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ANGLO-AMERICA AND ITS
DISCONTENTS

Anglo-America is a clearly identifiable part of what is commonly referred to as the
West. The West exists, this book argues, in the form of multiple traditions
that have currency in America, Europe, the Americas, and a few outposts in the
southern hemisphere.

Led by the British Empire until the beginning of, and by the United States since
the middle of the twentieth century, Anglo-America has been at the very center of
world politics. Bridging the European and the American West, Anglo-America is
distinctive, not unique. These multiple Wests coexist with each other and
with other civilizations, as part of one global civilization containing multiple
modernities. And like all other civilizations, Anglo-America is marked by multiple
traditions and internal pluralism. Once deeply held notions and practices of
imperial rule and racial hierarchy now take the form of hegemony or multilateral-
ism and politically contested versions of multiculturalism. At its core Anglo-America
is fluid, not fixed.

The analytical perspectives of this book are laid out in Katzenstein’s opening and
concluding chapters. They are explored in seven outstanding case studies,
written by widely known authors, which combine historical and contemporary
perspectives.

Featuring an exceptional line-up and representing a diversity of theoretical
views within one integrative perspective, this work will be of interest to all scholars
and students of American and European affairs, international relations, sociology,
and political science.

Peter J. Katzenstein is the Walter S. Carpenter, Jr. Professor of International
Studies at Cornell University, USA. His work addresses issues of political
economy, security, and culture in world politics.
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PREFACE

This book is part of a trilogy exploring civilizations in world politics. The first
volume, Civilizations in World Politics: plural and pluralist perspectives (2010), developed
a particular conceptual approach stressing the plurality and pluralism of
civilizations and applied it to six major civilizations. Two follow-on volumes
explore civilizational processes and identities in greater detail. Situated in a broader
comparative perspective, Sinicization and the Rise of China: civilizational processes
beyond East and West (2012) inquires into Sinicization during the era of China’s
peaceful rise. With particular attention to the problematic relationship between
liberalism and race, Anglo-America and Its Discontents: civilizational identities beyond
West and East (2012) analyzes the evolution of civilizational identities of Anglo-
America. Drawing on Civilizations in World Politics, the conceptual foundation
of the trilogy is restated in the largely identical first section of the concluding
chapters of volumes 2 and 3. The two subtitles of these volumes convey the central
message of both books: we need to move beyond sharp distinctions between East
and West.

The intellectual origins of this project lie in the twists and turns of my research
and teaching during the last two decades. In the 1990s I tried to understand
better the importance of norms and identities in world politics. Addressing general
theories of international relations in one book, I applied the approach to Japanese
security in another. In the last decade I have also thought some about regionalism
and regionalization in world politics. I have remained unsatistied with how I posed
and sought to address the issue of regional identities in East Asia and Western
Europe. The history of maps offers vivid illustrations of how regional identities
evolve and how the world is being reimagined. Regional borders and meanings
remain forever open to political debate and conflict. In both ways, regions resem-
ble civilizations. The language of civilizational politics, I hope, offers a compelling
way of capturing that kind of politics.
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Indeed, the civilizational level of analysis could be added easily to conventional
theories of international relations. This trilogy seeks to better specify the cultural
context of world politics, focusing on Sinicization and Anglo-America as examples
of complex processes and contested identities normally subsumed under the rubrics
of globalization and internationalization. Even though they refer to different
objects, for the most part these two concepts are used interchangeably. Globalization
describes processes that transcend time and compress space, with novel and trans-
formative effects for world politics. Internationalization refers to processes of
territorially based exchanges across national borders, reflecting basic continuities in
the evolution of the international state system. Globalization favors convergence
around common standards as well as a variety of local adaptations to global change.
Internationalization permits continued national differences in national practices. In
this view, contemporary world politics is marked by a mixture of transformative
global and incremental international effects that shape and reshape the international
system.

A focus on civilizational processes and identities invites us to move from a
generic to a more specific characterization of global and international contexts that
illuminates the distinctive characteristics of intercivilizational engagements and
encounters, as well as occasional civilizational clashes. Contextual specificity is a
complement to rather than a substitute for international relations theory. Our
theories tell us a number of things at a level of generality that is unhelpful for
understanding or engaging the world. This trilogy does not seek to develop precise
implications of the civilizational turn for the theoretical debate in international
relations. It is an exercise in pattern recognition rather than in the specification of
particular puzzles and scope conditions, or the articulation of alternative explana-
tions and indicators helpful for quantitative analysis. My hope is to illuminate the
broad contours of world politics and thus to create novel perspectives that invite
more probing and precise inquiries by others.

Ever since the publication of Samuel Huntington’s famous 1993 article in
Foreign Affairs, his clash of civilization thesis has been required reading in the large
introduction to International Relations that I regularly teach at Cornell. That
article has remained a perennial student favorite and is typically included among
the top three of the close to 50 readings that I assign. A decade ago when the
impact of religion on world politics became one of my research interests, I encoun-
tered Shmuel Eisenstadt’s concept of multiple modernities, in some ways an
antidote and in other ways a complement to Huntington’s analysis. Finally, a few
years ago I developed a new course on American foreign policy. In preparing a
new set of lectures I became reacquainted with the broad corpus of Huntington’s
writings on America and recognized both its affinity to Louis Hartz’s views and its
consistency with Huntington’s civilizational writing. I also learned that Eisenstadt’s
concept of multiple modernities had a close cousin in Rogers Smith’s powerful,
multiple-tradition critique of Hartz’s (and Huntington’s) view of America’s liberal
tradition. America, and some of its kin countries, I concluded, could be viewed
quite profitably through lenses that differed from those deployed by my realist and
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liberal friends and colleagues. America is not only the most powerful state in the
international system and the leading capitalist democracy in global markets; it is
also a civilization in its own right.

What is true of any book is also true of this trilogy — it remains unfinished. If the
initial spur for this project was Huntington’s cultural realism, at the end the limits
of liberal internationalism became my central concern. Like cultural realists, liberals
continue to adhere to by now outdated aspects of a nineteenth-century Eurocentric
model of world politics. Then as now, the civilized or advanced countries set the
standards for the uncivilized or developing ones. My engagement with liberal
theory and practice forced me to think specifically about the racial dimension of
world politics. Born at the end of World War II in Nazi Germany and liberated by
U.S. soldiers, many of whom had sacrificed their lives so that I could live freely,
this was a topic fraught with intimations of the Holocaust from which I had shied
away for a long time. Furthermore, my deep admiration of and attraction to the
United States had made me gloss over the problematic and ungainly aspects of a
country that had adopted me with so much generosity and that I had come to
embrace so fully.

