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 International Political Science Review (1988), Vol. 9, No. 4, 327-364

 Patterned Chaos in Global Life:
 Structure and Process in

 the Two Worlds of World Politics

 JAMES N. ROSENAU

 ABSTRACT. The changing world scene is marked by innumerable
 developments for which extant paradigms have, at best, strained and
 insufficient explanations. Here the analysis undertakes a fresh approach to
 the emergent patterns of global life by tracing a bifurcation in which the
 state-centric world coexists and interacts with a diffuse multi-centric world
 consisting of diverse "sovereignty-free" actors who endlessly confront an
 "autonomy" dilemma that differs significantly from the "security" dilemma
 of states. An outline of the basic structures and processes of this two-world
 universe of world politics suggests that its equilibrium may derive from
 cyclical patterns in which orientations at the micro-level toward authority
 and legitimacy vary systematically to redress the balance of systems and
 subsystems at the macro level.

 One of the hallmarks of human history in the late twentieth century is the
 increasing internationalization of the world: in production, trade, finance,
 technology, threats to security, communications, research, education, and culture.
 One major consequence of this is that the mutual penetration of economic,
 political, and social forces among the nations of the world is increasingly salient;
 and it may be the case that the governments of nation-states are progressively
 losing degrees of direct control over the global forces that affect them. For social
 scientists, this phenomenon of internationalization poses a kind of conceptual
 challenge: to rethink the fundamental assumption, long established in our
 disciplines, that the primary unit of analysis is the nation, the society, or the
 culture (Smelser, 1986: 1).

 Indeed, we are on the verge of living in a world ... which constitutes one single
 economic system, within which private transnational actors allocate resources
 with a global calculus; a world which is not quite a competitive market and not
 quite a politically coordinated one, in which nation-states compete economically
 in part by opening and closing their frontiers to economic transactions; a world
 divided by political alliances of economic competitors, a world of weak
 international institutions, tacit agreements, and informal norms. This is a world in
 which there is diffusion, externalities, transnational public goods, jointly binding
 constraints, regimes of weak coordination, and threats of force. Domestic politics
 often originate in this world from international sources . .. As of now we do not
 know how to study this interdependent world (Przeworski, 1983: 23).

 0192-5121/88/04 0327-38 (C) 1988 International Political Science Association
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 328 Patterned Chaos in Global Life

 The message seems clear: profound changes are underway on a global scale and the
 capacity to analyze their consequences has lagged, posing a severe challenge to social
 scientists in every discipline. For those in the field of international relations the
 challenge appears especially acute: the more the industrial era recedes into the past
 and the more the post-industrial era acquires form and becomes deeply entrenched as
 the basis for organizing human affairs, the less well do the state-centric principles of
 the realist paradigm describe world politics. For every quintessential "realist"
 happening-such as the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan or the US intrusion into
 Central America-innumerable events and developments occur for which realism
 has, at best, a strained and insufficient explanation. Now private groups negotiate
 with governments to monitor nuclear testban agreements, a representative of the
 Church of England serves as a link between terrorists and governments, a variety of
 organizations make disinvestment decisions in order to alter the social policies of a
 foreign government, an international organization instructs national governments
 how to frame their economic policies, a Nicaraguan Chief of State campaigns for
 support on the streets of New York, an Israeli Foreign Minister hosts a telephone
 call-in news conference with callers from the Arab world, a national security agency
 circumvents its own foreign office in order to alter a key international
 relationship-to cite but a few of myriad developments that have lately surfaced as
 indicators of a newly emergent, more interdependent global order.

 It is difficult to summarize, and easy to oversimplify, the transformations that are
 generating this emergent order, but the ensuing analysis can be anticipated by noting
 four overall changes:

 1. The universe of global politics has come to consist of two interactive worlds with
 overlapping memberships, a multi-centric world of diverse, relatively equal actors
 and a state-centric world in which national actors are primary.

 2. The norms underlying the conduct of politics in the multi-centric world have
 evolved so as to diminish the utility of coercive force, compelling most of its actors
 to confine the threat or actual use of force only to those situations that arise in the
 state-centric world of international politics.

 3. An autonomy dilemma serves as the driving force of the multi-centric world and a
 security dilemma constitutes a dominant concern in the state-centric world; at the
 same time, in the latter case, acquiring or preserving a proper share of the world
 market has come to rival the acquisition or preservation of territory as another
 prime preoccupation of states (Rosecrance, 1986).

 4. Changes at the level of macro structures and processes have served as both sources
 and products of corresponding micro-level shifts wherein individuals are becoming
 more analytically skillful and cathectically competent, thus fostering the
 replacement of the traditional criteria of legitimacy and authority with
 performance criteria that, in turn, serve to intensify both the centralizing and
 decentralizing tendencies at work within and among macro collectivities.

 Curiously, however, direct theoretical attempts to confront these changes are
 scarce and cautious. At one extreme are analysts who, faced with growing evidence of
 pervasive and chaotic change in world politics, apparently prefer to suspend
 theorizing until such time as the chaos subsides into new, more stable patterns. At the
 other extreme are observers who deny that change has occurred arguing either that
 states continue to be the dominant actors or that states have always had to share the
 global stage with nonstate actors-and that the claim of a mounting interdependence
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 thus ignores the precedents of history. Between these extremes are a variety of
 disparate efforts to resolve the discrepancies between realist theory and reality. Some
 acknowledge their sense of change through marginal theoretical adjustments which
 stress that international regimes have evolved to supplement states as managers of the
 commotion and crises that mark the current scene. Still others explicitly presume the
 presence of transforming dynamics but evade the task of theory-building by equating
 the dynamics with the ever-greater interdependence of international affairs, as if such
 a perspective relieves one of the need for coherent theory. And still another group
 claims that all the changes do not offset the prime fact of global life, the continued
 hegemony of the United States, and that therefore new theory is needed to account
 only for marginal phenomena (Strange, 1986).

 To be sure, a few analysts do see the need for theorizing afresh. Broad approaches
 based on long cycles (Modelski, 1987), world-systems analysis (Wallerstein, 1974),
 and/or poststructuralist theory (Ashley, 1987) are illustrative in this regard. More
 often than not, however, such approaches are offered as alternative explanations of
 the same world for which realism purports to account and not as means of addressing
 the possible emergence of a new global order.2

 In short, all too rare are the efforts to confront directly the possibility that world
 politics are undergoing unprecedented transformation and thus to theorize anew
 about the organizing structures and processes that underlie the multi-centric world
 which has evolved to parallel the state-centric world of national actors. Such an
 avoidance is certainly understandable. Chaos does convey a sense of transition and
 invites postponing the tasks of theory until stable patterns evolve. It is much easier
 either to sweep the problem of new theory under the rug of "interdependence"-a
 word that implies everything is connected to everything else, thus resulting in a
 disarray that defies discernment of underlying structures and processes-or to assert
 that nothing has changed because nonstate actors occupied important roles in world
 politics during earlier eras and centuries. Yes, the power of states has eroded and, yes,
 the world is smaller and more interdependent than ever; but the state is still the
 predominant actor in world politics and, thus, the state system is still the main
 structural foundation for the course of events. Such is the litany that has marked the
 literature of the field for several decades.

 The ensuing analysis self-consciously breaks with this litany. It breaks with the
 "state-is-still-predominant" tendency by positing a multi-centric world in which
 actions and reactions originate with a multiplicity of actors at diverse system levels,
 all of which are motivated to maintain the integration of their subsystems and/or to
 resist absorption by the systems of which they are a part. It seeks to avoid the
 "interdependence-accounts-for-disarray" tendency by assuming that the multi-
 centric world is marked not by a lack of underlying order but by new organizing
 principles, structures and processes no less patterned and effective than those that
 prevail in the state-centric world. It counters the "continued US dominance"
 tendency by arguing that while the structures of the state-centric world permit the
 emergence of hegemonic leadership, the multi-centric world is too decentralized to
 sustain the hierarchy through which hegemons predominate. And it resists the
 "nothing has changed" tendency on the grounds that therein lies blindness to the
 subtleties of history, that only by theoretically allowing for-and empirically
 exploring-the possibility of underlying transformations can their occurrence be
 recognized or legitimately dismissed.

 Stated most succinctly, the pages that follow argue that global politics consists
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 today of two worlds, both of which embrace the same actors, but each of which is
 highly differentiated by core structures and processes that require the actors to
 employ very different decision rules to the extent that they move back and forth
 between the two worlds. As individuals are active in both their personal and
 professional worlds, so do states, corporations, ethnic groups, international
 organizations, churches and many other collectivities with transnational aspirations
 live in two worlds. And just as is the case for individuals, the two worlds of world
 politics are interactive and overlapping, but nevertheless retain their identity as
 separate spheres of activity because they have different structures and processes
 through which their actors relate to each other. Put in more dialectic terms, the
 organizing principle of realism-that states are endlessly confronting a security
 dilemma-is conceived to be increasingly in competition with the driving force of the
 multi-centric world-that systems and subsystems at diverse macro-levels are
 endlessly coping with an autonomy dilemma.

 I. The Statics of Continuity and the Dynamics of Change

 To associate the transformation of world politics with the advent of the
 post-industrial era is to run the risk of suggesting that the current scene is pervaded
 exclusively by profound change. Such an implication is not intended, however. What
 follows does presume that powerful and transforming dynamics are unfolding on a
 global scale, but these are conceived as locked into an endless tension with a wide
 array of resistant statics that press for continuity. The norms of culture, the
 imperatives of geographic circumstance, the limits of resource availability, the
 constraints of historical experience, the attachments to territory, the dictates of
 memory, and the inertia of organization are still very much a part of the human
 condition. Such statics do not yield readily to the forces of change. Quite the contrary:
 their operation filters the change such that the outcomes of the transforming
 dynamics vary across time and place, thereby giving rise to an appearance of global
 turbulence and chaos as much as of coherence and structure.

 On the other hand, care needs to be exercised in not allowing the statics of
 continuity to obscure the large extent to which enormous and enduring changes are
 underway in every corner and at every level of the global system. It is all too easy to
 be so impressed by the statics as to interpret them as predominant, as evidence that
 history inexorably repeats itself and compels the eventual accommodation of
 transforming dynamics to its dictates. Historical materials are always subject to
 conflicting interpretations, enabling those who are so inclined to dismiss the
 indicators of profound change as mere perturbations in a larger context of continuity.
 Hence, to insure that the potentials of change are at least pondered, it is important
 that the inclination to presume continuity be contested by focusing on the dynamics
 as if they are transformative in their power and scope. Only by playing the "as-if'
 game can the challenge to rethink fundamental assumptions be met and a
 thoroughgoing assessment made of where world politics may be heading.

 There should be no difficulty in proceeding "as if' we live in a period of rapid and
 deep-seated change. The dynamism of agricultural, biogenetic, communications,
 computer and transportation technologies clearly seems to have reshaped the ways in
 which people and communities conduct their affairs. In all realms of life-from the
 modes of production to those of finance, from the structures of social institutions to
 the norms of interpersonal relations, from the balance between individual and
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 collective responsibility to the trade-off between utilizing and degrading the
 environment-old forms are giving way and new ones are evolving. And as the
 transformations unfold in one realm, so do their repercussions reverberate within and
 across systems, thus hastening the processes of change in all realms and rendering life
 in one part of the world ever more interdependent with life everywhere else. Indeed,
 communities have become so interdependent that tracing the causal sequences
 precipitated by a single variable can be extremely difficult. One has to treat effects as
 also causes of other effects and proceed to analyze particular problems in the context
 of a vast interactive system of feedback (the chaos) which, nevertheless, is not lacking
 in discernible structures and processes (the patterns).

