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 Compromising Stephen D. Krasner

 Westphalia

 The Peace of West-

 phalia, which ended the Thirty Years War in 1648, is taken to mark the begin-

 ning of the modern international system as a universe composed of sovereign

 states, each with exclusive authority within its own geographic boundaries.

 The Westphalian model, based on the principles of autonomy and territory,

 offers a simple, arresting, and elegant image. It orders the minds of policy-

 makers. It is an analytic assumption for neo-realism and neo-liberal institution-

 alism, both of which posit that states can be treated as if they were autonomous,

 unified, rational actors. It is an empirical regularity for various sociological and

 constructivist theories of international politics. Moreover, it is a benchmark for

 observers who discern a basic erosion of sovereignty in the contemporary

 world.

 This article demonstrates, however, that the Westphalian model has never

 been an accurate description of many of the entities that have been called states.

 The assumption that states are independent rational actors can be misleading

 because it marginalizes many situations in which rulers have, in fact, not been

 autonomous. Moreover, the conclusion that sovereignty is now being altered

 because the principles of Westphalia are being transgressed is historically

 myopic. Breaches of the Westphalian model have been an enduring charac-

 teristic of the international environment because there is nothing to prevent

 them. Rulers have chosen or been forced to accept other principles, including

 human rights, minority rights, democracy, communism, and fiscal responsibil-

 ity There has never been some golden age of the Westphalian state. The

 Westphalian model has never been more than a reference point or a convention;

 it has never been some deeply confining structure from which actors could not

 escape.

 The Westphalian state is a system of political authority based on territory

 and autonomy. Territoriality means that political authority is exercised over a
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 International Security 20:3 1 116

 defined geographic space rather than, for instance, over people, as would be

 the case in a tribal form of political order. Autonomy means that no external

 actor enjoys authority within the borders of the state. Territorial violations of

 the Westphalian model involve the creation of authority structures that are not

 coterminous with geographic borders. Examples include the British Common-

 wealth (but not colonial empires in which authority and territory are cotermi-

 nous, even if tracts of land are not contiguous), the European Union, Antarctica,

 Andorra, and the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) for the oceans. Some authori-

 tative actions within a given territory are decided by actors within that territory,
 but others are decided by extra-territorial entities, such as the European Court.

 Most of these efforts to create authority structures that transcend territory have

 failed, but that has not deterred statesmen from inventing new institutional

 forms: the Westphalian model has not constrained the imagination.

 Violations of the principle of autonomy, in which an external actor is able to

 exercise some authoritative control within the territory of a state, have been

 more frequent than those of territoriality, but not always as obvious. The most

 modest way in which autonomy can be compromised is if some external actor

 alters conceptions of legitimate action that are held by groups within a given

 polity.' Autonomy can also be transgressed if rulers agree to governance struc-
 tures that are controlled by external actors, or if more powerful actors impose

 institutions, policies, or personnel on weaker states. Examples of transgressions

 of autonomy include the influence of the Catholic Church on attitudes about

 the legitimacy of birth control and abortion, bondholders' committees that

 regulated financial activities in some Balkan states and elsewhere in the nine-

 teenth century, International Monetary Fund (IMF) conditionality accepted by

 some developing countries since the 1960s, protectorates in which major pow-

 ers control foreign but not domestic policy, provisions for the treatment of

 minorities imposed on central and eastern European states after the first Balkan

 Wars and World War I, and the constitutional structure of regimes in Soviet

 satellites during the Cold War.

 Compromises of Westphalia have occurred in four ways-through con-

 ventions, contracting, coercion, and imposition. These four modalities are

 1. For example, the influence of the Catholic Church, Amnesty International, pan-Islamic move-
 ments, or ethnic groups is sometimes described as compromising the sovereignty of states. How-
 ever, I would not want to push this particular point because such influence does not involve
 authoritative control.
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 distinguished by whether the behavior of one actor depends on that of another

 and by whether at least one of the actors is better off and none worse off. In

 conventions, rulers enter into agreements, such as human rights accords, from

 which they expect some gain, but their behavior is not contingent on what

 others do. In contracting, rulers agree to violate Westphalian principles, but

 only if they are provided some benefit, such as a foreign loan. In coercion, the

 rulers of stronger states make weaker ones worse off by engaging in credible

 threats to which the target might or might not acquiesce. In imposition, the

 target is so weak that it has no option but to comply with the preferences of

 the stronger.

 Conventions, contracts, coercion, and imposition have all been enduring

 patterns of behavior in the international system, and thus many states have not

 conformed to the Westphalian model. Every major peace treaty since 1648-

 Westphalia, Utrecht, Vienna, Versailles, and Helsinki-has violated the West-

 phalian model in one way or another. Compromising the Westphalian model

 is always available as a policy option because there is no authority structure

 to prevent it: nothing can preclude rulers from transgressing against the do-

 mestic autonomy of other states or creating authority structures that transcend

 territory.

 In the international system, institutions are less constraining and more fluid,

 more subject to challenge and change than in more settled circumstances. The

 mechanisms for locking in particular institutional forms, such as socialization,

 positive reinforcement between structures and agents, or path-dependent pro-

 cesses, are weaker at the international level than in well-established domestic

 polities. This is even true for the Westphalian state which is taken to be the

 core institutional form of the modern international system. In international

 politics, nothing is ever off the table.

 Rather than being regarded as an empirical regularity in which territoriality

 and autonomy are accurate descriptions of most if not all states, or as an

 analytic assumption that regards central decision-makers as capable of inde-

 pendently formulating policies subject only to constraints imposed by the

 international system, the Westphalian model is better conceptualized as a

 convention or reference point that might or might not determine the behavior

 of policymakers who are also motivated by material interests, security, and

 national ideals, and whose ability to influence outcomes depends upon their

 power. All states are not the same. Some have closely approximated the West-

 phalian model. Others have not. Some non-Westphalian forms of political
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 organization, such as empires, tribes, and trading leagues, have disappeared,

 but at the same time the principles of Westphalia are frequently ignored.2

 The following section of this article traces some of the confusion about the

 nature of sovereignty to the fact that the term has been used in several different

 ways. Then the mechanisms through which the principles of territoriality

 and autonomy have been violated-conventions, contracting, coercion, and

 imposition-are explicated. This is followed by a discussion of why the West-

 phalian model has both persisted and been frequently violated. In the conclu-

 sion, I argue that it would be constructive to recognize how fragile the

 Westphalian model has been, not only because violations of the principles of

 territoriality and autonomy will take place in any event, but also because

 compromising Westphalia is sometimes the best way to achieve peace and

 stability.

 The Westphalian Model and Other Versions of Sovereignty

 One of the reasons that observers have been so quick to point to changes in

 the nature of sovereignty is that the term has been used in at least three

 different ways in addition to the Westphalian model. First, students of com-

 parative politics have focused on both the degree of control exercised by public

 entities and the organization of authority within territorial boundaries. For

 instance, the inability of the central institutions to regulate economic activities

 or to maintain order has been described as a loss of sovereignty. The site of

 public authority-for instance, with the populace, a hereditary monarch, or an

 oligarchy-has been defined as the location of sovereignty.

 Second, sovereignty has been comprehended as if it were synonymous with

 the degree of control exercised by public authorities over transborder move-

 ments. This is a meaning frequently employed by scholars working from a

 liberal interdependence perspective.3 The inability to regulate the flow of

 goods, persons, and ideas across territorial boundaries has been described as

 a loss of sovereignty

 2. Charles Tilly, Coercion, Capital and European States, AD 990-1990 (Cambridge, Mass.: Basil Black-
 well, 1990); Hendrik Spruyt, The Sovereign State and Its Competitors: An Analysis of Systems Change
 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1994); and David Strang, "Anomaly and Commonplace
 in European Political Expansion: Realist and Institutional Accounts," International Organization, Vol.
 45, No. 2 (Spring 1991), pp. 143-162.
 3. See, for instance, Richard Cooper, The Economics of Interdependence: Economic Policy in the Atlantic

 Community (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1968).
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 Third, sovereignty has been understood as the right of certain actors to enter

 into international agreements. This is the concept used in international legal

 scholarship. Sovereign states can make treaties.4

 Finally, sovereignty has been understood as the Westphalian model: an

 institutional arrangement for organizing political life that is based on territori-

 ality and autonomy States exist in specific territories. Within these territories,

 domestic political authorities are the only arbiters of legitimate behavior. A

 Westphalian state system is different from an empire, in which there is only

 one authority structure; it is different from tribes, in which authority is claimed

 over groups of individuals but not necessarily over specific geographic areas;

 it is different from European feudalism, where the Catholic Church claimed

 authority over some kinds of activities regardless of their location; and it is

 different from a system in which authority structures over different issue areas

 are not geographically coterminous, one possible description of the European

 Union.

 These four conceptions of sovereignty are distinct, but changes in the pa-

 rameters of one can lead to changes in the parameters of others. For instance,

 if central authorities in a state have lost control over activities within their

 boundaries (a loss of sovereignty as understood by some students of compara-

 tive politics), it is more likely that external actors would be able to compromise

 the autonomy of the state (a loss of sovereignty according to the Westphalian

 model). Actors in other states could influence the expectations and sense of

 legitimacy of groups within the civil society of the weaker state. Rulers could

 surrender legitimate control in exchange for external support. Rulers in more

 powerful states could coerce or impose changes on rulers who were no longer

 able to extract resources from their domestic population.

 In another example, an inability to control transborder flows (a loss of

 sovereignty as understood from a liberal interdependence perspective) could

 lead to contractual arrangements that compromise the autonomy of the state

 (a violation of the Westphalian model). Changes in technology, especially

 reductions in the cost of transportation and communication, have created a

 more integrated global economy and made it more difficult for states to regu-

 late the international movement of goods, capital, ideas, and labor. To enhance

 their regulatory capacity, rulers may enter into contractual agreements in which

 4. For a similar discussion of sovereignty, see Daniel Deudney, "The Philadelphian System: Sov-
 ereignty, Arms Control, and Balance of Power in the American States-union circa 1787-1861,"
 International Organization, Vol. 49, No. 2 (Spring 1995), p. 198.
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 they assent to constraints on their own behavior in exchange for similar obli-

 gations being accepted by others.5 Autonomy (one principle of Westphalian
 sovereignty) may or may not be transgressed by such constraints, depending

 on whether attitudes about legitimate behavior are changed or whether insti-

 tutions, personnel, and policy become subject to external authority. For in-

 stance, the Basle agreement of 1987, which specified the ways in which capital

 would be calculated within the banking systems of the major industrialized

 countries, did not compromise autonomy, even though it did alter domestic

 policy.6 In contrast, arrangements within the European Union such as mutual

 recognition, which allows entities operating in one state to be governed by the

 laws of another, have violated the Westphalian model.7 Individual states retain

 the formal right to renounce the Union (thus there is no breach of the interna-

 tional legal understanding of sovereignty), but the costs would be very high.