Even though their politeness made them downplay the fact in the presence of
an American-German gaijin, over many years I learned from my colleagues in East
Asia that they considered race to be a salient factor for any serious analysis of world
politics. I realized early on that my American colleagues who studied international
relations were either uninterested in or openly hostile to inquiries into the relation
between liberalism and race. Arguably they live in a society that continues to bear
the very visible and ugly scars of a never forgotten racism; but for the most part
they regard this to be a non-issue in the era of multiculturalism and human rights.
Liberal theorists reformulate Wilsonianism to make this basic policy approach
relevant to our times. Alternatively, realist critics of Woodrow Wilson seek to
diminish his far-reaching impact on world politics by characterizing him as an
unrealistic idealist. Neither spends even a passing moment to reflect on the signifi-
cance that as a man of the South, Wilson the liberal was also a racist. I thus
conclude the trilogy by reflecting on the similarities and differences between the
global reach of Anglo-America and Islam; inquiring into the limits of international
liberalism; and searching for historical analogies that can help us grasp more fully
the movement to what I call “polymorphic globalism.” Although that globalism
contains within it close links to liberalism, it goes further to deal with a humanity
larger and more diverse than that of the West or Anglo-America.

I eventually found my interest in civilizational analysis being met with more
than a healthy dose of skepticism by various audiences. Those interested in the
cultural terrain of the modern world in particular showed a visceral aversion to the
concept of civilization, overladen for that audience by the connotations of
Eurocentric racism. While they were often sympathetic to the main parts of my
argument, their most persistent question was, “why bother with this concept?”
Would it not be better to rely on a different and less contaminated conceptual
language? Eventually I prepared two answers to that question. First, I would offer
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my critics a wager. They should do a content analysis of a reasonable sample of the
front page of any number of newspapers, count the times their personal or favorite
research project was mentioned, and compare that symbol count to the invocation
of the concepts of “East” and “West.” To date nobody has taken me up on my
offer. I remain confident that common language use shows these civilizational
concepts to be ubiquitous. Second, I would mention the reading preferences of
Cornell undergraduates referred to above. On both scores I think it is important
for scholars to engage public discourse on its own terms rather than to hide behind
neologisms or disregard the opinions of their students.

I got a different reaction from scholars of international relations. R ealists would
simply shrug their shoulders. Typically uninterested in the cultural aspects of world
politics, they are convinced that Huntington has been proven wrong decisively.
Clashes occur for the most part within rather than between civilizations. That
reaction overlooks Huntington’s most enduring contribution — to alert us to the
fact that, with the end of the Cold War, the cultural context of international rela-
tions had undergone a fundamental change. Liberals had a very hard time accepting
that the insistence on universal standards of good governance rooted in liberal
principles had a deep and troubling affinity with nineteenth-century civilizational
analysis, as I argue, and that international liberalism is not sufficiently capacious to
encompass the full normative reach of the emerging world order.

My ideas for Anglo-America and Its Discontents jelled after many years at the
dinner table as I listened to and learned from Mary, my life’s love and partner,
about her work on American politics. Eventually, in a speech I prepared for the
2008 annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, I tried
to articulate a position that encompassed both the domestic and international
opportunities and the challenges of liberal thought and practice. For this project
I convened two authors’ workshops in conjunction with the 2010 annual meetings
of the International Studies and the American Political Science Association, where
authors and I presented analytical outlines and first drafts of papers. In May 2011,
the Munk Center at the University of Toronto hosted a major conference
with substantial financial support. I would like to thank Center Director
Louis W. Pauly in particular for his generous and unflinching support on top of
all his many other obligations, and the Center’s staff for its efficient help in all
matters large and small. The costs for the first two meetings and the balance
for the conference expenses were covered by Cornell’'s Walter S. Carpenter,
Jr. Professorship.

I would like to acknowledge with enormous gratitude the generous financial
support that I received in 2009-10 from the Louise and John Steffens Founders’
Circle Membership at the Institute of Advanced Studies in Princeton. The year
was crucial for giving me the quiet and uninterrupted time to refine the arguments
I advance in the trilogy and to do a large amount of reading in literatures that led
me in many different directions, with unexpected findings along the way.

Finally, I would like to thank my co-authors, who were already or have now
become close companions and friends. I have learned much more from them than
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I can convey either here or in the acknowledgments to my chapters. Their many
ideas and suggestions, their comments on my paper drafts, and their own papers all
deepened and sharpened enormously my understanding of the subjects discussed in
these two books and, more generally, many aspects of world politics that I had not
understood well or thought about at all. The pleasure of working together was
deep and intense, and I shall miss our conversations as we, Melville’s wandering
seafarer Ishmael, set our sails once again, on the lookout for new cargos and new
companions. Both books reminded me once again that the process of creating new
knowledge is deliciously social and solitary.

I dedicate this book to Anika, whose lusty crying in the last stages of revising
this manuscript conveyed an unmistakable message: “my way — not the highway.”
I hope it will be so when she grows up.

Peter J. Katzenstein
Ithaca, N.Y.
July 2011



THE WEST AS ANGLO-AMERICA'

Peter |. Katzenstein

Anglo-America is a clearly identifiable part of what is commonly referred to as
the West. The West exists, this book argues, in the form of multiple traditions that
have currency in America, Europe, the Americas, and a few outposts in the
Southern hemisphere.”> Led by the British Empire until the beginning and by
the United States since the middle of the twentieth century, Anglo-America has
been at the very center of world politics. Bridging the European and the American
West, Anglo-America is distinctive, not unique. These multiple Wests coexist with
each other and with other civilizations, as parts of one global civilization contain-
ing multiple modernities. And like all other civilizations, Anglo-America is marked
by multiple traditions and internal pluralism. Once deeply held notions and
practices of imperial rule and racial hierarchy now take the form of hegemony or
multilateralism and politically contested versions of multiculturalism. At its core
Anglo-America is fluid, not fixed.