 Lest the foregoing be viewed as an exaggeration of the magnitude of change
 inherent in the shift from the industrial era to the post-industrial order, consider the
 claim that "the electronic revolution, followed by the microelectronically based,
 information technology revolution, are propelling Western society into a new period
 of history, as different from the industrial period as that period differed from the
 Middle Ages" (Stonier, 1983: 137). Or ponder the conclusion that the change "now
 taking place in the contemporary world is of an order as great as that occurring when
 large-scale societies with written languages first arose on the basis of agricultural
 communities" (Emery and Trist, 1975: 120). In a like manner Peter Drucker (1986:
 768) perceives the end of centuries-long patterns and argues that "the world economy
 is not 'changing'; it has already changed-in its foundations and in its structure-and
 in all probability the change is irreversible," a conclusion which leads him to ask,
 "Have we come to the end of the 300-year-old attempt to regulate and stabilize
 money on which, after all, both the modern nation-state and the international system
 are largely based?" Kenneth Boulding has asserted the same idea even more
 sweepingly by noting that the "era of'civilization'. . ., having lasted some 5000 years,
 is beginning to give place to a new type of social order."3

 Confronted with deep and pervasive alterations in the social life of communities
 and the economies of nations, what does the student of world politics do? One could,
 to be sure, dismiss the Boulding, Drucker and other such assertions about the extent
 of change as gross exaggerations that do not warrant abandoning accepted modes of
 inquiry. But suppose that the evidence and assertions relevant to the socioeconomic
 impact of the post-industrial era are persuasive, what does one do then? For realists
 the response seems clear: they acknowledge that deep and pervasive socioeconomic
 changes have occurred, but argue that these have all unfolded in an unchanging
 political context, that they have not had an appreciable impact on the
 long-established international system in which states predominate and seek to solve
 their security dilemmas through the maximization of power. Quite possibly some
 hard-core realists, citing the Falklands and Iran-Iraq wars as recent evidence, may
 even view the transformation to the post-industrial era as having served to reinforce
 the existing patterns of the state-centric system. Most realists, however, are inclined
 to preserve their paradigm by conceding that nonstate actors and transnational
 processes have become increasingly salient in world politics while insisting that this
 salience takes on meaning only in the context of the international environment
 controlled by states.

 The work of Kenneth Waltz (1979: 94-5) exemplifies this realist reaction to the
 transforming dynamics. He argues that while states "may choose to interfere little in
 the affairs of nonstate actors for long periods of time," they "nevertheless set the
 terms of the intercourse . . . When the crunch comes, states remake the rules by which
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 other actors operate." As Waltz sees it, this structural predominance of states is
 sufficient to obviate the need for theorizing afresh: "for a theory that denies the
 central role of states will be needed only if nonstate actors develop to the point of
 rivaling or surpassing the great powers, not just a few of the minor ones. They show
 no sign of doing that." Similarly, transnational processes are posited as "among those
 that go on within" the state-centric structure. Waltz contends that "the 'state-centric'
 phrase suggests something about the system's structure," and to question its
 existence by citing nonstate actors and transnational movements "merely reflects the
 difficulty political scientists have in keeping the distinction between structures and
 processes clearly and constantly in mind."

 Another response to the socioeconomic changes of the post-industrial era is a
 widely shared inclination to accommodate their political implications by locating the
 nonstate actors and transnational processes in the purview of international regimes.
 The latter are conceived to be sets of norms, principles. rules and procedures that
 operate in particular issue-areas to guide the interactions among all the actors who
 may.have interests at stake (Krasner, 1983: 2). An international regime thus brings
 states and transnational entities into the same analytic context. They are seen as
 bargaining and conflicting with each other, even as interacting through nonhierar-
 chical processes. While the regime concept offers some valuable insights into world
 politics (Rosenau, 1986: 879-84), it does not confront directly the possibility that the
 state-centric system is undergoing encapsulation within a more encompassing
 universe. On the contrary, it merely grafts additional institutions and/or processes
 onto the state system without allowing for the possibility of its diminution. As Waltz
 sees it (1979: 94), for example, the advent of international regimes merely illustrates
 that the state system is flexible enough to "passively [permit] informal rules to
 develop," a flexibility that also enables states to intervene "to change rules that no
 longer suit them." In effect, the regime concept facilitates an updating of the realist
 paradigm without any alterations in its fundamental premises, a synthesizing of
 long-standing assumptions and modern realities that some call "neorealism"
 (Keohane, 1986: 15).

 But there are limits beyond which a theory can be preserved through grafting and
 patching. As stressed at the outset, a number of changes in world politics appear to be
 evolving for which neither the regime concept nor neorealism as a more all-embracing
 paradigm adequately account. None of the more conventional approaches, for
 example, does a good job in accounting for the possible impact of global television on
 the conduct of world affairs; for the way in which new issues, fostered by an
 ever-growing interdependence such as terrorism, trade imbalances, environmental
 pollution or the drug trade, are placed on and processed through the global agenda;
 for the increasing role played by private citizens such as Michael Daniloff, Terry
 Waite, Eugene Hasenfus, Andrei Sakharov, Samantha Smith and Armand Hammer
 in international processes; for the failure of governments and states to control
 currency crises, let alone outcomes in the Middle East and Central America; for how
 demanding publics compelled a United States withdrawal from Vietnam but failed to
 do so with respect to placing cruise missiles in Western Europe; for the reaggregation
 of national intelligence agencies into "one of the largest [transnational] bureaucracies
 in the world" (Richelson and Ball, 1985); for how subgroups such as Solidarity in
 Poland or the Shiites in Lebanon become focal points of global issues; for the
 breakdown of treaties such as ANZUS in the absence of alterations in the power
 balance-to mention but a few of the change dynamics which seem to be at work in
 the world today.
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 II. Framing a New Paradigm

 But examples can be neither proof of change nor a guide to theory construction. The
 examples noted above are among the innumerable indicators of complexity that could
 be cited and, as such, they provoke one to search anew for organizing principles. Still,
 they offer no hints as to what the foundations of the emergent global order might be,
 and doubtless they lend themselves as readily to the under-the-interdependence-rug
 compromises inherent in neorealism as to discerning the outlines of an alternative
 paradigm.

 So the question persists: if it is unimaginable that the profound socioeconomic
 changes accompanying the post-industrial era are free of comparable consequences
 for world politics, and if existing paradigms seem insufficient to account for these
 dynamics, how does the theorist proceed? If neither realist nor neorealist premises
 any longer seem adequate and compelling, what organizing principles is one willing
 to accept as the political bases of global life?

 My answer to these questions starts with the assumption that, for a variety of
 reasons elaborated elsewhere (Rosenau, 1984), the dynamics of post-industrialism are
 simultaneously fostering centralizing and decentralizing tendencies in world politics,
 some of which cancel each other out but many of which progressively circumscribe
 nation-states and the international system they have sustained for several centuries.
 The outline of the order emerging out of these contradictory and simultaneous
 tendencies can thus be discerned only by making intellectual leaps which carry one
 beyond the confines of existing models and enable one to see nation-states as merely
 embedded in, rather than presiding over, the complexities of a shrinking, ever more
 interdependent political universe. Five such leaps strike me as essential to this
 exercise. While each of them is designed to facilitate delineation of a multi-centric
 world, none precludes the continued functioning of the state-centric world. The
 former may never supersede the latter, but its existence and functioning ought to be
 discernible through adherence to the following conceptual guidelines.

 1. Suspend a tendency to attribute actor status in terms of sovereignty and resources,
 proceeding instead to identify actors by first locating the authority structures out
 of which their action emanates and then clarifying how the structures shape the
 consequences that flow from their exercise of authority.4

 1.1: Recognize that what makes actors effective in world politics derives not
 from the sovereignty they possess or the legal privileges thereby accorded them;
 but rather effectiveness lies in the authority they can command and the
 compliance they can thereby evoke.

 1.2: Accept the proposition that the sovereignty of actors may constrain their
 actions and effectiveness (in the sense that it imposes responsibilities and
 obligations which must be met in order to preserve the viability of their authority
 and which can thus divert resources and energy from the service of priority goals)
 and that those actors who lack sovereignty may therefore be freer to exercise the
 full measure of their authority on behalf of goals.

 1.3: Reinforce the foregoing by expanding the terminology used to analyze world
 politics in such a way as to use labels that do not automatically accord superior
 status to nation-states. This can be accomplished by not clustering all other
 entities under the residual category of "nonstate actors" and, instead, by
 designating states as "sovereignty-bound" actors and referring to the others as
 ''sovereignty-free" actors.

This content downloaded from 81.157.207.108 on Fri, 03 Nov 2017 09:56:48 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 334 Patterned Chaos in Global Life

 1.4: Allow for the possibility that, by defining actors in terms of viable authority
 structures, global politics emerges as a universe of two interactive worlds, one
 organized in terms of the state-centric institutions of sovereignty-bound actors and
 another that operates through the multi-centric processes of diverse state and
 sovereignty-free actors.

 2. Having traced actions and reactions to structures of authority, cease attempting to
 rank these structures in an hierarchical order of importance and, instead,
 acknowledge that importance attaches to all those who have authority to initiate
 and sustain actions that extend beyond the boundaries of countries.

 2.1: Do not retreat if the initiators-of-action perspective leads to the
 presumption that subnational and supranational actors are just as important as
 national actors.

 2.2: Solidify this resistance to a hierarchical conception of inter-actor relations
 by recognizing that outcomes occur in relationships mainly through bargaining
 and only seldom through the raw exercise of hierarchical rights and superior
 capabilities (that is, except under the most unusual circumstances, superiors have
 to negotiate with subordinates if they are to achieve the matters' continued
 compliance with their directives and/or acquiescence to their greater capabilities).

 3. Having accepted that subnational and supranational sovereignty-free actors can
 be as relevant as sovereignty-bound actors, render all of them comparable on the
 same analytic plane by conceiving of whole systems and subsystems as the cast of
 characters at the macro level who, along with individuals at the micro level, act
 out global dramas.

 3.1: Differentiate whole systems as any collectivities or organizations with
 agendas open to a broad range of issues, whereas subsystems are differentiated as
 any collectivities or organizations with narrow agendas receptive to only selected
 types of issues.

 3.2: Treat the boundaries of whole systems and subsystems as those traced by
 the structures of authority through which their agendas are compiled and
 considered.

 3.3: Recognize that this mode of differentiating systems and subsystems negates
 the conventional notion of systemic levels, that some whole systems may be
 embedded in the authority structures of other whole systems even as they
 encompass their own subsystems.

 3.4: Understand, too, that giving up the idea of systemic levels also involves
 wriggling free of the presumption that something called "domestic politics" is
 separate from another domain called "international politics" and, instead, viewing
 the two as woven together around and through the historical and legal boundaries
 that allegedly separate them.

 4. By-pass defining interdependence in terms of overlapping needs and wants by
 conceiving of it as existing whenever two or more whole systems and/or
 subsystems have one or more of the same issues on their agendas.

 4.1: Understand that actions relevant to issues on the agendas of two or more
 whole systems or subsystems in the multi-centric world are likely to cascade across
 and through all such systems via diverse routes and with various intensities,
 thereby resulting in the emergence of what might be called a repercussive politics
 paralleling the interactive politics of the state-to-state world.

 5. Forego a preoccupation with the locus of final authority, the existence of
 sovereignty, and the capacity to enforce decisions, and focus instead on how
 outcomes are produced and/or controlled.
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 5.1: Conceive of outcomes as the product of both symmetrical interactions and
 asymmetrical cascades in which each action may either evoke reactions or trigger
 actions directed at other parties.

 5.2: Recognize that increasingly severe limits constrain the threat and use of
 force as a means of controlling outcomes in global politics.

 5.3: Be prepared to accept that, with resort to coercive force ordinarily not
 feasible and its infeasibility understood by all actors, most salient outcomes are
 produced by so many diverse whole systems and subsystems as to result in their
 effective control by none.

 Taking such huge steps is not easy. They can induce apprehension, a fear of
 wandering aimlessly, or of getting caught and being reincarcerated within the
 confines of the same limited and outmoded perspectives. Then there is the uneasy
 sense that to break so sharply is to risk the possibility that one is tailoring reality to fit
 theory, rather than vice versa, a sobering consideration that exerts pressure to
 backtrack and introduce a host of qualifications and modifications which, in effect,
 reduce the intellectual leaps to a token crawl.

