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permanent aliances of sovereign states extinguish sovereignty and foreclose key
aress for policy discretion as so widdy believed?”

Experts in internationa relations have long debated the impact of international
regimes (norms, rules, and ingtitutions) on state behaviour. However, they have been
a loggerheads over a much more modest set of claims than those expressed by
globalists. Specificdly, andysts from the redist tradition contest the libera
ingtitutionalist's claim that international regimes can mitigate the effects of anarchy
(a state sysem in which there is no central authority to keep sovereign states in
check), and thus modify state behaviour to forego short-term advantages in
exchange for long-term gains. Prominent ingtitutionalists like Robert Keohane
claim that once established, multilateral ingtitutions (e.g., the World Bank, the
International Monetary Fund, the WTO, the Bank of International Settlements)
take on a life of their own, even though a world power or hegemon—in this
instance, the US—may have been necessary for their creation.® Moreover, because
of the sarvices provided by international ingtitutions (in particular, reducing uncer-
tainty and the costs of making and enforcing agreements), states have an interest in
their preservation. Thus if, as redists claim, the world is dominated by sovereign
states, the function of international ingtitutions appears especidly pulling More-
over, the puzzle must remain without solution, says Keohane, as long as institutions
are viewed as standing in opposition to, or above, the state; the problem can be solved
however if ingtitutions are 'viewed as devices to help states accomplish their
objectives.”

Although the role and impact of international institutions are controversia, when
viewed in this way, one is struck by the complementarity of redist and liberal
ingtitutionalist positions, not their antagonism. Palitical interdependence does not
mean that states trade in their objectives, but that they advance them through power
sharing. Whatever their points of disagreement, analysts from both traditions share
the view that multilateral institutions cannot compel states to act in ways that are
contrary to states own sHfish interests. It may be that as states have become more
enmeshed in an expanding web of economic and political ties, the costs of dis-
rupting those ties through unilateral actions have grown. But that is an empirical
clam that needs to be tested againgt gpedific cases. One may wel find that the cost
deterrent applies more clearly to the use of military force than to the protection
and/or promotion of national economic interests, and more readily to smdl states
than to larger ones. Certainly the proliferation of trade disputes even under a
strengthened WTO offers some support for the latter part of this proposition. (Even
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as this article is being written, it is hard to ignore the preemptory unilateral
measures taken by the United States in mid-1999 to protect both its lamb against
imports and its geneticdly enhanced beef exports to the EU.) In sum, prominent
indtitutionalists—like their redist counterparts—continue to stress the central role of
the state and, while regarding the end of the Cold War as marking an important
shift in the global balance of power, they do not see in the prollferanon of
international regimes a qualitative transformation in the nature of world politics.®

This conclusion is clearly at some remove from the globalist clam that national
governments are no longer the locus of effective political power. ® Our brief review
of libera ingtitutionalism's stance on the matter indicates that it is both possible and
necessary to go beyond this negativeesum way of understanding international
cooperation. We can add to indtitutionalism's postive conclusion that states
cooperate to achieve certain objectives by noting four limitations of the globdist
view. Firdt, it overestimates the 'encompassing' quality of international agreements,
and underestimates the tenacity of national arrangements as wdl as the adaptivity
of national actors. (Moreover, adaptivity is not oneway; like states, firms have aso
had to adjust to a more competitive environment as a result of changes in state
policies) To use aparalle from taxation rules, just as the existence of new tax rules
does not thereby bring tax-minimising schemes to a standdtill in the corporate sector,
50 there is no reason to assume that the emergence of international rules governing
trade and investment will bring activis states and their production-enhancing
schemes to a standstill. The WTO, for instance, may appear to be crowding out state
activiam in the domestic arena by seeking to exclude certain forms of government
subsidy, but that is likey to have little impact on the new forms of industry
promotion and more resonance in liberd market settings where states have tradi-
tionally applied themselves to regulatory rather than developmenta policies (see the
following section).

Second, the long-term survival of international regimes, especidly in the eco-
nomic sphere, appears contingent upon the continued wefare-increesing benefits of
cooperation. Thisis not smply a theoretical postulate on which both neoredlists and
liberal institutionaists can agree. It is also the perception of leading decision-makers
in the field. In discussing the key features of policies directed at promoting inter-
national integration, for example, Lawrence Summers, now Secretary of the United
States Treasury, recently observed that one major feature 'has been the consistent
desire to finese sovereignty problems by highlighting the nationa benfits of inter-
nationally congenia behavior'. Thus, as Summers points out,

. .. thereisthe greatest willingness to oade power to internationd indtitutionswhere thereis
the grestest technica agreament on whet nesds to be done and where issues of vdues are Jess
paramount. Thus, for example, thereis more internationd agreament on quettionslike ar
ddy standsgrdsard bank capitd reguirements than on quedtions like tax rules and labor
Sandards.
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