Anglo-America is, in the lexicon of contemporary conservative political
supporters in the major English-speaking countries, called the Anglosphere. In the
tradition of Winston Churchill it enjoys today support among conservatives as a
community of states that is united by traits such as liberal values, Protestantism,
individualism, an achievement culture, a life of private grace testified to by worldly
success, the use of the English language, common law, Parliamentary rules, and
other ancient British traditions. Supporters of this conservative project oppose
other forms of the West, such as the European Union.? Left-wing critics see in
the Anglosphere instead a neoliberal, imperialist, and at times furtively racist
project. These critics can point to George Orwell’s nightmarish novel 1984, which
detailed the tyrannical rule inside Oceania, conceived of as a political amalgam
of Britain, the United States, Latin America, and Africa.* The political Left
has therefore put its energy behind the support of the United Nations and some
of the new transnational governance institutions. All political disagreements aside,
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the historical record shows that Anglo-America has won all major wars since the
late seventeenth century. In the twentieth century, in hot and cold global wars,
Anglo-America defeated challenges from both the Fascist Right and the Communist
Left. Despite local and temporary setbacks, Anglo-America has been a central axis
around which international politics has revolved for more than three centuries.

The West is frequently invoked in public discourse as the most encompassing
source of collective identity that tells us who we are, where we came from, and
where we should be going. Yet Sigmund Freud argued in his essay Civilization and
Its Discontents that the individual Self is not unitary but continues inward without
any sharp delineations.> And so it is for civilizations. As political constructions,
civilizational complexes have a direct bearing on core concepts of international
relations such as empire, race, sovereignty, and interdependence, as well as on
political practices such as diplomacy and alliance formations. This is not to argue
that Western civilization in its different manifestations is the only source of collec-
tive identity. Nations and their various regions or localities, as well as group, family,
and individual identities, are also significant in situationally specific ways. Incessantly
invoked, the “West” remains, however, the most general social category that
provides elites rather than mass publics with a sense of direction as they seek to
understand what they believe in and what governments, groups, and individuals
should do. As a modern equivalent to the now outdated concept of “Latin
Christendom,” invoking the “West” can serve different political purposes, such as
highlighting its distinctive contributions to or detractions from humanity, or extol-
ling some of its values as inherently superior or inferior to others.®

After briefly discussing the existence of many Wests, I develop two arguments
in this chapter. First, with specific reference to Louis Hartz’s and Samuel
Huntington’s insistence on the unity and singularity of America and Western
civilization, I argue for the pervasiveness of multiple traditions. Referencing the
chapters in this book, I then sketch Anglo-America’s gradual evolution away from
race and empire, analyzing varieties of international communities and three
different patterns of internal multiculturalism typifying contemporary Anglo-
America. I end with a brief conclusion.

Many Wests

Winston Churchill is proof of the West’s internal tensions and contradictions.
When, as a lieutenant, he stepped in front of a ballroom crowd in the Waldorf
Astoria eager to hear about the Boer war, he was introduced by Mark Twain,
no friend of Britain’s imperialist exploits in Africa or America’s against Spain:
“We have always been kin: kin in blood, kin in religion, kin in representative
government, kin in ideals, kin in just and lofty purposes; and now we are kin in
sin, the harmony is complete, the blend is perfect, like Mr. Churchill himself.”” It
was Churchill the racist who supported and participated in campaigns of ethnic
cleansing and the establishment of detention camps in British colonies. And it was
Churchill who hated Gandhi and Hitler equally, a fact that may help explain his
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callousness during the great 1943 famine in Bengal — which was caused largely by
Britain’s mismanagement, then under Churchill’s leadership.®

This was Churchill’s first face. His second was the fearless and eloquent leader
of Britain and the West, the man who helped greatly in defeating Hitler and the
Nazis. At the dawn of the Cold War, Churchill argued in his Fulton, Missouri,
speech:

Americans and British must never cease to proclaim in fearless tones the great
principles of freedom and the rights of man which are the joint inheritance
of the English-speaking world and which through Magna Carta, the Bill of
Rights, habeas corpus, trials by jury and the English common law find their

most famous expression in the American Declaration of Independence.’

For Churchill and his intellectual followers, the English-speaking peoples are the
specific manifestations of Anglo-America and the loftiest representation of the
West — as discussed by Duncan Bell in Chapter 2.1

Drawing on the second of Churchill’s faces, a unitary conception of the West
still enjoys wide currency today, especially in conservative quarters. The “special
partnership” between Britain and the United States, for example, was very much
in evidence in the first decade of the twenty-first century. During the run-up to
the attack on Iraq, Prime Minister Blair was the USA’s most important comrade-
in-arms, ready to pay the “blood price.”!! In 2007, President Bush called the ties
between the United States and Britain the “most important bilateral relationship ...
primarily because we think the same, we believe in freedom and justice as funda-
mentals of life.”!? Blair reminded Bush of Churchill: “I heard of Winston Churchill
in my friend’s voice.”!* And Gordon Brown’s visit to the United States in March
2009 was explicitly designed to revitalize the special relationship tarnished by an
unpopular war and American high-handedness.

Yet the White House this time around invoked a “special partnership” rather
than a “special relationship,” which raised eyebrows in London.!* President Obama
had written at length about his grandfather’s accounts of having been tortured by
British soldiers in Kenya; and he had the bust of Winston Churchill removed from
the Oval Office and returned to Britain. Prime Minister David Cameron acknowl-
edged new political conditions during his first visit to Washington after becoming
prime minister in 2010. Undermining the notion of Britain as America’s Trojan
poodle, Cameron sought to replace misty-eyed emotion with hard-nosed national
interest in a “partnership of choice” as the foundation of Britain’s special relations
with the United States.!®

“The West” is often referred to in the singular as a civilizational complex that
difters from “the East.” This is implausible. After all is said and done, it is not clear
why 1,700 miles and three flight hours to the west of Athens, Rabat is part of the
Orient. Conceived as unities, East and West are inaccurate labels that offer a
profoundly misleading view of the world. Although they invite questions about
demarcations that can undermine their persuasiveness, more specific regional



4 Peter ). Katzenstein

designations such as “Europe” or “Asia” encounter similar problems. Europeans
find themselves in fundamental disagreement over whether Russia and Turkey are
parts of Europe. And the concept of Asia, in the singular, makes no sense in trying
to impose a unity on South, Southeast, and East Asia that simply does not exist for
the peoples living in these disparate parts of the world — except in the powerful
imaginations of popular pundits and pan-Asian political theorists. The story is no
different when we talk about the West. In the singular, it does not exist and needs
to be replaced by the idea of many Wests that, often in tension, coexist with one
another.