 Yet, having moved outside the state-centric paradigm, it is important to resist the
 temptation to defend or modify the steps taken to get there. The opportunities
 afforded by the jailbreak need to be seized before the enormity of the task paralyzes
 the will to do so. Or at least the idea that global life consists of two coexistent,
 relatively independent political worlds needs to be explored long enough to see where
 the five initial steps set forth above lead and whether they facilitate tracing the
 emergent global order better than do the extant approaches. There will be ample
 inducement to backtrack into the comfort of earlier paradigms if these steps prove to
 be insufficient to the task of clarifying the dynamics presently transforming world

 politics.

 III. The Two Worlds of World Politics

 Some might argue that the possibility of a jailbreak has already been compromised,
 that the chances of backtracking are heightened by the notion that the multi-centric
 world has come to coexist with, rather than replace, the state-centric system, that
 retention of the latter represents a failure to engineer a thoroughgoing jailbreak or,
 worse, a means of keeping open an escape hatch through which to beat a hasty retreat
 back to the neorealist paradigm in the event the multi-centric world proves too
 chaotic for incisive theorizing. Either states dominate world affairs or they do not,
 such an argument would stress, so that positing them as dominant in one world and
 merely active in the other is yielding to old analytic habits and avoiding a full,
 unqualified break with realist premises.

 There is much to be said for the charge of premature compromise. If states are still
 so dominant, why have they not done a better job in managing world affairs? If the
 state system organizes world politics, why does global life so often seem out of control,
 pervaded by trends that are taking communities and continents in directions that
 nobody wants? Is not the answer that the combination of technologies and an
 underlying decentralization has overwhelmed the state system and made it
 subservient to the complexity and chaos of the repercussive politics that sustain the
 multi-centric world? The reasoning is persuasive and positive answers to such
 questions may well be in order. The structures and processes of the multi-centric
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 world are deeply rooted and, as outlined below, they do not seem likely to adjust to
 the anarchy inherent in the state-centric system. It may even be the case that the state
 system is already well along the road to decay, so that the coexistence of the two
 independent worlds of world politics may be merely a transitional phase in global
 development.

 For the present, however, it is difficult to ignore the capacity of states to control, as
 sovereignty-bound actors, the instruments of coercive force and the publics needed to
 support their repeated use. The range of issues in which these instruments can be
 used effectively has narrowed considerably in recent decades, but not to the point
 where it is reasonable to presume that the state-centric system is inexorably
 disappearing into a more encompassing multi-centric environment.

 This conception of global politics as a two-world universe tends to run counter to
 the prevailing analytic mode. Predisposed to ascribe symmetry to human affairs and
 thus to perceive dominance, subservience and hierarchy as central tendencies
 underlying the course of events, many observers are apparently inclined to presume
 that through time the state-centric system either coheres and subsumes alternatives to
 it or fragments and collapses as the rival alternatives come to prevail. That both the
 system and the alternatives can coexist is thus not viewed as a meaningful possibility:
 a momentary and transitional condition, to be sure, but highly improbable as an
 enduring form of world order.

 Hedley Bull's analysis is illustrative of this predisposition toward symmetry. In The
 Anarchical Society (1977) he devotes three lengthy chapters to assessing "alternatives to
 the contemporary state system." In so doing he not only elaborates on four structural
 developments-a disarmed world, a UN-dominated world of states, a world of many
 nuclear powers, and a world marked by ideological homogeneity-that "would be
 radically different from what exists now, but would represent a new phase of the
 states system, not its replacement or something different" (1977: 238); he also
 considers four alternatives in which the form of world organization moves beyond the
 state system and results in a plurality of states forming a system but not an
 international society, a circumstance in which there are states but no system, a world
 government, or a new "mediaeval system" of nonsovereign actors. Nowhere in Bull's
 otherwise cogent analysis, however, does he envision the development of an
 alternative world which extends rather than supersedes the existing political universe.
 At one point in identifying the prospects for "a new mediaevalism," he seems on the
 verge of positing a two-world universe when he asserts that "it is not fanciful to
 imagine that there might develop a modern and secular counterpart of [Western
 Christendom in the Middle Ages] that embodies its central characteristic: a system of
 overlapping authority and multiple loyalty" (1977: 254). Indeed, his account of this
 alternative comes close to the conception of the multi-centric world developed below:

 It is familiar that sovereign states today share the stage of world politics with
 "other actors" just as in mediaeval times the state had to share the stage with
 "other asociations" (to use the mediaevalists' phrase). If modern states were to
 share their authority over their citizens, and their ability to command their
 loyalties, on the one hand with regional and world authorities, and on the other
 hand, with sub-state or sub-national authorities, to such an extent that the concept of
 sovereignty ceased to be applicable, then a neo-mediaeval form of universal political
 order might be said to have emerged (1977: 254-5, emphasis added).

 But the italicized phrase is crucial. It takes Bull's formulation well beyond the
 conception of a two-world universe. It allows for the emergence of the multi-centric
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 world posited here, but at the same time sees such an emergence as culminating in the
 irrelevance of state sovereignty. In what follows, on the other hand, the emergent
 world of sovereignty-free actors is viewed as culminating short of the neo-mediaeval
 form, as a coexisting and not a dominant mode of organization. The emergence of this
 two-world universe along with some of the prime dynamics that are sustaining its
 bifurcation are presented in Figure 1.

 A basis for contrasting some of the main features of the two worlds is outlined in
 Table 1. All the entries in the two columns are, of course, oversimplifications, but

 Table 1. Structure and Process in the Two Worlds of World Politics

 State-centric world Multi-centric world

 Number of essential actors Less than 200 Hundreds of thousands

 Prime concern of actors Cope with security dilemma Cope with autonomy
 dilemma

 Principal goals of actors Preserve territoriality Increase world market
 shares, preserve integration
 of subsystems

 Last resort for realizing goals Coercive force Withholding of cooperation
 or compliance

 Norms of the system Stress on process, especially Stress on substance,
 those that preserve especially human rights,
 sovereignty and the rule of justice, and the redistribution
 law of wealth

 Modes of collaboration Formal alliances whenever Temporary coalitions
 possible

 Scope of systemic agenda Controlled Wide open

 Rules governing interactions Diplomatic practice Ad hoc, situational
 among actors

 Distribution of power among Hierarchical by amount of Relative equality as far as
 actors power initiating action is concerned

 Interaction patterns among Symmetrical Asymmetrical
 actors

 Systemic leadership Exercised by great powers Exercised by the most
 innovative actors

 Systemic institutionalization Well established Emergent

 Systemic susceptibility to Relatively low Relatively high
 change

 Actor control over outcomes Concentrated Diffused

 Main bases of actor Formal authority, law Various types of authority,
 decisional structures effective leadership

This content downloaded from 81.157.207.108 on Fri, 03 Nov 2017 09:56:48 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 338 Patterned Chaos in Global Life

 cc

 I-

 DL

 0 ~ ~~~~~~ 0.

 ZC\ 1~. wO '

 A 0<0~~~~~~~~L Co
 Z<i _ Z CCC 0 -~~~z <

 >z w~q 0

 z z =) (/)

 LU 0~~

 W O< OO
 LU 2 ia- bI

 E-crw-w)-r -c)cr>0 -0

 ' 0 _ _ _ _ _ _ CCCo 0 z 8 <~~~~~~~~~~~~~(~ tie L 0dO J

This content downloaded from 81.157.207.108 on Fri, 03 Nov 2017 09:56:48 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 JAMES N. ROSENAU 339

 comparisons across the rows and down the columns suggest the substantial degree to
 which the state-centric and multi-centric worlds are independent of and different
 from each other. Here it can be seen that the state-centric world is much more
 coherent and structured than its multi-centric counterpart. Its structure may be
 anarchic and decentralized because of the lack of an overarching world government
 with which states must comply (Oye, 1986), but the anarchy of the state-centric
 system is minimal compared to the chaos which seems to flow from the much greater
 decentralization that marks the multi-centric system. Not only are there many fewer
 points at which action originates in the former than in the latter, but action and
 interaction in the state-centric world is also considerably more subject to formal
 procedures and hierarchical precepts along a number of dimensions than is the case
 for the multi-centric world. In the latter, as the last seven rows of Table 1 indicate,
 relations among actors are more on an equal footing, less constrained by power
 differentials, formal authority, and established institutions, more temporary and ad
 hoc, less symmetrical, and more susceptible to change than in the former.

 Given these features of the multi-centric world and the unavailability of physical
 coercion as a last resort for preserving or promoting goals, two puzzles emerge as
 central: (a) Is it so highly decentralized, so utterly chaotic, as to be patternless and
 lacking in structures? (b) How can the multi-centric system possibly remain
 independent in the face of the far greater coherence and capabilities of the
 state-centric world?

 A response to these questions can usefully begin by setting forth the reasoning
 wherein global patterns emerge as two independent and interactive worlds. Consider
 first the multi-centric system. Its independence derives from the many dynamics
 whereby its actors have become-and feel-free to ignore, evade, or obviate the
 implicit or explicit requirements of the state system. To be sure, they must be located
 on the territories of sovereignty-bound actors (i.e. states) and, accordingly, abide by
 their rules. But their adherence to the demands originating in the state-centric world
 is essentially ritual obeisance. In their scenarios of world politics they are the subjects
 of action and states are merely objects, a conception which means that as
 sovereignty-free actors they may sometimes, even often, have to work through and
 with the rules of states but that they do so in order to procure resources or otherwise
 sustain the support needed to pursue their goals.

 For the sovereignty-free actors of the multi-centric world, in other words, states are
 external and not constitutive-obstacles, nuisances or opportunities to be
 surmounted, tolerated or seized-as long as security and territorial issues are not
 operating to draw them into the sovereignty networks of the state-centric world.
 Contrary to Waltz's aforementioned view of how the terms of intercourse in world
 politics get set, the prevailing presumption in the multi-centric world is that its actors,
 and not states, establish the terms. Its actors accept that states establish legal
 boundaries within which they must conduct their affairs, even that states can employ
 considerable resources to fix political limits within which they must proceed, but they
 do not view the exercise of state prerogatives as amounting to a "crunch"-as Waltz
 (1979: 94) puts it-requiring them to set aside their goals. To be confronted with the
 full power of states is not to alter their conception of states as being among the objects
 and not the subjects of the action that sustain global life.

 Likewise, the state system has retained its independence by virtue of the capacity of
 its sovereignty-bound actors to set the rules whereby their systems and subsystems
 conduct themselves. In their scenarios of world politics they are entitled and obliged
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 to protect the integrity and welfare of the sovereignty-free actors within their
 jurisdiction, a conception which leads them both to rely on the threat or use of force
 vis-a-vis counterparts in the state-centric world and to enter the multi-centric world
 whenever its issues impinge on their goals. For states too, therefore, the actors in the
 other world, even those over whom they exercise sovereignty, are external and not
 constitutive-constraints and opportunities to be managed and developed through
 persuasion, bargaining, and the exercise of authority whenever possible, or through
 coercive means if necessary.

 It is in the sense that sovereignty-bound and sovereignty-free actors have both
 come to define themselves as the subjects of world politics, while viewing the other as
 its objects, that global life can be seen as consisting of two worlds. Or, if the word
 " worlds" connotes a completeness that violates common sense, they can be thought of
 as two "domains" (as empirical theorists might say), "projects" or "texts" (as critical
 theorists might prefer), or whatever label seems most appropriate to identify complex
 systems that overlap and interact even as they also maintain a high degree of
 independence.

 It could readily be argued that to collapse all the domains and projects of
 sovereignty-free actors into a single multi-centric world is to oversimplify its diversity
 and coherence, that they are more accurately conceived to function in a multiplicity of
 worlds-each marked by distinguishable decision rules that render it independent
 and, at the same time, interactive with some of the other worlds. Such reasoning,
 however, amounts to a regime or issue-area conceptualization that highlights the
 anomalies and downplays the central tendencies which may be at work on the global
 scene. More specifically, it invites a view of world politics as patternless chaos and
 thereby runs the risk of not allowing us to discern any underlying structures. By
 starting from a "two-world" perspective we at least predispose ourselves to probe for
 overall structural elements that lie outside of and coexist with those of the
 state-centric system.

