. Justice is the basic stone of an order. Any order in 

which justice is not respected and the States are evaluated according to their powers is 

not a real order. In a broad sense, justice may be defined as the equality o f States in 

reaching opportunities. It is the absence of discrimination among the States with 

regard to the rights and duties in legal sense. A system in which the great powers have 

additional privileges when compared to the less developed States can not be accepted 

as a just system.

Hedley Bull classifies the concept of justice in three forms. The first one is 

the international or interstate justice. States have some equal rights and 

responsibilities. For example ali States are equally entitled to the right of sovereignty 

and the right o f self determination. These fundamental rights for each State that can 

not be violated. In case of a violation, international justice is broken. The second one 

is the individual or human justice. Ali human beings have certain rights and duties. 

These rights are mentioned in and guaranteed by some international documents. The
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recent example is the Paris Chart.71 The preservation o f human justice has some 

obstacles. It is usually evaluated as the internal affairs by the States. Then any 

intervention on behalf of the achievement of human justice can easily be accepted as 

an attack to the sovereignty o f the related State. Finally, Bull mentions the 

cosmopolitan or world justice. These are the common goods of world society. For 

example the disturbance of the ecological balances equally threatens the ali mankind. 

Any cost is paid by ali people. However this is almost the least cared justice.

Order is desirable in world politics. It is the precondition of justice. If 

order does not exist, even the basic rights of States such as the independence, self 

determination or the territorial integrity can not be guaranteed. However, the current 

international order does not satisfy the above mentioned justices. There are 

considerable differences betvveen the wishes and the realities. The problem is the 

subordination of the international interests to national interests.

The achievement o f the world justice or the cosmopolitan justice depends 

on the consciousness of world society. As it is formulated by the realist theory, each 

State tries to increase its own national interest. This makes the system anarchical. The 

international system may not be purely anarchical. However foreign policies are 

shaped by the national interests. Almost ali foreign policy actions are based on the 

protection of the national interests. Foreign aids -economic or military- are mostly 

presented as humanitarian. However such aids are consistent with the interests o f the 

creditor State.

71. It was signed on November 21, 1990 by the heads of State or govemment of the States 
participating in the CSCE. It is clearly declared that "the era of confrontation and the division of 
Europe has ended. We declare that henceforth our relations will be founded on respect and co- 
operation" [Facts on File, 50:2609, (November 23, 1990), p.863.].

31



During the cold war period, the United States of America (the U.S.A.) and 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (the U.S.S.R.) gave some technical, material, 

economic and fınancial support to poor Third World Countries (TWCs). However 

these aids are mainly directed by ideological considerations and the national interests. 

After the Second World War, for example, the U.S. supported Greece, Turkey and 

some European countries. The reason is the containment o f the Soviet expansion in 

these regions. In the existence of a real world justice, aid would be given to those 

who need it. It may be pessimistic to consider ali foreign aids with cost-revenue 

perspective but closer to reality. In spite of the enormous changes, there is not a world 

community in the real sense now. World justice does not seem as convincing. 

According to Bull, "demands for world justice are demands for the transformation of 

the System and the society of the States."72

Hedley Bull questions the priority between order and justice. He mentions 

three different views in this context. According to Conservative or Orthodox view, 

there is a conflict between values of order and justice. Order has priority över the 

justice. The most that can be expected from the international society is minimum 

order. Further demands for optimum order "threatens to remove the small area of 

consensus upon which this coexistence is built."73 Therefore, order is to be preserved 

even if it exists at the expense of justice. This is a general order that satisfies some 

States and dissatisfıes some others. The second one is the revolutionary view. It also 

accepts the existence of conflict between order and justice but treats the justice as 

commanding value. "Let justice be done, though the earth perish."74 Justice has 

priority över the order. In order to establish an order, the justice is to be achieved first. 

This view seems more honest and ethical than the first one. However, practically it is

72. Bull, p.88.
73. Ibid., p.94.
14 .Ibid., p.94.
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difficult. Finally liberal or progressive view does not accept a necessary conflict 

between order and justice. It suggests a reconciliation between order and justice. The 

removal of injustices will contribute to the order. Othenvise the confrontation 

between the "haves" and "have-nots" becomes inevitable.

Hedley Bull defines intemational order as "the condition of justice or 

equality among States or nations."75 Justice is the fırst and the most important step for 

the order. If there is a discrimination in the system and inequalities to reach certain 

rights and the opportunities, then the order is in jeopardy. In this system, the weak 

States will try to increase their powers. When they feel themselves strong enough, they 

will challenge the balance which does not take çare of their interests. They believe that 

the system protects the interest of the great powers. Therefore, any system that 

protects the interests of certain States is no more stable.

How intemational order is preserved? There are some means contribute to 

the preservation of the order. Diplomacy is the most effective one. Sir H. Nicholsan 

defmes it as "the management of intemational relations by negotiation.76 

Contemporary transportation and communication facilities increased the interstate 

relations. The declining use o f force as a means to solve conflicts -although it is the 

ultimate means- increased the importance of diplomacy. Managed relations between 

the states contribute the world order. However, diplomacy alone is not enough to 

control the individual State actions.

International law is another means to keep world order. It lays down the 

basic rules regulating the interstate relations. It should have binding force över each

75. Ibid., p.97.
76. Ibid., p.162
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State. The punishment against the violators makes the rules respected. Exceptions or 

discriminative or selective practices, on the other hand, undermine the legality of the 

rules. Thus any State may violate the intemational law when it is against its national 

interests.

Finally, there should be strong intemational organisations to mediate the 

conflicts and to apply the rules equally. It should have force to punish the violators. In 

this context, the U.N. is the strongest and the largest intemational organisation to 

impose the intemational law. The U.N. is a world assembly. It is the biggest 

intemational organisation of the modem world to establish and keep order. However 

how much it is free from the interest calculations of the great powers is questionable. 

The U.N. as a weak organisation may be manipulated by great powers to keep their 

own interests rather than the world interests. However, before the means, States are to 

be willing to keep order and make some concessions for the world order. Then the 

means may be meaningful.

When the intemational law is not obeyed and intemational organisations 

are not strong or willing to impose law equally, the balance o f power system works. It 

usually works in favour of the dominant powers at the expense of small States. There 

may be two or more great powers. They make coalitions against the challenging 

States. Weak States are in the discriminated position. The only alternative for the weak 

States to remove their discriminated position is to gain more power. Balance o f power 

system relatively keeps order. However it is a ffagile system which does not protect 

the interests of the weak States.

The world order needs common consciousness. In this context, the 

existence of the intemational order depends on the existence of the intemational
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society or at least a general will for it. In the previous periods, there were not one but 

more International systems. However huge developments in many fields made the 

world smaller. Now there is only one international system. Ali parts of the system are 

closely related to each other. World community is now responsive to almost every 

development.

Does the current international system resemble a society? It is diffıcult to 

say yes to this question. Post-1989 world order would have made the system a society. 

There were great hopes for the new world order. Common values of the whole 

mankind mentioned by the leaders of the dominant powers. Promises were given for 

the equality o f the nations. Violation o f peace in any part of the world, as it was in 

Kuwait, would be accepted as a threat to ali States. However these dreams did not last 

long. As long as the conflicting interests and values exist, the world is no more a 

society. Moreover, the recent developments in different areas o f the world undermine 

the idea o f world society and world order. The nature o f the international system is 

becoming more and more anarchical as it is claimed by the realist school.

How much order is possible in the world? The history of the international 

relations shows that there have always been reasons for the conflict. It seems that 

there will be in the fiıture also. Contrary to the claims that the history ended, it begins 

now in many regions o f the world. In addition to the political conflicts, new threat 

sources appear.

One of the main reason of the disorder in the world is the absence o f the 

universal normative principles. Even if they exist in the texts, the problems of 

interpretation, explanation and application arise. Conflicts are evaluated from national 

perspectives. History has not recorded a State which voluntarily accepted its action as
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unlavvfiıl or unjust. States usually tend to justify their interventions or other kind of 

actions by ideological doctrines.

In the cold war period, nuclear weapons constituted the biggest threat to 

the world order. Treaties were signed to prevent a nuclear war. They also contributed 

the world order as the factors of the balance o f terror. However, a world of free 

weapons will not be peaceflıl as long as the interest-power disparities exist. If the 

economic, politic and military power of a State increase, it will threaten the balance to 

increase its share (interest) in the system. In existence o f the interest-power disparity, 

States can fınd a way to change the system, mostly by using military means.

The possibility of the harmony of interests is a weak and fragile balance 

and expectation. Carr does not believe the existence o f such a harmony. He claims 

that " the doctrine o f the harmony of the interests... serves as an ingenious moral 

device invoked, in perfect sincerity, by privileged groups in order to justify and 

maintain their dominant position.77 He also claims th a t" the working hypothesis of 

an intemational order was created by a superpower.78

77. Carr, p.80.
78. Doran, p.118.
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CHAPTERIV

THE PAST WORLD ORDERS; THE CONCERT OF EUROPE AND 

THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS

The collapse of the communist ideologies in Soviet Union and Eastem 

Europe started the discussions about the new world order. However the world order 

idea and world order claims are not new in the history of international relations. 

According to Walter S. Jones, the idea o f world order "has arisen repeatedly in history 

ffom peace groups, governments, philosophers, religious thinkers, imperialists and 

national zealots.79 At the beginning, it has been understood or interpreted as 

synonymous with world government. The rulers of Ancient Rome, for example, 

aimed to bring ali the known world under Roman political control. Dante saw the 

dominance of Roman Empire as the only way for world peace.80 Some other 

philosophers also advocated the world government for the world peace.

The idea of world order is not only the product of philosophical thinking. 

Walter Jones lays down some other factors that contributed to the world order ideals 

and seeking. He mentions the frequency of war, the destruction of modern 

industrialised warfare, imperial competition and the ideological fears.81 Jones fınds out 

a correlation between world order enthusiasms and warfare. The activity and the

79. Jones, p.653.
80. İbid., p.653.
81. Ibid., p.654.



popularity of world order claims reach the peak level after majör wars. Almost each 

majör war gave rise to a new balance in wor!d politics. Old system is replaced by a 

new one under the leadership of new actors. New world order claims are usually the 

product o f wishes for a just and better system after the destructive wars. Heavy 

damages and losses activate the statesmen and philosophers to decrease the gap 

between States and to increase co-operation. This gap is the main source o f the 

instability. The unseen factor behind the new world order claims is the demand of 

emerging strong States to shape the new system in accordance with their interests. On 

the other hand, the popularity of the world order and world government claims 

decline in the relatively peaceful periods.

In the last few centuries, each majör war was followed by new world 

order claims and attempts to establish intemational organisations to maintain this 

order. The Holy Alliance was established after Napoleonic Wars. The League of 

Nations followed by the First World War and The United Nations established after the 

Second World War. In this chapter, above mentioned three world order claims will be 

analysed. This analysis will give us a chance to make a comparison between the past 

world orders and the last one. The similarities and the differences between these 

orders and the newest one will be examined.
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4.1. The Concert of Europe (1815):

The 1815 Concert o f Europe was based on three treaties. These are 

Treaty of Chaumont (March 9,1814), Treaty o f the Holy Alliance (September 26, 

1815) and Quadruple Alliance (November 20, 1815)82. The treaties were concluded 

among the great powers of the age. The majör States were the Great Britain, Russia, 

Prussia, Austria and later France. The main purpose of these alliance treaties was the 

prevention of the Napoleonic dynasty. The Treaty of Holy Alliance laid down some 

principles to regulate the relations among the European powers. The leading powers 

of Europe agreed to supervise or settle the disputes among themselves with peaceful 

means. The system did not include the ali parts of the world but Europe mainly. Later 

France also was admitted to this system. Great powers of Europe increased the 

diplomatic relations with each other. Several meetings and conferences were held to 

keep peace.

The main principle o f the Holy Alliance was "the maintenance of the 

peace on the basis o f status quo.83 Morgenthau mentions two kinds of status quo: 

"the territorial status quo of 1815 and the constitutional status quo of the absolute 

monarchy.84

Holsti points out the fıve principles85 as the unofficial rules of the Concert 

of Europe. Firstly, the great powers have a common responsibility to maintain the 

Vienna settlement and prevent any deviation from it. Secondly, the States would 

refrain from the unilateral actions. Thirdly, the changes that are for the disadvantage

82. Morgenthau, p.438.
83. Ibid., p.441.
84. Ibid., p.442.
85. Kalevi J. Holsti, Peace and War: Armed Conflicts and International Order 1648-1989

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), p.167.
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of majör powers would not be permitted. The general balance would be protected. 

Fourthly, the change would be possible only with the consent of these powers. Any 

unilateral behaviour to change the balance would be accepted as a sign o f aggression. 

Finally the meaning of consent is made clear as the consensus. These principles prove 

the fact that the great powers agreed to keep their interests and promised to each 

other not to change the balance.

The nineteenth century world was a Eurocentered. Europe was the 

economic and political master and centre of the world. The other parts of the world 

were almost the colonies of the European States. Industrial revolution increased the 

production in European countries. Handwork was replaced by steam engine and the 

machines. Trade barriers as tariffs were eroded and free trade supported. Increasing 

production made Europe an economic giant and the centre of trade.

Great Britain was the dominant power o f this age. It further increased its 

economic hegemony by the large scale improvements in transportation and 

communication. Technological developments derived from Industrial Revolution also 

increased the military powers of the European States.

The military superiority of European powers gave rise to the conquest of 

new territories. Thus European States exploited the economic and even human 

resources of non-European territories. Abnormal territorial expansion of European 

States very well proves the European colonialism in this period. For example, the 

world territory occupied or controlled by European States in 1800 was only 35 

percent. However it had risen to 67 percent in 1878 and more than 84 percent in 

1 9 1 4  s6 Briefly, enormous economic and military dominance of Europe was followed

86. Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fail of the Great Powers (London: Fontana Press, 1987), p. 150.
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by military conquests. Asian and African States were totally defenceless against these 

conquests. The post-1815 Concert of Europe and the balance based on the 

exploitation o f the colonies.

Concert o f Europe was suggested as a "new intemational order.87 It was 

different from the eighteenth-century which was the age of great power conflicts. The 

majör feature of a new world order is its positive differences from the past orders. The 

past was criticised and one point was often stressed: The new age would be more 

peaceful and co-operative than the forger Systems. Leading nations of Europe were 

committed to the peaceful settlement o f disputes through negotiation, agreement and 

arbitration. War seen as a last resort. In this context, some conflicts were settled by 

conciliation. However the success o f the system should not be overestimated. The 

majör clashes on national interests were not submitted to arbitration.88 The peace 

period has not lasted long.

Was the Concert of Europe successfiıl to keep world order? First o f ali, 

the Concert aimed to achieve not the world but the European order and interests. 

Holsti claims that it was successfiıl89 in taking common decisions vvhich solved many 

conflicts. His examples are the independence of Belgium, Romania, Serbia and 

Montenegro. However, most o f the newly independent States were the territories of 

the Ottoman Empire. Thus their independence with the dissolution of the Ottoman 

Empire was consistent with the interests of the European powers. The period between 

1815 and 1885 was relatively peaceful in the sense that it did not threaten the interests 

of the great powers. Apart from the American civil war, there were no mutually

87. Kennedy, p.143.
88. lan Brovvnlie, International Law and the üse of Forcc by States (Oxford: The Clarendon

Press, 1963), pp.22-23.
89. Holsti, p.167.
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exhausting military struggles. There were some minör clashes which were not 

signifîcant for the Great Power balance.

The main reason of the stability during this period was the abundance o f 

the wealth to share out. There were new territories to conquest, new wealth and 

natural resources to share. Technologically and militarily dominant powers of Europe 

have divided the world among themselves.

The absence of prolonged wars among the great power did not mean that 

ali interstate conflicts came to an end. The balance in Europe has begun to shift since 

1860. With the industrialisation o f some other European States, a conflict appeared 

among their national interests. The concert was eroding, because "the member States 

were more willing to fıght against each other90 when compared before the 1860s. 

Since that time, the mutual fears and rivalries have grown. States began to make 

preparations for a likely war. Expectation of a majör war in Europe initiated some 

alliances. The Triple Alliance o f Germany, Austria-Hungary and Italy had been 

balanced by Franco-Russian Dual Alliance. Great Britain was also suspicious against 

Germany. During this period, the main reason behind the wars was the maintenance 

o f the integrity o f State or empire.91 The acquisition of territory was another important 

reason but when compared with the previous periods, it was declining reason for the 

wars. National liberation movements and State creation processes were new emerging 

issues. There was no majör colonial war after 1815, because the colonies were 

distributed among the great powers in the 1815 Congress. However the competition 

över the territories of Africa, the Middle East and the South Pacific has increased 

since 1870s. International politics has become a zero sum game. In other words the

90. Kennedy, p.192.
91. Holsti, p.145.
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gain of one State was regarded as the loss of others. Great powers supported 

nationalist movements in the multinational empires despite the non-intervention 

principle. Greece, Bulgaria, Serbia and Romania became independent during this 

period. In addition to the deviations from the commonly agreed rules o f the Concert 

o f Europe, Holsti says that there were significant sociological, ideological and 

technological changes92 which were not consistent with the principles o f the Vienna 

settlement.