Maps representing civilizations in single colors suggest a social homogeneity

that is misleading compared to more complex visual representations.'®

Focusing
specifically on the writings of Louis Hartz and Samuel Huntington, I argue here for
pluralist notions of Anglo-America. The substantive chapters in this book illustrate
great variations in what we mean by Anglo-America and what the politics of
Anglo-America look like in practice. In the nineteenth century it was widely
believed that there existed only one Anglo-American standard of civilization.!
Furthermore, Anglo-America served the purpose of a liberalism suftfused by racist
and imperialist ideas. Those ideas have lost much of their credibility in a multi-
civilizational world in which complex sovereignty, diplomatic cultures, and special
relations mark the international relations of Anglo-America. In recent decades,
across the various parts of Anglo-America, we are witnessing the democratic poli-
tics of multi-racialism, embryonic triculturalism, and contested multiculturalism.
Besides Anglo-America, there exists a second conception of the West, as in the
New World of the Americas. Building on the work of Arthur P. Whitaker, Arturo
Santa-Cruz delineates the Western Hemispheric Idea as a distinct sphere of com-
munication, interaction, and interest that constitutes what is considered legitimate
in politics.'"® Ever since Jefferson, the idea of a not necessarily peaceful pattern of
interaction has grown up around the notion that the New World is different from
the Old. Over time, the internal division of the Western Hemisphere has dimin-
ished, as illustrated by the pan-American movement. Starting with the Washington
Conference of 1889, the modern inter-American system dates back to the very
moment at which US interventions in Central America and the rise of anti-Yankee
feelings were on the upswing. Tensions and disagreements about the normative
order of the American version of the West did not abate until President Roosevelt
initiated the “Good Neighbor Policy” in 1936, with the USA accepting uncondi-
tionally the principle of non-intervention. At that time, the USA affirmed with all
its partners in the Americas the commitment to democracy, peace, and justice. The
self-proclaimed distinctiveness from Europe thus had given way to an expression
of shared solidarity based on the principles of representative democracy, expressed
subsequently in the Bogota Charter as the founding document of the Organization
of American States in 1948. The Western Hemispheric Idea as a distinct version of
the West thus is based on the principle of rights-based representative government
(supported most forcefully by the USA) and non-intervention (supported by
the states of Latin and Central America fearing the USA), with both principles
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informing but not determining political practices — which have often deviated
from these lofty ideals.

Shmuel Eisenstadt, Edmundo O’Gorman, and Jeremy Smith have offered
complementary arguments of the Americas that reconfirm and illuminate the idea
of many Wests from a more explicitly civilizational perspective. As the point of
departure, they reject out of hand Louis Hartz’s Eurocentric theory of the Americas
as “frozen fragments” of Europe.!” European patterns were instead radically
transformed in the process of transplantation from the Old World to the New. Like
that of Santa-Cruz, Eisenstadt’s comparative analysis stresses both commonalities
and differences of American civilization.?® He points to the relative weakness of
primordial criteria such as language and territory. Instead, new collective identities
emerged among the settlers, imbued by a universalist ethos in the United States and
a formal hierarchical one in Latin America. The principles of social order offered
mirror images of each other. Equality, achievement, and transient, reformist
protest orientations prevailed in the British North; clientelism, ascriptive social
status, and cyclical, radical protest in the Hispanic South. In their relationship with
the old European world, the two American variants were not clashing as much as
they were undergoing divergent processes of self-differentiation from kindred
European societies. Transplanted to the Americas, the impulses of the Reformation
and Counter-reformation were affected deeply by what British and Hispanic
settlers shared: the experience of European colonialism and the confrontation
with indigenous populations. O’Gorman adds that the originality of the American
political project rather than the colonial imitation of the mother countries’ political
institutions and practices in Latin America led to the identification of the USA
with all of America and made US citizens Americans par excellence.?! Smith,
finally, disaggregates American civilization further by analyzing distinctive Canadian
and Caribbean variants that Eisenstadt bypasses, and by adding America’s indige-
nous civilizations and perhaps the American South as further variants to illustrate
the existence of many Wests.??

Finally, there exists the enduring debate about the relations between Europe
and America. Even in moments of externally induced crisis and in times of change,
the two are viewed as distinct though deeply related. For example, President
Kennedy’s speech, delivered in Philadelphia on July 4, 1962, invoked a transatlan-
tic partnership founded on a new declaration of interdependence between the
United States and Europe. Competing American and French universalisms also
illustrate the existence of a plural and pluralist West. The core values motivating
the French revolution — liberté, egalité, fraternité — remain of utmost importance to
France’s sense of self and the projection of that self, through language and institu-
tions, in the world, particularly in Africa.?® Republican values, French officials
hoped, would secure French influence in its “special relation” with Africa even
after decolonization. Lacking the resources necessary for pursuing its self-
proclaimed universalist mission civilisatrice, during the Cold War Sub-Saharan
Africa in particular acquired great civilizational significance for France. Always
the political realist, De Gaulle cut the political links to North Africa early in the
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Fifth Republic. But he saw France’s grandeur as deeply enmeshed with Black Africa.
Africa was thus an essential partner in the universalist Western values embodied in
the French revolution.?* For decades, French officials feared increasing American
(and Soviet) involvement in what they regarded as an exclusively French African
sphere of influence. This was one of the many deep-seated sources of French
anti-Americanisms.?® It finds its American analogue in the periodic outbursts of
anti-French sentiment, as in the renaming of French fries into freedom fries on the
US Congress’ cafeteria menu at the height of the 2003 crisis over the American
invasion of Iraq. In light of historical facts pointing to the existence of many Wests
and multiple Americas, singular and unified theories of America and the
West deserve close scrutiny.