 More generally, agreements that are voluntarily entered into by rulers, what

 I have termed contracts and conventions, would never violate the international

 law definition of sovereignty, but could violate the Westphalian model if they

 compromised the autonomy of the state, whether in modest ways by altering

 domestic views of legitimate behavior, as did the Helsinki accords in eastern

 Europe, or in more decisive ways by subjecting domestic institutional arrange-

 ments, personnel, or policies to the scrutiny of or control by external actors, as

 has been the case for some IMF stand-by agreements.8 Whether or not a

 voluntary agreement, a contract, or a convention violates the Westphalian

 model is an empirical question.

 5. The ability to conclude such contractual agreements could, however, depend on the domestic
 organization of the polity. It is easier for policymakers in liberal democratic states to make credible
 commitments because they are constrained by domestic constituencies than for autocratic states
 whose policies are more subject to the capricious and arbitrary goals of their rulers. See Robert 0.
 Keohane, "Hobbes's Dilemma and Institutional Change in World Politics: Sovereignty in Interna-
 tional Society," in Hans-Henrik Hohm and Georg Sorensen, eds., Whose World Order? Uneven
 Globalization and the End of the Cold War (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1995), pp. 170-172.
 6. For a discussion of the Basle accord, see Ethan Kapstein, "Resolving the Regulator's Dilemma:
 International Coordination of Banking Regulations," International Organization, Vol. 43, No. 2
 (Spring 1989), pp. 323-347.
 7. See Kalypso Nicolaides, "Mutual Recognition and the Meaning of Sovereignty," unpublished
 paper, Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, February 18, 1994, for an insightful
 discussion of the way in which mutual recognition compromises conventional notions of sover-
 eignty, termed here the Westphalian model.
 8. For a discussion of the impact of the Helsinki accords, see Daniel Thomas, "Social Movements
 and International Institutions: A Preliminary Framework," paper presented at the American Politi-
 cal Science Association Annual Convention, Washington, D.C., 1991; for one example of how IMF

 accords changed domestic institutions and personnel, see Robin Broad, Unequal Alliance: The World
 Bank, The International Monetary Fund, and the Philippines (Berkeley: University of California Press,
 1988), pp. 61-75.
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 Finally, situations in which rulers in one country have been compelled by

 coercion or imposition to alter their domestic institutions, personnel, or policies

 would violate both international law conceptions of sovereignty and the West-

 phalian model. For example, the would-be rulers of eastern Europe after World

 War I had no choice but to accept the conditions for the treatment of minorities

 that were imposed on them by the victorious powers. Latin American countries

 subjected to gunboat diplomacy around the turn of the century had no choice

 but to dedicate some of their state revenues to refunding international obliga-

 tions.

 Whether sovereignty is understood as the organization and efficacy of do-

 mestic authority structures, the ability to exercise control over transborder

 movements, the right to enter into international agreements, or an institutional

 structure characterized by territoriality and autonomy depends upon the ana-

 lytic constructs and empirical concerns of particular analysts. There is no single

 definition of sovereignty because the meaning of the term depends on the

 theoretical context within which it is being used.

 The Westphalian model is a basic concept for some of the major theoretical

 approaches to international relations, including neo-realism and neo-liberal

 institutionalism, for both of which it is an analytic assumption, as well as

 international society perspectives, for which it is an empirical regularity. For

 neo-realism, the ontological givens in the international system are Westphalian

 states, understood as unitary rational actors operating in an anarchic setting

 and striving to enhance their well-being and security These states are con-

 strained only by the external environment, that is, by the power of other states.

 Realism does not suppose that all states can guarantee their autonomy. If,

 however, a state loses its autonomy-if, for instance, its political structures and

 personnel are chosen by others-then neo-realism has nothing to say about

 how such penetrated non-Westphalian states might act. The relations between

 Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union after the Prague Spring of 1968, for

 instance, are not amenable to realist analysis. Czechoslovakia was not respond-

 ing to external constraints, as an autonomous or Westphalian state might. Its

 policies were dictated by externally imposed constitutional structures and

 personnel.

 Similarly, the Westphalian model is an analytic assumption for neo-liberal

 institutionalism.9 The actors are assumed to be Westphalian states, unified

 9. Robert 0. Keohane, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy
 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1984), is the seminal exposition of this perspective.
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 rational autonomous entities striving to maximize their utility in the face of

 constraints that emanate from an anarchic although interdependent inter-

 national environment. What distinguishes neo-liberalism from neo-realism is

 its different understanding of the characteristic problem for these Westphalian

 states: for neo-liberal institutionalism, the problem is the resolution of market

 failures, whereas for neo-realism it is security and distributional conflicts.10
 The Westphalian model is also a core concept for international society ap-

 proaches, most notably the English school and various constructivist ap-

 proaches.11 Here the Westphalian model is understood as a behavioral
 regularity based on shared understandings rather than as an analytic assump-

 tion. All participants in international society-public officials, diplomats,

 statesmen, political leaders-hold the same fundamental views about the na-

 ture of the system, the actors, and how they behave. Modern international

 society is composed of territorial units within which public institutions exercise

 exclusive authority. Actions follow particular patterns not because they are

 dictated by some higher authority, or coerced by the threat of force, or con-

 strained by the power of other states, but because players have a shared

 intersubjective understanding. The consequences of anarchy itself are socially

 constructed. The role of sovereign states permits some kinds of activities but

 not others. The rules of sovereignty give states full autonomy over activities

 within their own borders and prohibit intervention in the internal affairs of

 other states.

 The Westphalian model is an excellent starting point for analyzing (neo-

 realism or neo-liberal institutionalism) or understanding (international society

 perspectives) much of what goes on in the international environment. A great

 10. For the classic exposition of the problems caused by interdependence, see Cooper, The Econom-
 ics of Interdependence. For a discussion of the distinction between market failure and distributional
 issues, see Stephen D. Krasner, "Global Communications and National Power: Life on the Pareto
 Frontier," World Politics, Vol. 43, No. 3 (April 1991), pp. 336-367.
 11. Hedley Bull, The Anarchical Society (London: Macmillan, 1977); John G. Ruggie, "Territoriality
 and Beyond: Problematizing Modernity in International Relations," International Organization, Vol.
 47, No. 1 (Winter 1993), pp. 139-174; Alexander Wendt, "Anarchy is What States Make of It: The
 Social Construction of State Politics," International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 2 (Spring 1992),
 pp. 391-425; Alexander Wendt, "Constructing International Politics," International Security, Vol. 20,
 No. 1 (Summer 1995), pp. 71-81; J. Samuel Barkin and Bruce Cronin, "The State and the Nation:
 Changing Norms and the Rules of Sovereignty in International Relations," International Organiza-
 tion, Vol. 48, No. 1 (Winter 1994), pp. 107-130; Hedley Bull and Adam Watson, eds., The Expansion
 of International Society (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1984); Adam Watson, The Evolution of
 International Society (London: Routledge, 1992). See Barry Buzan, "From International Realism to
 International Society: Structural Realism and Regime Theory Meet the English School," Interna-
 tional Organization, Vol. 47, No. 3 (Summer 1993), pp. 327-352, for a comparison of U.S. and British
 approaches to international relations.
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 deal of what takes place is completely consistent with the Westphalian model,

 whether it is treated as an analytic assumption or behavioral regularity gener-

 ated by intersubjective shared understanding: the claims of external actors are

 rebuffed; authoritative decision-makers declare war, form alliances, enter into

 trade agreements, and regulate migration.

 As this article demonstrates, however, there are many other situations in

 which territoriality or autonomy has been violated. Some are the result of an

 inability to control either transborder flows or domestic behavior, leading rulers

 to conclude contractual arrangements that are consistent with international

 legal understandings of sovereignty, but which violate the Westphalian model

 by compromising domestic autonomy or establishing new institutional ar-

 rangements that transcend territoriality Some are the result of major powers

 imposing personnel, policies, or institutions on weaker states, a situation that

 violates both the Westphalian model and the view of states as entities capable

 of entering into voluntary accords.

 Rulers have always had the option of violating Westphalian principles. The

 assertion that the contemporary system represents a basic transformation be-

 cause sovereignty seems to be so much at risk is not well-founded: it ignores

 the fact that violations of the principles of territoriality and autonomy have

 been an enduring characteristic of the international system both before and

 after the Peace of Westphalia.

 Compromising Territoriality and Autonomy

 The principles of autonomy or territoriality can be breached through conven-

 tions, contracts, coercion, or imposition. The four modalities through which

 autonomy and territoriality can be compromised are distinguished by whether

 they are pareto improving or not, and contingent or not. Conventions and

 contracts are pareto-improving, that is, they make at least one party better off

 without making anyone worse off. Rulers are not forced into such arrange-

 ments. They enter them voluntarily because compromising Westphalian prin-

 ciples is more attractive than honoring them. Coercion and imposition leave at

 least one of the actors worse off; they are thus not pareto-improving. Contracts

 and coercion involve contingent behavior; the actions of one ruler depend upon

 what the other does. Conventions and imposition do not involve contingent

 behavior. Given the many opportunities and incentives to violate Westphalian

 principles, it is not surprising that many states have existed with either their

 territoriality or autonomy compromised.
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 CONVENTIONS

 Conventions are agreements in which rulers make commitments that expose

 their own policies to some kind of external scrutiny by agreeing to follow

 certain domestic practices.12 Signatories might, for instance, endorse liberal
 conceptions of human rights, or agree to hold regular elections, or stipulate

 that religious or ethnic identity would not affect the franchise or opportunities

 for employment, or that refugees would be entitled to specific social security

 benefits and educational opportunities.

 Conventions are entered into voluntarily They make at least one actor better

 off without making any worse off; if they did not, rulers would not sign them,

 since the status quo would still be available. The signatories do not usually

 secure any direct gain except the pledge from other parties to the agreement

 that they will behave in the same way. The willingness of a particular state to

 abide by a convention is not contingent on the behavior of others. Some rulers

 can violate a convention without prompting any change in the domestic poli-

 cies or institutions of others.

 In the contemporary world, the most obvious class of conventions is that of

 human rights accords. Human rights agreements cover relations between rulers

 and ruled, including both citizens and non-citizens. They involve pledges by

 national authorities to treat individuals within their territory in a certain way.