According to Morgenthau, the 1815 Concert o f Europe was different 

from an intemational government in two respects. Firstly, there was no agreement 

among the great powers to meet regularly or to meet at ali. They met when there was 

a need for a concerted action. Secondly, there was no strong moral consensus or 

principles to provide standards for the common judgements and actions. Morgenthau 

says that despite the lack of moral consensus, the Concert of Europe was successful in 

preserving general peace. The existence of "politically empty spaces" also contributed 

to the maintenance o f peace.93 The existence o f the new territories to conquer has 

prevented the wars for a long time.

The Concert of Europe was a great power system. Strong States have 

decided and imposed the rules. For example, they conducted some military or naval 

operations as reprisals, pacifıc blockade or something else which was not war. For 

example, towards to end of nineteenth century, Chine began a campaign o f violence 

against the foreigners and native Christians. Joint powers o f America, Austria, Britain, 

France, Germany, Italy, Japan and Russia sent troops to China. Heavy fıghting took 

place betvveen two sides. Allied forces reached Peking. At the end they signed a Final

92. Ibid., p.169.
93. Morgenthau, p.446.
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Protocol on 7 September 1901 to end hostility. Interestingly the protocol made no 

reference to the war and it was not a peace treaty.94 In other words there was no war 

according to the great powers of the age.

Another example is the joint blockade o f the Venezuela by Germany, 

Great Britain and Italy in 1902. When the blockade was terminated by the US 

mediation in 1903, Germany called the action first as a "pacifıc blockade" and then a 

"warlike blockade. It was not a war although the Permanent Court o f Arbitration 

described the blockade as "the war between the blockading Powers and Venezuela.95

The final example is about the landing of US forces at Vera Cruz city of 

Mexico in 1914. On 9 April 1914, three US crews were arrested without a just reason 

by Mexican General Huerta. After a short time period, they were released and the 

General apologised. The US administration was not satisfied with the apologies and 

demanded that the flag of the United States be saluted with a special ceremony by the 

military commander o f the port. General Huerta agreed but also demanded a fire 

salute ffom American forces. It was refiısed by the United States and the forces were 

sent to Vera Cruz. After severe fighting, the whole city was occupied by US forces. 

According to international law, it was a State o f war between the US and Mexico. 

However the United State Secretary of State denied the existence o f a State o f war.96 

Again it was not a war but an action to keep the national pride o f the United States. 

According to the US president Wilson, " the US had göne down to Mexico to serve 

mankind" when it bombed Vera Cruz in 1914.97 Was it so?

94. Brovralie, pp.33-34.
95. Ibid., pp.35-36.
96 .Ibid. ,p.37.
97. Carr, p.79.
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The Concert of Europe was not successfiıl in fact. It kept the interests of 

the great powers, not ali members of the international society. The general principles 

were not considered. When there was a conflict between the national interests o f the 

dominant powers and the general principles, the former dominated över the latter.98 * 

interests of small States were not observed.

The Holy Alliance was a European system. It was mainly for the interests 

of the European States. For example Greece revolted against Ottoman Empire in 

1921. According to principles of Holy Alliance, in case of a national revolt against a 

legitimate government, the other members would give active support to the legitimate 

government to suppress the revolt. However, Ottoman Empire was not supported 

against Greek revolt." The reason is that the revolt was consistent with the national 

interests of the great powers of the Europe. Thus, national interests were always 

preferred to the general interests. The Concert of Europe was not successful to 

provide an international order. It was successful only in preventing majör wars among 

the great powers but just for a short time period.

98. Morgenthau, p.443.
" .  Ibid., p.443.
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4.2. The League of Nations (1919):

The League of Nations is another example of the world order attempts. 

The idea to establish a post-war organisation to keep the peace originally came from 

the citizens of some European countries and the United States. People in those 

countries organised themselves to maintain peace after the World War I and prevent 

fiıture wars. Nineteenth century optimism was based on two main principles. 

According to the fırst one, the public opinion is certain to prevail at least in long run. 

Secondly, the public opinion is ahvays right.100 These are the main principles behind 

the League of Nations. The most important private group in U.S. was the League to 

Enforce Peace.101 The idea was the product of world public opinion.

The U.S. president Woodrow Wilson was affected by these private 

peace groups. In 1918, he expressed his famous fourteen points as the aim of the 

United States in which he also advocated the establishment o f an international 

organisation to keep world order. "A general association of nations must be formed 

under specific covenants for the purpose o f affording mutual guarantees of political 

independence and territorial integrity to great and small States alike.102 His proposal 

was accepted by the leaders of other allied powers. The Covenant of the League of 

Nations was adopted on April 28, 1918 in Paris. It went into force on January 10, 

1920 with original 42 members.

The US president Woodrow Wilson was the main architect o f the League 

o f Nations. He was very optimist about the future of the system. In post-WWI order,

100. Carr, p.31.
101. A. LeRoy Bennett, International Organisation» Principles and Issues (New Jersey: 1980,

Prentice-Hall), p.19.
102. Encyclopaedia Americana, Vol. 17, (Connecticut: Grolier Incorporated, 1984), p. 111.
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it is clearly stated that the new system will protect the rights and interests of great and 

small States alike, without making any differentiation. Such claims at least prove the 

fact that in the former systems the rights of weak or small States were underestimated 

or not protected well. The US would be the engine o f the system. The aim of the US 

people was very clearly stated by Wilson at that time. "I hope we shall never forget 

that we created this nation, not to serve ourselves, but to serve mankind.103 

According to Wilson, the U S. has principles unlike the other nations which have 

interests.104 The United States had an obligation to spread these principles.

The main responsibility of this international organisation would be the 

promotion of peace and the prevention o f war. The member States agreed to respect 

and preserve the territorial integrity and political independence of other States. Any 

war or threat of war against any member would be a matter of concem to the whole 

League. It was clearly stated in the Article 10. International law was accepted as the 

actual rule of conduct among govemments. Some procedures also were laid down to 

solve the disputes with peaceflıl means such as negotiation, arbitration ete. Another 

objeetive of the League of Nations was the abolition o f the secret treaties. The

Covenant provided that ali treaties should be submitted to the Secretariat for

publication. No treaty should be valid unless so registered.

A brief information about the strueture of the League of Nations is 

necessary in order to understand the relation betvveen the original intentions,

demands, declarations and the later practices. Although it is an international

organisation which aimed to protect the interests o f the ali States, the strueture and the 

principles are consistent with the great power interests. The League of Nations

103. Lloyd C. Gardner, A Covenant with Power: America and World Order from WiIson to
Reagan (New York: Oxford University Press, 1984), p.3.

104. Robert W. Tucker, Mastenvork, The National Interest (Summer 1994), p.83.
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composed o f the Assembly, the Council and the Secretariat. Ali members of the 

League were also the members of the Assembly. It had no power to impose its 

decisions.

The Council is more important and powerful than the Assembly. 

Assembly's responsibilities were general and related to procedures, but main decisions 

were taken and applied by the Council. It would be composed o f five permanent and 

four elected members. Permanent members would be the US, France, Great Britain, 

Italy and Japan. The US did not join the League due to domestic opposition. The 

numbers o f original permanent and elected members of Council were equal: four. 

Later Germany and the Soviet Union were given permanent memberships in 1926 and 

1934. The number o f non-permanent members later increased to eleven in 1936.

Ali great powers were permanent members. In other words, the League 

was under the great power domination. Council's domination över the Assembly is the 

evidence o f this fact. Bennett says that it was normal for majör powers to continue 

their dominance in an international organisation which was established by 

themselves.105 It is not reasonable to contribute the establishment o f an organisation 

which does not protect your interests. Council could not take a decision without the 

consent of permanent powers. There was no place for the small powers in this System. 

Although they were represented in the Assembly, they had no power to take 

important decisions and apply them. Secretariat, on the other hand, composed of civil 

servants whose jobs were to make impartial service to the organisation.

Permanent Court o f International Justice (PCIJ) was established in 1920 

for the judicial settlement o f international disputes. Theoretically it was a separate

105. Bennett, p.28.
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organisation from the League of Nations. However it was closely affıliated with the 

League. The statute of PCIJ was eventually approved by 48 States, but the US Senate 

did not approve it without reservations.106 The PCIJ had power to make judgements 

on disputes if submitted by the contending States. The Court could give only advisory 

opinions on the matters referred to it. At the beginning, the Court was often applied 

for the solution of the disputes. However, especially after 1932, the number o f cases 

referred to the Court decreased. States, then, mainly preferred to solve the disputes by 

themselves instead o f international means. Soon after the beginning, the PCIJ became 

dysfunctional.

There was an early optimism about the League o f Nations. It was partly 

because o f the general desire for peace and co-operation among the nations after the 

destructive legacy o f the World War I. Nations and their people were tired of the war. 

After a majör war, the attempts increase to establish an international organisation to 

keep peace. However by the time, conflicts appear between the interests of the States.

Bennett defines the League of Nations as a radical organisation. Because 

"for the first time, the ideas and ideals of several philosophers who had advocated a 

universal organisation for promoting peace and co-operation among nations were 

incorporated into State policy.107 It was the first international organisation to deal 

with the political and economic problems and issues. It was also the first organisation 

that had universal membership. On the other hand the League was conservative 

because, it was "based on an existing international order and no attempt was made to 

redirect the sources of authority and power.108
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Was the League of Nations successfiıl? It was successflıl during the fırst 

decade of its existence. It mediated at least thirty disputes and they were resolved 

satisfactorily. However the success of the League resulted from the nature o f the 

disputes it handled. Most of these disputes were among the small or middle powers 

like Greek-Bulgarian border dispute, the Aaland Islands dispute betvveen Sweden and 

Finland and finally the dispute between Peru and Colombia över Leticia.

The League was generally not successflıl. It did almost nothing for the 

disputes among the majör powers. It also could not punish the allies of majör powers. 

For example, Poland seized the old Lithuanian Capital Vilna in 1920. The League of 

Nations did not take any action, because Poland was the ally o f France. Japan invaded 

Manchuria in 1931. The League sent there a commission (Lytton Commission) to 

investigate and report the dispute and invasion. Commission named Japan as an 

aggressor. However the League took no action to prevent invasion. It only 

recommended to its members not to recognise the Japanese puppet State. The 

inefifectiveness of the League of Nations in this situation indicated that it was 

powerless against the strong States.

The League did almost nothing against the unlawfiıl invasion o f Ethiopia 

by Italy. Even it was tacitly approved by France and Italy.109 Italy was declared as the 

violator of intemational peace but no action taken to punish it. Economic sanctions 

were applied but majör elements like food, coal, Steel and oil were excluded ffom 

embargo. Great Britain and France never permitted the embargo to risk the Italy's 

position in the war. In July 1936, the sanctions against Italy were abandoned. The 

sanctions could prevent the invasion but never applied totally. Shortly, the League 

was powerless and reluctant to take actions against the majör powers. Japan and Italy

109 .Ibid., p.33.
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were real tests for the League of Nations. The League was vulnerable against the 

strong States. The actions against the weak States do not prove the success of the 

League.

The economic sanctions also would be enough to prevent some 

aggressions. In case o f Italy, purely applied embargo would have stopped the 

invasion. However there was no collective will, especially will o f great powers such as 

France and Britain to apply sanctions. Italy example did not prove the fact that 

sanctions did not work to deter aggressor but proved the unwillingness o f majör 

powers to apply sanctions against a strong State. It was the test of the will to apply 

sanctions.

The League of Nations prevented no majör war. It was ineffective in 

maintaining intemational peace and order. The most important action or decision of 

the League was the expulsion of the Soviet Union. Failures of the League to keep 

world order has decreased its legitimacy. Later withdrawals further weakened it. The 

US did not join. Germany, Japan and Italy have withdrawn in 1930s and fınally Soviet 

Union was expelled in 1939 for its invasion of Finland. Thus ali balances were upset. 

Decreasing power and the credibility of the League o f Nations encouraged the 

unsatisfıed States to change the balance in their favours.

The system could not protect the interests of the small States. In this 

context, the waming of Haitian delegate to Assembly after the invasion of Ethiopia by 

Italy is interesting to explain their situation and expectation ffom the League: "Let us 

never forget that one day we may become somebody's Ethiopia.110

110. Ibid., p.34.
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Which factors contributed to the collapse o f the League o f Nations? The 

first reason is the unwillingness of the member States, especially majör powers to keep 

intemational peace. Bennett says that it was ili equipped to accomplish its goals. The 

League was based on inadequate principles to assure peace and co-operation.111 He 

mentions three kinds o f weaknesses; the constitutional weakness, the structural 

weakness and the political weakness. The Covenant of the League did not totally 

outlaw the war. The members were forbidden to go to war under certain conditions. 

It means that in the absence o f these conditions they may resort to war.

Structurally like the Concert of Europe, the League was predominantly a 

European organisation. The only non-European majör power was Japan. It could best 

protect the interests of European States. The other structural weakness was the 

absence of the majör powers. They were either not joined or expelled later. The 

potential disturbers of the world peace and balance were not under the jurisdiction of 

the League of Nations.

The organisation could not be free from political considerations. 

Divergent national interests the Great Powers prevailed över the principles of justice 

defıned in the Covenant of the League of Nations. Germany, for example, pursued a 

policy o f undermining the status quo. By presenting itself as a buhvark against the 

Russian imperialism, it took concessions ffom the Westem powers. Italy welcomed 

the comeback of Germany within certain limits as a means to weaken France and its 

Eastern allies.

Soviet Union isolated itself from the Europe. It took no common actions 

with Western powers except the sanctions against Italy. Between 1934 and 1939,

111. Ibid., p.38.
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almost in ali crisis the Western powers and the Soviet Union were in opposite camps. 

They were unable to perform common actions. Japan, on the other hand, tried to 

establish its own hegemony in the Far East.

Main weakness o f the League of Nations, according to the Lord Cecil of 

the Great Britain, was its reliance of public opinion only. Cecil lays down some points 

in his speech to House o f Commons;

"For the most part, there is no attempt to rely on anything like 
a süper State; no attempt to rely upon force to carry out a 
decision o f the Council or the Assembly. This is almost 
impracticable as things stand now. What we rely upon is 
public opinion... and if we are wrong about it, the whole thing 
is wrong.112

Success of the system depended upon the consent of the States. There 

were no coercive measures to apply against the broker o f the Covenant. Cecil 

continues; "It is quite true that by far the most powerfiıl weapon at the command of 

the League of Nations is not the economic or military weapon or any other weapon of 

material force. By far the strongest weapon we have is the weapon of public 

opinion.113

The public opinion may not be always right. Statesmen sometimes may be 

more reasonable than the public opinion. Even if it is right, sanctions are necessary to 

impose the right. The Manchurian crisis and the other inter-war period crisis have 

proven the fact that the condemnation by public opinion was not enough to prevent 

an aggression.

112. Carr, p.35.
u\ l b i d . ,  p.35.
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Carr points out a utopian principle about the public opinion. "Interest of 

ali (people) coincide with the interest o f each (person). What is best for the world is 

best for his country and ... what is best for his country is best for the world.114 How 

much this simple reasoning is true? According to a prominent German national 

socialist on the other hand, "anything that benefıts the German people is right, 

anything that harms the German people is wrong.115

During the inter-war period many other treaties were signed to keep 

world order but almost no enforcement actions were taken to apply them. These 

treaties did not prevent the violation of law and order. Therefore they remained only 

the moral declarations.

Ideology was the determining factor o f the intemational relations in 1920s 

and 1930s. Thus world divided into different political units. Especially after 1930, the 

relative world order began to dissolve into various conflicting sub-units and blocks. 

Each state entered a block to protect its interests. Thus different blocks appeared in 

the world. The sterling block led by Great Britain, the gold block led by France, the 

yen block led by Japan, the dollar block led by the US and fınally a different block led 

by Soviet Union.116

During the intenvar period, universal ideas did not make any value. 

National interests were more important than the global interests for strong and weak 

States. Especially for the people of the dissatisfıed States, the enduring features o f the

114. Ibid., p.76.
115. Ibid., p.79.
116. Kennedy, p.283.
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life was the struggle. They believed that the tenets of Wilsonian intemationalism were 

false and outdated.117

Germany, Japan and Italy were the fascist revisionist States. They were 

against socialism and liberal capitalist status quo. Therefore they denounced the 

existing system that was not consistent with their interests. These States were not 

colonial powers when compared with Great Britain and France. So they started an 

anti-colonialism campaign for the British and French colonies. They supported the 

national self determination and the independence of these colonies. Thus world 

politics become complicated with the conflicting interests of the status quo and 

revisionist powers.