America and the West: not unified, not singular

During the last half-century, various analysts have written as if America and the
West were unified and singular. Louis Hartz and Samuel Huntington are two
scholars in particular who have shaped profoundly our thinking of the category
of “America” and “the West.” Hartz, the political theorist, first articulated a
compelling argument about the omnipotence of America’s unitary liberal tradition,
before putting what might have appeared to his readers as an exceptionalist argu-
ment in a broader, Eurocentric context. The liberal offshoot that implanted itself
on the American soil, Hartz argues, was comparable to other fragments of Europe’s
political ideologies that took root in other parts of the West constituting Anglo-
America. What all of these fragments shared was the experience of having remained
frozen, lacking the vitality of an intellectual dialectic that might have propelled
them forward. As a new and more global world strips away the protection
from these Anglo cocoons, that vitality is now being imported from other civiliza-
tions, themselves offshoots of the intellectual vitality of European theories and
ideologies. Huntington, the social scientist, advanced an argument about a civiliza-
tional clash between “the West” and “the rest” that prompted his critics to ask Who
are We? (the title of his last book).?° As he moved from a general civilizational
argument to a more specific American one, Huntington continued to take a
unitary view of both civilizations and American culture. In both of his books, and
in contrast to Hartz, Huntington’s objective was explicitly political and prescrip-
tive as he sought to advance a conservative view on questions of identity. Despite
the richness of their insights and the argumentative power of their writings, I argue
here that both Hartz and Huntington fall prey to the fallacy of thinking in unitary
and singular categories.

Hartz%

More than halfa century ago, Louis Hartz developed an argument that has remained
foundational for how we understand America today.?® Hartz proposed a consensus
view of American culture and identity. Without a reactionary, feudal past, America
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lacks a revolutionary socialist future. Lockean liberalism has snuffed out all alterna-
tive political traditions and imaginations. And American liberalism is a frozen
fragment of bourgeois liberalism, transplanted from the Old World to the New.
The American South, to be sure, resembled Europe in several ways. But after the
Civil War it was relegated to a position of political marginality. America thus
remained in the iron grip of a tyrannical liberal tradition.

Hartz’s insistence on the dominance of a single tradition in the United States is
flawed. Rogers Smith has reworked an older scholarly perspective on dueling
traditions, such as Jeftersonianism and Madisonianism, that preceded Hartz’s book.
In so doing he has developed the multiple-traditions perspective now closely asso-
ciated with his name.?’ Addressing, among others, both Hartz’s and Huntington’s
single tradition theories, Smith observes in his analysis that American political
development was marked not only by egalitarian values of liberal democracy
but also by inegalitarian and illiberal ideas that yielded substantial and serious clashes
over America’s reigning ideas and practices. “At its heart,” he argues, “the multi-
ple-traditions thesis holds” that not any one tradition but a “more complex pattern
of apparently inconsistent combinations of the traditions” has shaped American
history.>

Specifically, Hartz’s argument overlooks America’s republican and racial
traditions. For Hartz, conflict in America occurs within the liberal tradition —
between majority rule and minority rights, and between democratic and property
rights. He thus discounts America’s strong republican tradition. The rejection of
monarchism led to the support of popular republicanism informed by Rome and
by ideals of civic virtue.* This republican tradition had strong effects on Jeffersonian
and Jacksonian conceptions of politics and a distinctive form of American com-
munitarianism. Furthermore, Hartz’s liberal tradition argument has very little to
say about the issue of race. In semi-feudal Latin America, slaves were placed at the
very bottom of the social hierarchy, but they were not robbed of their humanity.
In America’s non-feudal culture, slaves were denied their humanity and made
pieces of property. Liberal slavery was thus more vicious than feudal slavery. But
Hartz went on to argue that once humanity was granted, liberalism was more
generous, since it did not have within its own intellectual tradition arguments that
could stop the demand for equality. The elimination of slavery was necessary
to establish the hegemony of liberalism in Hartz’s argument; yet Hartz slighted
the importance of race in American politics, a fact he reportedly regretted
subsequently.*?

Hartz’s second major book internationalizes and puts into comparative perspec-
tive his analysis of American liberalism.*® This is a daring book of comparative
intellectual history, grounded in the core assumption that as in the United States,
the political imagination and traditions of the West in Latin America, South Africa,
Canada, and Australia are also all fragments of European culture and ideology.
In Hartz’s treatment the West, America, and Europe are indelibly fused into one
unitary European core. Taking with them various seeds of theory and ideology,
European emigrants implanted them in foreign soil and then watched them mature
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into a peculiar intellectual immobility that escaped altogether the European conta-
gion of intellectual self-renewal. This affected in equal measure, Hartz argues,
Europe’s feudal fragments in Latin America and French Canada; its bourgeois ones
in the United States, Dutch South Africa, and English Canada; and its radical
ones in Australia and British South Africa.** Spread across the full arc of
Europe’s intellectual revolution, these seven fragments evince “the immobilities of
fragmentation.” The escape from the European past was also an escape from the
future enemies of Europe. Only now, after two centuries of stasis, has the decolo-
nization movement hurled back at these fragments the “very Western revolution
they originally fled ... these societies in the midst of the variations they contain, are
governed by the ultimate experience of the American liberal traditions.”*® Whether
teudal, liberal, or radical, all fragments are conservative. Challenged by global
intellectual developments since the middle of the twentieth century, they are all
forced to transcend their conservatism. To be sure, the fragments have at times
tried to recoil into isolationism, exploit their nationalism, or erupt into hysteria.
But in the end, such reactionary responses did yield to being reconnected with the
European intellectual imagination now playing itself out on a global scale.?’
European ideology thus refurbished was extended to its African and Indian
relationships to instill a series of racial formulations altogether outside of the origi-
nal Buropean ethic.®® Transplanted fragments of European ideology thereby
became moral absolutes, national essences, and different ways of experiencing racial
lives. Extricating themselves from the intellectual battles and sources of renewal in
Europe permitted the conservative fragments to unfold their own potentialities
beyond the theoretical imagination of the Old World. Pruning the fragments’
intellectual possibilities did not stop new grafts from taking hold. Admittedly, since
European ideologies were ignorant of first-hand experience with racial issues, the
fragments experienced political battles over how to apply their different ideologies
to questions of race. In feudal fragments, debates about the incorporation of racially
difterent groups of people focused on how to absorb them in a hierarchical society.
In liberal and radical fragments, the practice of racial rule was harsher in practice
than in feudal fragments; under slavery the focus was on total exclusion and the
denial of the slave’s basic humanity. The racial question was thus swept into
the traditionalism of each fragment’s politics, challenged by non-Western ideas and
practices. And thus the indigenous evolving ethic of each fragment became the
“exclusive defender of the Western faith ... with only one imaginable way of deal-
ing with the man outside the West.”* The stasis of these fragments, the lack of
challenges they faced, and their unmistakable European descent in an intellectually
Eurocentric world all speak to Hartz’s eloquent restatement of his basic single-

tradition theory on a grander scale.*

Huntington*!