 IV. Force, Authority and Compliance

 To appreciate the dynamics of both the independence and the interactions of the two
 worlds, one must be clear about the changing nature of political authority, how and
 when it evokes compliance, and where the threat or use of coercive force fits in the
 processes whereby actors get others to follow their lead. Political authority is
 changing because increasingly it cannot be supported by conventional military
 operations. To threaten or use organized force today is to run the risk of an escalation
 which involves the superpowers and a momentum toward nuclear war, a trend which
 can result in as much harm to those who employ coercive force as to their targets.
 Thus threats of force by states command less support at home and less respect
 abroad. Indeed, when they actually resort to military action, states can no longer
 presume the domestic support necessary to carry out their goals in combat. Given the
 enormous power of modern weapons and the enormous complexity of modern social
 systems toward which they might be directed, wars no longer seem as winnable as
 was the case in pre-nuclear times, and publics are not thus prepared to support them
 as unqualifiedly as they once did. Their patriotism has been transformed from a
 readiness to be conscripted or otherwise mobilized for war to a readiness to question
 whether policies leading to widespread violent conflict are justifiable (Rosenau,
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 forthcoming a). As Michael Howard puts it (1979: 106), the consequence of these
 developments

 . . . is that the State apparat is likely to become isolated from the rest of the body
 politic, a severed head conducting its intercourse with other severed heads
 according to its own laws. War, in short, has once more been denationalized. It
 has become, as it was in the eighteenth century, an affair of states and no longer of
 peoples. The identification of the community with the state, brought to its highest
 point in the era of the two World Wars, can no longer be assumed as natural or,
 militarily speaking, necessary. No Third World War is likely to be fought by
 armies embodying the manpower of the Nation while the rest of the population
 works to keep them armed and fed.

 This undermining of conventional military techniques has had a crucial, if subtle,
 impact on the nature of authority in world politics. It has tended to deprive states of
 that which Waltz argues gives them the advantage when the "crunch" comes, the
 ultimate sanction inherent in the call to do battle, to legitimately impose their will by
 coercive means. And as conventional war has become increasingly less viable and
 credible as a policy option, so has it revealed more clearly the delicate balance
 wherein those who have authority are able to achieve compliance at home or abroad.
 Among other things, it has highlighted and extended the large degree to which
 compliance is not automatic and, accordingly, it has also pointed up the capacity of
 the subjects of authority to demand higher standards of proof and performance on the
 part of the authorities as a condition of their compliance (Rosenau, 1987, 1988b).

 To note that authority has become harder to exercise and compliance more difficult
 to achieve, however, is not to say that coercive techniques are no longer among the
 means available to actors on the world stage. Obviously, there are still some limited
 circumstances under which states go to war. In addition, and much more significant,
 the relative unavailability of conventional military techniques has led actors in both
 worlds to resort to covert forms of coercion as means of achieving compliance with
 their goals. Organized terrorism, both that of states and of sovereignty-free actors,
 stands out in this respect. Yet, the resort to the tactics of terrorism reflects not the
 close connection between authority and force but, rather, the bankruptcy of coercive
 instruments as the world becomes increasingly complex and interdependent.
 Terrorists induce fear and on occasion their bombings, assassinations and hijackings
 may evoke compliance with their demands, but such accomplishments are bound to
 be short-lived because their form of coercion is, virtually by definition, incapable of
 engendering the kind of predispositions on which authority must rest if it is to remain
 effective when the threat of force is removed.

 In sum, while terrorism may serve the expressive needs of the alienated and the
 instrumental needs of governments desperate to remove perceived obstacles to their
 goals, it plays an essentially peripheral role in the functioning of the state-centric and
 multi-centric worlds. To understand the core structures and processes of these worlds
 one has to focus, rather, on the delicate mechanisms through which actors mobilize
 others to accept their goals and allocate resources and energies on their behalf. And
 one has to grasp, too, that the probabilities of effectively exercising authority and
 achieving compliance are bound to decline as the two-world universe of global politics
 becomes simultaneously both more decentralized and more interdependent. Indeed,
 as will be seen, it is the very decentralization and interdependence of the multi-centric
 world that enables its actors to function and flourish despite the greater coherence
 and military capabilities of their counterparts in the state-centric world.
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 V. The Apparent Chaos of the Multi-centric World

 If the multi-centric world is not as patternless as the dynamics of decentralization and
 interdependence make it seem, identifying its structures can be best accomplished
 through the aforementioned perspective in which the importance of actors is
 determined by their capacity to initiate and contribute to outcomes, and not by their
 legal status, capabilities, or sovereignty with respect to the conduct of world affairs.
 Viewed in this way, a multiplicity of whole systems-including states, international
 organizations, ethnic groups, political parties, opposition movements, a few labor
 unions, some subnational governments, and many other types of collectivities with
 clear-cut authority systems and open agendas-undertake noteworthy behavior and
 sustain policies which have repercussions in other systems. Some of these actors may
 be located in, formally accountable to, and constrained by other whole systems-as,
 for example, is the case for the Catholic Church in Poland-but nevertheless their
 actions can have substantial consequences abroad. Similarly, public bureaucracies,
 multinational corporations, professional societies, functional international organiza-
 tions and a host of other subsystems with narrow agendas have authority structures
 which enable them to contribute to outcomes that reverberate in and across two or
 more countries. The phrase "multi-centric," in other words, suggests overlapping
 jurisdictions and connotes diffuse and diverse structures of influence. As such, it
 conveys the appearance of utter chaos as a vast array of whole systems and
 subsystems compete, bargain, cooperate, conflict, or otherwise seek to maintain their
 coherence and realize their goals.

 Stated differently, the emergent multi-centric world reflects both the underlying
 tendencies toward centralization inherent in complex interdependence and those
 toward decentralization inherent in post-industrial dynamics. Environmental
 pollution, currency crises, terrorism, and the other new issues derived from greater
 interdependence foster coordination among systems even as the information
 revolution, global television, the proliferation of service activities, a continued
 expansion of the division of labor, and many other features of the post-industrial era
 heighten the salience of subsystems, decentralize the loci of action, and enlarge the
 role of citizens. Depending on the autonomy and coherence of the whole systems and
 subsystems involved in an issue, sometimes the tensions between the centralizing and
 decentralizing dynamics are resolved in favor of the former, sometimes they enhance
 the latter, and often the balance between them remains unaltered. Whatever the
 outcomes, however, the activation of whole systems and subsystems with shared
 agenda items results in a welter of activity that seems far more intricate and chaotic
 than is the case when states and their interactions serve as the prime analytic foci.

 The impression of unstructured and unmanageable chaos is further heightened by
 the rules of the multi-centric world which, as suggested in Rows 4 to 9 of Table 1,
 permit any whole system or subsystem to place any issue on its agenda, to initiate
 whatever actions may seem appropriate to their interests, to cope with situations on
 an ad hoc basis without excessive concern for policy consistency, to do so by making
 and breaking temporary coalitions, to withhold cooperation and compliance where it
 seems essential or instrumental to do so, and within the context of so much flexibility
 to accord higher priority to the substance of policies than to the lawful processes
 whereby their pursuit is undertaken. At one and the same time, therefore, the
 multi-centric world is both an open, raucous world comprised of demanding publics,
 activated organizations and clamoring subgroups, and a private, often secretive,
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 fast-moving world of church leaders, arms dealers, investment bankers and many
 other individuals with resources to develop or deals to arrange who travel widely,
 bargain endlessly, and otherwise seek to work around and through the decentralized
 complexity that inhibits the realization of goals and that neither they nor
 governments can adequately manage.

 How is it that individuals and collectivities in the multi-centric world have so much
 freedom of action? Mainly because the degree to which authority has been
 decentralized is so great that no system or cluster of systems have predominant
 control over outcomes and thus few, if any, are inclined to constrain their freedom of
 action on behalf of a larger good. For all practical purposes, in other words, the whole
 systems and subsystems of the multi-centric world are imbued with a sense of
 sovereignty, not in a legal sense but in the sense that they are free to act as they
 please, constrained only by the counter-actions of other systems. Dock workers or
 airline pilots who refuse to perform their tasks under certain international
 circumstances, business firms who initiate innovative means for transferring arms to
 boycotted states, Sikhs and Tamils who demand political independence, central
 intelligence and national security agencies that sink the ships of peace groups or
 support insurgencies without getting prior approval from "higher" authority, student
 groups that take to the streets to block new educational policies, firms that do
 business with Libya despite bans on such trade, countries that withdraw from an
 international organization out of displeasure with its administration, scientists who
 offer to monitor nuclear testban agreements-these are but a few of the many
 examples that could be cited of "sovereign" actions undertaken in the multi-centric
 world in recent years.

 If decentralization provides actors in the multi-centric world with a freedom to
 initiate a wide array of policies, the peripherality of coercive force to their world has
 enabled them to pursue their policies with relative abandon. Such force is to no avail
 for several reasons. An obvious one is that most sovereignty-free actors neither
 possess the instruments of coercion nor have the predisposition to attempt to acquire
 them. Not having territory to protect, the boundaries that differentiate their
 environments are more abstract, more linked to economic practices or the bonds of
 social cohesion, and their goals are thus not of the kind that can be advanced by
 threats to resort to force. Second, while the norms of the multi-centric system are still
 evolving, a preponderance of its members seem to have converged around a
 willingness not to challenge the exclusive right of states to bear arms, a shared norm
 which inhibits the stockpiling and use of coercive instruments even when they can be
 acquired. Third, the complexities of the multi-centric system, and the limited scope of
 the authority that is thus accorded to any of its actors, are such as to render the use of
 coercion inefficient, if not utterly fruitless. The image of large US naval warships
 futilely shooting big loads into the hills around Beirut in search of the enemy is a
 poignant symbol of the inefficiency of coercive weapons in the multi-centric world.

 In sum, achieving control and realizing policies vis-a-vis other actors is, at best,
 problematic in such a decentralized system, so that the incentives to use force are
 minimal. Just as the complexities and weaponry of the post-industrial era have
 contrained the war-making capacities of states, so have they severely inhibited most
 actors in the multi-centric world from serving their policies through instruments of
 violence. To be sure, as demonstrated by the continuing trade in arms and the
 militant activities of certain ethnic groups, some actors besides terrorists in the
 multi-centric world do employ coercive means to move toward their goals. Much as
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 those who resort to arms may heighten the salience of their grievances, however, they
 rarely achieve the autonomy that their weapons are intended to implement. At most
 they manage to foster stalemates that prevent a loss of autonomy, and even then the
 gains may be short-lived as the salience of their grievances gets absorbed into the
 complexities of interdependence.

 This is not to say that there are no constraints, or that capabilities are irrelevant, in
 the decentralized world of whole systems and subsystems. Obviously, the more whole
 systems and subsystems possess tangible resources, and the greater the coherence,
 commitment and shared sense of identity of their members, the more are they likely to
 prevail in disputes with other systems or subsystems. The capabilities that underlie
 success in inter- and intra-system bargaining will of course vary depending on the
 circumstances of each system, with whole systems requiring a larger array of diverse
 capabilities than any of their narrower subsystems. Nevertheless, whatever may be
 the relative resources of systems in a situation, each is constrained by the capacities of
 the others either to take counter-actions or to withhold their compliance. All the
 actors of the multi-centric world enjoy a capacity for undertaking new initiatives, but
 this freedom of action is no guarantee that policy goals can be realized. The
 constraints that inhibit success under conditions of great complexity are considerable,
 no matter how extensive may be the comparative advantages that accrue to any actor.

 Given the permissiveness, flexibility and normlessness of life in the multi-centric
 world, how can it be said to have structures and processes that are pervasive? Is not
 the very decentralization of the system a prohibition against the evolution of
 structural arrangements? Is not its apparent chaos also its reality? A response which
 rejects this line of reasoning and advances a theory that affirms the presence of
 system-wide structures and processes in the multi-centric world is founded on an
 exploration of still other questions: What underlines and motivates the diverse actors
 of the multi-centric world? Are there common stimuli and goals shared by those who
 preside over the agendas and act on behalf of the members of any whole system or any
 subsystem?