Germany was itself a factor of instability. When he came to power in 

1933, Hitler intensified the German drive for revisionism. Despite its war losses, 

Germany was a potential strong power. Furthermore it was more powerfiıl than 

France when compared with population and some other economic indicators.

This instability led to World War II. As an intemational organisation, 

League o f Nations could not maintain world order and peace. States were willing to 

keep world order at the beginning (just after World War I). However by the time they 

tumed to traditional power politics that ended with another world war.

117. Ibid., p.285.
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CHAPTER V

THE INTERNATIONAL LA W AND THE WORLD ORDER

The intemational law and an intemational organisation are the two basic 

dynamics of the world order. International law is vital to world order. There should 

and must be some rules to regulate the intemational relations.. The basic fimction of 

the law is to organise and to co-ordinate the relations among the different States.

Richard Faik defınes intemational law as "a body o f rules for human 

conduct established for the ordering of a social group and enforceable by external 

power.118 Bennett says that it is " a body of established norms for the govemance of 

a society.119 Oppenheim expîains it as "the body o f customary and treaty rules which 

are considered legally binding by States in their intercourse with each other.120

What can be derived from these defınitions is that intemational law is the 

body o f the predetermined rules which binds States (and also other agents in world 

politics) in their relations with each other. The essential feature o f the intemational 

law is the existence o f coercion and binding force. It must be equally binding for ali 

States; weak or strong, developed or underdeveloped. Stanley Hoffman explains three 

kinds o f ethical foundation of the intemational law as coercion, reciprocity and the

118. Richard A. Faik, Samuel S. Kim and Saul H. Mendlovitz, (eds.), Toward a Just World Order
(Boulder: Westview Press, 1982), p. 135.

119. Bennett, p.183.
120. L. Oppenheim, International Law: A Treatise (London: Longmans, 1962), pp.4-5.



belief in the common good. It should protect the interests of the whole nations not 

particular States. Thus the compliance o f the rules should be equally benefıcial to ali 

States. At least the application o f these rules should not serve the interests of the 

certain States or the group States. Some authors of international law daim that unless 

the international law is enforceable above the States, it is not really law.121 There 

should be a common power or an international organisation which represents the 

common will to apply the sanctions against the violators. "Law is distinguished ffom 

other kind o f social order" says Hans Kelsen "by its character as a coercive order.122 

International organisations and State practices against the law will be analysed later. 

However the history of the international relations shows that there is no much 

willingness o f States to obey international law. The main reason is the lack of binding 

force. The strongest international organisation is the United Nations but how much is 

it successful to apply international law and to prevent violations ? Schachter claims 

that obligations in the U N. Charter are widely seen as mere rhetoric, at best idealistic 

aspirations, or worse as providing a pretext, a cover for aggression.123

There should be willingness of States to comply with international law. 

The two main conditions of the obedience are the existence of sanctions in case of 

violation and the protection of common interests. States conform with the 

international law as long as it is not against their interests. This compliance usually 

depends on the nature o f the subject and state's ability to violate the law. If the subject 

is against the interest o f a State, it tries to change it usually with the individual actions. 

The violator also is to be strong enough to tolerate to the negative results of its action.

121. Jones, p.511.
122. Bull, p.130.
123. Oscar Schachter, International Law in Theory and Practice (London: Martinus NijhofF, 1991),

p.106.
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When compared with the domestic law, intemational law has some 

weaknesses. First o f ali, domestic law is created by Central bodies o f the state(s). It 

protects the interests of ali society. International law, on the other hand, is the product 

of bilateral or multilateral treaties and agreements. Whether it protects the interests of 

ali States is not always clear. There always exist some reservations to the intemational 

law or different kinds of interpretations o f its principles. The most commonly used 

pretext for the violation of intemational law is the "self defence. According to the 

former U S. Secretary of State Dean Acheson, "the survival of States is not matter of 

law.124 However, what is self defence? In the Article 51 of UN Charter, the self 

defence is conditioned with the existence of an armed attack... against a member of 

the United Nations. There is not a commonly agreed definition of self defence. 

Therefore it is alvvays öpen to unilateral interpretations. Moreover, there is not a 

strong intemational organisation that imposes intemational law equally against every 

State. The U N. is loosing its credibility in intemational arena.

The only and the principal judicial organ to interpret the intemational law 

with regard to the disputes över the concepts is the International Court o f Justice. 

However, States are free to submit their disputes to the ICJ. Önce they have agreed to 

submit a conflict to the Court, they have to accept the principles o f intemational law 

and respect the decision. If a State does not comply with the Court decision, there are 

no satisfactory means to enforce these decisions. Unlike the domestic courts, the 

judgement of the ICJ is not accepted as final. The Court is not strong enough against 

the States to impose its decisions.

According to Oppenheim, the best way to keep intemational law 

respected is the existence of an equilibrium in the System. He claims that "the first and

124. Ibid., p.136.
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principle moral that can be deduced from the history of the development of the law of 

nations is that a law of nations can exist only if there be an equilibrium, a balance of 

power between the members o f the family of nations.125

In theory, States are equal political entities which have same rights and 

obligations before intemational law. However, State practices prove the fact that rules 

are usually shaped and applied in accordance with the interests of the ruling or the 

dominant members of the system. State decisions are based on power-interest 

considerations rather than the legal restrains.126 Bennett concludes that "the nations 

of the world and particularly the most powerflıl States do not entrust questions of 

national interests to impartial determination based on the established rules of 

intemational law.127 Weak States, on the other hand, are defenceless against the great 

power interventions. If the balance of the intemational system is seriously threatened 

as it was in Korea in 1950 and Kuwait in 1991, great powers may intervene on behalf 

o f the weak States. However, if there is not a threat for their interests as it was in 1939 

when Finland was attacked by Soviet Union, even no effective sanctions are and were 

applied. From the very beginning of it, intemational law generally has protected the 

interests o f powerfiıl States. Jones claims that norms of intemational law originally 

served the reciprocal convenience of European monarchs. "Law came to protect and 

serve capitalist economic interests; the doctrine o f non-interference in the policies of 

other States was used in part to foster imperialism; and the law of the seas facilitated 

the commercial and military shipping o f the richest and most powerful.128 This view 

is consistent with the realist approach which says that the nature of the intemational 

relations is anarchical. States are sovereign entities which pursue policies favourable

125. Oppenheim, p.73.
126. Schachter, p.140.
127. Bennett, p.45.
128. Jones, p.531.
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to their national interests. There are many cases in the history of world politics that 

support realist premises.

During the intenvar period and after the WW II, many treaties were 

signed to protect the world peace. Ali of them stressed a certain point: the prohibition 

o f the use o f force and the aggression against any State. The 1924 Geneva Protocol, 

adopted by the League Assembly, aimed to provide the mutual guarantees against 

aggression and to reffain any use of force or aggression against the League members. 

However it did not contain any principle related to the provision of automatic or 

obligatory military assistance to the attacked state(s). Forty-eight States recommended 

its ratifıcation in the Assembly but only 19 States signed it.129 The Sixth International 

Conference O f American States passed a resolution in 1928 which stated that "war of 

aggression constitutes an international erime against the human species.130 Ali kinds 

o f aggression were prohibited and participant States agreed on the employment of 

pacific means to settle disputes among themselves. However the concept of 

aggression was not defined. The most commonly agreed definition o f aggression is 

the use o f armed force by a State against the sovereignty, territorial integrity or 

political independence o f another State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the 

Charter o f the United Nations.131 The existence o f the aggression is conditioned with 

the existence of an armed attack. The main objeetion to the attempts to define 

aggression in the UN came ffom the United States although it agreed on such a 

definition in its own hemisphere.132 There is a definition of aggression for the friendly 

nations while no definition for the more hostile States. More interestingly, the
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resolution declaring that "no State had the right to intervene to the internal affairs of 

another" was withdrawn due to firm American opposition.133

The Kellog-Briand Pact in 1928 promised the beginning of a new era of 

"peacefiıl and ffiendly relations.134 War was denied as an instrument of national 

policy. It was signed by sixty-three States at that time including the United States and 

U.S.S.R.. League o f Nations also has passed resolutions prohibiting the use of force. 

However, these treaties and resolutions have not prevented the clashes and invasions 

especially since 1930. K.J. Holsti listed135 thirty wars or majör armed interventions 

during the intenvar period. The majör powers have involved in many of them. Some 

of them are China-USSR in 1929, Bolivia-Paraguay in 1932, Italian invasion of 

Ethiopia in 1935, Japan invasion of Manchuria in 1931, German invasion of 

Czechoslovakia in 1938 and then Poland and fınally Soviet invasion of Finland in 

1939. Most of these conflicts resulted ffom the territorial claims.136 The disorder of 

the intenvar period led to the Second World War.

The United Nations that will be analysed in the next chapter was 

established after WW II to keep world peace and order. In addition to the U.N. 

Charter and resolutions, many other treaties and legal documents were produced for 

the same purposes. Organisation of American States (OAS) condemned the war of 

aggression in 1948 and declared that "No State or group of States has right to 

intervene directly or indirectly, for any reason whatever, in the internal or extemal 

affairs o f any other State.137 Such declarations were repeated later in many other 

offıcial intemational documents and UN resolutions. However, conflicts between the

133. Brownlie, p.74.
134. Ibid., p.75.
135. Holsti, pp.214-216.
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States continued increasingly. Holsti determined fıfty-eight wars or majör disputes138 

between 1945 and 1989. There has been an increase in the number of the disputes 

when compared with the Concert of Europe and the League o f Nations periods. In his 

classification, government composition, national liberation/state creation and 

maintenance o f the integrity of state/empire are the majör causes o f the wars or armed 

interventions.139 Two superpowers, the United States and the U.S.S.R. have involved 

in many of these conflicts. Another point with regard to these conflicts is that, great 

powers usually tried to solve the disputes by themselves, without bringing them to the 

intemational organisations.

The United States sent its 14.000 soldiers to Panama in December 1989. 

It was the largest US military operation since the Vietnam war. The aim o f the 

intervention is declared as to protect American lives, to restore the democratic 

process, to preserve the integrity of the Panama Canal treaties and to apprehend 

Noriega.140 The unchanging pretext of the U.S. interventions in American continent 

is the threats to the lives and property of U.S. national interests abroad.141 Do these 

objectives justify the U.S. intervention? The US argument is that it is consistent with 

both the Article 51 of UN Charter which recognises the inherent right o f self 

defence and the Article 21 of O AS Treaty which empowers the United States to 

protect its citizens abroad. The intervention is also consistent with the Panama Canal 

Treaty which empowers the US to protect and defend the canal. The U.S. 

Administration offıcials described Noriega's activities (accused of being a drug 

traffıcker) as act of aggression against the United States. According to David J.

138. Holsti, pp.274-276.
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140. Louis Henkin et al., Right V. Might: International Law and The Use of Force (New York:
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Scheffer, a senior associate o f the Carneige Endowment for International Peace, 

"None of these objectives survives legal scrutiny with much credibility.142 The 

International Court o f Justice in Nicaraguan case rejected the U.S. claims. The U.S. 

action against Panama was described as an invasion and violation of the independence 

and territorial integrity of this country.

The Americas Watch, the private human rights organisation, also 

condemned the U.S. intervention and defıned it as the violation o f international 

law.143 According to several international legal experts, the US pretexts have no legal 

base. The right of self defence is limited with the existence of an actual threat and 

armed conflict. At the United Nations Security Council, after the United States, 

France and the United Kingdom blocked a negative action against the US. The 

General Assembly only condemned the U.S. action with 75 against 20 votes and 

demanded "a withdrawal of the invasion force.144 The O AS also condemned the U.S. 

invasion and called the immediate withdrawal of US troops from Panama. The 

decision is taken with the votes of 20 members against the only objection from the 

US145. Peru, Mexico, Nicaragua, Argentina, Brazil, Costa-Rico, Cuba, Guatemala and 

Venezuela openly condemned the US action.

Grenadas intervention is another example. The Reagan administration 

has decided the existence of immediate threat to the lives of U.S. citizens in 

Grenada146 because o f the chaotic conditions in this country. The U.S. administration 

has invaded Grenada to forestall fiırther chaos and to assist in the restoration of

142. Henkin, p.118.
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condition o f law and order.147 Böyle claims that the existence o f chronic disorder 

does never justify the intervention by neighbouring States.148 The U.N. Charter 

permits the intervention only if there is an extemal attack to the borders of related 

State (Article 51). Moreover, OAS Charter does not permit the occupation. Its article 

18 provides that no State or group of States has the right to intervene, directly or 

indirectly, for any reason whatever, in the intemal or extemal affairs o f any other 

State.149

Israeli actions in the Middle East laid down another example to see the 

violations o f international law for national interests. In 1956, an Israeli air force shot 

down an unarmed Egyptian civilian plane and 16 people were killed. Later it shot 

down a Libyan civilian airliner whose 110 passengers are killed. In 1973, Israel 

attacked to Tripoli and killed 31 civilian. It bombed Iraqi nuclear plant in 1982 and 

Tunisia in 1985 where 20 Tunisians and 55 Palestinians were killed. According to the 

Israeli and the American offıcials, it was retaliation for the murder of 3 Israelis in 

Lamaca, in Cyprus. In other words, it was a legitimate response to terrorist attacks. 

Although the Lamaca killers had probable connections to Syria, they had no 

connections to Tunisia. It was chosen as a target maybe because it was less powerfiıl 

when compared with Syria.

Böyle strongly criticises the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982. He 

opposes the pretext o f self-defence. Böyle defines the Israeli invasion as a clear-cut 

violation o f U.N. charter150, especially articles 2(3), 2(4) and 33. The invasion is 

against the principles of the peaceful settlement of international disputes and

147. Morales, p.80.
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prohibition of threat or the use of force in intemational relations against the political 

independence or territorial integrity o f a State. Israel has also violated the 

proportionality in the use of force principle o f the customary intemational law. It 

carried out enormous scale o f death, destruction and dislocation of the people. Even 

the PM Begin admitted that the invasion of Lebanon does not really belong to the 

category of wars of no alternative.151 The Israeli interventions are often defended by 

the U.S. administrations. The condemnations in U.N. organs are prevented by the 

U.S.. On the other hand, Yitzhak Shamir, another Israeli PM, believes that "neither 

Jewish morality nor Jewish tradition can be used to disallow terror as a means of war. 

First and foremost, terror is for us a part of the political war appropriate for the 

circumstances of today.

Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan in 1979 claiming that it was invited by 

Afghan govemment in accordance with the treaty of friendship between two States. 

However this cali was made after the abolishment o f Amin govemment and 

installation o f puppet Karmal.

Süper power invasions are often justifıed by doctrines. The United States 

justifıed its intervention to Dominican Republic in 1965 with the Johnson Doctrine 

which says that " the American nations can not permit the establishment of another 

com m unist state in the Western Hemisphere.152 Soviet pretext for its invasions in the 

East European countries was the Brezhnev Doctrine. According to this doctrine the 

internal and external forces hostile to socialism are no longer a problem for this 

individual country but a common problem to ali socialist States. However doctrines 

are political statements which have strategic objectives. They are not more important

151. Böyle, p.232.
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than legal principles. Therefore they can not be accepted as just reasons for 

interventions. ICJ decided in Nicaraguan Case that dislike o f an ideology is not 

sufFıcient reason to intervene. It concluded that "the Court can not contemplate the 

creation of a new rule opening up a right of intervention by own State against another 

on the ground that the latter has opted for some particular ideology or political 

system.153 Some of these interventions were declared to be done against the 

dictatorships. Is this a sufFıcient and just pretext for an intervention to another 

country? Even if it is, who will decide the existence o f an oppressive regime? Then 

every State can claim its right of intervention on the basis of its own definitions of 

repressive or democratic regime.

There is a contradiction between some articles of the U.N. Charter.154 It 

aims to promote the principles of equal rights, self-determination of people, respect 

for human rights and fiındamental freedoms for ali. Articles 55 and 56 encourage the 

intemational co-operation to achieve these aims. Article 2.7, on the other hand, 

clearly bans the intervention to the domestic intervention of any State. The intervening 

States try to justify their actions with the articles 55 and 56 and accused by other States 

o f violating the article 2.7. The intemational law is not same as it is in the legal texts. 

It is no more absolute, especially for the strong States. The changing nature o f the 

intemational relations never changes this fact.

153. Ibid., p.75.
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CHAPTER VI

INTERNATIONAL ORGANISATIONS AND THE WORLD ORDER; 

THE CASE OF THE UNITED NATIONS

International law is a necessary but not sufficient condition o f the world 

order. The existence of rules does not mean anything if there is not a strong 

intemational organisation to impose them. Although it is the product of the Second 

World War, the UN will continue to play a decisive role in shaping the post-1989 new 

world order. In this chapter, the role o f the United Nations in intemational politics 

and its contribution to the world order will be examined.