 As of 1993 the United Nations listed twenty-five such instruments.13 Another
 compendium records forty-seven compacts including those associated with

 regional organizations and specialized agencies.14
 These conventions cover a wide range of issues including genocide, torture,

 slavery, refugees, stateless persons, women's rights, racial discrimination, chil-

 dren's rights, forced labor, and the right of labor to organize. In some instances,

 human rights agreements specify only relatively broad principles, but in others

 they are very precise. For instance, the 1953 Convention on the Political Rights

 of Women, which has been ratified by more than 100 countries, provides for

 equal voting rights for women and equal rights to hold office.15 The 1979
 Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women,

 which has been ratified by more than 120 states, obligates parties to take all

 legal measures necessary to assure the equality of men and women, to "modify

 12. I am indebted to Jay Smith for suggesting the term "conventions."
 13. United Nations, Human Rights: International Instruments: Chart of Ratifications as of 31 December
 1993, ST/HR/4/Rev.9, New York, 1994.
 14. Ian Brownhle, Basic Documents on Human Rights, 3rd ed. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992).
 15. Ibid., pp. 106-108; UN, Human Rights, p. 10.
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 the social and cultural patterns of conduct of men and women," to provide

 equal access to education, to take measures to assure "the same opportunities

 to participate actively in sports and physical education," to assure equal work

 opportunities including promotion and job security, to introduce paid mater-
 nity leave, and to offer adequate prenatal and postnatal care including "free

 services where necessary." 16 The 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of
 Refugees, endorsed by more than 120 states, provides that each signatory will

 not discriminate among refugees on the bases of race, religion, or country of

 origin; will provide freedom of religion equal to that provided for nationals;

 and will allow refugees access to its legal system.17
 The enforcement and monitoring mechanisms for these agreements vary

 enormously Some, such as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, do not

 have the status of a formal treaty and are devoid of monitoring provisions. At

 best, such conventions can specify objectives and express good intentions.

 Other conventions (for example those on slavery, the status of refugees, and

 political rights of women) provide that disputes can be referred to the Interna-

 tional Court of Justice. No human rights cases have, however, been referred to

 this Court. A number of conventions (such as those on racial discrimination,

 apartheid, and the rights of the child) provide for the creation of committees

 that receive information and can, with the approval of the concerned states,

 investigate alleged violations.

 The European Convention on Human Rights, which entered into force in

 1953, and subsequent protocols provide the most far-reaching example of

 infringements on the Westphalian model. The European human rights regime

 has elaborate monitoring and enforcement procedures. The European Com-

 mission on Human Rights can receive complaints from individuals, non-

 governmental organizations (NGOs), and states; it receives about 4,000 com-

 munications a year. The European Court of Human Rights can make decisions

 that are binding on national jurisdictions. The jurisdiction of the Commission

 (composed of independent experts) and of the Court have been recognized by

 the twenty-two signatories to the Convention. Decisions of the Commission

 and the Court have led to changes in detention practices in Belgium and

 Germany, alien law in Switzerland, and trial procedures in Sweden.18 Greece,

 16. Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against Women, in Brownlie,
 Basic Documents, pp. 106-108, Art 5.a.; Art. lOf; Art. 13.2.
 17. Ibid., pp. 64-81, 169-181; UN, Human Rights, p. 10.
 18. Jack Donnelly, International Human Rights (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, 1992), pp. 82-83; David P
 Forsythe, Human Rights and World Politics (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1989), p. 19.
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 confronted with expulsion, withdrew from the Council of Europe after an

 investigation by the European Human Rights Commission found that the

 military regime had violated human rights.19

 There is no single explanation for why countries sign conventions. The

 European Convention, with its significant enforcement and monitoring capa-

 bilities, could be concluded and strengthened over time because the signatories

 were committed to the principles and rules specified in the agreement. Initially,

 when the future of democracy and human rights in Europe was uncertain,
 rulers might have wanted to tie the hands of their successors. The effectiveness

 of the European regime is, as Andrew Moravcsik has argued,20 more the result

 of shared domestic values in the signatory states than of formal commitments.

 In some ways, the institutions created by Latin American human rights agree-

 ments have even more extensive formal power, but they have been less effec-

 tive because actors in civil society and the state have been less committed to

 human rights.

 In contrast, conventions with no monitoring or enforcement provisions, such

 as the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, or with only limited provisions

 for national reporting could be signed even by countries with abysmal human

 rights records. When enforcement and monitoring mechanisms are weak, and

 where there is, in fact, limited domestic support for human rights, signing may

 have no consequences for states engaging in repressive domestic policies.21
 Such situations would be consistent with the Westphalian model. The Soviet

 bloc countries routinely ratified human rights agreements. As of September 1,

 1987, the Soviet Union, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, and Romania had all ratified

 fourteen out of the twenty-two extant UN human rights instruments, East

 Germany sixteen, and Poland thirteen. For the industrialized countries there

 was wide variation. The United States had ratified six conventions, Switzerland

 eight, Italy and the United Kingdom fifteen each, France and West Germany

 sixteen each, Sweden eighteen, and Norway nineteen.22

 19. Andrew Moravcsik, "Lessons from the European Human Rights Regime," in Inter-American
 Dialogue, Advancing Democracy and Human Rights in the Americas: What Role for the OAS? (Wash-
 ington, D.C.: Inter-American Dialogue, 1994), p. 47.
 20. Ibid., pp. 54-55.
 21. Even in situations where there is limited monitoring and enforcement, joining an accord can
 impose costs on rulers. If the principles enunciated in an accord become a rallying point for local
 resistance to a repressive regime, or if joining an agreement opens possibilities for transnational
 links between international and domestic human rights groups, then even a weak accord could be
 consequential. For a discussion of the impact of the CSCE agreements on protest movements in
 eastern Europe, see Thomas, "Social Movements and International Institutions"; Moravcsik, "Les-
 sons," pp. 48-49.

 22. Derived from information in United Nations, Human Rights: Status of International Instruments
 as at 1 September 1987, n.d.
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 Why would rulers bother to join agreements with no intention of honoring

 them, even if monitoring and enforcement provisions are weak? The policies

 of the Soviet bloc could be written off as either cynicism or self-delusion. States

 may also sign because participation is understood as something that a modern

 state does. For many Third World states, clues to appropriate behavior are

 signaled by the international environment, especially international organiza-

 tions and more powerful states.23
 Regardless of the motivation for signing, human rights agreements can

 violate the Westphalian model. Whether or not such a violation occurs depends

 upon whether the convention alters conceptions of legitimacy held by domestic

 groups or creates monitoring or even enforcement mechanisms that compro-

 mise domestic autonomy. If, for instance, signing an agreement on the treat-

 ment of minorities does not alter domestic views about this issue, and does not

 create any monitoring and enforcement mechanisms, then there would be no

 violation of the Westphalian model. A ruler would have agreed to act in a

 specific way, but domestic autonomy, the ruler's ability to exercise exclusive

 authority within a given territory, would not have been altered. In contrast, if

 signing such an agreement provides for external authority structures or even

 if it just changes conceptions of legitimate behavior among domestic groups,

 then the Westphalian model would be violated. Ideas about legitimacy would

 have been influenced by external factors and not just domestic ones. Dissenting

 groups could organize more effectively and appeal to external actors. In some

 cases, changes in domestic conceptions of legitimacy would be anticipated and

 even welcomed by rulers entering into accords, as was the case for some

 advocates of the European Convention on Human Rights. In other cases,

 changes in domestic attitudes about legitimate state behavior resulting from

 signing a convention might not be accurately predicted by rulers.

 23. John Meyer and others have argued that many of the formal stances of rulers (not necessarily
 their actual behavior) are dictated not by internal characteristics, such as the level of socio-economic
 development, but rather by expectations that are generated in the international system. For
 example, states create science agencies, even if they have no scientists. See John W. Meyer, John
 Boli, and George M. Thomas, "Ontology and Rationalization in the Western Cultural Account," in
 George M. Thomas, John W. Meyer, Francisco 0. Ramirez, and John Boli, Institutional Structure:
 Constituting State, Society, and the Individual (Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage, 1987), pp. 12-13; Strang,
 "Anomaly and Commonplace in European Political Expansion"; Martha Finnemore, "International
 Organizations as Teachers of Norms: The United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural
 Organization and Science Policy," International Organization, Vol. 47, No. 4 (Autumn 1993), pp. 565-
 597; Paul J. DiMaggio and Walter W. Powell, "Introduction," in Dimaggio and Powell, eds., The
 New Institutionalism in Organizational Analysis (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), pp. 13-
 15; and John W. Meyer and Brian Rowan, "Institutionalized Organizations: Formal Structure in
 Myth and Ceremony," in Dimaggio and Powell, The New Institutionalism, pp. 41-60.
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 CONTRACTS

 A contract is an agreement between the legitimate authorities in two or more

 states or state authorities and another international actor, such as an interna-

 tional financial institution, that is mutually acceptable, pareto-improving, and

 contingent. A contract can violate the Westphalian model if it alters domestic

 conceptions of legitimate behavior, subjects domestic institutions and person-

 nel to external influence, or creates institutional arrangements that transcend

 national boundaries. Obviously, many contracts between states do not trans-

 gress the Westphalian model. An international agreement that obligates a state

 only to change some specific aspect of its foreign policy would not be a

 violation of autonomy, nor would a treaty that involved only a change in

 domestic policy but had no other consequences.

 Rulers must believe that a contract makes them better off; otherwise they

 would not enter into it in the first place, since the status quo remains available.

 The behavior of one of the actors is contingent on the behavior of the others.

 In contractual arrangements, rulers would not compromise the autonomy or

 territorial authority of their state unless the behavior of others also changed: if

 one actor abrogates the contract the other would prefer to do so as well.

 COMPROMISING AUTONOMY: SOVEREIGN LENDING. Historically, sovereign lend-

 ing, especially to weaker states, has frequently involved contractual arrange-

 ments that compromise the autonomy although not the territoriality of the

 borrower. Borrowers have not simply agreed to repay their obligations, an

 arrangement that would have no impact on autonomy. Rather they have

 frequently agreed to dedicate specific revenues, or to accept oversight of do-

 mestic policies, or to permit revenues to be collected by foreign entities, or to
 change their domestic institutional structures.

 Sovereign lending poses unique problems. In lending between private par-

 ties, it is possible to appeal to a court system if the borrower fails to repay;

 lenders can also seek collateral that can be seized if the borrower defaults.

 However, loans to sovereigns preclude review by any authoritative judicial

 system and collateral is hard to come by. Withholding future funds may be the
 only sanction available to lenders. There have been many defaults.24

 24. For a review of defaults in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, see Peter H. Lindert and
 Peter J. Morton, "How Sovereign Lending Has Worked," in Jeffrey D. Sachs, ed., Developing Country
 Debt and Economic Performance (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1989), pp. 41-43. For a review
 of experiences in Latin America, see Carlos Marichal, A Century of Debt Crises in Latin America:
 From Independence to the Great Depression 1820-1930 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press,
 1989). Lending to the sovereign can also be a problem domestically, not just internationally. Efficient
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 One approach is to charge high interest rates to compensate for the risks

 inherent in extending credit to sovereigns, but not to compromise the domestic

 autonomy of the borrower. This was the typical practice during the Renais-

 sance: private international bankers did charge high interest rates, and sover-

 eigns did default. This regime for sovereign lending was, paradoxically, more

 consistent with the Westphalian model than more recent practices, because it

 did not involve efforts to compromise domestic autonomy 25

 High interest rates and frequent defaults, however, may not be the best

 solution for either borrowers or lenders. Sovereign borrowers would prefer

 lower interest rates, but they can only secure such terms if they can in some

 way tie their own hands, that is, limit their discretion so that potential provid-

 ers of capital have more confidence of being repaid. One strategy is for bor-

 rowers to violate their own domestic autonomy by giving lenders some

 authority over fiscal, and sometimes other, activities within their own borders.