 An affirmative answer is possible here: despite the diversity in their cultures,
 aspirations, sizes, resources, functions, and memberships, all whole systems and all
 subsystems are driven by the same consideration-namely to maintain the
 integration of their subsystems while simultaneously obtaining needed resources or
 support from other systems. Much as the unifying coherence of realist theories derives
 from the premise that all states are power-maximizers confronted by a relentless
 security dilemma, so does the theory of politics in the multi-centric world developed
 here acquire unity through the presumption that all systems are adaptive
 collectivities faced with a never-ending autonomy dilemma. The dilemma is universal
 and never-ending in this world because all systems are always on the verge of collapse
 through the possibility that internal frictions or inappropriate external policies will
 lessen their coherence and effectiveness, thus raising the potential defection of their
 parts and the undermining of their integrity as autonomous collectivities.6

 The balance systems have to strike to meet the internal and external threats to their
 viability can vary widely, with at least four prototypical modes of adaptation being
 available to achieve and sustain a viable internal-external balance;7 but the
 commonality of their underlying autonomy dilemma tells us something important
 about the multi-centric world in which they function. As will be seen, it provides a
 way of discerning the fundamental structures and processes of that world. Indeed, the
 fact that the autonomy dilemma breaks down into problems of internal integration
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 and external procurement makes its theoretical potential much richer than is the case
 for the organizing realist premise of a security dilemma addressed through power
 maximization. To know that states seek to maximize their power is to have no clue as
 to how they might proceed, whereas to appreciate that systems need to maintain any
 of four types of external-internal balances is to begin to have an idea about where,
 when and how they are likely to address their problems.

 It must be stressed that the autonomy dilemma is the central systemic dilemma
 even in the case of those whole systems or subsystems embedded in more
 encompassing systems to which they are legally, historically and culturally bound. By
 "autonomy" is meant more than mere survival. It refers, rather, to those conditions
 under which a system is free to shoulder historic responsibilities, to perform assigned
 tasks and to strive for whatever goals may be inherent in its raison d'tre. Viewed in this
 way, the autonomy dilemma that confronts, say, bureaucratic agencies is no less
 intense or relentless than that which challenges the national governments of which
 they are a part and to which they owe their existence. Like their governments, such
 agencies experience internal rivalries than can undermine their performance and
 external threats to their continued well-being. Indeed, it could be argued that
 precisely because subsystems are responsible to higher authorities, their autonomy
 dilemmas are more delicate and, in time of budgetary constraints and policy crises,
 more acute. Stated differently, the fact that most systems must conform to
 requirements imposed by the whole systems of which they are a part only means that
 they must be especially sensitive not to overstep the boundaries that distinguish them
 from their environments-as Solidarity unwittingly discovered when the Polish
 government incarcerated its leaders and imposed martial law in 1981. It also needs to
 be emphasized that whole systems and subsystems are not conceived as amorphous
 abstractions, as people-free entities that respond to challenges and perform tasks on
 the basis of macro structures and functions that have become independent of the
 individual members and leaders who underlie and contribute to their continued
 existence. Quite the contrary is the case in the multi-centric world. A prime
 consequence of the decentralizing tendencies precipitated by the post-industrial order
 is the acquisition of greater analytic skills by citizens and, thus, a greater role for the
 collectivities and publics to which they belong. Accordingly, as noted at length
 elsewhere (Rosenau, 1988b), even as macro structures and processes in world politics
 crucially shape their micro components, so are they configured by the persons they
 encompass.

 Whole systems and subsystems, then, refer to identifiable people who make
 demands, have aspirations, live with limitations and otherwise engage in actions that
 get agregated into the policies and behavior of collectivities for which leaders speak
 and act. Whatever the variety of whole collectivities or subcollectivities to which they
 belong, the members of each collectivity are seen to value its autonomy enough to
 accord its leaders the support necessary to enhance its integration and contest
 encroachments from competing collectivities.8

 But the articulation of membership support by leaders is not the only way in which
 the wants and needs of individuals become central to the politics of a multi-centric
 world. No less important are the processes of aggregation through which citizens can
 contribute to outcomes without the exercise of leadership. Spontaneous riots and the
 results of opinion polls are among the more obvious ways in which individual
 attitudes and actions can get summed and introduced into the flow of action prior to
 the mobilizing efforts of leaders. In a decentralized, multi-centric world such
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 leaderless aggregations cannot be ignored-since they are sharp reminders of
 underlying predispositions that are always susceptible to activation-by those who
 preside over whole systems and subsystems. Consequently, crucial segments of the
 cascading processes which sustain politics in this world are those wherein leaders
 perceive and react to the orientations and actions of citizens whose aggregation occurs
 through the reports of journalists, pollsters and other observers, and not through
 responsiveness to the coordinating behavior of system mobilizers. In effect, such
 inchoate publics are actors in the processes even though their members are not
 organized and may be unaware of themselves as contributing to collective
 consequences. In the subsequent discussion of cascading processes I refer to these
 actors as "leaderless publics."9

 VI. Structure in the Multi-centric World

 In order to trace how individuals at the micro level interact with the structures and
 processes of collectivities and publics at the macro level, further specification of the

 nature of these structures and processes is needed. To stress that all the collective
 actors in the multi-centric world are driven by the adaptive requirements of the
 autonomy dilemma is only to begin the process of discerning structures and processes.
 The next step is to assess the decentralized world of hundreds of thousands of
 adaptive actors in terms of an explicit conception of what constitutes the basic
 structures and processes of any system that is not so chaotic as to be undifferentiated
 from its environment.

 For the purpose of tracing structures, the notion of structure Waltz developed to
 assess the international system seems especially appropriate inasmuch as using it
 provides a baseline for differentiating the structural features of the two worlds that
 comprise the global political universe. Waltz conceives of a system's structure to be
 "defined by the arrangement of its parts" (1979: 80), an arrangement which can be
 seen as consisting of three dimensions: "first by the principle according to which [the
 parts] are organized or ordered, second by the differentiation of units and the
 specification of their functions, and third by the distribution of capabilities across
 units" (1979: 88). A full appreciation of the extent to which the multi-centric world is
 structured and not chaotic would require more elaboration of each of the three
 structural dimensions than space permits here,'0 but the outlines of how its parts are
 arranged can be readily derived from the foregoing analysis.

 The main principle through which the diverse and numerous sovereignty-free
 actors are ordered is one of mutual acceptance and, thus, of an ascribed legitimacy
 which implicitly underlies an equality among them. All the whole systems and
 subsystems of the multi-centric world are equal in the sense that each is regarded as
 engaged in legitimate pursuits when it initiates transnational activities designed to
 procure resources abroad, preserve internal integration at home and thus maintain its
 undiminished autonomy. Stated differently, with sensitivity to and comprehension of
 the complexity inherent in the post-industrial era ever greater at the micro level
 (Rosenau, 1988b), the leaders and members of the various systems share an
 appreciation that the others are faced with the same adaptive problems of procuring
 needed resources, maintaining internal cohesion and warding off external
 encroachments which preoccupy them. So the structural arrangement which accords
 all of them the right to exist and initiate self-serving policies enjoys a wide acceptance.
 An extreme instance of this acceptance can be discerned in the absence of a universal
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 condemnation of terrorist organizations. Such organizations are denounced and
 declared illegitimate by many actors in the state-centric system, but in some parts of
 the multi-centric world their activities are understood as an expression of legitimate
 grievances and aspirations.

 Put in still another way, the implicit legitimacy and equality that serve as
 organizing principles of the multi-centric world are the functional equivalent of
 sovereignty in the state-centric world. The equality is not backed by law, and the
 legal standing of any whole system or subsystem may be limited only to the states in
 the international system in which it conducts its affairs. Nevertheless, systemic
 equality has an unchallengeable political standing in the sense that the multi-centric
 world is widely recognized to be so arranged.

 This is not to say that the mutual acceptance principle is accompanied by a mutual
 sense of trust, cordiality and approval. The leaders and members of whole systems
 and subsystems in the multi-centric world may not be inclined to wish their
 competitors well and doubtless many would prefer that their opposition fail in the
 effort to maintain autonomy. Yet those who experience such competitive orientations
 are not so much challenging the organizing principles of the multi-centric world as
 they are acknowledging that its structure also serves to enhance their own equality
 and chances for survival.

 Nor is this to imply that the mutual acceptance which orders the multi-centric
 world prevents its actors from collapse and demise. Some whole systems and some
 subsystems do not resolve their autonomy dilemmas: leaderships can make fatal
 judgments; subsystems can have irreconcilable differences that lead to systemic
 dissolution; or external circumstances can overwhelm a system's adaptive capacities.
 Indeed, for a variety of reasons, the fatality rate of actors in the multi-centric world is
 much greater than in the state-centric world.1' Most states manage to make it
 through crises, whereas the probabilities of other types of whole systems and
 subsystems doing so are considerably less because virtually all of them have authority
 structures that cannot be backed up with instruments of force in times of crisis. At
 such moments, for example, some business firms cannot ward off bankruptcy, some
 unions cannot recover from failed strikes, some bureaucratic agencies cannot resist
 truncation through administrative reorganization, some human rights groups cannot
 overcome government dissolution efforts, some political parties cannot sustain
 sufficient electoral support, and so on. Whatever the rate of systemic failure, however,
 it does not undermine the ordering principle of the multi-centric world which grants
 all its members the right of policy initiatives.

 In sum, the nonhierarchical ordering of the multi-centric world is more facilitative
 than constraining. The very complexity that underlies the proliferation of its actors
 and the disutility of coercive instruments serves to reduce the sense of immediate
 threat and to highlight the possibility of preserving prior gains and realizing modest
 goals. As viewed by the actors in this world, its environment may seem confining, but
 more in the sense that initiatives may be unfruitful, not that their implementation will
 be prevented.

 The second structural dimension identified by Waltz involves the ways in which
 the units of a system are differentiated and their functions specified. Assessing this
 aspect of structure in the state-centric world is simple compared to performing the
 same task for the structure of the multi-centric world. All the units of the former have
 the same characteristics and functions-they are all states by one or another formal
 definition-and thus can be readily differentiated, whereas the earmarks and
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 350 Patterned Chaos in Global Life

 functions of the latter seem to vary as widely as the interests and needs of people. All
 whole systems and subsystems that have authority structures which authorize, or do
 not prevent, recurrent activities with consequences that extend across the boundaries
 of countries can be found in every walk of life, but the nature and form of both their
 authority structures and their activities are far from uniform. Corporations have
 centralized and nonparticipatory authority structures designed to seek larger shares
 of the world market and serve the function of generating and distributing goods and
 services. Ethnic societies allow for some form of participation by members in
 authoritative decisions intended to protect and enhance their minority rights and thus
 serve the function of coalescing the shared feelings and needs of people with a
 common heritage. Government bureaucracies have flexible authority structures that
 try to enhance life in particular areas of the public domain and thereby serve a variety
 of functions associated with the provision and preservation of public goods in their
 domain. Professional organizations have diffuse authority structures that attempt to
 facilitate communications among their members and serve the function of advancing
 or applying knowledge in a specialized area. Opposition movements tend to have
 loose and fragmented authority structures through which they aspire to ousting
 leaderships or governments and thus serve the function of providing alternative
 programs and checking those in power. And so on for churches, trade unions, political
 parties and the innumerable variety of organizations that sustain human concerns.