The attempts to establish an intemational organisation to keep post-war 

peace has started during Second World War years. Many private organisations in the 

US and some European countries produced ideas and plans about a peace keeping 

organisations. The most influential of these private organisations in the US was the 

Commission to Study the Organisation o f Peace.155 In this context, some conferences 

were held during the Second World War.

The idea offıcially declared after the Moscow Declaration in 1943. Then, 

the Soviet and American leaders -Stalin and Roosevelt- met in Tehran with the British 

Prime Minister Churchill and announced their intentions about the post-war world:

155. Bennett, p.40.



"We shall seek the co-operation and active participation of ali 
nations large and small... (for) the elimination o f tyranny and 
slavery, oppression and intolerance. We will welcome them, 
as they may choose to come, into a word family of 
Democratic Nations.156

Thus the majör powers o f the vvorld were committed to establish a post- 

war intemational organisation vvhich would protect the interests o f "ali nations; large 

and small.

Post-W.W.II conditions were similar to the terrible conditions after First 

World War. War ended with heavy economic and human losses. People were again 

tired of the war. This situation created a positive atmosphere for the establishment of 

an intemational organisation that would maintain peace and security. The new 

organisation would also correct the defîciencies of the League o f Nations.

As it was before, ali attempts and initiatives for the establishment of 

intemational organisation were carried out by great powers. They controlled and 

managed the whole process during the establishment o f the United Nations. The 

United States was again the majör power behind the peace initiatives and attempts. 

Yalta Conference was held in 1945 among the Unites States, Soviet Union and Great 

Britain. Originally 46 States that declared war on one or more axis power were invited 

to the conference. The United Nations was the product o f the consultations o f allied 

powers. Defeated powers were not included in the process.

Small powers made some objections ffom the very beginning. They 

objected the privileged position of the fıve permanent members of the Security 

Council. The application of the veto power with regard to the specifıc situations was

156. Ibid., p.44.

68



not clear. However small States had no power to make changes in the Charter. They 

accepted it without any change.157

The U.N.'s main objectives can be summarised as "the fostering of peace, 

the making o f peace and the keeping of peace.158 It is a collective security 

organisation in which the problem of security is no longer the concern of the 

individual nation. Security becomes the concern of ali nations. If an aggression is 

directed against any member, it will be accepted as an aggression to ali members 

(Article 51).

The founding fathers of the U.N. aimed to make war "both impossible and 

illegal; impossible, through a concert o f great powers functioning as the Security 

Council; illegal, by condemning ali use of force except that justifıed the necessities of 

self-defence.159 Morgenthau summarises the objectives o f the U.N. under fıve 

headings; "(1) maintenance o f international peace and security, (2) collective security, 

(3) prohibition o f the use of force 'against the territorial integrity or political 

independence of any State' and reservation of its use for 'the common interest' as 

defıned in the chapter, (4) maintenance of 'justice and respect for the obligations 

arising from treaties and other sources of international law' and (5) national self 

determination.160 The United Nations is not only a collective security organisation. It 

was also established to promote the international economic and social co-operation 

and the respect for human rights for ali people.

157. Ibid„ pp. 48-49.
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The U.N. Charter lays down the principles o f collective security. The most 

important principle is the sovereign equality of the member States. Ali States have 

legally equal rights and responsibilities without regarding to their size or power. There 

is no privileged position of any member. Rules are equally applied to ali States. Ali 

member States shall reffain from the threat or use o f force in any manner inconsistent 

with the U.N. purposes. Ali member States shall settle their intemational disputes by 

peacefiıl means. Member States had accepted some obligations such as collective 

action and collective defence. This theoretical side o f the U.N. is very consistent with 

the world order claims. However, there are some inequalities even within the U.N. 

structure despite its principles.

Is the structure consistent with these aims? Weakness of the U.N. starts 

with its structure. It shows how the great and the weak powers were treated 

differently. Great powers; especially the big five States have privileged positions when 

compared with the remaining States. General Assembly is the only place where ali 

members are represented. It is a world forum which has regular annual sessions and 

special sessions. It has power to discuss the problems and make recommendations. 

However, there are some limitations even for this power of the General Assembly. 

First of ali, it can not make any recommendation on a dispute or situation which is at 

that time under the consideration of the Security Council. Secondly, it does not have 

any power except the recommendatory one. In other words, the decisions o f the 

General Assembly do not have binding force on the member States. It is a 

recommendatory body which has some procedural functions. It supervises and 

reviews ali activities of the U.N.. It can decide the fınancial matters. General Assembly 

may take decision important matters -explained in the Article 18- with two-thirds 

majority votes o f the members present and vote. Other issues are decided with the 

simple majority o f those present and vote. However the General Assembly does not
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have power to impose its decisions. Thus it can just make decisions which have no 

binding force.

The decisions of the General Assembly have a moral authority derived 

ffom the consensus or at least majority of the (votes of) international community. 

However, moral authority is to be supported by the military, economic and political 

means. Recommendations o f the General Assembly have just political significance 

(usually against weak States). Great powers do not much çare about the decisions of 

the General Assembly.

The principle of the equality o f ali members is another point of discussion. 

There are inequalities with regard to population, territory, gross national product ete. 

As Bennett mentions "it is theoretically possible for States representing less than 15 

percent of the world population to muster a two-thirds (majority) vote in the General 

Assembly.161 This may be accepted as a structural weakness but does not affect the 

decision making meehanism. Therefore it is not a real problem.

The principle inequality is related to the status of the permanent members 

of the U.N. Security Council. These fıve big powers of the Second World War period 

are proteeted with the right o f permanent membership and veto power. Thiıs, 

relatively  small Security Council dominates the large General Assembly where the 

decisions are taken by simple majority except the important matters. Baehr and 

Gordenker question the decision making process of the United Nations. They claim 

that it is no more democratic.162
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Praeger Publisher, 1984), p.50.
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Security Council is the majör organ of the United Nations. Its main 

function is to maintain intemational peace and security. It also decides admission o f a 

new member with the General Assembly. However, the admission may be blocked 

with the negative vote of any permanent member. Security Council consists o f fi ve 

permanent and ten non-permanent members. The composition o f the non-permanent 

members is defıned by the Charter; five from Affica and Asia, 2 from Latin America, 

2 from Eastem Europe and one from Westem Europe. The European powers 

constitute the majority of the Security Council.

The United States, Great Britain, France, China and Russia are the 

permanent members of the Security Council. They have veto power över the 

decisions o f the Security Council and the General Assembly. These States -Soviet 

Union at that time instead of Russia- were the main actors during the establishment of 

the United Nations. The mentality behind the Security Council was the belief that the 

big powers would contribute the well functioning of the U.N.. However, it has not 

worked as intended.

The imposition of the decisions depends on the co-operation among the 

permanent members. They would protect the interests o f the System (world) rather 

than the system protects their interests. In practice, however, they usually protect their 

and their allies' interests by using veto power. Bennett expresses this fact more clearly 

by saying that "the veto was intended to protect the vital interests of the big powers 

and it has operated to accomplish that purpose.163

Morgenthau mentions three political assumptions behind the U.N. 

Charter and the Security Council.

163. Bennett, p.91.
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"First, the great powers, acting in union, would deal with any 
threat to peace and security, regardless of its source. Second, 
their combined wisdom and strength would be suffıcient to 
meet ali such threats without resort to war. Third, no such 
threat would emanate ffom one of the great powers 
themselves.164

He claims that the difference between the theory and the practical reality 

"transformed the United Nations into something different ffom what it was intended 

to be.165

The Security Council should meet at intervals no more than 14 days. 

Hovvever this time period is often violated by the common consent. They decide the 

meetings according to the importance of the agenda. There may be a problem or a 

conflict but it should be seriously taken by the Security Council to decide upon the 

matter. The discussion of the any problem thus, depends on the decision of the 

Security Council.

The structure of the Security Council is usually questioned. It has been 

dominated by the Western powers. There is not a representative ffom the Third World 

Countries. Recently, Islamic States also daim that they should have one permanent 

membership seat to defend their interests. Members o f General Assembly oppose to 

the privileged position of the permanent members. There were attempts in General 

Assembly to eliminate the veto power at least on certain matters such as the admission 

of new members and actions for the pacific settlement o f the disputes. Hovvever, these 

demands were refused by the Security Council.166

164. Morgenthau, p.465.
165. Ibid., p.465.
166. Bennett, p.91.
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The five permanent members of the Security Council are the victors of the 

Second World War. There have been important changes in international politics since 

1945. Therefore some changes and revisions in the structure of the United Nations are 

necessary to make it more effective. There are new demands for the memberships of 

the Security Council. Japan and Germany are the most willing States to become 

permanent members. These two fınancial giants hope to join the "magic circle" by 

1995. Önce the structure of the Security Council is changed, there will be new 

demands for permanent memberships. India, Nigeria, Brazil, Indonesia, Mexico and 

Egypt explicitly declared their willingness to become permanent members o f the 

Security Council.

Expansion of Security Council membership may lock the system. There 

would be much more conflicting interests then. According to Walter S. Jones 

"granting the veto power to more States by charter amendment would decrease the 

likelihood o f Security Council effectiveness.167 However, the current structure is 

neither democratic nor capable to satisfy the changing conditions o f the international 

relations.

International Court o f Justice (ICJ) is the judicial body o f the United 

Nations. It consists o f fifteen independent judges, serving nine year term. They are 

elected by an absolute majority o f both the General Assembly and the Security 

Council. Its jurisdiction covers ali questions that States refer to it. The imposition of 

the court decisions mainly depends on the willingness and the strength of the United 

Nations. This independent world court does not function well. The compulsory 

jurisdiction o f the ICJ had been accepted by only forty-seven States in 1990. Most of 

these States accepted the compulsory jurisdiction with some reservations. Only six of

167. Jones, p.552.
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them accepted the jurisdiction without reservation168 to the compulsory jurisdiction of 

the Court. Many States excluded certain kinds of disputes or disputes with certain 

States ffom the Court's jurisdiction. Moreover, States are free to terminate their 

declarations of acceptance. Even if both parties agree to bring the case before the ICJ, 

the problem of compliance may arise after the final judgement.

The United States, for example, accepted the compulsory jurisdiction of 

the ICJ "except in cases falling under the jurisdiction of US courts.169 However it 

denied even this limited jurisdiction in 1986 after the court ruled in favour of 

Nicaragua's claim. In this case, the ICJ decided the violation of the customary 

international law by the US, with regard to the use of force, violation of Nicaraguan 

sovereignty and intervention in the intemal affairs of another State. The principal 

argument of the US administration was that "as a founding member o f the United 

Nations, it had never expected the principal judicial body to become involved in 

matters o f high politics that were presumably reserved for the Security Council.170

The defence of the US administration in case of Nicaragua gives some 

clues about both; the US approach to the ICJ and a nationalist perspective for the 

Court jurisdiction:

"The fact that the ICJ indicated it would hear and decide 
claims about the ongoing use of force made acceptance of the 
Court's compulsory jurisdiction an issue of strategic 
significance. Despite our deep reluctance to do so and the 
many domestic constrains that apply, we must be able to use 
force in our self-interest and in the defence of our friends and 
allies. We are a law-abiding nation, and when we submit 
ourselves to adjudication of a subject we regard ourselves as 
obliged to abide by the result. For the United States to

168. Ibid., p.554.
169. Baehr and Gordenker, p.29.
170. Jones, p.558.
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recognise that the ICJ has authority to define and adjudicate 
with respect to our right o f self-defence, therefore, is 
effectively to surrender to that body the power to pass on our 
efforts to guarantee the safety and security o f this nation and 
o f its allies."171

If the court would have decided in favour o f the US, it would certainly 

accept the jurisdiction of the ICJ. When the court decision hamiş the American 

national interests, the US administration tends to restrict the jurisdiction o f the court 

on high politics. Who will decide the matters constitute the high politics ? US denial 

of the ICJ jurisdiction shows that the imposition o f the decisions depends on the status 

of the related States in addition to the power and willingness on the U.N..

Jones claims that States use the court for political purposes rather than 

take legal decisions. He lays down six kinds of expectations172 for the States apply to 

the ICJ. Firstly, it may be "a tactical move to speed up negotiations. Secondly, it may 

be because of domestic political interests such as appeasing the citizens. Thirdly, court 

may be used to alienate and suppress the opponent on the world public opinion. 

Fourthly, weak States submit their disputes because o f the lack o f power to impose 

their politics. Fifthly, the court may be applied to establish a norm or rule of 

intemational law. Finally, friendly States may use to court to prevent the deterioration 

o f their relations.

The ICJ has very little contributed to intemational peace and security. 

States do not usually submit their conflicts to the court. Therefore the yearly average 

o f the court decisions does not exceed two or three. None of the issues referred to the

171. Ibid., p.558.
x n .Ibid., p.555.
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ICJ included the prevention or solution of an international conflict involving serious 

violence.

The United Nations, in general, is not free from the great power 

interventions which prevents its well-fimctioning. Permanent members o f the Security 

Council, with the veto power, prevent any decision or action against their interests. At 

the beginning, there was an optimistic hope that the big powers would co-operate to 

solve the international disputes. Post-war co-operation did not last long. Soon after 

the WWII, the world divided between two blocks; the US dominated Western block 

and the Soviet dominated Eastern block. Then co-operation was replaced by 

confrontation even on the procedural matters like membership.

The membership is not universal in the context that every independent 

State automatically becomes a member of the U.N.. The membership is approved with 

two-third majority o f the General Assembly with the recommendation of the Security 

Council. During the first years of the Cold War period, new admissions to U.N. were 

not often permitted except for some relatively neutral States. Soviet Union was 

unwilling to vote for the membership of the pro-Westem candidates. For example, 

Soviet Union refused the admissions of Portugal, Jordan, Ireland, Italy, Austria, 

Ceylon and Japan. The US, France and Great Britain, on the other hand, were also 

unwilling to vote for the memberships of the socialist countries. Westem States 

objected to the memberships of Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania and Albania with 

different reasons.173 Shortly, ali procommunist candidates were opposed by the West 

while ali non-communist applications were vetoed by the Soviet Union. Admission is 

a simple and procedural matter but even it created problem within the United Nations. 

Bennett defınes it basically political rather than procedural.

173. Bennett, p.79.
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Similar to admission, expulsion of a member or suspension of membership 

also depends on the Security Council approval. General Assembly may suspend or 

expel a member with the two-third majority vote upon the recommendation of the 

Security Council. Expulsion of a permanent member is impossible because of its veto 

power. Similarly, members of Security Council prevent the expulsion of their allies. 

The well-fimctioning o f the General Assembly mainly depends on the well functioning 

o f the Security Council.

The main function of the United Nation is explained before as to protect 

the intemational peace and security. It carried out some actions in different countries 

on behalf o f this aim. These are called as "peacekeeping" operations. The term 

peacekeeping refers to the "various forms of legitimised collective intervention aimed 

at avoiding the outbreak or resurgence o f violent conflict between the disputants.174

In case o f a conflict, the General Assembly and the Security Council may 

pass resolutions that provide guidelines for the solution o f the conflict. Such 

resolutions usually do not give result. Then the Secretary General or his representative 

tries to solve the dispute with the mediation. If the mediation also fails, the Security 

Council may dispatch peacekeeping forces to the conflict area.

Throughout the history of the United Nations, it achieved the direct 

intervention only two times. One is the 1950 case o f Korean War in which the Soviet 

absence from the Security Council meetings enabled the Westem govemments to 

adopt a resolution legitimising the use of force against the North Korea. The other is 

the 1990 intervention to Kuwait to end the Iraqi invasion. The coincidence of the

174. Mats Berdal, Whither UN Peacekeeping?, Adelphi Paper No:281, (London: International 
Institute of Strategic Studies, 1993), p.3.
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second one with the collapse of communist ideology and Eastern block prevented the 

Soviet veto. However, the two cases were almost exceptions. Despite the dissolution 

of the communist world, no similar action was taken against the Serbs in Bosnia and 

no similar action seems likely in the future.

Between 1948 and 1988, the United Nations lunched only 13 

operations175 to keep the world peace. There has been a considerable increase in the 

number of the U.N. peacekeeping operations since 1988. The Security Council has 

authorised 14 new operations since that time.176 The increase in the number of U.N. 

operations mainly results from the end of the Cold War tensions. The U.N. 

peacekeeping forces are currently deployed in many parts of the world. The States are 

given in Appendix A.

There have been considerable changes in the world politics since 1945. 

New problems and new types of conflicts emerged. Many of the current conflicts have 

a very different character from those that the U.N. was designed to address. 

Therefore, the U.N. peacekeeping operations have expanded not only quantitatively 

but also qualitatively. The changing nature of the conflicts necessitated different kinds 

o f U.N. interventions with new purposes. Mats Berdal mentions several purposes177 

for the contemporary peacekeeping operations. One of them is the electoral support. 