 International sovereign lending in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries,

 especially to weaker states, has been characterized by contracts in which

 borrowers secure funds by reassuring lenders that obligations will be honored

 because the Westphalian model is violated: lenders part with their funds at

 lower interest rates because they are given some control over the domestic

 activities and institutional arrangements of the borrower.

 During the nineteenth century, contractual arrangements involving sovereign

 loans frequently violated autonomy, sometimes in the initial contract, more

 frequently ex post if the sovereign threatened to default. Greece, the first state

 to become independent from the Ottoman Empire, offers examples of several

 contractual arrangements that involved compromising autonomy to secure

 foreign funds. When Greece was recognized as an independent state in 1832,

 it received a sixty million franc loan from Britain, France, and Russia, but only

 by signing an agreement pledging that the "actual receipts of the Greek treas-

 ury shall be devoted, first of all, to the payment of the said interest and sinking

 fund, and shall not be employed for any other purpose, until those payments

 domestic financial institutions required the creation of an institutional structure that provided
 lenders with the confidence that they would be repaid if they lent money to their own sovereigns.
 See Douglass North and Barry Weingast, "Constitution and Commitment: The Evolution of Insti-
 tutions Governing Public Choice in Seventeenth Century England," Journal of Economic History, Vol.
 49, No. 4 (September 1989), pp. 803-833.
 25. Garrett Mattingly, Renaissance Diplomacy (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1955), p. 59; Edward W.
 Fox, History in Geographic Perspective: The Other France (New York: Norton, 1971), pp. 60-61;
 Benjamin J. Cohen, In Whose Interest? International Banking and American Foreign Policy (New Haven,
 Conn.: Yale University Press, 1986), pp. 84-90.
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 on account of the installments of the loan raised under the guarantee of the

 three Courts, shall have been completely secured for the current year."26 In 1838

 the entire finances of Greece were placed under a French administrator.27

 Greece could not secure new loans during the middle of the nineteenth

 century in part because it was in default on its 1832 obligations. After 1878 its

 borrowing increased substantially, but to secure these funds Greece committed

 specific revenues, including the customs at Athens, Piraeus, Patras, and Zante

 and the revenues from the state monopolies on salt, petroleum, matches,

 playing cards, and cigarette paper. The loan of 1887 gave the lenders the right

 to organize a company that would supervise the revenues that were assigned

 for the loan.28

 In 1897, after a disastrous war with Turkey over Crete, Greece's finances

 collapsed. It was unable to service its foreign debt or to pay the war indemnity

 that was demanded by Turkey. Germany and France, along with private debt-

 ors, pressed for an international commission of control. Greece acceded when

 it became clear that this was the only way to secure new funding, and Britain,

 which had been more sympathetic to preserving Greek autonomy, then ac-

 cepted the Control Commission. The Commission, which consisted of one

 representative appointed by each major power, had absolute control over the

 sources of revenue needed to fund the war indemnity and foreign debt. The

 Commission chose the revenue sources that it would control. They included

 state monopolies on salt, petroleum, matches, playing cards, cigarette paper,

 tobacco duties, and the customs revenues of Piraeus. Disputes that might arise

 between the Commission and agencies of the Greek government were to be

 settled by binding arbitration. The members of the Commission were given the

 same standing as diplomats. One member of the Greek parliament argued that

 the establishment of the Control Commission suspended the independence of

 Greece.29

 Greece's experience with foreign lending is not unique. During the nine-

 teenth century, the domestic autonomy of all of the successor states to the

 Ottoman Empire as well as many Latin American countries was compromised

 through contractual arrangements involving international loans. When

 26. Quoted in John A. Levandis, The Greek Foreign Debt and the Great Powers, 1821-1898 (New York:
 Columbia University Press, 1944), p. 36.
 27. Charles Jelavich and Barbara Jelavich, The Establishment of the Balkan National States (Seattle:
 University of Washington Press, 1977), p. 75.
 28. Levandis, The Greek Foreign Debt, p. 67.
 29. Ibid., pp. 97-112.
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 countries went into default, lenders set up control committees to oversee

 restructuring of the government's finances and other activities. Such commit-

 tees were established for Bulgaria, Greece, Serbia, the Ottoman Empire, and

 Argentina.30 Confronted with imminent default, the Ottoman Empire agreed

 in 1881 to put some of its revenues under the control of creditors. These

 included the salt and tobacco monopolies; stamp, spirit, and fishing taxes; and

 the annual tribute from Bulgaria (which was never paid). A separate admini-

 stration controlled by the bondholders was created to collect revenues. By 1912

 it had over eight thousand employees.31

 In return for a loan consolidation in 1895, Serbia created a monopolies

 commission that was charged with overseeing the revenue from the state

 monopolies on tobacco, salt, and petroleum; liquor taxes; some stamp taxes;

 and some railway and customs revenues. Revenues from these monopolies

 were committed to paying off foreign loans and did not flow into the Serbian

 treasury. The Monopolies Commission was composed of four Serbians and one

 German and one French representative of foreign bondholders.32
 Since World War II, contractual arrangements that violate autonomy have

 become routine for international financial institutions (IFIs). The conditionality

 requirements of these organizations can violate the Westphalian model, al-

 though they are consistent with the formal legalistic concept of sovereignty

 employed by international legal scholars: lenders can specify changes in do-

 mestic policy, modify domestic conceptions of legitimate practices, and

 influence institutional structures.

 Conditionality was not part of the Bretton Woods agreements. During the

 negotiations that created the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank,

 the European representatives successfully resisted U.S. efforts to give the new

 institutions significant supervisory powers. Potential debtor countries, the

 Europeans, wanted to defend their autonomy, whereas the major world credi-

 tor, the United States, was perfectly willing to violate the Westphalian model.

 The United States, however, had the money and ultimately the United States

 prevailed. In 1950, conditionality was accepted in principle by the executive

 30. Cohen, In Whose Interest?, p. 103.
 31. Herbert Feis, Europe, The World's Banker 1870-1914: An Account of European Foreign Investment
 and the Connection of World Finance with Diplomacy Before World War I (New York: W.W. Norton,
 1965), pp. 332-334; Donald C. Blaisdell, European Financial Control in the Ottoman Empire: A Study
 of the Establishment, Activities, and Significance of the Administration of the Ottoman Public Debt (New
 York: Columbia University Press, 1929).
 32. Feis, Europe, the World's Banker, pp. 266-268.
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 directors of the IMF because it was the only way to induce U.S. policymakers,

 who had blocked virtually all activities for several years, to allow operations

 to resume. Conditionality formally became part of the IMF Articles of Agree-

 ment by amendment in 1969.33

 The conditions attached to IMF lending have covered a wide range of

 domestic activities including aggregate credit expansion; subsidies for state-

 owned enterprises; the number of government employees; the indexation of

 salaries; subsidies on food, petroleum, and fertilizers; government investment;

 personal, payroll, and corporate taxes; excise taxes on beer and cigarettes; and

 energy prices; they have also touched on issues that are explicitly concerned

 with international transactions including exchange rate and trade policies.34
 The World Bank initiated structural adjustment programs in the 1970s that were

 designed to change whole sectors of the economy. They were distinct from

 specific project lending, which had been the central focus of the bank's lending

 activities. Structural adjustment programs involved general economic reforms,

 such as changing taxes, tariffs, subsidies, and interest rates; budgetary reforms;
 and institution building.35

 International financial institutions have tried to alter domestic institutional

 structures, not just policies. They have supported particular actors and agencies

 in borrowing countries. They have placed their own personnel in key bu-

 reaus.36 Finally, and most ambitiously, the European Bank for Reconstruction
 and Development is the first IFI to explicitly include political conditionality.
 The preamble to the bank's Articles of Agreement states that contracting parties

 should be "committed to the fundamental principles of multiparty democracy,

 the rule of law, [and] respect for human rights and market economies."

 A government entering into negotiations with an IFI can expect that any

 contract it signs will compromise its domestic autonomy, albeit sometimes only

 in modest ways. International financial institutions do not simply require

 repayment. They demand changes of policy. Often these demands compromise

 the autonomy of the state by altering domestic expectations of legitimate

 33. Sidney Dell, On Being Grandmotherly: The Evolution of IMF Conditionality, Essays in International
 Finance No. 144 (Princeton, N.J.: International Finance Section, Department of Economics, Prince-
 ton University, October 1981), pp. 8-10; Broad, Unequal Alliance, pp. 24-25.
 34. International Monetary Fund, Fiscal Affairs Department, Fund-Supported Programs, Fiscal Policy,
 and Income Distribution, Occasional Paper No. 46 (Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund,
 1986), p. 40, and Table 12.
 35. Broad, Unequal Alliance, pp. 51-53.
 36. For a discussion of the Philippines, see ibid., pp. 61-72.
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 behavior or changing institutional arrangements within borrowing countries,

 such as the role of state-owned enterprises.

 Conditionality is now accepted even though it can pose political and eco-

 nomic problems for rulers. One study by IMF officials concluded: "In retro-

 spect, the World Bank and the IMF staff, as well as the authorities, have tended

 to underestimate the time required to design and implement reforms."37 Struc-

 tural adjustment programs can deprive rulers in centralized but weak states of

 the possibility of patronage by way of public corporations and import licenses,

 and of the ability to exploit the agricultural sector to subsidize more politically

 volatile urban areas. The conditionality imposed by international financial

 institutions has threatened the positions of rulers whose countries are subject

 to large swings in their terms of trade and lack adequate social safety nets.

 Borrowing countries enter into stand-by agreements because they are better off

 with them than without them, but some have had to accept troubling con-

 straints on their domestic autonomy38

 In sum, sovereign lending has, since the nineteenth century, been charac-
 terized by contractual arrangements that have compromised the domestic

 autonomy of borrowers. The motivations of lenders have varied. In the nine-

 teenth century lenders frequently acted simply to enhance the probability that

 they would be repaid, although in both the Balkans and Latin America security

 considerations (balancing against other great powers) were also involved. In

 more recent years lenders have been concerned not simply with repayment but

 also with economic reform for humanitarian, ideological, or security reasons.