With the end of the Cold War, Samuel Huntington saw a new cultural context in
which states would henceforth act.*? The old ideological confrontation between



The West as Anglo-America 9

capitalist democracy and communist totalitarianism, he argued, was replaced by a
new kind of clash between the “West” and the “Rest.” With the end of the Cold
War, civilizations were destined to become the most salient cultural context for
international relations. Ascriptive traits now define the identity of individuals and
states and thus help shape their interests. Compared to ethnic groups, nations, or
language communities, civilizations operate at a higher level of inclusiveness. Since
their building blocks are variable constellations of religion, culture, language, values,
traditions, and memories, Huntington concedes that civilizations cannot be defined
easily and with any degree of precision. Like Doctor Dolittle’s pushme-pullyou,
Huntington’s argument appears to have two heads and thus can take on all comers.
Under the wide umbrella of civilization, identities are contested and can be recon-
structed through a politics that is forever in flux. Kemalist reformism thus can be
explained within the context of Islam, as can significant reform efforts in Mexico,
Australia, or Russia.*® Yet this is not the central thrust of Huntington’s argument,
which stresses instead that the basic factors defining civilizations are objective and
unchanging. Underneath civilizational multiplicity Huntington discovers, instead,
a profound civilizational division. Civilizations are culturally unified contexts that
are increasingly tending toward clash.

Huntington often writes as if civilizations themselves were actors which, just
like culturally coherent nation states, balance and bandwagon. In this formulation,
civilizations appear to be coherent and compact. They operate as both the deepest
of all cultural structures, most resistant to penetration from the outside, and the
broadest of all cultural contexts. Viewing civilizations as billiard balls, Huntington
insists that contacts between civilizations have been intermittent at best and
normally non-existing. In Huntington’s conceptualization, core states are carriers
of particular civilizations; other states line up behind such core states and support
them for reasons of civilizational identity. This is Huntington’s argument about the
United States as the leader of Western civilization. After the Cold War, contflicts
within civilizations will decrease, conflicts between civilizations will increase, and
the most violent conflicts will occur along the fault lines separating civilizations.
Furthermore, Huntington predicts a decline of the West and of American
power. The superficial tokens of America’s power, for example in the domain of
popular culture, activate in other civilizations a backlash that is stronger and
politically more consequential than the thin veneer of the globalized culture that
America is producing. As non-Western routes to modernity become better
traveled, America and the West will be engaged in civilizational struggles with
other civilizations.

Many scholars and practitioners have disagreed, both with Huntington’s specific
assignments of different parts of the world to different civilizations and with his
overall argument. A number of statistical and qualitative studies refute his predic-
tions that intercivilizational clashes and wars are more significant than intraciviliza-
tional ones.** Other critics have countered him by emphasizing other factors in
world politics.*® But the most telling criticism of Huntington’s conceptualization
has been directed against his view of civilizations as unitary cultural complexes that
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act and clash. Historically, for example, the relationship between Islam and the
West has encompassed many peaceful and enriching exchanges that simply cannot
be covered by the concept of “clash.”*® Even today, Islamic jihadist movements are
only a tiny part of a world civilization of enormous variety.

Recognition of the plurality that inheres in all civilizations is an indispensable
first step if we want to avoid the mistake of assigning to all non-Western civiliza-
tions a compact “otherness” that relegates them to the status of being inescapably
different from the West. Civilizations are most similar in the differences they con-
tain. The precise normative content of the West illustrates the point. The list of
traits that Huntington enumerates — the legacy of Greece and Rome, bicephalic
religious communities, multiple languages, separation of Church and state, rule of
law, social pluralism, representative bodies, and a tradition of individualism — is
highly selective. It extols the tradition of Western Enlightenment rather than the
legacy of racial supremacy and genocidal warfare.

A final criticism focuses on Huntington’s highlighting of clash over all other
forms of encounters or engagements. Donald Puchala offers a more nuanced set of
categories encompassing multiple kinds of encounters between fully developed
civilizations, fully and partly developed civilizations, and civilizations and other
political communities.*” This more fine-grained conceptualization allows Puchala
to offer a comparative analysis that covers many significant encounters during the
last two thousand years. Based on his survey of seven different cases, Puchala
concludes that: civilizations do not often clash, although mature civilizations some-
times do; cultural borrowing is often uni-directional; advanced civilizations tend to
be culturally resilient; and empires associated with civilizations tend to engage in
different kinds of intercivilizational relations.

In defense against his many critics, Huntington asserts boldly that his is not a
perfect theory but one that is better than any of its alternatives. The binary distinc-
tion that informed Cold War theorizing (East—West and North—South) no longer
works. Thinking of the world as divided into a handful of civilizations is the right
level of abstraction to capture a more complicated and nuanced reality. Huntington
offers illustrative evidence in support of his argument and, for the most part,
sidesteps or ignores most of the quantitative and qualitative empirical tests that tend
to undercut his main claims. He insists, however, that whatever its conceptual
shortcomings and empirical weaknesses, his paradigm beats all rivals and thus
cannot simply be dismissed.

At the center of the disagreement between Huntington and his critics lies the
issue of cultural cohesion. Clifford Geertz writes that

cultural systems must have a minimal degree of coherence, else we would
not call them systems; and by observation, they normally have a great deal
more. But there is nothing as coherent as a paranoid’s delusion or a swin-
dler’s story. The force of our interpretations cannot rest, as they are now so
often made to do, on the tightness with which they hold together, or the
assurance with which they are argued.*®
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And so it is with civilizations as loosely coupled, internally differentiated systems
of social meaning. They provide important multiple contexts for world politics, as
Huntington correctly establishes. But they lack the cultural coherence with which
his cultural realism seeks to imbue them.