 How, then, to generalize across this diversity and depict the structural
 differentiation and functionality of the units that comprise the multi-centric world?
 The answer here lies in the requirements to which actors must conform if they are to
 adapt successfully to their environments. That is, despite their diversity, and
 whatever their mode of adaptation, the various units of the multi-centric world have
 in common the necessity of maintaining mechanisms which procure external
 resources, resolve internal conflicts, frame policies and otherwise attend to the needs
 and wants of their members or clientele. For whole systems and subsystems alike, the
 maintenance of these functions amounts to a set of relentless, never-ending tasks that
 give rise to decision rules which they share in spite of the differences in their cultures,
 goals, sizes, and functions. More specifically, they share in any one of four basic sets
 of decision rules (see Table 2), depending on which of the four prototypical modes of
 adaption they employ in order to maintain their coherence and move toward their
 goals. 12

 The fact that diverse actors have and pursue different adaptive orientations adds
 further to the appearance of chaos in the multi-centric world. With some committed
 to solving their autonomy dilemma through acquiescent adaptation, while others seek
 resolution through intransigent, promotive, or preservative adaptation, it is hardly
 surprising that world affairs seems marked more by a pervasive chaos than an
 underlying order. When viewed as attempts to balance external challenges off against
 internal demands, however, the variety of seemingly discrepant activities undertaken
 by such a motley cluster of actors emerge as highly patterned and readily
 explicable. 13

 Does this mean that the units of the multi-centric world are rational actors, as the
 realist paradigm alleges is the case for actors in the state-centric world? That is, given
 whatever may be the specific aspirations and functions of particular whole systems
 and subsystems, do they proceed rationally in the service of their goals? Does their
 mode of adaptation reflect calculated choices derived from the external and internal
 circumstances with which they must contend? The answer here is both yes and no.
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 Some actors in this world, particularly the more hierarchically organized ones such as
 business firms, do tend to exhibit the behavior depicted by rational-choice models.
 On the other hand, those with diffuse authority structures and intense grievances
 about the state of their autonomy, such as ethnic groups or opposition movements,
 may be more prone to yield to the dictates of passion and habit than those of
 calculation and reason. Thus, as noted elsewhere (Rosenau, 1986: 861-70), it is
 perhaps more accurate to conceive of world politics as populated by habit-driven
 rather than rational actors, especially as such a conception allows for the distinct
 possibility that a commitment to rational action can be among the more salient
 predispositions in the habit pools of actors.

 Turning to the third dimension of structure, the distribution of capabilities among
 the units of the multi-centric world, it is here that the differences between whole
 systems and subsystems become noteworthy. For the most general observation that
 can be made about how the structure of this world is shaped by the distribution of
 capabilities among its actors is that its politics is largely dominated by whole systems
 except to the extent that the highly specialized aspects of issues tap the expertise and
 evoke the concerns of subsystems whose basis for differentiation revolves around such
 matters. Whole systems, including states as well as innumerable private collectivities
 with broad and open agenda, have substantially greater capabilities because they
 embrace a wide number of specialized subsystems (which is why they have broad
 agendas), thus enabling them to call upon and mobilize both larger numbers of
 people and more diverse skills on behalf of their adaptive purposes and strategies. At
 the same time subsystems have the advantage of greater internal cohesion than is the
 case for most whole systems. Founded on a narrower range of interests and bases for
 membership, the unity of subsystems is not so vulnerable to divisive developments
 that can pit factions against factions and hinder effective adaptation as is the
 coherence of whole systems. On some issues, moreover, the capabilities of subsystems
 may result in impacts that exceed those of whole systems. Where a subsystem's
 expertise is central to the resolution of an issue, for example, the course of events
 might well be crucially shaped by its activities. The role of the International Airline
 Pilots Association in terrorist hijackings is illustrative in this regard.

 Nor is the balance between whole system and subsystem capabilities necessarily
 stable and unchanging. If it is the case-as hypothesized below-that the balance
 between centralizing and decentralizing tendencies in the multi-centric world unfolds
 in cycles, then the overall structures of that world will shift accordingly, with the
 capabilities of subsystems having greater consequences in the decentralizing cycles
 than in those which tend toward systemic coherence.

 This is another way of stressing that all the actors of the multi-centric world tend to
 be susceptible to internal redirection and reaggregation. As systems composed of
 parts which have their own integrity (i.e. they are subsystems), such actors cannot
 take their unity for granted. They are, in effect, coalitions, and as such they are
 always subject to stresses and strains wherein the bases of their coalescence is
 undermined.

 Such a structural arrangement is in sharp contrast to that which prevails in the
 state-centric world. States may be plagued by separatist movements or other kinds of
 oppositions, but legally-and in realist theory-they are conceived to be unitary
 actors whose internal composition and coherence are not relevant to their overall
 structure (Waltz, 1979: 95-7). On the other hand, the potential variability in the
 coherence of actors in the multi-centric world imparts a degree of volatility to its
 structure that is not to be found in the world of states.
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 VII. Process in the Multi-centric World

 The concept of process is here conceived as any recurrent pattern of interaction that
 unfolds within or among systems. The stress here is on recurrent interactions, since
 recurrence suggests the operation of structural dynamics and constraints to which
 actors must adjust as they interact. Some interactions may be so situation-specific as
 to be isolated occurrences and not reflective of inherent systemic processes. It is only
 when the interactions repeatedly exhibit the same characteristics that underlying
 processes can be confidently identified.

 Given the decentralized nature of the multi-centric world, are there any
 generalizations that can usefully be made with respect to the processes through which
 its affairs are conducted? Are the repercussive politics of this world marked by
 patterns comparable to the diplomatic practices, economic statecraft, military
 strategies and other forms of behavior sustained by the state-centric world that have
 become recurrent and, to some extent, even institutionalized as the central processes
 of international politics? Could a book be written, say, on the rules for how
 collectivities sustain autonomy in the multi-centric world in much the same way as
 the rules have been adduced for how actors preserve security in the state-centric
 world? (Kaplan, 1957)

 The questions are challenging. The multiplicity of actors in the multi-centric world
 and the diversity of their purposes and structures makes the task seem staggering and
 intensifies the temptation to revert to the "all-is-chaos" perspective. Yet, some
 patterned tendencies can be discerned that begin to reduce the appearance of chaos.
 One concerns the repercussive nature of the interactions that characterize politics in
 the multi-centric world. Where the state-centric world's processes are founded largely
 on reciprocal interactions-with states reacting to each other's actions directed at
 them-reciprocity is not central to the processes of the multi-centric world. Instead,
 in this world of complex issues, overlapping agenda, diffuse authority structures and a
 shared right to initiate action, the actions of A directed at B as often produce reactions
 by C directed at D as they do reactions by B. Thus developments in the multi-centric
 world move forward in an asymmetrical, crazy-quilt fashion, with the sequences of
 action being propelled from one whole system to another as well as from subsystems
 to other subsystems in the same and different whole systems. Unlike the state-centric
 world, therefore, the sequences of action cannot readily be called events. They are
 more like cascades in the sense that they trace a path comparable to a flow of
 whitewater down a rocky riverbed: just as the flow churns and shifts, sometimes
 moving sideways, sometimes diagonally, and sometimes even careening in an
 opposite direction as it leaves sprays, eddies and whirlpools in its wake, so do the
 action sequences of the multi-centric world often gather momentum, stall, reverse
 course and resume afresh as their repercussions spread among whole systems and
 subsystems.

 If one were to sit on the riverbank for any stretch of time and observe the water
 rush past, however, it would soon be clear that its flow is patterned despite the
 churning splashes and the mist that accompanies it. For both the slope that sustains
 the flow and the rocks that divert it from one channel to the next are more or less
 permanently in place, with the result that the water continues to hit each rock at the
 same pace from the same angle and then bounce on to the next one at the same angle
 and rate, thereby tracing a path for the current in which the areas of clear and white
 water are observable at the same points and in the same designs. And if the repeated
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 pounding of the flow alters the faces of the rocks, the resulting changes will be
 patterned and not random as the new angles bounce the water's flow in the same new
 directions. In effect, the churning flow is systematic in its unruliness.

 Much the same can be said about the cascades of the multi-centric world. The
 place of most of its actors is relatively permanent in the sense that their conceptions of
 autonomy, their agendas and their modes of adaptation tend to be fixed, with the
 result that their participation in the interactive sequences of action sustain the
 cascades in patterned ways. And even if the permanence of some actors prove to be
 short-lived and they undergo profound adaptive transformations as repeated
 exposure to certain cascades shift their fundamental priorities,'4 their new forms of
 participation will bounce cascades along recurrent paths consistent with the learning
 and changes that gave rise to the altered modes of adaptation.

 But the imagery is only suggestive. If the notion of a cascade is to substitute for an
 event as the basic empirical unit of action, its nature as a process must be elaborated
 in concrete rather than metaphorical terms. It is the actors and structures of the
 multi-centric world, and not the rocks and downhill slopes of a riverbed, that give rise
 to the cascading processes of interest here. What needs to be fashioned is a conception
 of cascades that differentiates between them in terms of their scope, intensity and
 duration based on the issues and likely whole systems, subsystems and leaderless
 publics that will get caught up in the flow of actions and reactions. To probe the scope
 of cascades, for example, such a formulation would need to distinguish between
 cascades that extend across a wide variety of systems and those that trace a limited
 path among a few systems and quickly peter out as the controversies that sustain
 them are resolved, superseded, or otherwise rendered dormant. The difference
 between cascades precipitated by, say, developments in the natural environment and
 those that flow from ethnic riots is illustrative in this regard. Environmental
 disturbances, such as occurred at Chernobyl, trigger values which rapidly spread the
 cascade into the orientations of many leaderless publics and onto the agendas of many
 whole systems, both of which then "bounce" it further into a vast array of
 subsystems. On the other hand, ethnic riots, such as recently broke out among the
 Tamils in Sri Lanka and the Pathans in Pakistan, usually initiate limited cascades
 that rarely extend beyond neighboring systems (although in the Tamil case North
 American subsystems got involved in the flow as fleeing refugees made it to Canadian
 shores).

 The intensity of cascades might be conceived in terms of the forms of interaction
 that ensue when actors bring different modes of adaptation to their interactions. In all
 likelihood, for example, the processes and outcomes of cascades in which only
 intransigent actors participate will vary considerably from those involving only
 promotive actors, and each of these types is likely to differ in still other ways from
 cascades in which the actors are committed to diverse modes of adaptation.
 Illustrative here would be the extent to which cascades confined to Eastern European
 peace groups and the Soviet Union are likely to be marked by less intensity and
 bargaining than those encompassing firms exporting technology and the superpowers
 as promotive actors.

 As for the duration of cascades, a large number of variables can differentiate those
 that continue for years and those that last only weeks or months. Included here would
 be the degree to which the global agenda is crowded with wide-ranging and rapidly
 flowing cascades, the extent to which a cascade is subject to termination through an
 authoritative governmental initiative, the nature of the fundamental values around
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 which the flow of actions and reactions revolve-to mention but a few of the more
 obvious duration variables. Cascades that evoke the participation of human rights
 organizations and governments committed to intransigent adaptation, for example,
 seem destined to persist much longer than those sustained by export firms and a
 preservatively oriented government intent upon shifting the direction of a trade
 pattern. Thus, to be more specific, the cascade that revolves around apartheid in
 South Africa is a continual flow of action and reaction which reaches deep into the
 politics of many countries and international organizations that no action of South
 Africa's intransigent regime can terminate. On the other hand, the cascade
 precipitated in 1981 by the United States effort to slow completion of an oil pipeline
 from the Soviet Union into Western Europe resulted in a negative and noncompliant
 flow of reactions that did not endure because the adaptive inclinations of the Reagan
 administration enabled it to reverse course and terminate its pipeline policy.

 While much work is needed to render this enumeration of relevant variables into a
 theoretical formulation of the basic processes that sustain politics in the multi-centric
 world, it is hoped that the foregoing is sufficient to demonstrate that underlying
 patterns of interactive behavior can be teased out of the welter of activities to which
 the decentralized structures of that world give rise. The very act of elaborating on the
 scope, intensity and duration variables, moreover, serves to highlight the shift from a
 suggestive metaphor to a serious social science concept. While the image of a waterfall
 has been used to introduce the cascade concept, this does not mean that it is
 incapable of transformation into an incisive analytic tool. On the contrary, the
 concept has a long pedigree as a precise instrument for probing and analyzing
 complex phenomena. In physics, for example, a cascade is defined as a method for
 ''attaining successively lower temperatures by utilizing the cooling effect of the
 expansion of one gas in condensing another less easily liquefiable." Likewise, in
 electrochemistry the concept is employed to refer to a technique for placing
 "electrolytic cells so that the electrolyte falls from one cell to the next lower in the
 series" and, more generally, to "any electrical circuit in which the first member of the
 series supplies or amplifies the power of the second, and so on through the series."15
 Similarly, in medicine it has become commonplace to conceive of cancer as
 developing in several steps and to refer to this sequence as a cascade (Schmeck, 1984).
 In all these definitions, it will be noted, each step of a cascade is transformed by its
 predecessor even as it contributes to the transformation of its successor. So there are
 sound and viable precedents for transforming and adapting the imagery of a waterfall
 into a systematic research tool for present purposes. Certainly there is a close
 correspondence between the operational uses of the concept in the physical sciences
 and the notion advanced here that the processes of the multi-centric world derive
 from interlocking tensions that, being interlocked, gain strength and direction from
 each other as they spread throughout the global system.'6

 VIII. The Overlap of Two Worlds

 Thus far the analysis has proceeded on the presumption that the two worlds of global
 politics exist apart from each other, that each has structures and processes that
 facilitate the conduct of its affairs without intrusion from the other. Having thus
 accomplished a conceptual freedom to see beyond the state-centric world to one in
 which other types of actors are just as important as states, now the premise of mutual
 isolation can be relaxed. Clearly, it is an empirically false premise. The two worlds do
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 have their own structures and processes, and these do derive from different sources,
 but obviously they are not self-contained. The complexity of the post-industrial era
 does not permit of splendid isolation for any system, let alone those that engage in
 transnational activities. What transpires in the state-centric world can have
 significant consequences for the multi-centric world, and vice versa. Stated
 differently, since whole systems and subsystems can be actors in both worlds-with
 states being drawn ever further into the multi-centric world by an intensified interest
 in expanding their share of world markets and with other actors being drawn into the
 state-centric world by virtue of their physical presence on the territories of states-the
 overlap between the two worlds is inherent in their juxtaposition.