 Regardless of motivation, violations of the Westphalian model have been the

 norm for sovereign lending to weak states since the Napoleonic wars.39
 CONTRACTS COMPROMISING TERRITORIALITY. Contracts have also been used

 to violate the principle of territoriality, that is, to establish explicit political

 37. Susan Schadler, Franek Rozwadowski, Siddharth Tiwari, and David 0. Robinson, "Economic
 Adjustment in Low-Income Countries: Experience Under the Enhanced Structural Adjustment
 Facility," Occasional Paper No. 106 (Washington, D.C.: International Monetary Fund, 1993), pp. 13-
 14.
 38. Jeffrey Herbst, "The Structural Adjustment of Politics in Africa," World Development, Vol. 18,
 No. 7 (July 1990), pp. 949-958; Robert H. Bates, Philip Brock, and Jill Tienfenthaler, "Risk and Trade
 Regimes: Another Exploration," International Organization, Vol. 45, No. 1 (Winter 1991), pp. 1-18;
 Robert H. Bates, Markets and States in Tropical Africa (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981).
 39. Strong states have not had their autonomy compromised in the same way. Many states of the
 United States defaulted in the 1830s and 1840s without suffering the kinds of constraints on
 autonomy that befell the Balkan and Latin American defaulters. The conditionality requirements
 imposed by international financial institutions have been less stringent for more industrialized
 states.
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 structures in which authority is not coterminous with territory. The European
 Union and the Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ) for the oceans offer two exam-

 ples. In both of these cases, rulers chose to accept or establish a system in which

 authority structures were no longer coterminous with territory. In the case of
 the European Union, autonomy was also violated.

 In the contemporary world the most dramatic example of contracting that

 has compromised the identity of territory and authority is the European Union.

 The ultimate shape of the Union is not yet visible. It could just become a larger

 state, one in which the boundaries have changed but which is consistent with
 the Westphalian model. It could also revert to something that looks more like

 a conventional international agreement, in which existing territorial boundaries

 remain and the authoritative structures of the Union, such as the Court and

 the Commission are weakened or abolished.40 The third alternative, however,

 would be a political arrangement in which different authority structures gov-

 erned different functional areas. Foreign trade and monetary policy might be

 determined at the Union level. Environmental issues might be decided by

 regional entities that crossed existing territorial boundaries. Social policy might

 be set by the national state. Such a structure would be different from the

 Westphalian state in which authority is coterminous with territory. At some

 point, such a system would also de facto violate sovereignty as it is defined by

 international law. Although national decision-makers might formally reserve

 the right to abrogate the treaties on which the Union is based, it would, in

 practice, be impossible for them to do so because the economic, social, and

 electoral costs would be extremely high.

 The establishment of the Exclusive Economic Zone for the oceans is another

 example of a structure which violates the Westphalian model. The EEZ is an

 area between 12 and 200 miles from the coast in which states can exercise

 control over the exploitation of fishing and minerals but not over shipping.41
 Because some activities are subject to the littoral states but others are not, the

 link between territory and authority is broken. The EEZ does not violate the

 principle of autonomy: no actor has a right to regulate commercial shipping.

 40. For instance, while Maastricht has the very ambitious aim of establishing a single European
 monetary system, it also explicitly limits the authority of the European Court in several areas and
 gives Britain the right to opt out of the social provisions of the treaty. See Andrew Moravcsik,
 "Idealism and Interest in the European Community: The Case of the French Referendum," French
 Politics and Society, Vol. 11, No. 1 (Winter 1993), pp. 46-47.
 41. The area to twelve miles out is the territorial sea over which the littoral state exercises full
 control.
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 The EEZ was defined in the 1982 Law of the Seas Treaty While the Treaty itself

 was initially rejected by the United States and other industrialized countries,

 the provisions for the EEZ were implemented by individual states including

 the United States, and a revised treaty was ratified by major states in the early

 1990s.

 The European Union and the EEZ are examples of contracts in which rulers

 have broken the relationship between territory and authority, conditional on

 other actors providing them with some specific benefit (including mutual

 recognition of the EEZ). The motivations have varied. For the rulers of Europe,

 security considerations (especially the integration of Germany into Europe) and

 economic interests led them to compromise their authority in a number of issue

 areas. The EEZ was a way to increase the economic reach of littoral states

 without threatening the free movement of commercial and naval ships; this

 outcome was ideal for the United States, which has not only the longest

 coastline of any country, but also the largest navy.

 POWER AND CONTRACTING. Power considerations can be consequential for

 contractual arrangements by determining the range of possible options and

 which actors can come to the table.42 For example, the United States wanted
 conditionality for International Monetary Fund loans. Although it failed to

 carry its point at the Bretton Woods negotiations, it later cut off funding for

 the IMF, a move which led other member states to accept the U.S. position.

 U.S. decision-makers could alter the terms of the contract governing IMF

 activities because they controlled the only significant pool of available capital.

 In another example, the major industrialized countries refused to accept the

 terms of the 1982 Law of the Seas Treaty, which would have established an

 International Seabed Authority for the exploitation of deep seabed nodules

 containing cobalt and nickel, an institutional structure that would have violated

 the principle of territoriality Only the industrialized countries possessed the

 technology necessary to dredge the nodules; the developing countries, which

 supported the Seabed Authority, lacked the capability to move ahead on their

 own. Similarly, in 1898 the major powers were able to force Greece to accept

 external control of its tax collection because it was the only way that Greece

 could get the loans that it needed to pay the war indemnity to Turkey and to

 remove Turkish troops from Greek soil.

 In sum, contractual arrangements can compromise the Westphalian model if

 they alter domestic conceptions of legitimacy, change institutional structures or

 42. Krasner, "Global Communications."
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 personnel, or create authoritative institutions that supersede territorial bounda-
 ries. Rulers have entered into such arrangements for security, economic, and

 ideological reasons. Power can be consequential in setting the range of avail-

 able options and determining which actors can sit at the bargaining table.

 COERCION AND IMPOSITION

 Coercion and imposition exist along a continuum determined by the costs of

 refusal for the target state. Coercion occurs when rulers in one state threaten

 to impose sanctions unless their counterparts in another compromise their

 domestic autonomy The target can acquiesce or resist. Imposition occurs when

 the rulers or would-be rulers of a target state have no choice; they are so weak

 that they must accept domestic structures, policies, or personnel preferred by

 more powerful actors or else be eliminated. The higher the cost, the more a

 particular situation moves toward the pole of imposition. When applied

 against already established states, coercion and imposition are violations of the

 international law, as well as the Westphalian, conception of sovereignty When

 applied against the would-be rulers of not yet created states, coercion and

 imposition are violations of the Westphalian model because the autonomy of

 any state that does emerge has been constrained by external actors, but are not

 violations of international law concepts of sovereignty, which only apply once

 a state has secured international recognition allowing it to enter into agree-

 ments with other states.

 Unlike either conventions or contracts, coercion and imposition leave at least

 one actor worse off. The status quo, which the target prefers, is eliminated as

 an option by the initiating actor.

 If one state successfully coerces or imposes on another changes in the latter's

 institutions, policies, or personnel, then the target is no longer a Westphalian

 state: its policy is constrained not simply by the external power of other states,

 but also by the ability of others to change the nature of the target's internal

 politics. (It is empirically unlikely that coercive activity would lead to changes

 in concepts of legitimacy held by domestic groups, something that does happen

 in the case of contracts and conventions.) Political leaders in the target state

 are not free to consider all possible policies because some options are precluded

 by externally imposed domestic structures, policies, or personnel. Indeed the

 rulers themselves might simply be the quislings of the dominant state.

 Coercion and imposition, unlike conventions and contracts, always involve

 power asymmetry. Imposition entails forcing the target to do something that it
 would not otherwise do. Coercion requires threats of sanctions. The initiator
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 must be better off if the target resists and the sanctions are imposed than if no

 threats were made at all, or else the threat would not be credible. Obviously,

 it is even more attractive for the sender if the target capitulates. The initiator

 has the ability to remove the status quo from the set of options available to the

 target.

 Economic sanctions aimed at domestic institutions, policies, or personnel are

 an example of coercion. Out of the 106 specific cases of economic sanctions

 during the twentieth century presented by Hufbauer, Schott, and Elliot, seven-

 teen involved efforts to protect human rights, and sixteen were attempts to

 change the character of the domestic regime of the target by either removing

 the ruler or changing the institutional structure. For example, the United

 Kingdom used economic pressure to try to remove the Bolshevik regime in the

 Soviet Union after World War I. The United States attempted to eliminate Juan

 Peron in Argentina during and after World War II. Collective sanctions against

 South Africa with the aim of ending apartheid were authorized by the United

 Nations from 1962 until 1994. The United Kingdom enacted sanctions against

 Uganda from 1972 to 1979 to force out Idi Amin. The European Community

 used economic pressure against Turkey in 1981-82 to encourage the restoration

 of democracy. Between 1970 and 1990 the United States imposed sanctions

 against more than a dozen countries for human rights violations.43 In all of

 these cases the target, even if it did not comply with the sanctions, was worse

 off than it had been because it could not, at the same time, both avoid sanctions

 and maintain its ex ante policies. Either it suffered sanctions, at least for some

 period of time, or it had to change its policies.

 Imposition is the logical extreme of coercion. It is a situation where the target

 is so weak that it has no choice but to accept the demands of the more powerful

 state. Force is the most obvious instrument of imposition. Great powers, how-

 ever, have been cautious about attempting to impose violations of the West-

 phalian model when such policies have been opposed by their major rivals. If

 the major powers pursue opposing policies then imposition is very unlikely, if

 not impossible. Mutual antagonism among the major powers is likely to give

 the target some options. Imposition has generally occurred when there has

 been either a condominium among the major powers or the acceptance of

 spheres of influence.

 43. Gary C. Hufbauer, Jeffrey J. Schott, and Kimberly A. Elliot, Economic Sanctions Reconsidered:
 History and Current Policy, 2nd ed. (Washington, D.C.: Institute for International Economics, 1990).
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 Examples of imposition within spheres of influence include the U.S. military

 occupation of a number of Caribbean and Central American states. The United

 States has sent troops to Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, Haiti (nine

 times), and Grenada in response to civil unrest, loan defaults, or threats of

 foreign intervention and has imposed constitutions, customs receiverships, and

 judicial control. South Africa used military pressure to secure compliant re-

 gimes in Lesotho both before and after the end of apartheid. During the Cold

 War, the Soviet Union dictated the domestic institutional structure and the

 policies of its east European satellites: Poland, Hungary, Romania, Czechoslo-

 vakia, and Bulgaria were not Westphalian states. For a time Poland's minister

 of defense was a marshal in the Soviet army. The militaries of the eastern

 European states were penetrated by the Soviet military and by their own

 communist parties, which were themselves penetrated by the Communist

 Party of the Soviet Union.44 The foreign policy of Poland in 1958, or Cuba in

 1908, could hardly be analyzed from any perspective that used the Westphalian

 model as a starting point.