The U.N. peacekeeping forces may supervise the entire electoral process or carry out 

limited functions that contribute to the ffee and just elections. It may provide a neutral 

political environment or technical assistance. However, if there is no parliamentary 

tradition or democratic party politics experience in the related country, multi-party 

elections may not settle the dispute. The U.N. forces may also be deployed for mine

175. Berdal, p.3.
176. Michael S. Serrill, Under Fire, Time (January 18, 1993), p.14.
177. Berdal, p. 14.
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clearance or training of the people. The scattered mines are the majör threats for the 

people after the prolonged wars. The U.N. officers have cleared more than 15.000 

mines in Cambodia. The similar de-mining action programmes were also held in 

Angola and Afghanistan. The U.N. peacekeeping forces supervise the cease-fıre 

agreements and verify the withdrawal o f foreign troops.

For the fîrst time in the U.N. history, the U.N. forces were deployed in 

Macedonian border with Albania and new Yugoslavia to prevent any intervention to 

this country. This is a good way to deter possible aggressions. The intervention 

usually becomes more costly and complicated after the invasion o f a country. The 

preventive deployments should be increased instead o f post-conflict operations. 

Berdal mentions three more fiınctions178 for the contemporary peacekeeping; 

demobilisation of the forces and the weapons control, securing the delivery of 

humanitarian supplies and fınally disarming the paramilitary forces and irregular units.

New fiınctions and expectations in addition to the increasing conflicts give 

rise to a remarkable growth in demands from the U.N. in the fıeld of intemational 

security. This demand will likely continue in the fiıture. How long the U.N. may 

challenge with these new expectations?

Although the post-1989 developments increased the importance of the 

U.N., it does not seem strong enough to deal with the new problems and expectations. 

The U.N. does not work efficiently and sufficiently. For example in September 1992, 

the Secretary-General admitted that "no System of law and order exists in the United 

Nations Protected Areas" in Croatia.179 One European diplomat who complains about

178. Ibid., p.12.
179. Ib id , p.28.
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the UN forces in Bosnia-Herzegovina says that "what we have seen in Yugoslavia is 

not peacekeeping, peacemaking or peace enforcing. It's been a case of watching as 

peace deteriorates.180

The U.N. has a moral authority derived ffom the decisions made by the 

international community as a whole. The moral authority alone is not enough to keep 

intemational peace and security. It needs to be backed up by military, economic and 

political powers of the member States. Moreover, it is for the members of the Security 

Council to decide the existence of an aggression or breach of peace. They may define 

an aggression as an internal conflict, as it is in Bosnia-Herzegovina case. These 

determinations are made by political rather than legal criteria. Main determinants of 

such decisions are the self-interest of the permanent members.

Three majör military actions have been authorised by the U.N. since 1946; 

in Korea in 1950-1953, Iraq in 1990-1991 and Somalia in 1992-1993. Ali these 

operations were decided and applied under the heavy US dominance and US 

command. In Korea and Iraq, the operation was not under the control of the Security 

Council, but just the forces were integrated into the US command structure. As the 

sole remaining superpower, the fiıture of the U.N. operations and peacekeeping 

activities heavily depend on the political, military and financial policies o f the US. The 

US support to U.N. however, is usually conditional. First o f ali, the administration 

rejects the "open-ended commitments.181 It rejects a foreign command över the US 

forces. A Turkish general, Çevik Bir, managed the operation in Somalia but the 

command structure is dominated by the US. The second condition is the "continuing 

public support" for the operations. The lack o f such support is likely the main reason

180. Serrill, p.13.
181. Berdal, p.73.
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of the US silence with regard to war in Bosnia-Herzegovina. The US people do not 

much çare about what is going on in Bosnia. They are mostly sensitive to the US 

casualties.

The US administration has applied to the U.N. only in cases where it had 

little alternative. In these cases, they tried to use the General Assembly or ICJ to 

achieve US national interests. It did not hesitate to refiıse the forty years compulsory 

jurisdiction o f the International Court o f Justice. Before the US intervention to 

Nicaragua, the administration declared that American acceptance o f the compulsory 

jurisdiction o f ICJ "shall not apply to disputes with any Central American State or 

arising out o f or related to events in Central America.182 This is a political decision 

vvhiclı ainıs to protect the US national interests. As it is explained before, the United 

States never accepts the decision of the ICJ which condemns it for the intervention to 

the intemal affairs and violation of the sovereignty of Nicaragua.

The US administration was frustrated by the U.N. in 1980s. They viewed 

the U.N. as an anti-Western Third World forum. Therefore it has withdrawn from the 

United Nations Educational, Social and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO). The US 

policies were condemned with regard to its opposition to the application o f the 

sanctions against South Africa, its air strike against Libya which was defended as a 

retaliation by the US, its vetoes against the anti-Israeli decisions in the Security 

Council or the General Assembly and against the condemnation o f its invasion of 

Grenada.

The attitude of the former Soviet Union during the Cold War years was 

not different from the American approach. Soviet administrations have seen the U.N.

182. Jones, p.556.
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"as an instrument of Western, and particularly American, policy designed to weaken 

the Soviet Union and to enhance capitalist imperialism.183 The collapse o f the 

communist Systems removed the ideological confrontations and hostilities but 

nationalist perspective remains and will remain in fiıture.

For the Third World Countries, the United Nations was a forum to 

improve mainly their economic situations. They tried to receive some trade 

concessions from the rich members but could not be successflıl. These less developed 

States were manipulated by either the US or the Soviet Union. Their numerical 

superiority in the General Assembly was and is not enough to get the satisfactory 

decisions from the U.N.. Their economic and political weaknesses make them stili 

ineffective in the United Nations.

The success of the U.N. heavily depends on the good will and the mutual 

co-operation of the majör powers. However, "the influence betvveen nation States and 

their common organisations" claims Raimo Vayrynen "flows in one direction only: 

from the majör powers to the international organisations.184 The well functioning of 

the United Nations is often prevented by the great povvers, especially the members of 

the Security Council. The efFıciency of the U.N. actions has been depended on the 

type o f the conflict it dealt. The responses of the U.N. may vary again depending on 

the content o f the dispute it dealt. The U.N.'s differing responses to different conflicts 

prove the fact that U.N. remains closely tied to the political environment.

Economic sanctions are majör tools to deter an aggressor before 

intervening militarily. Aim of the economic sanctions is to deteriorate the domestic

183. Jbid., p.586.
184. Richard Faik et al., The United Nations And A Just World Order (Boulder: Westview Press,

1991), p.222.
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situation of the country and indirectly encourage the people to revolt against their 

rulers by making life more diffıcult and increasing the misery among the people. 

However it usually works just in opposite. It causes anger against the States apply 

sanctions and increase the co-operation and assistance in domestic society.

In both, the League of Nations and United Nations, the economic 

sanctions were and are not enough to deter aggression. Iraq and Serbia are recent 

examples o f failure o f economic sanctions. Then, why the economic sanctions are 

preferred? They are cost-free and risk-free altematives to the military action. It gives 

time to the States that are unwilling for the use of force. Moreover, it can be used as a 

justifıcation mechanism in the domestic politics to claim doing something. The 

administrations tend to satisfy the public opinion with the economic sanctions by 

saying that they are not totally indifferent to the case, but doing something.

It is almost impossible to apply economic sanctions completely. They are 

usually deleted, even by the permanent members of the Security Council. The recent 

example o f this fact is the deletion of the embargo against the States in the territories 

of former Yugoslavia. Adam Roberts mentions some defects for the economic 

sanctions. He claims that there are always some countries or companies that violate 

the sanctions and make them ineffective. Even if the sanctions are applied perfectly 

without any leakage, stili they may not bring about the desired change in the actions 

of the target State. Sanctions usually hurt the innocent people rather than the guilty. 

Another problem with the economic sanctions is "the timing and mode of making 

transition from economic sanctions to military action.185

185. Adam Roberts, The United Nations and International Security, Survival, 35:2, (Summer 
1993), p.20.
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In addition to the political disagreements, there have always been financial 

problems for the United Nations. The increase in the number of the peacekeeping 

activities also increased the cost of the operations. In 1992, the annual cost of UN 

peacekeeping activities was about 2.8 billion.186 It has been more than tripled, from 

about $ 750 million in 1991.187 The U.N. is totally dependent on the member 

govemments for financial support. The largest contributors o f the United Nations are 

also the majör powers o f the world; the United States 25.0 %, Japan 11.38 %, former 

Soviet Union 9.99, Germany (united) 9.38 %, France 6.25 %, United Kingdom 4.86 

%, Italy 3.99 % and Canada 3.09 %.188

However as it was suggested by Ruth Russel in 1970, "the United Nations 

financial crisis is not primarily as a result o f incapacity o f the members to pay but a 

result of their unwillingness to do so.189 The majör powers do not want to lose the 

control o f the U.N.. They prefer the U.N. to be depended on them financially. 

According to Bennett, the big powers would view the financial independence of the 

United Nations as a threat to their influence in the organisation.190

The United States is the biggest supporter and also the biggest debtor of 

the U.N.; owing $ 555 million in back dues and S 108 million in unpaid biliş for 

peacekeeping missions. Canadian Prime Minister describe the US as "deadbeats.191 

The US administration delays its payments by claiming that the U.N. had become a 

dumping ground for anti-Americanism and also anti-Semitism.192 Japan, on the other

186. Ibid., p.25.
187. Tim Zimmerman and Richard Z. Chesnoff, The U.N. to Rescue, US News and World Report

(May 18, 1992), p.52.
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hand, is unwilling to take a fınancial responsibility without receiving a permanent seat 

on the Security Council in return. "But... intemational community has to make up its 

mind" wams Yasushi Akashi, U.N. special envoy to Bosnia "If it wants the U.N. to 

play this role, then it has to face the financial consequences.193

The intemational political system is no more polarised by the East-West 

ideological rivalry but it is stili characterised by profound differences o f interests and 

value among the majör powers. There is more agreement among States about 

intemational security issues now than there was during the Cold War period. 

However, there remain fundamental differences of both interest and perception 

among the States, especially among the majör powers. Such differences of interest 

should not be underestimated.In addition to the conflicting interests o f the great 

powers, the differences between the rich North and poor South shadow the success of 

the United Nations to keep intemational peace and security.

The failure in applying political and economic means decreases the 

credibility and legitimacy of the U.N.. It is like a good doctor, therefore the United 

Nations can not say No.194 The U.N. Secretary Generals answer to a joumalist 

complaining the situation and U.N. silence in Bosnia may give some clues about the 

expectations ffom the United Nations. He says that "I understand your frustration. But 

you have a situation that is better than 10 other places in the world. I can give you a 

list.195 What is the function o f the Secretary General; to fınd peaceful Solutions to the 

conflicts or give the list of worse conflicts?

193. Ibid., p.54.
194. The Economist (June 12,1993), p.25.
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According to Adam Roberts, expectations from the U.N. will continue 

due to three reasons.196 First, the relatively successful efforts o f the U.N. between 

1987-1992 increased the expectations. It has contributed to the settlement of the 

numerous regional conflicts during that time. Second, the States do not prefer to use 

force unilaterally. They prefer to do it in a multilateral, especially in U.N. context to 

take domestic and intemational support by legitimising their actions. Finally, the U.N. 

is a universal organisation which has some additional advantages över the regional 

organisations in dealing with the security problems. These expectations and hopes 

about the future role of U.N. reached the highest point after the 1991 Gulf War and 

U.N. intervention.

Have the structure and the capacity of United Nations been revised after 

the qualitative and quantitative expansion of U.N. peacekeeping in recent years? A 

more effective United Nations is the most necessary condition of the new world order. 

However, it has some problems which should be revised. In this context, the concepts 

o f State sovereignty and legitimacy should be reconsidered and redefined. State 

sovereignty is stili Central to the intemational system. The United Nations can not 

intervene to many issues which are considered domestic. The UN Charter prohibits 

the outside intervention to the matters which are within the domestic jurisdiction of 

any State. Arend mentions some issues197 that should be revised for a more effective 

UN. The fırst one is the intemational jurisdiction versus domestic jurisdiction. 

Regarding to Gulf War, he questions the decision o f the Security Council for the 

destruction of the nuclear, biologic and Chemical weapons and ballistic missiles of 

Iraq. While the possession o f nuclear and biological vveapons is prohibited respectively 

by the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and the 1972 Convention

196. Roberts, pp.6-7.
197. Anthony Clark Arend, The United Nations and the New World Order, Georgetown Law

Journal 81:3,(1993), p.496.

87



on Biological and Toxin Weapons, there is not such a ban for the possession of either 

Chemical weapons or ballistic missiles.198 The similar jurisdiction problem existed with 

the Security Council action regarding to Kurdish and Shiite minorities in Iraq, during 

the Gulf War. There are other similar examples which show that the domain o f the 

intemational jurisdiction över the domestic jurisdiction is increasing. However, the 

lines between these the jurisdictions are to be drawn clearly, without depending on the 

nature of the parties or issues.

The second problem is related to the role of United Nations in conflict 

management; neutralism or partisanship. The UN and its organs must be in a neutral 

position whatever the ideology, culture or the religion of the parties is. This neutrality 

increases the legitimacy of the United Nations. The UN practices and Security Council 

decisions unfortunately established not a neutral but a partisan organisation image. 

The new era was a chance for a neutral UN. However, the recent Bosnian example 

when compared with the Gulf War does not present a neutral UN.

Another diffıculty confronting the UN is the conflict between the 

institutionalism and noninstitutionalism. Whether the UN should establish a Central 

body to deal directly with the intemational conflicts and problems threaten 

intemational peace and security or serve just as an organisation authorises the use of 

force by individually or collectively? Instead o f authorising special forces for each 

conflict, a permanent military unit can be established which may immediately 

intervene to the conflict, without waiting for the UN authorisation. Unless the 

institutionalism achieved, the UN will continue to be a legitimising body for the great 

power; especially the permanent members of the Security Council, actions and 

interventions.

m .Ibid, p. 498.
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Another issue that is clearly connected with the problem of 

institutionalism is the tension between the proactivism and reactivism. UN actions are 

mostly reactive rather than proactive. In other words, they were taken after the 

conflicts reached to a critical point. The UN structure is to be revised to prevent the 

conflicts while they are at the beginning level. It is easy, less dangerous and less costly 

to intervene at the very beginning of a dispute.

The United Nations is an international organisation. There are many 

regional organisations which aim to protect the regional peace and develop the 

relations among its members. What should be the relationship between the United 

Nations and the regional organisations such as Organisation of American States or the 

Arab League? In UN Charter, it is clearly stated that the regional organisations are 

allowed to deal with matters relating to the maintenance international peace and 

security... provided that such arrangements or agencies and their activities are 

consistent with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations.199 However, in 

practice there exist some problems. During the Gulf War, for example, some Arab 

States claimed that the UN intervened before the Arab League finished its mediation 

activities. The regional organisations are sometimes used to legitimise the 

interventions of great powers.

One o f the most crucial problems that challenges the UN in establishing a 

new world order is the tension between the peace and justice. Although it has many 

aims to achieve, the overriding priority o f the United Nations is to maintain 

international peace and security which may be at the expense o f justice. Many States, 

especially poor Third World Countries believe that the United Nations does little to

199. UN Charter, Article 52.
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achieve the social and economic justice. The expectations for the justice increase in 

the new period.

Final problem Arend mentions is the tension between the moral 

commitments and fmancial commitments o f the United Nations. After the Gulf War, 

many world leaders promised a new period, more peaceful and cooperative 

intemational relations under the support o f the United Nations. However many of 

them are reluctant to pay for this new period. As it was explained by the Secretary- 

General Boutros-Ghali, only 52 of the 163 member States had paid their dues in fiili in 

1992.200 Achievement of the moral commitments of UN is heavily dependent on the 

fmancial support of the members. The fınancial problem is almost the biggest problem 

for the UN to achieve a new world order.

The new age or a new world order needs a new and more effective United 

Nations. The developments during the Cold War period decreased the legitimacy of 

the UN, especially for the Third World Countries. Unless this legitimacy is achieved, 

no State wants to submit its problem to UN and comply with the decisions o f its 

organs. This legitimacy is resulted from the belief that the UN operates according to 

certain principles and intemational law not in a discriminative but in a fair and just 

manner. Arend offers three proposals201 to increase the legitimacy o f the UN. He finds 

the established goals of the UN as vague and öpen ended. He says that the goals must 

be clear, meaningful and more specifıc. The other offer is related to the norm 

creation. The United Nations is to produce new intemational norms in accordance 

with the needs of intemational community. Finally the UN should rehabilitate its 

existing institutions and create new ones.

200. Arend, p.524.
201. Ibid., p.530.
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According to Berdal there is not "any rigorous reassessment of the U.N.'s 

capacity to engage effectively in its new range of activities.202 What should be done? 

The answer to this question is to be searched by the U.N. officials. However, the U.N. 

should firstly identify the common interests among its members. As long as the 

differences remain among the interests o f the States, the co-operation becomes 

diffıcult. These common interests are to be converted to the common views. Members 

of intemational community must believe the necessity of the collective security. 