That coherence view is central to Huntington’s view of America.* While his
perspective has shifted over time, Huntington has consistently advanced different
versions of a single tradition theory.%° Initially he defined the American Creed first
and foremost in terms of political ideals of rights, democracy, and the rule of law.
In this view, the American Constitution is the main source of liberal political ideals
and a secular, constitutional patriotism. Twenty-five years later, in his last book
Who Are We?, Huntington rejects this view as insufficient, as the Constitution simply
lacks sufficient Creedal power.’! The glue that holds America together is not the
Constitution but a culture of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century dissenting
Anglo-Protestant sects expressing Christian religious commitments, adherence to a
common language, and English concepts of the rule of law, the responsibility of
rulers, and the rights of individuals. That culture empowers individualism, supports
a strong work ethic, and creates a duty for individuals to create heaven on earth.
This more recent view of the American Creed is broader in the sense of incorpo-
rating both cultural and political components, and narrower in the sense
of including fewer types of people. Huntington now argues that his original con-
ception, inspired by Hartz, is inadequate for building or rebuilding America’s walls.
The thrust of his civilizational argument is division and clash; the focus of his
Creedal argument is assimilation and exclusion.

Conclusion

Unitary and singular accounts stress the crystallization of a broad consensus around
core values and uncontested identities. This is the view of Hartz and Huntington
discussed above. And many have followed their lead. Robert Kagan’s analysis of a
deeply fractured West, for example, is based on a unitary view of the United
States.>> The United States is a dangerous nation marked by mild family quarrels
between liberals and conservatives who are equally ignorant of and dangerous for
the world. In this liberal reading of the domestic sources of American foreign
policy, conspicuously absent is “race,” with the book’s index lacking even a single
entry. Although for Kagan the West is deeply divided, America is fundamentally
united. Similarly, Stephen Krasner has built a powerful explanation of US foreign
policy based on the Hartzian consensus theory of liberal America.>* And Walter
Russell Mead argues that the United States as the center of Anglo-America is
marked by selective racial-religious controversies that have maintained and ani-
mated its WASPish core. In this formulation, only Jews have succeeded in joining
the white, Protestant ruling elite.”® Neglecting white race theory, Mead titles one
of his chapters “how they hate us” and writes at length about the world of the
“Waspophobe.” He assumes, erroneously, that “them and us” are defined
by unambiguous and unchanging boundaries.’® This argument is empirically
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inaccurate in the specific case of Anglo-America and analytically flawed when
applied to civilizations in general; varieties of anti-Americanisms, for example,
include liberal versions.’” America and the West thus illustrate a general truth:
civilizational world politics is inescapably plural and pluralist.

Anglo-America’s slow exit from supremacy and imperial rule

Neither the West nor Anglo-America is immutable. To prove this point it might
be instructive to analyze renegade or marginal parts of the West — Germany in the
first half of the twentieth century and Russia at the beginning of the twenty-first.
Alternatively, one could analyze the West from one of its self-proclaimed alterna-
tive centers or extended peripheries — France and Latin America. Such inquiries
would likely lead to conclusions similar to those reached in this book. Anglo-
America incorporates competing and changing conceptions of identity, and
multiple and evolving discourses, practices, and policies. I anticipate below this
book’s central arguments.

Race and empire

In the late nineteenth century, theories of white racial supremacy were part and
parcel of widely held theories of imperialism and Anglo-Saxon supremacy. The
long history of the political construction of the white race was grounded in
the institution of slavery, including white slavery first practiced on a large scale by
Vikings and Italian city-states. Later, Britain took a leading position among Europe’s
imperial powers in selling its own peoples into bondage in faraway lands — convicts
and children prominently among them. Before the eighteenth-century boom in
the African slave trade, 300,000—400,000 people, more than half of the British
immigrants to the Western Hemisphere, came as unfree laborers.”®

Despite this long history of what amounted to white slavery, in the late
eighteenth century the doctrine of the supremacy of the Anglo-Saxon race was
widespread. Anglo-Saxonism had a long political history reflected in English
literature, law, and religion.® In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
these constructs of the Anglo-Saxon past merged with a scientific racism that placed
Anglo-Saxons at the apex of the white races, ahead of all others. As the embodi-
ment of the nineteenth-century American renaissance, Ralph Waldo Emerson’s
formidable intellect and prodigious literary output made him the “philosopher
king of American white race theory,” as Nell Painter argues in her deeply researched
and carefully argued book.*

The binary distinction between white and non-white replaced the recognition
of a multiplicity of races, religions, and nations — such as Caucasian, Aryan, Chinese,
Hindu, Malay, Black, Muslim, Japanese.®! Transnational in inspiration and identi-
fication, the political project of whiteness was nationalist in methods and goals.
White settlers claimed their racial superiority as grounds for Aboriginal disposses-
sion and genocide first and racist immigration controls later. With 50 million
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Chinese and the same number of Europeans, as well as 30 million Indians migrat-
ing to new homes around the world in the nineteenth century, “whites only”
became a widespread global color line. Education and literacy tests first used in
Mississippi in 1890 to disenfranchise black voters were promulgated by self-styled
Anglo-Saxonists like Henry Cabot Lodge and served as models for federal immi-
gration restrictions in the United States, Natal and other British Dominions, as well
as Nazi Germany. In the United States, the social fact of racial inequality was per-
vasive well into the twentieth century, illustrated by the re-enslavement of large
numbers of black Americans between the Civil War and World War II, and legally
sanctioned racial segregation well into the 1960s.%

Laws and policies based on mono-racial categories were undermined by a
complex set of factors and series of events, including universalistic liberal principles
that promised equality and growing numbers of racially mixed peoples.®® Cast for
the most part in biological terms in the nineteenth century, racist theories were
reformulated in sociocultural terms in the twentieth. It is a much debated question
whether this shift from biology to culture has ended racism or shifted it to new
terrains.® In practice, the difference between what is biologically innate and what
is culturally deeply ingrained is by no means clear. Although the language in which
race is discussed publicly has changed greatly, there exists considerable continuity
in political discourses, use of stereotypes, and targeted groups. Many conservatives
argue that the causes of inequality between the races and differential rates of
social mobility are due to the deficiencies of disadvantaged groups or developing
societies. For them, the causal efficacy of historical inequities rooted in slavery,
racism, and imperialism have lost their force in global markets and under condi-
tions of equal opportunity. The sources of individual and societal failures are to
be found in values and habits. Biologically equal, individuals and groups array
themselves hierarchically in terms of culture. What needs to change is not the
system in which individuals and groups operate, but the help they mobilize for
themselves. Progressives insist that while traditional racist hierarchies have been
dismantled, their delayed impact on the social conditions of individuals and groups
has not. This historical legacy requires constant reform and action. Economic,
political, structural, and institutional causes recreate persistent inequalities along
racial, class, and other lines; this legacy needs to be addressed through incessant
political reform or radical transformation. It is pointless to adjudicate this deep-
seated disagreement in the abstract. What matters to me is its persistence. Publicly
sanctioned racism is a thing of the past. But deep internal divides over questions of
race persist, and they are a powerful force for a pluralist politics.