 One of the more enduring examples of coercion and sometimes imposition

 under great power condominium has involved efforts to secure minority rights

 in eastern and central Europe during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

 All of the states that emerged from the Ottoman and Habsburg empires were

 compelled to accept provisions for minority protection as a condition of inter-

 national recognition. In 1832, the British, French, and Russians imposed on

 Greece its constitutional structure (monarchy), its monarch (Otto, the underage

 second son of the King of Bavaria), and specific policies including protection

 for religious minorities. Greece had no bargaining leverage because its re-

 sources were so limited, not least because of dissention among the Greek

 revolutionaries themselves. In the Treaty of Berlin of 1878, the following lan-

 guage was applied to Montenegro, Serbia, and Bulgaria:

 The difference of religious creeds and confessions shall not be alleged against
 any person as a ground for exclusion or incapacity in matters relating to the
 enjoyment of civil and political rights, admission to public employments,
 functions, and honours, or the exercise of the various professions and indus-
 tries in any locality whatsoever. The freedom and outward exercise of all forms
 of worship shall be assured to all persons belonging to [Montenegro, Serbia,

 44. Condoleezza Rice, The Soviet Union and the Czechoslovak Army (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
 University Press, 1984), chap. 1.
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 and Bulgaria], as well as to foreigners, and no hindrance shall be offered either
 to the hierarchical organization of the different communions, or to their rela-
 tions with their spiritual chiefs.45

 The Treaty also included provisions for the protection of minority rights in

 Romania and in the Ottoman Empire itself.46

 The 1878 Berlin Treaty settlements were examples of coercion rather than

 imposition. The would-be rulers of the target states did not want to grant

 minority rights, and they did have some leverage. Their first-best outcome

 would have been recognition and no constraints on their domestic autonomy.

 They acquiesced, however, to European demands because international recog-

 nition with minority rights provisions, which might be evaded, was better than

 no recognition at all.

 The would-be leaders of all of the states that were created after World War I

 (or were successors to the defeated empires) had to accept extensive provisions

 for the protection of minorities. As in Greece in 1832, these would-be rulers

 had limited bargaining leverage. Austria, Hungary, Bulgaria, and Turkey were

 defeated states, and minority protections were written into their peace treaties.

 Poland, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia, Romania, and Greece were new or en-

 larged states. They signed minority rights treaties with the Allied and Associ-

 ated Powers. Albania, Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia, and Iraq made declarations

 as a result of pressure from the victorious powers when they applied to join

 the League of Nations.47
 The protections accorded to minorities were detailed and extensive. The

 Polish Minority Treaty, for instance, provided that "Poland undertakes to as-

 sure full and complete protection of life and liberty to all inhabitants of Poland

 without distinction of birth, nationality, language, race or religion." Religious

 differences were not to affect public or professional employment. Where there

 were a considerable number of non-Polish speakers, they would be educated

 in their own language in primary school, although the state could mandate the

 teaching of Polish. Jews would not be obligated to perform any act that violated

 45. Treaty of Berlin, July 13, 1878, in Fred L. Israel, ed., Major Peace Treaties of Modern History,
 1648-1967, Vol. I (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1967), Articles V, XXVII, XLIV. See also Jelavich and
 Jelavich, Establishment of Balkan National States, pp. 50-52, 68-72, 156; and A.C. Macartney, National
 States and National Minorities (London: Oxford University Press, 1934), pp. 166, 168.
 46. Treaty of Berlin, Articles LXIV and LXII.
 47. Inis L. Claude, Jr., National Minorities: An International Problem (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
 University Press, 1955), p. 16; and Dorothy V. Jones, Code of Peace: Ethics and Security in the World
 of the Warlord States (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1991), p. 45.
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 the Jewish sabbath and therefore elections would not be held on Saturday.48

 The Treaty was made part of the fundamental law of Poland.

 The minorities rights treaties of Versailles are examples of imposition. For

 the rulers or would-be rulers of these states, the status quo was non-existence.

 They would not have states to rule unless they accepted the conditions im-

 posed by the victors in World War I. They lacked material, military, and

 diplomatic resources to bargain or resist.

 The implications that can be drawn from the data presented thus far about

 the empirical validity of the Westphalian model are modest because I have

 selected on the dependent variable. Nevertheless, several inferences are reason-

 able. The Westphalian model has never been taken for granted; rulers have

 explored institutional alternatives. In some areas of the world, notably central

 and eastern Europe, there have never been any smaller Westphalian states, that

 is, entities that enjoyed full autonomy. Many developing countries that have

 signed stand-by agreements with international financial institutions have had

 to agree to changes and on-going supervision of their domestic institutions and

 policies. The 200 or so states that have signed at least one human rights

 convention have opened the relationship between rulers and ruled within their

 own territory to some degree of external scrutiny and in some cases have

 altered, either willingly or unknowingly, domestic concepts of legitimacy. In

 one way or another -as a result of conventions, contracts, coercion, or impo-

 sition-most of the states in the contemporary international system do not fully

 conform with the Westphalian model.

 PEACE SETTLEMENTS

 The major peace settlements from Westphalia to the present offer another body

 of data, one not selected on the dependent variable, with which to examine the

 actual functioning, or lack thereof, of the Westphalian model. Major peace

 treaties embody the shared understanding of rulers, or at least the deals that

 they have found mutually acceptable. All of the major treaties, beginning with

 Westphalia, include violations of the "Westphalian" model, specifically the

 principle of autonomy. Infractions against the Westphalian model, whether in

 the form of conventions, contracts, coercion, or imposition, have not been

 hidden, covered up, or explained away On the contrary, they have been

 justified by alternative principles that are inconsistent with autonomy, such as

 48. Article 2; Article 7; Article 8; Article 11. The text of the Treaty is reprinted in Macartney,
 Minorities, pp. 502-506.
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 human rights, minority rights, fiscal responsibility, domestic stability, or exter-
 nal balance.

 The Peace of Westphalia of 1648 (comprising the two separate treaties of

 Munster and Osnabruck), the mythological beginning of the modern state

 system, included a number of provisions regarding religious practices in the

 Holy Roman Empire that violated the Westphalian model. While rhetorically

 endorsing the Augsburg principle that the prince could set the religion of his

 subjects, the actual provisions of the Peace constrained sovereign prerogatives

 in Germany in favor of some forms of religious toleration. Those Catholics who

 lived in Lutheran states or Lutherans who lived in Catholic states were given

 the right to practice in the privacy of their homes, and to educate their children

 at home or to send them to foreign schools. Five cities with mixed Lutheran

 and Catholic populations were to have freedom of religious practice for both

 groups. In four of these cities, offices were to be divided equally between

 Catholics and Lutherans. The Treaty of Osnabruck provided that Catholics and

 Lutherans should be equally represented in the assemblies of the Empire.

 Religious issues were to be decided by a consensus that included both Catholics

 and Protestants. Representatives to the imperial courts were also to include

 members of both religions. If the judges divided along religious lines, then the

 case could be appealed to the Diet of the Holy Roman Empire, where a decision

 also required a consensus of Protestants (only Lutherans and Calvinists were

 included) and Catholics.49

 The Treaties of Munster and Osnabruck, one or the other of which was

 signed by almost all the great powers, did not sanction the right of German

 princes to do whatever they pleased with regard to the practice of religion

 within their own territories. The Peace dictated a set of internal practices for

 much of the Holy Roman Empire. The Treaties were guaranteed by France and

 Sweden, providing legitimation for challenges to German autonomy 50 In the

 area of religion, the central political question of the seventeenth century, the

 Peace of Westphalia was less consistent with the Westphalian model than was

 the Peace of Augsburg, concluded almost a century earlier.51

 49. Stephen D. Krasner, "Westphalia and All That," in Judith Goldstein and Robert 0. Keohane,
 eds., Ideas and Foreign Policy: Beliefs, Institutions, and Political Change (Ithaca, N.Y: Cornell University
 Press, 1993).
 50. Michael Hughes, Early Modern Gernany, 1477-1806 (London: Macmillan, 1992), pp. 97-98.
 51. Even the Peace of Augsburg provided for religious toleration in several German cities that had
 mixed Catholic and Lutheran populations. See John Gagliardo, Germany Under the Old Regime,
 1600-1790 (London: Longman, 1991), pp. 16-21.
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 The Peace of Westphalia is an example of contract. The Habsburg monarch

 did not want to sanction Protestantism. He refused to accept toleration in the

 areas that he ruled directly but that were outside the Holy Roman Empire.

 Ending the Thirty Years War with provisions for religious toleration was,

 however, preferable to more fighting.

 The Peace of Utrecht was signed in 1713. It brought an end to war between

 France, the major power in Europe, and an alliance that included England,

 Holland, Sweden, the Austrian Habsburgs, the Holy Roman Empire, Savoy,

 and many German principalities. The war had been precipitated by Louis XIV's

 efforts to extend his control to Spain and even Austria. The Peace provided

 that Philip V, a Bourbon, would be recognized as the King of Spain, but only

 if the Bourbon family agreed that France and Spain would never be united

 under a single ruler. Utrecht was a contract between Britain and France in

 which, in exchange for peace and some territorial aggrandizement, Louis XIV

 accepted constraints on the domestic political arrangements and personnel that

 could govern France and Spain.52
 One outcome of the peace settlements reached at the conclusion of the

 Napoleonic wars, although not the only one, was the creation of the Holy

 Alliance. The aim of the Holy Alliance, established by Prussia, Austria, and

 Russia, was to prevent the rise of republican governments. The members of the

 Alliance pledged to resist such developments domestically and to repress them

 internationally. A protocol signed at the Conference of Troppau in 1820 stated:

 States which have undergone a change of government due to revolution, the
 results of which threaten other states, ipso facto cease to be members of the
 European Alliance, and remain excluded from it until their situation gives
 guarantees for legal order and stability If, owing to such alterations, immediate
 danger threatens other states, the parties bind themselves, by peaceful means,
 or if need be by arms, to bring back the guilty state into the bosom of the Great
 Alliance.53

 The rulers of the powerful conservative states of Europe had no compunction

 against using coercion or imposition to violate the Westphalian model in the

 52. Mark Trachtenberg, "Intervention in Historical Perspective," in Laura W. Reed and Carl
 Kaysen, eds., Emerging Norms of Justified Intervention: A Collection of Essays from a Project of the
 American Academy of Arts and Sciences (Cambridge, Mass.: American Academy of Arts and Sciences,
 1993), p. 17; W.E. Lingelbach, "The Doctrine and Practice of Intervention in Europe," Annals of the
 American Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol. 16, No. 1 (July 1900), p. 5; Andreas Osiander,
 The States System of Europe 1640-1990: Peacemaking and the Conditions of International Stability
 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994), pp. 123-133.
 53. Quoted in Ann Van Wynen Thomas and A.J. Thomas, Jr., Non-Intervention: The Law and Its
 Import in the Americas (Dallas: Southern Methodist University Press, 1956), p. 8.
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 name of an alternative principle, the preservation of peace through the repres-

 sion of republican governments, although the Holy Alliance had only limited

 success partly because of British resistance. Austria received international ap-

 proval for the repression of republican governments in some German states

 and in Naples. At the Congress of Verona in 1822, France secured the support

 of Russia, Prussia, and Austria to intervene in support of the monarchy in

 Spain, which it did in 1823. The Alliance functioned until 1825, when it broke

 up over the question of whether to intervene to aid the rebellion in Greece.54
 The Holy Alliance was not only an instrument of coercion and imposition

 vis-a'-vis potential republican governments, but also a convention among the

 signatories who committed themselves to maintain their own conservative

 regimes.