Security o f any member is closely related to the security of others. Aggression against 

any member is really to be accepted as against ali others. Then, co-operative actions 

may easily be taken for the peace and security o f the world community. There are 

some rules and customary practices for the well-fiınctioning of the U.N. These rules 

should be respected and not applied differently to the different States. International 

law is the founding stone of the intemational politics. The observance o f the 

intemational law is vital to the well-flınctioning of U.N. and the world order.

202. Berdal, p.9.
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CHAPTER Vn

THE NEWEST WORLD ORDER (POST-1989 WORLD ORDER)

There have been important structural changes in world politics since 1989. 

The collapse of the communist regimes in Eastem Europe, the dissolution o f the 

Soviet Union, the conclusion of the CFE treaty on conventional forces in Europe in 

1990, the collapse o f the Warsaw Pact, the unifıcation of Germany and finally the 

expulsion o f Iraq from Kuwait gave rise to the hopes that a new era was emerging in 

intemational relations. The communist ideology with the Soviet led Eastern Block has 

been the main enemy of the liberal Western countries since World War II. The new 

era is called as the new world order. Many observers, statesmen and authors believed 

that the new world would be less dangerous. There would be no reason for 

confrontation in intemational politics.

The changes ended with "1945-1989 new world order.203 The Gulf War 

can be accepted the beginning of the new period. Zbigniew Brzezinski names the 

post-Cold War period as the third great transformation204 of intemational politics. 

The most important change and sign of the new world is the collective security.205 

Although it is aimed by the drafters of the UN charter, it could not be implemented

203 • Bağcı, p .l.
204. Barbara Mcdougall, Meeting the Challenge of the New World Order, International Journal

XLVII:3, (Summer 1992), p.464.
205. Roberto Garcia Moritan, The Developing World and the New World Order, The Washington

Quarterly (Autumn 1992), p.149.



since that time except the Korean War. Many years later, the collective security 

concept successfiılly implemented in the Gulf War. In that sense, it is the beginning of 

a new period and a new world where the rule of law will be protected with the 

collective security. The new world order was officially declared by the US President 

(during the Gulf War) George Bush after the expulsion of Iraq from Kuwait. The 

main principles of this new world were explained by President Bush during and after 

the Gulf War. Therefore, fırst the Gulf War will be analysed as the sign of the 

beginning of this new period in international politics.

The Gulf War was different from the past invasions. What was at stake 

according to President Bush is more than one small country, it is a big idea -a new 

world order where diverse nations are drawn together in common course to achieve 

the universal aspirations o f mankind: peace and security, freedom and rule of law. 

Such is a world worthy o f our struggle...206 The serious messages are to be given to 

the potential aggressors to prevent their unlawful actions. It would be under the 

leadership o f the United States which was the only nation on this earth that could 

assemble the forces of peace.207

Iraqi forces invaded Kuwait on August 2, 1990 and then declared it as a 

part o f Iraq. According to international law, the acquisition o f territory by the use of 

force is unlawful. In fact, Iraq was not the first and the sole example to the unlawfiıl 

interventions. It should be reminded that there were many examples even after Second 

World War; such as Indonesian invasion of Eastem Timor in 1975, the various 

interventions o f the United States and the Soviet Union with regard to their spheres of

206. Robert W. Tucker and David C. Hendrickson, The Imperial Temptation The New WorId
Order and Americas Purpose (New York: Council on Foreign Relations Press, 1992),
p.30.

207. Ibid., p.30.

93



influences and the Israeli occupations of the West Bank, Gaza Strip and the Golan 

Heights. These were ali contrary to International law but no military action was taken 

against them. The Iraqi example may give an end to the silence o f world countries to 

such kind o f illegal invasions.

The use of force against the territorial integrity and sovereignty of 

another state was forbidden in UN Charter. According to the Charter, Article 2 (4) 

Ali members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use o f 

force against the territorial integrity or political independence o f any State, or in any 

other manner inconsistent with the purpose of the United Nations. The only 

exception to the use of force was the self defence authorised by the Security Council 

(Article 51).

Iraq claimed that historically Kuwait had been part of Iraq. The Iraqi hope 

was the possible silence of international society to its invasion. The Indian intervention 

to Gao in 1961 claiming it as a part of India was also initially condemned by the 

majority o f the States but later recognised as legitimate even by Portugal. Why there is 

a State as Kuwait may be questioned but it does never justify the Iraqi invasion. 

Another factor behind the invasion was the perception of the Iraqi officials as an 

indirect green light ffom the United States. The Iraqi President Saddam Hussein 

summoned the US Ambassador April Glaspie, who is the most crucial and 

controversial milestones of Iraqi invasion o f Kuwait, to Baghdad on July 25. The Iraqi 

president explained the US Ambassador about the deteriorating economic situation of 

his country and the hostile decisions o f Kuwaiti government. According to the Iraqi 

transcript of the meeting, Glaspie tried to assure Saddam Hussein o f the USs 

goodwill by saying that President Bush is an intelligent man and he is not going to
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declare an economic war against Iraq.208 Glaspie concluded that my own estimate 

after 25 years o f serving in the area is that your aims should receive strong support 

fforn your brother Arabs... This was an issue for the Arabs to solve among themselves 

and the US had no opinion on inter-Arab disputes such as your border dispute with 

Kuwait.209

The military action against Iraq started on January 16, 1991 under the US 

leadership. The aim of the war against Iraq was fırst declared by US President as the 

keeping weapons of mass destruction from falling into the hands of aggressive and 

expansionist States.210 President Bush declared that sanctions did not work and 

achieve the desired objectives and the 28 countries with forces in the gulf area have 

exhausted ali reasonable efforts to reach a peacefül resolution and have no choice but 

to drive Saddam from Kuwait by force.211 According to President Bush it was a 

historic moment.

We have in this past year made great progress in ending the 
long era o f conflict and Cold War. We have before us the 
opportunity to forge for ourselves and for future generations a 
new world order, a world where the rule o f law, not the law 
of jungle, govems the conduct of nations. When we are 
successful, and we will be, we have a real chance at this new 
world order, an order in which a credible United Nations can 
use its peacekeeping role to fulfil the promise and vision of the 
UNs founders. We have no argument with the people o f Iraq, 
for the innocents caught in this conflict, I pray for their 
safety.212

208. Efraim Karsh and Inari Rautsi, Why Saddam Hussein Invaded Kuvvait?, Survival, XXXIII: 1,
(January/Febnıary 1991), p.27.

209. Ibid., p.27.
210. Tucker and Hendrickson, p.36.
211. Facts on File, (February 21, 1991), p. 107.
212. Ib id , p.107.
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It would be the test o f the new world order which would be fiili of 

promise, an age of freedom, a time o f peace for ali peoples.213 Any kind of failure to 

resist aggression could encourage the potential aggressors and this new order would 

be put on risk. The war against Iraq would also eliminate the miscalculations about 

the Westem response to the aggression.

The Desert Storm Operation was carried out with the coalition of the 28 

countries forces. It produced a new type o f intervention. Unlike the Cold War period, 

the new intervention is achieved collectively by the U.N.-led multilateral forces. The 

cost is also shared. However, the interesting point here is the determination o f the 

United States and the United Kingdom to take actions independently without the 

Security Council authorisation. These two countries declared that they had the right to 

use self-defence at any time after the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq. The United States 

later decided to wait for the Security Council authorisation. However the United 

Kingdom insisted that it had the right of collective self-defence irrespective of UN 

action.214

The Gulf War was the fırst test of this new world order and it was won. It 

was the beginning o f a new period in world politics. For the fırst time says President 

Bush, a regional conflict, the aggression against Kuwait, did not serve as a proxy for 

superpower confrontation. For the first time, the United Nations Security Council, 

free from the clash of Cold War ideologies, fiınctioned as its designers intended, a 

force for conflict resolution in collective security.215 It was also a clear message to 

the potential aggressors. In the Gulf continued Bush, nations from Europe and

213. Lawrence Freedman, The Gulf War and The New World Order, Survival XXXIII:3,
(May/June 1991), p.195.

214. N. D. White and H. McCoubrey, International Law and the Use of Force in the Gulf,
International Relations X:4, (November, 1991), p.354.

215. George Bush, The Possibility of A New World Order, Vital Speeches (May 15, 1991), p.451.
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North America, Asia and Africa and the Arab world joined together to stop 

aggression, and sent a signal to would-be tyrants everywhere in the world. By joining 

forces to defend one small nation, we showed that we can work together against 

aggressors in defence o f principle.216

The new world order claims are heavily criticised by academics, 

commentators and politicians after the Gulf War. The new order was simply 

characterised by greater intemational co-operation which would lead to a more 

peaceful and stable world.217 Since then, it had as many meanings as victory has 

fathers. The US President George Bush, as the architect o f this new order gave many 

defınitions about the Gulf War. In a presidential address to Congress, Bush explained 

the new world order as a System where the rule of law supplants the rule of jungle... 

in which nations recognised the shared responsibility for freedom and justice... where 

the strong respect the rights of weak.218 In another speech, President Bush defined 

the old world as a world divided, a world of barbed wire and concrete block, conflict 

and cold war and continued:

And now, we can see a new world coming into view. A 
world in which there is the very real prospect o f a new world.
In the words of Winston Churchill, a world order in which 
the principles of justice and fair play... protect the weak 
against the strong. A world where the United Nations, freed 
from cold war stalemate, is poised to fulfıl the historic vision 
o f its founders. A world in which freedom and respect for 
human rights find a home among ali nations.219

. Bush, p.451.
217. The Guardian, (July 10, 1993),p.3.
218. Tucker and Hendrickson, p.29.
219. Facts on File, (May 1991), p.156.
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This new era would be full o f promise, an age o f freedom, a time of 

peace for ali peoples.220 There were many hopes for the new period, especially a 

greater cooperation of the great powers and more effective United Nations to keep 

world peace everywhere.

Monshipouri and Zolty make a comparison between old and new world 

orders and define new world order as a cali for collective security based on 

equilibrium rather than hegemony, economic convergence and co-operation rather 

than protectionism, shared responsibility and leadership rather than a single-minded 

and self-centred pursuit o f power, universal solidarity against aggression rather than 

situational and selective condemnation of it, and, finally, peace through principles and 

diplomacy rather than controlled anarchy and military force.221 They gave a table in 

their article which make a well the comparison. It is given in the Appendix B.

In the post-World War II period, the dominant powers Soviet Union and 

United States controlled their own spheres of influence and intervened to these areas 

independently. There had been some condemnations from the opposite block but no 

more military operation to stop the opposite side. The areas outside these spheres of 

influences are considered as free for ali. The post-Cold War period was an ideological 

conffontation which is hoped to be replaced by a more cooperative world.

The theoretical background of the new world order claim is supported by 

another US Citizen; Francis Fukuyama. He published an article in The National 

Interest in 1989; The End of History ? in which he declared liberalisin as the final

220. Freedman, p. 195.
221. Mahmood Monshipouri and Thaddeus C. Zolty, Shaping the New World Order: Americas

Post-Gulf War Agenda in the Middle East, Armed Forces and Society 19:4, (Summer 
1993), p. 552.
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terminus for ali nations. No other ideology can make human life berter. The western 

liberalism is the only system that can bring welfare to humankind. It solved the class 

differences to a considerable extent. In the past, there had been some challenges to 

liberalism such as fascism, national socialism and communism but they failed to 

replace liberalism. This shows and proves the fact that liberalism is the last point in the 

history o f civilisations. Fukuyama also claims that there will be no big conflicts in 

fiıture.222

Fukuyama is hopeflıl about the nationalism. He believes that the 

nationalistic movements in different States of Europe are no more harmfiıl. He defines 

them as modern nationalism which agrees to coexist with others and are not 

imperialistic. Even the most nationalist parties of Europe -Front National in France 

and Republikaner in Germany- defend the expulsion of foreigners rather than the 

conquest of new territories. Moreover, he believes that today's nationalist struggles are 

necessary for the emergence of fiıture stable democracies. He claims that "it is entirely 

possible for the world to become more integrated economically even as it fragments 

politically.223

Fukuyama and his thesis are very heavily criticised by some authors. 

Henry Porter claims that Fukuyama is not a historian, therefore he does not know 

much about the details o f history. A deeper level of analysis is needed to analyse the 

changes in world politics. Until two years ago says Porter, he was the deputy 

director o f the US State Departments Policy Planning Staff.224 He is an unlikely 

world figüre and his speciality was Soviet Foreign Policy in the Third World.

222. Francis Fukuyama, "The End of History?", The National Interest (Summer 1989), pp.3-18.
223. Francis Fukuyama, "Democracy and International Security" Adelphi Paper, No:266.

(London: International Institute of Strategic Studies, 1991-1992), pp.20-25.
224. The Guardian, (March 3,1992), p.3.
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Fred Halliday is another academic who criticises Fukuyama. He points out 

some wrong assumptions with regard to Fukuyamas thesis. Halliday is not sure that 

there is certainly a progress in the history. This progress can be questioned. According 

to Halliday, it is not true to say that one side won, one side lost while defıning the 

end o f Cold War period. He claims that it was not a real but superfıcial division by the 

two superpowers to control their blocks. Prior to 1989" says Halliday, "the dominant 

view here was that the Cold War was not about an ideological or intersystemic 

conflict at ali- this was the myth o f the Pentagon, the KGB and odd people such as 

myself...225 He questions the universality of liberal democracy and claims that 

liberalism also has some social and economic crisis. Moreover, most classical liberals 

did not believe in universal suffrage, or the equality o f nations, and did believe in an 

interventionist State...226 Halliday also criticises the Fukuyamas analysis of the trend 

towards universalisation. There are new threat sources such as nationalism and İslam 

which are likely to challenge the liberalism in future.

Stanley Hoffman agrees that w e are entering a new phase o f history but 

it is not the end of history. He claims that Fukuyamas thesis based on a serious of 

mistaken assumptions such as "the death of communism means the definitive triumph 

of Westem liberalism, the end of ideology, and the coming of a boring era of 

material concems and unheroic squabbles...227 He reminds the existence o f traditional 

hostilities and many potential conflict sources in the world. Hoffman mentions the 

potential for trouble, not betvveen the North and South but betvveen the advanced 

countries and certain groups of less developed ones. Interdependence is expected to 

make world politics more peaceful but it may also lead to further conflicts. Hoffman 

also questions the liberalism by saying that Laissez-faire and the invisible hand are

225 . Fred Halliday, An Encounter vvith Fukuyama, New Left Review (May/June 1992), p.91.
226. Ibid., p.92.
227. Stanley Hoffman, A New World And Its Troubles, Foreign Affairs (Fail 1990), p. 115.
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not capable of resolving such issues as population growth and movements, the 

environments destruction, famines and epidemics and the distributional effect (among 

and within the States) of the business o f civilisation.228

According to Gertrude Himmelfarb, Fukuyama is right on some points. It 

is true that there are fiındamental changes in world politics but they never mark the 

end of history.229 He accuses Fukuyama o f underestimating the importance of religion, 

nationalism, race and ethnicity as the future rivals to democracy. Fukuyama does not 

find them serious because they have no universal signifıcance. Hassner warns that 

Hitler also had no universal signifıcance.

Ivan Kristol admits the success of "secular-liberal-capitalist democracy” in 

defeating the challenges. He also thinks that although these rebellions have failed in 

the past, their sources remain.230

The most important critic against Fukuyamas article is the claims that it is 

an offıcially written article. In other words it is written with the direction of the US 

State Department. Assoc. Prof. Dr. Ahmet Davutoğlu claims that there have been an 

interesting justifıcation and legitimisation relations between the political decision 

makers and political scientists.231 In this context, the new theories about the new 

world order claims are the products o f the dominant powers to manipulate the world 

public opinion and legitimise their new policies. Fukuyama is the fırst step of this 

scenario. However this optimism about the new world order has lasted just few years. 

When the war started in ex-Yugoslavia and especially in Bosnia-Herzegovina, a new

228. Ibid. , pp. 116-119.
229. Gertrude Himmelfarb, "Responses to Fukuyama", The National Interest (Summer 1989), p.25.
230. Irving Kristol, "Responses to Fukuyama", The National Interest (Summer 1989), p.28.
231. Ahmet Davutoğlu, Fukuyamadan Huntingtona Bir Bunalımı Örtme Çabası ve Siyasi Teorinin

Pragmatik Kullanımı, İzlenim (Ekim 1993), p.14.
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thesis was needed. It was The Clash of Civilisations232 of Samuel Huntington. This 

article completed the picture which could not be filled by Fukuyama.233 When the 

short lived new world order claims ended especially with the war in Bosnia- 

Herzegovina, the new theory proposed. Thus the responsibles of the fiıtııre conflicts 

are also declared. Huntingtons article like the Fukuyamas is something like a plan for 

fiıture rather than a theoretical approach. The more interesting point in this context is 

the fact that these two theoreticians are the editors of the Journal o f Democracy which 

is published by the John Hopkins University.