 To be sure, while the affairs of the state-centric world may occasionally unfold
 through state-to-state interaction with a minimum of intrusion from the multi-centric
 world-the 1982 Argentine-British war over the Falklands is perhaps illustrative in
 this regard-few situations today are marked by conditions that accord states the
 freedom of action posited by the realist paradigm. Most of the time they have to play
 by the rules of, or otherwise accommodate to, the never-ending complexities of the
 multi-centric world. Likewise, since the actors in this world have their headquarters
 within the jurisdictions of states, virtually all of them have to conduct their affairs in
 conjunction with, if not accommodative to, the activities of states.

 It follows that any paradigm which highlights the coexistence of the two worlds
 must also allow for the ways in which their dynamics are interactive. At the very least
 the basic circumstances that encourage-and the decision rules that enable-actors
 to conduct themselves in one or the other world and to shift back and forth between
 them need to be specified. To accomplish this task, however, it is first useful to
 elaborate on how it is possible for the two worlds to coexist, given the military
 capabilities and formal sovereignty possessed by the main actors of the state-centric
 world.

 To appreciate the coexistence and relative equality of the two worlds, it helps to
 step outside the realist paradigm again and reiterate the extent to which formal
 authority is limited. For authority to be operative under any circumstances, both
 those who wield it and those toward whom it is directed must accept its scope and
 legitimacy. If the subjects of authority are oblivious to its existence or otherwise give
 it no credence and simply ignore the directives sent their way by authorities, and if
 the latter understand that resort to coercion in order to enforce their formal authority
 is bound to be counterproductive, then plainly relations between the subjects and
 wielders of authority must be founded on a coexistence in which each accepts the
 legitimacy of the other. Such is the case with the actors in both the state-centric and
 multi-centric worlds. Both groups know that the complexities of post-industrial life
 are more than states can manage even as both also accept that history's legacy is a
 state system with deep roots and functioning institutions that are bound to persist. So
 a second, poststate-system world has evolved and a mutual acceptance founded on
 informal authority relations has developed; or at least states have learned to live with
 a rival world in which they are active but over which they exert limited control, much
 as they may sometimes attempt to reassert their authority.

 That whole systems and subsystems can survive and function in the presence of,
 even surrounded by, states which possess the formal authority and weaponry to
 overpower them with armed force is poignantly illustrated by a recent account of
 present-day (i.e. post-Solidarity and post-martial law) Poland in which note is taken
 of how Poles, despite their regime, maintain a vigorous intellectual freedom, a
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 flourishing (though "illegal") press that pours out a vast array of papers, books, tapes
 and video cassettes, thereby creating an atmosphere in which "people live without
 fear." The result is a

 ... gap between the rulers and the ruled [that] is immense and unbridged. The
 regime keeps trying one way and another to woo at least the toleration, if not
 active allegiance of its dispirited people so as to renew their energies. But most
 Poles simply go about their personal lives, scrabbling for necessities and what
 comforts they can find, and ignore .. . the people in power.

 They are evidently trying, as best they can, to act on the advice of writer Adam
 Michnik to "live as if we were free." His remarkable phrase sums up the situation.
 The Poles have simply taken for themselves certain liberties that the state will not
 grant and that they exercise in the interstices of the regime's diminished power ...

 The deadlock is profound and there is no visible way out. The regime has even
 come to speak of "the opposition" instead of the underground or the enemy, but
 the only political truce is one of impotence, on both sides (Lewis, 1986).

 Nor is Poland the only present-day country in which the formal sovereignty of the
 state is insufficient to prevent the persistence of a coexisting whole system over which
 it is unable to exert effective control. Much the same has been said, for example,
 about the southern region of Vietnam in relation to the national government. As one
 leading Vietnamese exile put it, "South Vietnam is in a state of moral secession," a
 condition that is said to be described within Vietnam by the aphorism, "One
 thousand pounds hanging by a hair" (Crosette, 1986). Or, consider this succinct
 account of how the affairs of states in Africa are limited by the presence of antithetical
 value systems with respect to which their sovereignty is ineffective, even irrelevant:

 Most educated Africans are citizens of two publics in the same society. On the one
 hand, they belong to a civic public from which they gain materially but to which
 they give only grudgingly. On the other hand, they belong to a primordial public
 from which they derive little or no material benefits but to which they are expected
 to give generously and do give materially. To make matters more complicated,
 their relationship to the primordial public is moral, while that to the civic public is
 amoral ... The unwritten law . . . is that it is legitimate to rob the civic public in
 order to strengthen the primordial public (Ekeh, 1975: 108).17

 These are, of course, extreme examples of how the formal authority and police
 powers of state can be incapable of evoking the compliance necessary to make a whole
 system function along the lines sought by the authorities. But the very extremity of
 these cases, the hardships and long-standing anguish on which they rest, emphasizes
 all the more the extent to which the two worlds are coexistent. If neither the Polish
 nor Vietnam regimes can exercise effective authority and have thus accepted the
 presence of autonomous whole systems within their worlds, surely there is credence in
 the possibility of a decentralized, multi-centric world functioning interactively but
 independently of the state system under conditions in which enormous complexity
 further confounds the lines of authority and further obscures the utility of employing
 coercive force.

 This is not to suggest that eventually states will be so accepting of the multi-centric
 world as to abandon attempts to make it conform to the rules of their world. Learning
 about the complexity of the post-industrial era and the limits of state authority has
 been slow to develop in the higher reaches of governments. Top officials and ruling
 elites are accustomed to getting their way, to using their police or military powers as
 an effective last resort, and they still maintain bureaucracies designed to provide
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 well-equipped fighting forces ready to do battle against threats, real or imagined, to
 the state. Furthermore, there still are occasions when states war on each other,
 thereby further reinforcing the commitments of top officials to the rules that govern
 the state-centric system.

 For a variety of reasons, in short, the adjustment of states to the presence of
 another, parallel set of rules has not been easy. Viewed as a difficult learning process,
 it is hardly surprising that some of the most intense and enduring crises on the global
 agenda-such as hostages in the Middle East during the present period and Vietnam
 in the 1960s and 1970s-involve attempts by states to apply the rules of their world to
 the cascades of the multi-centric world. Indeed, such attempts often prove to be
 hazardous and counter-productive. A quintessential insight into the difficulties states
 encounter in their efforts to manipulate, mobilize or otherwise procure support in the
 multi-centric world is provided by the depths to which governmental intelligence
 agencies go to channel and control its cascades: agents of the French government
 blew up a peace ship in a New Zealand harbor and their American counterparts
 funneled arms to Iran and Nicaragua through a complex network of private
 individuals and firms, 18 cascades which resisted their control and caused
 considerable embarrassment as their trails of intrigue failed to negotiate the barriers
 to secrecy that pervade the decentralized structure of the multi-centric world.

 It seems likely, moreover, that the barriers to secrecy will become increasingly firm
 and secure. Given the advent of a multi-centric world with close and deep roots in the
 domestic politics of all countries, the points at which trails of intrigue will be exposed
 have multiplied accordingly, virtually insuring that all but the most trivial of covert
 actions will sooner rather than later be revealed and overtly politicized as key
 elements of the world's cascading processes (Treverton, 1987).

 Difficult as the adjustment to the multi-centric world has been, however, states
 have begun to make it. They have learned at least the rudimentary lessons of
 accommodation in a number of issue areas, with the result that they are now overtly
 as well as covertly active in the multi-centric world and have come to live by its rules
 to a considerable degree. On a global scale, for example, they are among the
 participants in efforts to prevent currency crises, manage trade flows, curb terrorism,
 hasten economic development in the Third World, cope with AIDS, control the drug
 trade and reduce atmospheric pollution. At the regional and dyadic levels their
 participation on a relatively equal footing with other actors is illustrated in the
 agonies of Beirut, the famines of sub-Saharan Africa, and the claims of the Tamils in
 Sri Lanka.

 Much the same can be said about actors other than states. Although the
 consequences can often be costly to those who misperceive the boundaries between
 the two worlds, most sovereignty-free actors have learned to locate themselves
 appropriately in one or the other worlds and to conform their practices to its rules.
 Exporting firms in the United States, for example, know that selling luxury items to
 Soviet purchasing agents involves a very different politics from shipping high
 technology items to the same destination. Equally relevant, the Soviet purchasing
 agents have also learned that they must move in different worlds depending on the
 market in which they seek to share.

 Of course, interactions between the two worlds are hardly simple or
 straightforward. With lines of authority obscure, and with precedents still in the
 process of evolution, relations between the two worlds can be tenuous and
 convoluted, often defying the fundamentals of politics that have been standard
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 practice for centuries. Presumably, for example, Soviet purchasing agents would
 much prefer to go by the rules for importing luxury items when they acquire
 advanced computers, a reality that has resulted in a number of bizarre cascades as all
 concerned discover that the boundaries dividing the two worlds are not free from
 ambiguity. An even more quintessential illustration of amorphous boundaries is
 evident in the cascades wherein Iranian officials offer to have their government
 intercede on behalf of American hostages in Lebanon and to seek to persuade their
 captors to release the hostages in exchange for US concessions with respect to the
 Iranian assets it holds (New York Times, 1986). Are the captors agents of Iran? If not,
 can the Iranians make good on their offer? Such questions highlight the complexity of
 relations between the state-centric and multi-centric worlds, just as the fact that they
 no longer seem like startling questions points up the large extent to which the
 coexistence of the two worlds has come to be accepted as the basis for global politics.

 IX. Cyclical dynamics of a Two-world Universe

 If the seeming chaos of global politics is as structured and patterned as the preceding
 analysis suggests, an important question immediately arises: how is the two-world
 universe likely to evolve in the years and decades ahead? Are the structures and
 decision rules of the two worlds inherently competitive, or do they allow for
 collaboration between elements of each world under certain conditions? Is the present
 state of the two-world universe merely a transition phase, a delicate balance which
 will eventually collapse as the state-centric world learns how to manage its
 multi-centric counterpart? Or will it come to an end because the complexities that
 attend the post-industrial order continue to expand and overwhelm states,
 transforming global politics to the point where its multi-centricity is thoroughgoingly
 diffuse? Or is it possible that the delicate balance will persist across a long stretch of
 time? How permanent, in short, is the coexistence of the two worlds?