 Provisions of the Treaty of Versailles and other agreements reached at the

 end of World War I were explicitly designed to alter the domestic political

 arrangements of the new states that emerged after the conflict. The treaties and

 the League of Nations embodied Wilsonian conceptions of the relationship

 among the rights of minorities, national self-determination, democracy, and

 international peace. Collective security could only be enacted by democratic

 states. Democratic states had to respect national self-determination. National

 self-determination, however, could not resolve the problem of minorities.

 Therefore, the rights of minorities had to be protected so that they would accept

 and support the democratic polities within which they resided. The minorities

 treaties associated with the Versailles settlement violated the Westphalian

 model. They were imposed on the would-be rulers of new and powerless

 states, and were repudiated when it later became apparent that neither the

 great powers nor the League of Nations could or would enforce them. Sym-

 metrical conditions concerning the treatment of minorities were never accepted

 by the victorious powers. There were no international agreements about the

 treatment of the Irish by the British government, or of Asians and blacks by

 federal or state authorities in the United States.55

 There was no general peace settlement after World War II; rather, the United

 States and the Soviet Union coerced or contracted to encourage political re-

 gimes that were consonant with their own preferences. In 1975, however, the

 54. Goronwy J. Jones, The United Nations and the Domestic Jurisdiction of States: Interpretations and

 Applications of the Non-Intervention Principle (Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 1979), pp. 3-4; R.J.
 Vincent, Nonintervention and International Order (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1974),
 pp. 77-79, 86-87; Stanley Hoffmann, "The Problem of Intervention," in Hedley Bull, ed., Interven-
 tion in World Politics (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1984), p. 12.
 55. Jones, Code of Peace, p. 45.
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 major powers did conclude the Final Act of the Helsinki Conference on Security

 and Cooperation in Europe (CSCE). The CSCE was a contract between the

 Soviets and the West in which the Soviets nominally accepted some human

 rights principles and the West recognized existing borders and regimes in

 Europe. The CSCE reflected the Soviet effort to secure legitimation of their

 dominance of eastern Europe, and the desire of the West to get the Soviets to

 accept some liberal precepts. Principle VI of the "Declaration on Principles

 Guiding Relations between Participating States" endorsed non-intervention,

 while Principle VII endorsed human rights including freedom of thought,

 conscience, and religion. The West used the Helsinki accord to pressure the

 Soviet Union on human rights, rejecting the charge that this amounted to

 interference in internal affairs by claiming that human rights were universally

 recognized and that non-interference referred only to efforts to dictate to other

 countries. The United States justified its imposition of sanctions against the

 Soviet Union in 1979 partly in terms of Soviet violations of human rights.

 Daniel Thomas has shown that the Helsinki accords altered conceptions of

 human rights and legitimate state behavior that were held by groups in eastern

 Europe, and in this way compromised the principle of autonomy.56
 Hence, every major peace settlement from Westphalia to Helsinki has in-

 volved violations of the Westphalian model. At Utrecht and Helsinki, rulers

 entered into contracts that compromised, either immediately or potentially, the

 domestic autonomy of some states. In the Holy Alliance and at Versailles, rulers

 in the most powerful states imposed their preferences regarding specific do-

 mestic policies and sometimes even constitutional structures. There was always

 some competing principle-the need for religious peace at Westphalia, for

 balance of power at Utrecht, for international peace at Vienna and Versailles

 (assumed to emerge from completely different kinds of domestic regimes), for

 stability at Helsinki-that was invoked to justify compromising the West-

 phalian model.

 Weakness and Persistence

 The Westphalian model has persisted for a long period of time but has been

 frequently defeated. It has been both enduring and flimsy In some instances,

 56. R.J. Vincent, Human Rights and International Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
 1986), pp. 66-70; Brownlie, Basic Documents, pp. 454-473, for text of the agreement; Thomas, "Social
 Movements and International Institutions."
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 actors have merely given it lip service, sometimes not even that; in others, it

 has guided and constrained behavior. Yet it has not been replaced by some

 alternative conception of how the international system might be organized.

 The Westphalian model is not a stable equilibrium: actors have frequently

 had both the incentive and power to deviate from it. It is not a generative

 grammar, producing individual entities (states) that replicate and reinforce the

 general model. It is not a constitutive rule like the rules of chess (if two players

 agree that bishops will move in a straight line, they are not playing chess): if

 a ruler agrees that domestic ethnic minorities will be given specific rights and

 that behavior will be monitored by external actors, or that financial affairs will

 be managed by a committee appointed by foreign bondholders, or that external

 groups can oversee elections, this has not been viewed as an indication that

 some new form of political order has been developed.

 The most prominent theories of international politics, including neo-realism,

 neo-liberal institutionalism, and sociological approaches, such as the British

 School or recent constructivist work in the United States, all of which utilize

 differing general theories about institutions, do not provide much guidance for

 understanding the pattern of weakness and persistence that has characterized

 how the Westphalian model has actually worked. For sociological approaches,

 institutions are the structures that constitute actors and channel behavior. They

 are the starting point of the analysis, the ontological givens. As John Meyer,

 John Boli, and George Thomas state, "Institutionalized rules define the mean-

 ing and identity of the individuals and the patterns of appropriate economic,

 political, and cultural activity engaged in by those individuals. They similarly

 constitute the purposes and legitimacy of organizations, professions, interest

 groups, and states, while delineating lines of activity appropriate to these

 entities."57 Institutions provide their members with classificatory schemes; they

 reinforce some kinds of activities and encourage the forgetting of others.58

 Sociological approaches emphasize description and understanding (verstehen)

 rather than explanation. Work guided by a sociological orientation attempts to

 demonstrate how observed behavior is a reflection of underlying structures.

 The most highly institutionalized patterns are those that are taken for granted;

 they are dignified by tradition or become identified with common sense. Actors

 cannot conceive of an alternative form of behavior or, even if they can reflect

 57. Meyer, Boli, and Thomas, "Ontology and Rationalization," p. 12.
 58. Dimaggio and Powell, "Introduction," pp. 10, 13-15, 29; Meyer and Rowan, "Institutionalized
 Organizations," pp. 41, 43-46; Mary Douglas, How Institutions Think (Syracuse, N.Y: Syracuse
 University Press, 1986), chaps. 5-6.

This content downloaded from 86.133.137.245 on Tue, 31 Oct 2017 19:33:28 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 International Security 20:3 | 146

 upon alternatives, regard the existing constraints as absolute and fixed in

 nature.59 In international relations theory, the British School and other construc-

 tivists have argued that the Westphalian state is a manifestation of a larger

 international society in which the intersubjective shared understanding of

 statesmen reinforces authority structures based upon territoriality and auton-

 omy

 Both neo-realism and neo-liberal institutionalism are examples of the actor-

 oriented approaches that characterize all economic and some political science

 reasoning. They emphasize explanation and causality rather than description

 or verstehen. Actors are the ontological givens. Actors create institutions to

 promote their interests. For neo-liberal and neo-realist theories, the actors are

 assumed to be Westphalian states: unified, rational, autonomous, territorial

 entities. Neo-liberal theory sees market failure as the exemplary problem in

 international relations, and sees international organizations or institutions as

 the mechanisms that are created to make it possible for states to reach the

 "pareto frontier," where all possible gains from exchange have been achieved,

 and it is impossible to make one party better off without making someone else

 worse off. By providing information, monitoring, generating shared under-

 standing, building mutual trust, establishing salient solutions, and reducing

 transaction costs, institutions prevent sub-optimal outcomes. Neo-realism, in

 contrast, sees distributional or even zero-sum conflict as the exemplary prob-

 lem in international relations, and international organizations as constraints

 that are established by the strong to reinforce their desired pattern of returns.

 For neo-realists, international institutions are not likely be very consequential

 since they can easily be changed if the interests and capabilities of states

 change. Nevertheless neo-realism, too, uses the Westphalian model as an ana-

 lytic starting point.60

 59. Ronald L. Jepperson, "Institutions, Institutional Effects, and Institutionalism," in Dimaggio and
 Powell, The New Institutionalism, p. 147; Ann Swidler, "Culture in Action: Symbols and Strategies,"
 American Sociological Review, Vol. 51, No. 2 (April 1986), pp. 278-280.
 60. See David Baldwin, ed., Neorealism and Neoliberalism: The Contemporary Debate (New York:
 Columbia University Press, 1993), for a discussion of the neo-liberal-neo-realist debate. An econo-
 mist who has been sensitive to the distributional consequences of institutions has written:

 Institutions are not necessarily or even usually created to be socially efficient; rather they, or at
 least the formal rules, are created to serve the interests of those with the bargaining power to
 devise the rules.... If economies realize the gains from trade by creating relatively efficient
 institutions, it is because under certain circumstances the private objectives of those with the
 bargaining strength to alter institutions produce institutional solutions that turn out to be or
 evolve into socially efficient ones.

 Douglass North, Institutions, Institutional Change, and Economic Performance (Cambridge: Cambridge
 University Press, 1990), p. 16. For a discussion of sovereignty as a focal point, see Barry Weingast,
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 Neither sociological, nor neo-realist, nor neo-liberal perspectives provide an

 adequate understanding of the state as it has existed, because the Westphalian

 model has been so frequently compromised. Sociological perspectives are em-

 pirically inaccurate: territoriality and especially autonomy have been trumped

 by other principles and interests. While neo-realist and neo-liberal perspectives

 may be adequate for understanding many major issues in international politics,

 such as great power wars and trade agreements, they cannot analyze questions

 involving political entities that are not fully autonomous, much less those

 where territory and authority structures are not coterminous. Such entities,

 even if they are called states, are constrained not just by the power of other

 states but also by externally imposed domestic conditions. The principle of

 autonomy in particular has frequently been challenged by alternatives includ-

 ing national security, financial responsibility, international stability, and human

 rights.

 Rather than being treated as an empirical regularity or as an analytic assump-

 tion, the Westphalian model can be more usefully understood as a reference

 point or convention. The Westphalian model has become common knowledge,

 but it has never been taken for granted in the sense of precluding the explora-

 tion or implementation of alternative arrangements. The autonomy of states

 has been compromised in a wide variety of ways because there is no structure

 of authority in the international system that can prevent stronger actors from

 engaging in imposition or coercion, or rulers in general from transgressing their

 own autonomy, as well as that of others, by entering into contracts and con-

 ventions. These violations of Westphalian principles are not a reflection of a

 breakdown of order; they are not like widespread criminality in the face of

 official impotence and corruption. Rather, transgressions against Westphalia

 have reflected the attraction of alternative principles as well as asymmetries of

 power. Violations of the Westphalian model, as well as the model itself, have

 been enduring characteristic of international relations.