Fukuyama also later showed some deviations from his initial position. In 

his tour to some European countries to promote his book The End of History and 

The Last Man, he better noticed the differences between the European States. He 

acknowledged these differences by saying that I did not talk to a single German who 

thought that Germany in the end would give up the Deutshce mark for the ECU... 

He heard a German says that the strong mark is our only point of stability. We 

Germans have access to everything we want in Europe now. Why, then, do we need 

monetary union ?234 The unsuccessful August coup in the Soviet Union also caused 

some anxiety in Fukuyama. I would have been extremely disappointed and sad. And 

I would have had to question some of my underlying assumptions.235 However, he 

does not expect a straight march to democracy. The thing zigs and zags. There 

would be some new threats but can not challenge the liberalism. İslam claims 

Fukuyama is not a challenge in the same way communism was. He believes that;

232. Hoffman, p.120.
233. Samuel P. Huntington, "The Clash of Civilizations?", Foreign Affairs (Summer 1993), pp.22-49. 
In this article, Huntington briefly claims that "the fundamental source of conflict in this new world 
will not be primarily ideological or primarily economic. The great divisions among humankind and 
the dominating source of conflict will be cultural".
234. The Daily Telegraph, (March 4,1992), p.18.
235. International Herald Tribüne, (March 19, 1992), p.18.
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Manfred Bienefeld refers two views about the new world order243 ; the 

optimists and the pessimists. He classifies the optimists as "hard" and "soft" optimists. 

Hard optimists are neo-liberals who believe that the market economy will bring 

welfare to ali world. There may be some material or even human sufferings but this 

painful period will end with the happiness. Soft optimists, on the other hand, defend 

the minimisation o f such welfare losses. Both agree that "national sovereignty must 

frequently be overridden.244 They support the foreign interventions to enhance the 

human welfare, to increase the social equality, to promote democracy and to protect 

human rights. However Bienefeld believes that in most o f the developing countries, 

the liberal policies have been profoundly disappointed. Therefore he thinks that the 

pessimists about the new world order are more likely right. He defınes the new world 

order as "nothing else than the re-emergence of a more öpen and explicit form of 

imperialism.245 Bienefeld points out five reasons for pessimism; the possibility of 

instability led by unregulated markets, impossibility of global fiili employment, the 

effect of political and economic power in the distribution o f wealth in addition to the 

market forces, limited ability of the markets to deal with the externalaties and the long 

term outcomes and fınally the lack of democratic process in reflecting the people's 

choice.

The end of cold war is the principal element that makes up the new world 

order. The former socialist countries and their ideology were the main threats to the 

democratic world. The one other crucial assumption about the new world order is the 

optimist belief to democracy and the democratic States. It is supposed that 

democracies do not fıght with each other. Larry Diamond argues that democracies

243. Manfred Bienefeld, The New World Order: Echoes of a New imperialism, Third World
Quarterly 15:1, 1994. pp.31-32.

244. Ib id , p.35.
245. Ibid., p.31.
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do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass 

destruction to use on one another or threaten each other with. Democratic countries 

are more reliable, öpen and enduring trading partners.246 The orderly intemational 

relations would be based on the twin foundations of democratic govemance and 

collective security.247 Shortly, the main principles of the new world order would be 

the promotion of democracy, the sovereignty o f borders, the territorial integrity of 

States and the collective security to protect these values.

The former US President George Bush described the majör elements of 

the post-1989 world order as the peaceful settlement o f disputes, solidarity against 

aggression, reduced and controlled arsenals and just treatment of ali peoples.248 This 

new vvorld order was declared and heavily supported by the United States as the sole 

dominant power o f the post-Cold War era. Owen Harris, the editör of National 

Interest, says that the concept of new is often used by the American Presidents249 

like Roosevelts New Deal that would assure freedom from fear-everywhere in the 

world and Kennedys New Frontier as a new world o f law, in which the strong are 

just and the weak secure and the peace preserved. Richard N. Gardner, Professor of 

Law and International Organisation, says that similar languages can be found in the 

statements of Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, Johnson, Nixon and Reagan.250 Bushs 

new world order is also very similar to the Wilsons vision of a new world order. Both 

guarantee the same right o f respect for their sovereignty and their territorial 

integrity for the States, great or small. Both systems defend the vvorld peace and

246. Lary Diamond, The Global Imperative: Building a Democratic World Order, Current
History, 93:579, (January 1994), p.2.
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democratic societies. Collective security is also common to both.251 The US had to 

maintain and protect the Wilsonian order because Wilson believed that the US was a 

nation of idealists.252 Harris claims that new is a potent word in American politics, 

promising not merely change but sweeping and transforming progress. It offers escape 

from the constraints and problems of the past, and a fresh start.253 Richard 

Brookhiser makes a point that supports the Owens opinion. He says that it is very 

American to think that ali history begins yesterday.254

A new order needs a strong international organisation or a süper power to 

defend its values. The United States is the only süper power that can protect the post- 

1989 new world order and its new values. The former US President Bush accepts this 

responsibility. He says that what makes us American is not our ties to a piece of 

territory of bonds of blood; what makes us American is our allegiance to an idea that 

ali people everyvvhere must be free. This idea is as old and enduring as this nation 

itself.... The new world facing us...255 Bush defıned the United States as 

meritoriously the sole superpower in this new order, but is not the policeman nor 

the social worker of the world.256 Gardner asks why should we çare if Rwanda 

attacks Burundi and no immediate vital interest of the US or an ally is at risk and 

answers;

It must be because we feel a moral concern for the rights of 
the Burundians, w e believe that aggression, if unpunished 
there, will encourage aggression elsewhere, and that the US 
will not be politically successfiıl in mobilising coalitions to 
defeat aggressions that threaten our vital interests if we show

251. Richard Faik, In Search of A New World Model, Current History (April 1993), p. 145.
252. Robert W. Tucker, Brave New World Orders, New Republic (February 24, 1992), p.26.
253. Harries, p.60.
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255. Bush, p.452.
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indifference to aggressions that threaten the vital interests of
others.257

This view supports the Bushs declaration that every act o f aggression 

unpunished ... strengthens the force of chaos and lawlessness that, ultimately threaten 

us ali.258 This tacitly means that any aggression to the independence o f the territorial 

integrity o f a nation would also threaten the US national interests. Therefore it is 

expected that such aggressions will be punished by the United States or at least by the 

forces under the US leadership. The US would be the guarantor of the new order 

declared by its president. According to Tucker and Hendrickson, the new world 

order where brutality will go unrewarded and aggression will meet collective 

resistance could be achieved, however, only if the United States accepted the burden 

of leadership that was indispensable to its realisation. It was an inescapable burden 

because the US was the only country that had both the moral standing and the means 

to ... assemble the forces of peace.259

When we look at the ends of American foreign policy, it is certainly 

Wilsonian. However, when we consider the means of American foreign policy and its 

practices, it is no more Wilsonian. According to the realist politicians of the American 

administrations like Richard Nixon and Henry Kissinger, world order is the product 

of a stable distribution of power among the majör powers. According to the more 

idealists, on the other hand like Wilson and Carter, the world order depends on the 

preservation o f democracy, human rights and the supremacy of the intemational law. 

Nye stress this point and defınes the problem of the Bush administration as that it 

thought and acted like Nixon, but borrowed the rhetoric of Wilson and Carter.260

257.  Gardner, (1992), p.26.
258. Tucker, (1992), p. 26.
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The American foreign policy aims to protect the US national interests. These interests 

can be defıned as to protect the United States and Americans abroad, to safeguard 

(the American) political ffeedom, to promote (the American) economic prosperity and 

toward these ends, to foster friendly relations with other countries.261 Stephen J. 

Randall, on the other hand, claim that the United States in no more in a hegemonic 

position to achieve a unilateral leadership.262 Randall claims that the US can not 

achieve the order in its streets and even in its Capital. He asks how such a country can 

maintain the world order. The other obstacle for the US leadership, according to 

Randall, is its declining economics.263

Noam Chomsky claims that if there is a mutual co-operation and interest 

relations, the United States may support the most dictatorship regimes and punish the 

Third World Democracies if the US interests necessitate it.264 According to Shamir 

Amin, whether democracy or dictatorship is preferred depends on whichever form 

best serves the American interests.265 Böyle claims that, at least for the past quarter of 

the century, the U.S. administrations tried "to base their foreign policies as 

Machiavellian power politics.266 If it intervenes, it is for the interests o f the U.S.. In 

case of the absence o f the serious and direct threat to its national interests, the U.S. 

does not intervene. In other words, the cost of the intervention should not exceed the 

probable benefıts.267 Chomsky accused Bush of preventing the functioning of the 

Security Council when he was the US ambassador to UN in 1971 and his later

261. Diamond, p.2.
262. Stephan J. Randall, United States Foreign Policy and The New World Order: A Historical

Reflection, International Journal 48:1, (1993), p.12.
263. Moreover, Randall claims that the real American aim behind the Gulf War is the subordination 
of the economic competitors to military power. The Gulf War was an attempt to reverse the historical 
trends that move the United States to a second-class power position.
264. Noam Chomsky, The Weak Shall Inherit Nothing, The Guardian (March 25, 1991), p.3.
265. Shamir Amin, U.S. Militarism in the New World Order, Social Justice 19:1, (1992), p.3.
266. Böyle, p.293.
267. Waltraud, p.93.
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approvals for the Israeli attacks against the Palestinians.268 He does not believe the 

sincerity of the US policies and thinks that President Bush is not the correct man to 

declare the new world order. The US is not also the Champion o f the democracy. It is 

devoting little interest and not serious effort to foster democracy in Chine, 

Afghanistan, Saudi Arabia or Rwanda. The US pretext is that democracy may lead to 

instability in these regions269, in other words it may threaten the American interests. 

Although it was declared as one o f the goals of the Gulf War, Saddam Hussein was 

not removed ffom the power and it has abandoned its promise o f democracy in 

Kuwait. Moreover, the US administration does not want to deteriorate its relations 

with China in spite of human rights violations this State.

Is it possible to establish and protect a new world order? There are some 

world order models developed by different authors. The minimum conditions and 

principles of a world order are that aggression against the territorial integrity o f a State 

is not acceptable and collective actions are to be taken to prevent such aggressions. In 

order to achieve world order, a consensus must be established between the divided 

groups o f the world society. Such a consensus needs fırst the co-operation o f the 

members of the UN Security Council to protect world peace. Ali other States also are 

to be equally committed to the prevention of the violations o f international law and 

the maintenance of the world peace as it was in the Gulf War. Democracy and human 

rights must be promoted in less developed parts o f the world. An international order 

needs the equal application o f the rules to ali States, either weak or strong, poor or 

reach, Southern or Northern. Any system that does not protect the interests of the 

poor States can not be stable.

268. Chomsky, p.3.
269. Monshipouri and Zolty, p.564.
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World order studies are not new studies. A group of scholars from the 

different parts of the world have held some meetings since 1968 to discuss the world 

order models. Their works are called as World Order Models Project (WOMP).270 

Faik says that what is common to the members of this group are their commitment to 

political democracy, human rights and anti-imperial geopolitics in contemporary 

affairs and the willingness o f participants to subscribe to some variant of a world order 

fiıture based on peace, economic well-being, social and political justice, and 

ecological balance.271 The activities of WOMP slowed in 1980s. Faik stresses the 

point that ali people come from a single origin. Faik claims that;

The creation of a new system of world order must draw its 
animating vision from the long and widespread affirmation 
that ali men are part of a single human family, that a oneness 
lies buried beneath the manifold diversities and dissentions o f 
the present fractionated world, and that this latent oneness can 
give life and fire a new political program of 
transformation.272

Walter S. Jones offers some altematives as possible world order models. 

The fist one is the maximalist proposal. This federalist approach proposes a system of 

govemment in which the total sovereignty of the State is divided in such a way as to 

make the Central govemment sovereign över some transactions, other smaller units 

sovereign över some other transactions and the two co-operatively sovereign över stili 

other matters.273 According to Vernon Nash, the vice-president of the United World 

Federalists, two false assumptions negatively afifect the idea of world govemment. The 

first one is about the sovereignty o f national governments which would be abolished 

or entirely subordinated to Central world State. The second one is the dismiss of

270. Richard Faik, The Promise of World Order (Sussex: Wheatsheaf Books, 1987), p.18.
271. Faik, (1987), p.18.
272 . Jones, p.667.
273. Ib id , p.658.
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nationalism. Nash believes that these fears are nonsense and baseless. We do not 

need nationalism says Nash, we need only to modify the present absolute nature of 

national sovereignty.274 However there must be will ffom the world States for such a 

world govemment because integration is a matter o f will rather than o f power. Even 

if the integration is decided by the national govemments, it must be approved by their 

citizens. When the historical hostilities and cultural and religious differences are taken 

into consideration, such an altemative seems almost impossible. According to Stanley 

Hoffman, the States and peoples are unprepared for a world government.275

Jones admits the impossibility of the federalist approach. He mentions 

another movement for world order as the minimalist approach. It is also called as the 

World Peace Through World Law movement which is found by Grenville Clark and 

Professor Louis B. Sohn from Harvard Law School. World law is different from the 

intemational law. While the former regulates the relations between States according to 

certain norms, the letter aims the removal of arms from intemational politics, and the 

establishment of collective security.276 Saul Mendlovitz explains world law approach 

more details;

World law... ties together two very important notions; 
disarmament and a collective security system. It argues that 
the present system of intemational relations... (is) based on 
unilateral decision-making sanctioned by armaments, and 
maintains that this situation results in a spiralling arms race 
that may very well set off a cataclysmic war. The world law 
mode therefore posits the need for complete and general 
disarmament of ali the States in the world down to the level of 
poliçe forces, and proposes the establishment o f a

z'\ lb id . ,  p.658.
275. Hoffinann, p.120.
276. Jones, p.664.
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transnational poliçe force that can maintain the territorial 
integrity and political independence of each State.277

This altemative is not likely because of two reasons. First o f ali, arms sales 

are the majör economic source for many advanced countries. Those States do not 

want to give up their profıts from arms sales. Secondly, many believe that arms are the 

guarantor o f national and world peace. Security is not possible without arms.

Owen Harries proposed four different models for the post-1989 new 

world order. The fırst one is The Interdependence-Global Village Model. This view 

is based on the assumption that increasing interdependence decreased the role of 

power in intemational politics. International politics is no more a zero-sum game. 

Conflict and competition will soon be replaced by harmony and co-operation. Owen 

opposes this altemative by claiming its difficulty in practice. He accused the defenders 

o f this view of not living in real village and knowing the life in village. He claims that 

interdependence is not the guarantee of intemational harmony. Owen gives an 

interesting example to support his view; ... the most interdependent social 

organisation that men and women enter into is the family; and it is in families that 

most murders occur.278

The second altemative for the new world order is The Pax Democratica 

Model which is based on two assumptions: fırst one is that the democratic 

revolution is sweeping in the world and secondly the belief that the democracies do 

not fight with each other. Harris is not so much optimist about the democracy. He 

says that the alleged spread of democracy is greatly exaggerated.279 Democratic

277. Ibid., p.664.
278. Harries, p.60.
279. Ibid., p.60.
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procedures can be manipulated by the politicians and do not always accurately reflect 

the will or the true interests of the people.

The third option is The Collective Security Model which needs the 

active United Nations. The Gulf War is the best example of the collective security. 

However, can it be accepted as example for the future conflicts? Harris believes that it 

was a special case that is probably unrepeatable. There was a clear aggression which 

may not be the case in the future. Moreover, the existence of oil in this region eased 

the collective action. Harris does not believe that these conditions occur again.280 

Although regional conflicts spread and later posit threats to the world peace, they are 

not taken seriously unless they threaten the national interests o f great powers. Any 

threat to national interest of a State is usually not a threat to the collective interests. 

Lary Diamond laid down three conditions for the collective security. First is that 

security must be construed as a shared condition.281 Secondly, the global system of 

law and order must be established and maintained without depending on the nature of 

the States subject to law. Same rights and duties are to be applied to every State. 

International organisations, especially the United Nations must enforce the 

intemational law and punish the violators. The final condition of the collective 

security is the shared responsibility for the maintenance o f the system. The world 

States must share the military, economic and political burden of collective security.

The last model for the new world order is The Pax Americana which 

offers the US leadership and active involvement in intemational politics to preserve 

world order.

280. Ibid., p.60.
281. Diamond, p.4.
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Richard Faik points out four conditions282 for the world order. Firstly, the 

large scale collective violence is to be minimised. Then the social and economic well- 

being is to be maximised. Third condition o f the order is the realisation of 

flındamental human rights and of condition of political justice. Finally, the ecological 

balance is to be maintained and rehabilitated.