 While the answers to these questions are not immediately derivable from the
 foregoing presentation, an extrapolation of the variables identified in Tables 1, 2 and

 Table 3. Alternative Juxtapositions of the Multi-centric and State-centric Worlds in Their Shared Universe
 of Global Politics

 Highly centralized Highly Even balance between
 universe decentralized centralizing and

 universe decentralizing tendencies

 Multi-centric Subordinate Predominant Nonhierarchical bargaining,
 world tensions and

 accommodations

 State-centric Predominant Subordinate Nonhierarchical bargaining,
 world tensions and

 accommodations

 State of the two- Global agenda Global agenda Global agenda-a mix of
 world universe dominated by dominated by military and economic

 territorial and economic and issues
 military issues autonomy issues
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 3 points to a cyclical theory of a two-world universe in which both worlds are
 expected to persist intact even as the dynamics of centralization and decentralization
 shift the balance between them, with periods of whole-system predominance both
 following and fostering periods of subsystem dominance. For the foreseeable future,
 such a theory would assert, neither the authority and force capabilities of states nor
 the complexities of the multi-centric world seem likely to undergo an erosion that
 results in the subordination of one world to the other. States are unlikely to achieve
 control over their affairs in those issue arenas where transnational links are especially
 complex, but at the same time none of the other diverse actors seems capable of so
 fully seizing the initiative in these arenas as to replace states as mechanisms for
 resolving the territorial imperatives and security dilemmas of organized societies. So
 an enduring, if uneasy, tension between the two worlds emerges as the most likely
 condition of global politics as far as one can see into the next millennium.

 But if one keeps in mind that the essential features of the two worlds outlined in
 Tables 1, 2 and 3 are variables and not constants, that each is subject to fluctuation
 across a wide but bounded continuum, there are reasons to carry the theory one step
 further and anticipate that the tensions between the two worlds will not remain
 immune to redirection and that, indeed, such shifts will occur along systematic, even
 cyclical, lines. More specifically, the analysis suggests conditions under which the
 centralizing tendencies inherent in the state-centric world, may fluctuate inversely
 with the decentralizing dynamics at work in the multi-centric world.

 The key to this cyclical process is to be found at the micro level in the
 ever-expanding analytic skills and cathectic capacities of individuals. For a variety of
 reasons elaborated at length elsewhere (Rosenau, 1984, 1988b), citizens and leaders
 in all parts of the world are increasingly able to comprehend where they and their
 collectivities fit-and should fit-in the processes of global politics. Many have a
 long way to go before their skills in this regard are fully refined and at their full
 command, but all are moving in the directions indicated in Table 3, changes that
 enable them to shift their loyalties more easily, to defy authority more often, to
 employ performance criteria of legitimacy more readily, to learn from experience
 more surely, and to accept complexity more fully. A good summary of the emergent
 predispositions and capabilities at the micro level is provided by the main findings of
 a major research project in which interviews with more than 6000 men from six
 underdeveloped countries probed for indications of changing orientations:

 Our results provide definitive evidence that living individuals do conform to our
 model of the modern man, that they do so in substantial numbers, and that
 essentially the same basic qualities which define a man as modern in one country
 and culture also delineate the modern man in other places. The modern man is not
 just a construct in the mind of sociological theorists. He exists and can be
 identified with fair reliability within any population where our test can be applied.

 The modern man's character, as it emerges from our study, may be summed up
 under four major headings. He is an informed participant citizen; he has a marked
 sense of personal efficacy; he is highly independent and autonomous in his
 relations to traditional sources of influence, especially when he is making basic
 decisions about how to conduct his personal affairs; and he is ready for new
 experiences and ideas, that is, he is relatively open-minded and cognitively
 flexible.

 As an informed participant citizen, the modern man identifies with the newer,
 larger entities of region and state, takes an interest in public affairs, national and
 international as well as local, joins organizations, keeps himself informed about
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 major events in the news, and votes or otherwise takes some part in the political
 process. The modern man's sense of efficacy is reflected in his belief that, either
 alone or in concert with others, he may take actions which can affect the course of
 his life and that of his community; in his active efforts to improve his own
 condition and that of his family; and in his rejection of passivity, resignation, and
 fatalism toward the course of life's events. His independence of traditional sources
 of authority is manifested in public issues by his following the advice of public
 officials or trade-union leaders rather than priests and village elders, and in
 personal matters by his choosing the job and the bride he prefers even if his
 parents prefer some other position or some other person. The modern man's
 openness to new experience is reflected in his interest in technical innovation, his
 support of scientific exploration of hitherto sacred or taboo subjects, his readiness
 to meet strangers, and his willingness to allow women to take advantage of
 opportunities outside the confines of the household (Inkeles and Smith, 1974:
 290-1).

 If it is presumed that changes in these directions are increasingly pervasive among
 individuals, leaderless publics and organizational memberships, and if it is recog-
 nized that the aggregation of such skills and orientations encourage, embolden or
 otherwise compel the leaders of collectivities to be more assertive as well as more
 sensitive to the autonomy dilemmas inherent in the needs and wishes of their
 followerships, then it becomes very clear indeed why the dynamics at work in the
 multi-centric world foster decentralizing tendencies. Modern citizens, those that are
 perhaps more appropriately called "post-industrial" individuals, are by definition
 aware of the limits of whole systems and the virtues of subsystems insofar as the
 immediate advancement of their interests are concerned. In a basic, though not
 necessarily intellectual, sense they appreciate that social as well as geographic
 distances have withered through technological change and that the resulting
 complexities have rendered governments less and less effective. Consequently, their
 cognitive orientations as well as the habits of their hearts have shifted away from
 national communities and focused instead on subgroups,'9 away from an inclination
 to acquiesce to governmental definitions of global issues and toward a readiness to
 respond to alternative perspectives, away from an interest in preserving bipartisan-
 ship in foreign policy and toward the pursuit of partisan gains, away from a
 commitment to the maintenance of formal obligations and toward temporary
 coalitions as normatively acceptable-to mention some of the more salient differences
 outlined in Tables 1, 2 and 3 that get aggregated into behavior and cascades at the
 macro level.

 If evolving micro orientations are a prime source of the decentralizing dynamics of
 the multi-centric world, how can it be reasonably hypothesized that centralizing
 tendencies are also operative, that sometimes they predominate, and that the periods
 when they predominate may be cyclically linked to corresponding shifts in the
 decentralizing tendencies? Here the analysis involves both the macro and micro
 levels. At the former level are the centralizing processes inherent in the complexity of
 transnational issues which link the objectives of states and lead governments to
 cooperate in order to gain control over them. At the micro level is a flexibility on the
 part of post-industrial individuals that enables them to appreciate that there may be
 conditions under which subsystems are ill-suited to achieve control over such issues.
 That is, their enlarged analytic skills and cathectic capacities allow them to recognize
 the limits of subgroupism, to revise their understandings of the virtues of whole
 systems, and thus to expand their thinking and the habits of their hearts to include
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 conceptions of self-interest that redirect their loyalties and energies toward the
 state-centric world. Then, after a period wherein the coordinated efforts of states fall
 short of effective management over the complexities of the multi-centric world,
 disillusion sets in and the pendulum swings back again to reinvigorate the
 decentralizing tendencies.
 Thus it is that the present structures and processes of global life are likely to be more
 permanent than transitional. Neither of the two worlds of world politics is likely to be
 overcome by the other. Both seem likely to remain as enduring features of the
 international scene even as each also tends to foster an ascendency on the part of the
 other as time passes. The chaos of global life may not only be patterned; it may also
 unfold in rhythmic cycles.

 Notes

 1. Earlier versions of this paper were presented at the Workshop on International Theory
 (Bad Homburg. West Germany, June 1 1987, and Annual Meeting of the American
 Political Science Association (Chicago 1987). In addition to those present at these
 occasions, I am grateful for the cogent reactions to still earlier drafts provided by Richard
 K. Ashley, Harry C. Bredemeier, Joshua Goldstein, Charles W. Kegley, Jr, Richard
 Merritt, Susan Strange, Pauline Vaillancourt, and Dina A. Zinnes.

 2. It should be made clear at the outset that the search for a new global order is an empirical
 and not a normative quest. I am not proceeding from an assumption that the prevailing
 order is undesirable and that a new one needs to be identified and championed. Nor, in
 referring to a pervasive chaos, do I proceed from a postmodern perspective in which causal
 processes are seen as irrelevant and any interpretation of global politics considered as
 sound as any other. Rather, the ontology guiding the presentation is that of scientific
 empirical theory, which means to me that the chaos of world politics is only a surface
 appearance, that it rests on and springs from underlying patterns in which the interaction
 of variables is repetitive because causal dynamics are presumed to be operative, and that
 the underlying patterns form-for better or worse-a new order that may be emerging as
 the dominant condition of global politics.

 3. Quoted in Emery and Trist (1975: 120).
 4. For a discussion of the nature of authority structures, see Rosenau (1985a).
 5. For an excellent analysis of the role of subnational governments in world affairs, see

 Duchacek (1986).

 6. For a discussion of the premise that social systems are always on the verge of collapsing
 into their environments, see Rosenau (1986: 884-91).

 7. The four adaptive modes derive from alternative and (relatively) mutually exclusive
 presumptions any system or subsystem makes about its relationship to the environment in
 which it is located: it can seek to adjust its present self to its present environment (an
 internal-external balance labeled "acquiescent adaptation"); it can try to shape its present
 environment to its present self ("intransigent adaptation"); it can attempt to create a new
 internal-external equilibrium between its present self and its present environment
 ("promotive adaptation"); or it can accept the existing equilibrium between its present self
 and its present environment ("preservative adaptation"). For a full discussion of the
 adaptation model and how its prototypes operate in the state-centric world, see Rosenau
 (1981). For their operation in the multi-centric world, see Table 2.

 8. To some extent, of course, the support proffered a collectivity can be limited by the fact
 that its members also occupy roles in other systems and that these roles may require
 commitments from them that divert, lessen, or otherwise detract from their support.
 Indeed, one way to conceive of divisiveness within a collectivity is to see it as a reflection of
 multiple-system memberships in which some members have put their memberships in
 other subsystems ahead of the one undergoing divisive tensions. The fact of multiple
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 memberships, however, does not offset the value attached to autonomy as a systemic goal.
 While the support accorded leaders to act on behalf of a collectivity's autonomy can

 fluctuate extensively, the goal remains as long as the collectivity manages to adapt and
 persist. To be sure, if too many individuals withhold their support from a collectivity in
 favor of one of its subsystems, then the integrative coherence of the collectivity will be
 weakened and its autonomy dilemma will have become that much more acute.

 9. A particularly vivid insight into the potential consequences of a leaderless public is
 provided by the reactions of hundreds of thousands of Americans to hijackings and
 Chernobyl in the spring of 1986: they simultaneously made the same decision, to cancel
 their European travel plans, the aggregate impact of which was to activate the tourist
 industries of Europe and to strengthen the inclination of European governments to develop
 coordinated policies toward terrorists.

 10. The necessary elaboration will be undertaken in Rosenau (forthcoming c).
 11. Waltz also stresses this difference in the fatality rate (1979: 95).
 12. For applications of the adaptation framework to more specific types of systems, see

 Rosenau (1982, 1983, 1985b, 1988a, forthcoming b). For the analysis of one observer who
 is dubious as to the ability of the adaptation model to "help significantly in understanding"
 how internal and external demands get synthesized, see Dallin (1981: 388).

 13. For another label to describe the phenomena that are here called patterned chaos, see
 Burns and Flam (1986: 209), who note that "Modern society has no single designer nor an
 overall, coherent design. There are multiple sources of organizing principles, rules and
 policies, many of which compete with and contradict one another. The pressures for
 change are many and varied. Diverse rule-making groups and institutions pursue their
 own particular interests, visions, and modes of knowledge development. Coordination and
 integration among different rule-making processes, and the agents involved, tends to be
 weak. We refer to this condition as structural incoherence" (p. 209).

 14. Each of the four prototypical modes of adaptation are conceived as theoretically capable of
 undergoing transformation to any of the other three, thereby yielding the possibility of
 twelve basic adaptive transformations (Rosenau, 1981: 80-8).

 15. These definitions can be found in the Second Edition of Webster's New International
 Dictionary (1951).

 16. For a very different conception in which the interlocking processes are posited as
 circuit-breakers rather than as cascades, see Katzenstein (1987).

 17. This quote is excerpted from, and expresses a theme amplified in, Jackson (1986).
 18. For an account of the elaborate network of firms and individuals used by the CIA in the

 United States, see Farnsworth (1987: 6).
 19. For a cogent argument that the post-industrial era is leading people, or at least Americans,

 away from whole systems, see Bellah et al. (1985). For more comprehensive analyses of the
 decentralizing tendencies that highlight the salience of subgroups, see Tiryakian and
 Rogowski (1985).
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