 In practice, the strong have been better able to maintain their territorial

 integrity and autonomy than the weak. The United States, a powerful state

 almost from its inception, has closely conformed with the Westphalian model.

 The institutional structures and policies that emerged from the Revolutionary

 War were indigenously determined. The United States was too powerful to be

 "A Rational Choice Perspective on the Role of Ideas: Shared Belief Systems and State Sovereignty
 in International Cooperation," Politics and Society, Vol. 23, No. 4 (December 1995). For a realist
 critique of international institutions, see John J. Mearsheimer, "The False Promise of International
 Institutions," International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3 (Winter 1994/95), pp. 5-50.
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 subject to gunboat diplomacy during the nineteenth century, even though some

 of its public entities defaulted on their international obligations. Minority rights

 protections imposed on eastern Europe at the conclusion of World War I were

 not reciprocally accepted by U.S. policymakers. The United States has signed

 relatively few human rights conventions, even though the highly individualis-

 tic conceptions of human rights developed after World War II reflected U.S.

 values.

 In contrast, weaker states have been more subject to external imposition and

 coercion and have been more likely to enter into contractual arrangements that

 violate their autonomy but not that of the other parties. All of the states that

 emerged from the Ottoman and Habsburg empires in the nineteenth and

 twentieth centuries were subject to some constraints on their institutional

 structures or policies. Whether forced to accept the minorities' protections of

 the Treaty of Berlin of 1878 or the Versailles settlement after World War I, the

 imposition of communist rule, or the political conditionality of the European

 Bank, not one of the states of eastern Europe created since the Napoleonic Wars

 has ever conformed with the Westphalian model.

 The international system is a less stable and less institutionalized environ-

 ment than established domestic polities. Authority structures cannot dominate

 power asymmetries. At the international level, different rulers can champion

 different principles not only because their interests vary but also because their

 normative frames of reference, primarily derived from their domestic experi-

 ences and constituencies, also vary. Rulers might endorse autonomy, but then

 again they might find that intervening in the domestic affairs of another state

 or even jeopardizing the autonomy of their own state offers a more attractive

 policy option. New problems can be solved with new solutions. For instance,

 the Exclusive Economic Zone for the oceans, which violates the principle of

 territoriality-some activities in the same geographic area (the exploitation of

 mineral and marine life) are subject to the authority of the littoral state but

 others (naval and commercial shipping) are not-was invented when techno-

 logical changes opened new commercial opportunities for littoral states. These

 opportunities could only be fully realized if the concerns of major states,

 especially the United States, about freedom of navigation were satisfied. Mi-

 nority protection could be imposed on new states after World War I in response

 to concerns about stability and collective security, and then forgotten after

 World War II, only to be revived again in response to ethnic conflicts in the

 1990s.
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 It is very difficult for a single set of principles to become embedded in the

 international environment and marginalize alternatives, because the kinds of

 institutionalizing mechanisms that can work so powerfully in domestic polities

 are not available. Path-dependent processes, which can lock in principles

 through scale economies, the sunk costs of creating new institutions, comple-

 mentarities, or network externalities operate only weakly at the international

 level. Different actors respond to different normative frames of reference; pro-

 cesses of socialization are weak.61 There is no higher authority to dictate policy

 to rulers. If there is no way to preclude some policies, then compromising

 Westphalia is always an available option.

 Nevertheless, the model has persisted because it does serve some of the

 interests of some actors. It has traditionally been most vigorously championed

 by weaker states since they are the ones that are most subject to imposition,

 coercion, or limited contractual opportunities.62 It has also been attractive for
 rulers in more powerful states because mutual recognition of the rule of

 non-intervention among the strong (but not necessarily with regard to the

 weak) has made it easier for them to maintain their domestic control.63

 Given the anarchic nature of the international system, violations of the

 Westphalian model, or any other institutional form for that matter, ought not

 to be surprising, even if the form persists over a long period of time. Territory

 and autonomy are part of common knowledge, but they have never been able

 to exclude alternative principles and practices. The Westphalian model has

 never been taken for granted; it has not generated identical actors all of which

 enjoy exclusive authority within their boundaries; it has not prevented the

 powerful from violating its precepts; but it has been a point of common

 reference that rulers have honored or supplanted depending upon their inter-

 ests, values, and power.

 61. If there really is an end of history, and democracy and capitalism are the only available
 institutional forms, then socialization could become more powerful at the international level. See
 Francis Fukuyama, "The End of History?" The National Interest, No. 16 (Summer 1989), pp. 3-18.
 62. Even here there are exceptions. The Third World strongly supported international sanctions
 designed to end apartheid in South Africa because the elimination of a racist regime was more
 compelling than universally adhering to the norm of non-intervention in the internal affairs of
 states.
 63. Keohane, "Hobbes's Dilemma," p. 172. The extent to which even strong states have been
 willing to honor each other's autonomy has depended on the resources they have had for
 intervention. The United States and especially the Soviet Union, which could employ the attraction
 of communist ideology, attempted to undermine each other's domestic autonomy.
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 Conclusions

 In the contemporary world, peace and stability would be better served by

 explicitly recognizing that the Westphalian model has, in fact and in theory,

 always been contested. It is historically myopic to take the Westphalian model

 as a benchmark that accurately describes some golden age when all states

 exercised exclusive authority within their own borders. Weaker states have

 frequently been subject to coercion and imposition and been unable to defend

 their autonomy Stronger ones have entered into conventions and contracts that

 violate their autonomy and even territoriality.

 Some analysts have suggested that the basic nature of the international

 system is changing: sovereignty is dramatically eroding; domestic and interna-

 tional politics cannot be distinguished; rulers cannot unilaterally govern critical

 state functions such as monetary policy; multilateralism is coming to dominate

 other forms of diplomacy.64

 Violations of Westphalia, however, are an old problem, not a new one, even

 though contractual arrangements prompted by greater globalization have be-

 come more prominent. The activities of contemporary international financial

 institutions have their analogs in foreign controlled committees that governed

 finance in some weaker states in the nineteenth century. Concerns about mi-

 nority rights generated by the Balkan war of the 1990s resemble similar issues

 that arose after earlier Balkan wars and World War I. Coercion and imposition

 have almost always involved a multilateral component, because great powers

 have recognized that mutually antagonistic attempts to force others to act in

 specific ways can be costly. The gold exchange standard operated by Britain in

 the late nineteenth century arguably imposed more rigid constraints on the

 domestic monetary autonomy of states than do contemporary financial flows

 and agreements.

 Given the asymmetries of power, diversity of interests, and the weakness of

 institutionalizing mechanisms in the international system, it would be more

 productive to stop thinking of the Westphalian model as some ideal or histori-

 cal reality and to treat it as a reference point or convention that is useful in

 some circumstances but not others. Some states have the power to preserve

 64. See for instance, James Rosenau, Turbulence in World Politics: A Theory of Change and Continuity
 (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1990); Hans-Henrik Holm and Georg Sorensen, "In-
 troduction: What Has Changed?" in Holm and Sorensen, Whose World Order?, pp. 5-6; John G.
 Ruggie, ed., Multilateralism Matters: The Theory and Praxis of an Institutional Form (New York:
 Columbia University Press, 1993).
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 their territory and autonomy; others do not.f5 Some of the weak are incapable
 of governing their own populations, and are threats to international stability

 as well. The populations of these states, if not their rulers, would be better off

 if Westphalia were compromised. Many Third World states are incapable of

 independently implementing reasonable economic policies. For them condi-

 tionality is a good thing, even if it is inconsistent with the Westphalian model.

 Given the configuration of power in the Middle East-the existence of a

 number of large Arab states that will always be in one way or another a

 potential threat to Israel-the Palestinian question cannot be resolved by the

 creation of a Westphalian state: the autonomy of any Palestinian state will have

 to be compromised in one way or another.

 At the same time, relations among the major powers-entities that are

 capable of defending their territory and autonomy-are stabilized by recogniz-

 ing the Westphalian model unless, as is the case in Europe, they have con-

 tracted otherwise. Russia may be able to compromise the autonomy of the

 members of the Commonwealth of Independent States, but other countries are

 unlikely to be able to compromise the autonomy of Russia. A Panamanian

 military force will not invade the United States, arrest its president, and return

 him or her to Panama for trial regardless of how perverse U.S. drug policies

 might be. Manuel Noriega, however, suffered exactly this fate.

 The entities that are now called states vary enormously in their capabilities.

 Calling an entity a sovereign state is no guarantee that it will be able to defend

 its autonomy Compromising Westphalia is not only inevitable, it can also be

 good. Explicitly recognizing that different principles ought to vary with the

 capacity and behavior of states would not only make normative discourse more

 consistent with empirical reality, it would also contribute to the more imagina-

 tive construction of institutional forms-forms that compromise Westphalia-

 that could create a more stable and peaceful international system.

 65. Robert Jackson has pointed out that the nineteenth-century rule of basing international recog-
 nition on the ability to maintain internal control was abandoned after World War II. See Jackson,
 Quasi-States: Sovereignty, International Relations and the Third World (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
 sity Press, 1990).

This content downloaded from 86.133.137.245 on Tue, 31 Oct 2017 19:33:28 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms


	Contents
	p. 115
	p. 116
	p. 117
	p. 118
	p. 119
	p. 120
	p. 121
	p. 122
	p. 123
	p. 124
	p. 125
	p. 126
	p. 127
	p. 128
	p. 129
	p. 130
	p. 131
	p. 132
	p. 133
	p. 134
	p. 135
	p. 136
	p. 137
	p. 138
	p. 139
	p. 140
	p. 141
	p. 142
	p. 143
	p. 144
	p. 145
	p. 146
	p. 147
	p. 148
	p. 149
	p. 150
	p. 151

	Issue Table of Contents
	International Security, Vol. 20, No. 3 (Winter, 1995-1996) pp. 1-198
	Front Matter [pp. ]
	Editors' Note [pp. 3-4]
	Nuclear Issues in Asia
	China's New "Old Thinking": The Concept of Limited Deterrence [pp. 5-42]
	Chinese Perspectives on Nuclear Arms Control [pp. 43-78]
	Nuclear Deterrence in South Asia: The 1990 Indo-Pakistani Crisis [pp. 79-114]

	Compromising Westphalia [pp. 115-151]
	Communist Bloc Expansion in the Early Cold War: Challenging Realism, Refuting Revisionism [pp. 152-188]
	Correspondence
	Environment and Security [pp. 189-198]

	Back Matter [pp. ]