282. Richard Faik, A Study of Future Worlds (New York: The Free Press, 1975), pp. 11-27.
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CHAPTER V in

CONCLUSION

With the end o f the Cold War period many people, statesman and 

academics believed and wanted to believe that a more peacefiıl and co-operative 

period began in international relations. These hopes reached the peak level after the 

expulsion of Iraq from Kuwait, the Gulf War. Since the Second World War, fırst time 

almost ali States come together to resist an aggressor State and to restore the 

international law. The Korean example was an exception due to the absence of Soviet 

representative in the Security Council. The Gulf War was the fırst opportunity to test 

the new world order and it was won. However these hopes about a more peacefiıl and 

stable world uid not last long.

A new order emerged after the end o f Cold War period but not in the 

form that people hoped. It was nothing else that "a reordering of the world's pattem 

of power, a new confıguration o f strong and weak.283 Whose new order was it? 

Baghat Korany complains that in the fıeld o f international relations, the transformation 

studies concentrates on the North and ignores the South. He wams that with a very 

few exception, the analysts are interested in "Europe after the Cold War", "America's 

grand strategy after the Cold War" and "Why NATO stili best? ,284 The South is not

283 . The Economist, (January 8, 1994), p.19.
284. Baghat Korany, End of history, or its continuation and accentuation? The global South and the 

new transformation literatüre, Third World Quarterly, 15:1, 1994, p.10.



only economically and politically but also intellectually excluded from the discussions 

about the future world. For the Third World Countries, it did not bring any favourable 

change or improve the material conditions of the country and people. With their 

sharply increasing political, economic and social problems, the end of Cold War was 

almost irrelevant to them.285 They are sceptical about the international law and the 

new world order. Many Third World Countries believe that the international legal 

rules were made by European or Westem States and protect not the ali worlds but 

just their interests.286

For the Southern countries, the new world order means just a new form 

of Western dominance, only more explicit and interventionist than in the past.287 

There is a great and growing inequality in the division of the world wealth in favour 

of the Northern countries. According to Korany, there is a transfer of wealth from 

South to North with the dept repayments. During the 1984-1989 period, the amount 

of the dept repaid to Northern creditors by Latin American cauntries is 135 billion 

U.S. dollars more that they borrowed.288 He argues that "the new global equation" - 

instead o f the new world order concept- has vvorsened an already bad situation. 

Cetron and Davies divide the world as the haves and the "have-nots.289 The 

European Community, the Pacific Rim and North America are defıned as the have 

part of the world. Eastern Europe and former Soviet Union are also included as the 

future haves of the world. The ali remaining parts of the world are classified within 

the have-nots category. There is a new world for the haves in the future but same 

is not true for the have-nots who have many problems like overpopulation, poverty,
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a largely agrarian economy. According to Hedley Bull, no international order 

sustained by the great powers can provide equal justice for ali States, but much can be 

done to alleviate the inequality. Chubin agrees with Bull in the impossibility o f the 

equality o f ali nations. He thinks that whatever the new world order includes, it never 

means the end o f international hierarchies or a new age o f equality.290 From the 

Southern perspective, the only solution for the poor Third World Countries seems the 

self-help. They lose their belief to the Northern States. Therefore, the 1990s will be 

difficult years for the have-nots of the new world order.

Some authors claim that the Cold War period was more stable and 

peaceflıl than this new order. The collapse of the bipolarity removed the balance 

within the blocks. It refreshed the long suppressed tensions and hostilities among the 

block members. The events in Bosnia-Herzegovina, Azerbaijan, Yemen, Rwanda, 

North Korea and in many other places o f the world show that the relative stability o f 

the Cold War period has been replaced by the turmoil and bloodshed. History is not 

över for many countries in the Third World Countries and in ex-communist countries. 

History begins now for these States.

Is order possible in world politics? In order to talk about an order, there 

must be a change in the very nature of the System. Is there such a systemic change in 

world politics that offers a new order? It is quite difficult to say yes to this question. 

The nature o f international relations is not changing. Kissinger summarises this reality 

very clearly in his recent book, Diplomacy;

"Nations have pursued national interests more frequently than 
high minded principle and have competed more than they co- 
operated. There is little evidence to suggest that this age-old

290. Chubin, p. 93.
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mode behavior has changed, or that it is likely to change in 
the decades ahead.291

Kissinger argues that the 21st century will be similar to the 18^ and 19^ 

centuries.292 The absence o f majör ideological or strategic threat will increase the 

struggle among the national interests.

Stephan Sestanovich is not optimist for the new world order. He accepts 

the existence o f changes in international relations. The decrease o f the violence and 

coercion in world politics are majör changes but not enough. He says that;

"International relations will surely continue to be relations 
among the strong and weak, among the ascending and 
declining States. And the meaning of inequality will be much 
what it has been in the past. Those who are powerful will 
stamp the system with their own performances; those who are 
less powerful will have correspondingly less freedom to select 
their own national goals.293

There is neither a new order nor a change in the basic dynamics of the 

system. The rule is same as it has been for the centuries: "the strong will (stili) do what 

they can, the weak will (stili) do what they must.294 Foreign policies are independent 

ffom the domestic politics. They are determined by systemic conditions rather than 

by ideological preferences or intemal political situations.295

Nation States are the main actors that aim to protect their interest. As long 

as the differences and potential dispute sources remain between the States, there is

291. Tucker, (1994), p.80.
292. Ibid., (1994), p.85.
293. Stephen Sestanovich, Responses to Fukuyama, The National interest (Summer 1994),
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always a possibility for conflict. An aggressor may be repelled says Laurence Martin 

but the roots of aggression may lie, usually do lie, in the domestic nature of the 

aggressive State.296 Ideologies are the means to protect and legitimise the political 

and economic interests of the dominant powers. The existence o f a new world order 

depends on its defınition. There is no new vvorld order as it is explained and described 

by the former US President George Bush. On the other hand, the post-Cold War 

period certainly has some differences than the bipolar system. Owen Harries says that 

in the post-Cold War period, power will be distributed differently; ideological rivalry 

will be less prominent; nuclear and biological weapons, and the missiles to deliver 

them, will be more widely dispersed.297 In this sense, there is certainly a new world 

order.

There are many dangers for the vvorld order. The proliferation of the 

nuclear weapons must be prevented. There is an increasing armament process in the 

vvorld, especially in the less developed countries. Hovvever the great povvers and 

especially the members of the Security Council are the main arms suppliers. Between 

the years 1984 and 1988, for example, Iraq imported US $ 30 billion vvorth o f arms, 

Saudi Arabia US $ 20 billion, Iran US $ 10 billion and Syria, Egypt and Israel 

together US $ 20 billion. Seventy-five percent of these vveapons came frorn the five 

permanent members o f the United Nations Security Council, even half from the 

USSR and the USA alone.298 During the period betvveen 1985 and 1989, almost 77 % 

of the total arms transfers to Middle Eastem countries are provided by the fıve 

permanent members of the Security Council. The table is given in the Appendix C. 

How the disarmament will be achieved if it is not supported by majör powers of the

296. Laurence Martin, National Security in a New World Order, The VVorİd Today (February 
1992), 48:2, p.22.

297 . Harries, p.61.
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world ? The fiıture is not seems optimistic about the arms control which is the majör 

source of money. The likely American policy, as it is önce stated by former Defence 

Secretary Richard Chaney, arms for Americas friends and arms control for its 

potential foes.2"  Sharam Chubin does not find the Northern countries sincere in the 

arms control process. He claims that where States are poor and unable to pay for 

arms, Northern States advocate reduced military spending. Where there is a large 

market for arms, Northern suppliers compete to get orders for their shrinking defense 

industries (as in the Persian Gulf and East Asia).299 300

The members of the Security Council should be the strongest defenders 

and the supporters of the world peace and security. According to the UN Charter, the 

Security Council members bear the primary responsibility for the maintenance of 

intemational peace and security (Article 24). How does it serve to the world peace to 

export arms to Third World Countries? It is very unlikely to exclude the national 

interests from the world politics and intemational relations. These relations are based 

on the mutual interests. If the USA supports the new democracies o f Eastem Europe, 

it is for the American interests. The former President Bush declared it very openly that 

it is in our interest, it is in the interest of the United States o f America, that 

Czechoslovakia, Poland and Hungary strengthen those fledgling democracies and 

strengthen their fledgling market economies.301 Then it may be concluded that if the 

US does not intervene the situation in Bosnia-Herzegovina, the reason is that its 

national interests do not necessitate this. Such a policy or understanding proves the 

realist principle that there is no morality in intemational politics.

299. Moshipouri and Zolty, p.572.
300. Chubin, p.95.
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There are some other immediate dangers and threats for world order. 

Larry Diamond reminds the traditional enemies of civilisation: militansın, 

expansionism, ultranationalism, ethnic chauvinism, religious extremism and 

anarchy.302 In addition to the territorial aggressions and border disputes, 

disintegration process due to self-determination demands o f people is the majör threat 

source for the post-1989 world order. Poverty, ecological dangers and overpopulation 

are the others. Walter S. Jones estimates with the current projections that by 2000, 

the population density of North America will have increased by only 4 persons per 

square kilometre, whereas in South Asia it will have increased by 140 persons in a 

similar space.303 This increase in population will give rise to food problem. Jones 

mentions the control o f the natural resources as another important source for the 

fiıture conflicts. He points that the external quest for raw materials has been one of 

the majör causes o f the war in the industrial age and is generally understood to have 

been one of the principal causes o f imperialism.304

lan Burma defines the new world order as a marriage, if it works, of 

decency (democracy and human rights and realpolitik.305 The realist thinkers label 

the world order studies as utopian, idealist, legalist and as advocate of world 

govemment.306 The new world is not fundamentally different ffom the past systems 

in the sense that power is the final arbiter in intemational relations. Power, especially 

military power, has always been decisive in intemational relations and will be decisive 

in the future as declared by Charles Krauthammer. He says that "we are not in era of 

geo-economics. We are in the same force dominated era that we were in a hundred, a 

thousand years ago. If  you want to stop an aggressor nation or dislodge a regime,

302. Diamond, p .l.
303. Jones, p.641.
304. Ibid., p.643.
305. Harries, p.61.
306. Faik, (1987), p.13.
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there is only one reliable way to do it. Everything else is evasion.307 After the 

collapse o f the Eastem Block, it is expected that a multipolar world was emerging. 

This prediction was based on the assumption that the role of force and power decline 

in intemational relations while the importance o f the economic power increases. The 

economically a multipolar world is likely but militarily the sole superpower o f the new 

world is the United States. What the Gulf War demonstrated that the military power 

remains signifıcant in intemational politics. Economic power certainly is a necessary 

condition to become a great power but is not sufifıcient alone as it is the cases of 

Germany and Japan.

Hoffman likens the world to a bus whose driver -the global economy- is 

not in fiili control o f the engine and is himself out of control, in which the children - 

people- are tempted to step on either the brake or the gas pedal, and adults -the states- 

are worried passengers and concludes that a league of passengers may not be 

enough to keep the bus on the road, but there is no better solution yet.308

There is a new world order but not related to the world justice. It is 

related to the changes in intemational politics and the distribution of power among the 

States. The realists thinkers date this new period from the collapse of the Soviet rule in 

Eastem Europe in 1989. The end of Cold War period means a new kind of relations 

between the States, a new kind of intemational system and therefore a new world 

order but no more the equality of ali nations.

There is not a new world order in the sense that is advocated just after the 

Gulf War, especially as it was presented by the former US president George Bush. In

307. Charles Krauthammer, "What Armed Force Can Do, Sanctions Cant, International Herald
Tribüne (June 22, 1992) p. 10.

308. Hoffmann, p. 122.
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the history, ali new periods started with the idealistic and optimistic hopes but 

developed and ended as realist. These new world order claims are just the hundred 

years ideals o f the liberals.309 They dreamed a world in which the collective security 

system protects the States from outside interventions and supports the democracy and 

human rights. It is almost impossible to say that the so called new world order 

protects the interests o f ali nations. The current inequalities, especially between North 

and South will remain. Therefore, there will be two informal blocks again; the 

satisfied and dissatisfıed nations of the new world order. Those who do not benefit 

from the present new order will search for new forms o f international solidarity to 

defend their national interests. The dissatisfıed nations o f the new system will always 

be potential threat to new order. There are both, new world order and new world 

disorder. Cari Gersham defines these two concepts as two sides o f the same coin, 

one side representing mankinds ideals and aspirations, the other its fears and 

hatreds.310

The current conflicts in many regions o f the world prove the utility o f 

force as a means. As it was in the past, it will be dominant factor in the fiıture also. 

There have always been reasons for the conflict and there will be in the fiıture. The 

end of history may mark the beginning of geography which have many dispute 

sources. According to Roberto Garcia Moritan, there are many potential conflicts 

rooted in historical, political, colonial, ethnic, religious or socio-economic legacies311 

and most of these potential conflicts are irrelevant to the end of Cold War period. The 

end of Cold War period is no more the end of history but the return of history with so 

much potential conflict sources in international relations. Therefore the conflict will

309. James Mayal, Non-intervention, Self-determination and the New World Order, International
Affairs 67:3, (1991), p.421.

310. Cari Gershman, The United Nations and the New World Order, Journal of Democracy 4:3,
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311. Moritan, p.151.

124



continue in world politics and sometimes threaten the world peace and sometimes 

restricted to certain regions. They will be resisted when they threaten the interests of 

the great powers.

There was an opportunity to establish a new world order after the collapse 

of the Eastem Block but this chance was almost missed. As an international 

organisation, the United Nations has the potential to establish a new and better system 

of conflict management. However, its structure is to be revised and reorganised to 

achieve a real collective security.
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APPENDICES



APPENDIK A

TH E UNITED N A TIO N S PEAC EK EEPING  FO RCES

Localioıı Date Sent Size o f  Troops Aıınııal Cost

Western S ahara Sept. 1991 328 $ 29m.

El Salvador July 1991 377 $ 39m.

Angola June 1991 105 $ 39nı.

Mozanıbique Dec. 1992 3.629 $ 206m.

Somalia Apıil 1992 16.799 $ 1.5bıı.

Cambodia Maıch 1992 19.232 $ 1.4bıı.

India & Pakistan Jan. 1949 38 $ 7ın.

Iıaq & Kuwait April 1991 320 $ 40m.

Lebanon Maıch 1978 5.347 $ 146m.

Ex-Yugoslavia Maıch 1992 24.363 $ 602m.

Israel’s bordeıs June 1948 
& June 1974

1.363 $ 67 ııı.

Cypıus Maıch 1964 1.524 $ 19ın.

Source: The Econom ist, (June 12th, 1993) and Tim e , (January 18, 1993).
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APPENDEX B

A COMPARISON BETWEEN THE NEW W ORLD ORDER AND 

THE OLD W ORLD ORDER

New World Order Old World Order(Post-WWII)

Defînition Collective Security based on 
mutual interests and entente

Collective Security based 
on hegemonic interests and detente

Goals - political convergence/management - political rivalry/co-existence

- ideological pragmatism - ideological dogmatism/polarisation

- promotion of democracy and 
human rights

- promotion of stability and Security 
(status quo antente)

Strategy - shared leadership - fragmented leadership

- universal solidarity against aggression -selective commitment against 
aggression

- peace through diplomacy - peace through controlled anarchy

- UN roledegitimizing universality - UN roledegitimizing particularism

Means - diplomacy - force leverage

- free market economy - planned/mixed economy

- privatisation - statism (state corporatism)

- multinational/transnational 
corporations (economic focus)

- multinational (political-economic 
force)

Source: Monshipouri and Zolty, p.552.
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APPENDIX C

Arms Transfer Deliveries, Cumulative 1985-1989 by Majör Supplier and R
(in millions of Current Dollars)

Supplier Total Soviet United France United China
Union States Kingdom

Recipient

M.EAST 84535 24075 15350 11045 8405 7100

Bahrain 515 0 260 50 5 0

Cyprus 170 0 0 140 0 0

Egypt 5800 575 2900 675 170 190

Iran 10250 0 10 75 100 2800

Iraq 22750 13000 0 1700 20 1600

Israel 6100 0 6100 0 0 0

Jordan 2070 1200 460 110 40 0

Kuwait 1340 180 150 450 110 0

West
Germany

Other
Warsaw

Pact

Other
Europe

Middle
East

O
E
A

Latin
America

Other
s

645 5700 6125 1000 2275 2310 505

200 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 20 0 0 10 0

40 320 575 0 10 340 5

50 1400 3345 40 2000 210 220

90 2900 1500 420 20 1300 200

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

10 60 100 50 0 20 20

0 5 20 430 0 0 0
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Lebanon 70 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Oman 445 0 30 0 200 0 210 0 5 0 0 0 0

Qatar 160 0 10 100 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 30 0

S. Arabia 23040 0 5000 7000 7700 2500 40 0 250 0 140 390 20

Syria 7160 6100 0 20 0 10 0 975 30 20 5 0 0

U.A.E 1495 20 340 725 40 0 0 0 280 0 80 10 0

N. Yemen 1765 1600 20 0 0 0 5 40 0 40 0 20 40

S. Yemen 1400 1400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Source: U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, World Military Expenditures and Arms Transfers, 1990 ( 
pp.133-134.
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