Around the turn of the twentieth century, theories of empire and racial concep-
tions of Anglo-America illustrated sharp racial and ethnic boundaries coexisting
with the blurred lines of an imperial politics organized around various kinds of
colonies, and subsequently, Dominions and the Commonwealth. Nineteenth-
century British imperialism occurred in close interaction with evolving visions
of Anglo-America. The idea of an encompassing Anglo-American political
association incited the imagination of a growing number of British and
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American commentators.®> Some form of a Greater Britain would be desirable to
help Britain extend its dominant position well into the twentieth century. The
animating source of British discussions was unease and anxiety about the rapid
changes transforming technology, economy, society, and Britain’s place in the
modern world. America was the object of both admiration and scorn. The question
of the future of Britain and its empire, a possible union of all English-speaking
peoples, and the prospect of the Anglo-Saxon race were all deeply intermingled.
“A range of arguments pointed to Anglo-America as a unified racial-political order:
a singularity.”

To date, historians disagree on the character of that vision. Some see it as an
extension of Anglo-America’s Lockean logic. Others view this as the period in
which a rapacious liberalism conquered the world by whatever means necessary.
But for most of the nineteenth century, reality was probably more complicated.
The British Empire, Bernard Porter argues, was globe-spanning. But the motives
leading to its acquisition were mixed,; its spirit was ambivalent; and its impact on the
world was uneven, more so than either its supporters or its critics have been willing
to acknowledge.®” One reason was the very different types of colonies Britain
controlled: India, the British West Indies, trading posts, naval stations, and settle-
ment colonies. Another reason was the fact that the acquisition and rule of many of
the colonies was relatively easy and did not require an inordinate straining of either
British resources or will. Toward the end of the nineteenth century, however,
Britain’s policy and public sentiment turned more explicitly and enthusiastically
toward clearly imperialist ventures, embracing the idea of Anglo-America.

In Chapter 2, Duncan Bell tracks the intellectual contours of the political-racial
thought that accompanied and spurred on Anglo-America and British imperialism
during the Victorian era. Theories of civilization and empire illustrate conceptions
that had a powerful hold on political imaginations. Many voices advocated the
creation of a Greater Britain that would encompass Anglo-America, either in one
union of all settler colonies under British leadership or, more radically, in the
unification of the American with the British empires. These theories were fully
racialized and envisioned preferred political orders dominated by Anglo-America.
Although some observers emphasized connections with the settler colonies, others
focused on America. Unity, especially racial unity, was widely considered impor-
tant and desirable. And the Anglo-American world was widely believed to extend
Britain’s imperial rule under the guise of an all-embracing global polity. The
Anglo-American idea was more than an instrumental construct. Bell argues that as
political discourse, this world order argument can be interpreted as a utopian space
made possible by technological innovation. A racial-political order dominated by
Anglo-Saxons and Anglo-America held the promise of bringing justice and peace
to a world convulsed by modernity and violence. Shorn of its explicit racial con-
tent, Bell argues, this vision has continued to find a strong echo in the twentieth
century: in American Cold War discourses of world federalism, in Cold War
Atlanticism, and in a global “Concert of Democracies” to institutionalize the

democratic peace.®®
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Herman Schwartz provides in Chapter 3 a materialist argument that comple-
ments Bell’s analysis. Metaphorically speaking, Anglo-America has played the role
of suburban sprawl to Europe’s core city and Asia’s working-class slums. Owners
of undeveloped land create capital using debt such as mortgages; interest on capital
is paid by streams of future income derived from future land cultivation; and land
and debt draw in large pools of labor. The availability of vast tracts of land, the
labor that this land attracted, and the capital that it generated all prevented a sharp
demarcation of domestic from international affairs as the dynamic relations between
the imperial center and settler societies evolved, first in a series of boom-and-bust
cycles and later in relations marked by other powerful transnational factors.
Economic growth thus creates the racial, cultural, and ethnic identity politics so
characteristic of Anglo-America. With Britain as a partial exception in terms of the
sources of immigration, Schwartz traces three institutional forms that characterize
Anglo-America as it transforms land into capital and draws in labor: the classic,
absolutist sovereign state that controls overseas plantation economies and relies on
coerced labor, exemplified first by Britain in Ireland; the decentralized and locally
controlled state attracting immigration eventually from all quarters of the world,
first showcased in the northern states of the USA; and the partially autonomous
Dominion states populated for a long time largely by immigrants from Great
Britain.

Schwartz’s analysis resonates with James Belich’s bold and brilliant book on
settler societies. Helped by rapid technological advances in communications and
transportation, the size of Anglo-America exploded in the nineteenth century.®’
Without belittling other revolutions, the importance of institutions, or the role of
imperial networks, Belich focuses our attention on the settler revolution. The very
term “settler” misleads us into thinking “stability.” Our stereotypes of “nomadic”
hunters and “settled” farmers, however, have it the wrong way around. “It is
agricultural societies that tend to be on the move,” Hugh Brody points out;
“hunting peoples are far more firmly settled.”” European empires, writes Belich,
dominated one and a half continents; European settlements ended up dominating
three and a third continents, including Siberia. Settlement, not empire, powered
Europe’s expansion. And nowhere more than in Anglo-America.”! Cultural
hybridity that draws from and generates multiple traditions is the shared character-
istic of all successful settler societies.”?

In various “Wests” across various continents, the settler revolution followed its
own rhythm, varying between the compression of time that accompanied “explo-
sive colonization” and the compression of space that came with “re-colonization.”
Explosive colonization was spurred by mass transfers of settlers, funds, goods, and
ideas, creating a boom mentality. After the inevitable bust, the reintegration of
settler colony and metropolis converted settler communities into long-range staples
exporters, virtual hinterlands of the two megacities of Anglo-America — London
and New York. As migrants and money flowed easily across existing political
boundaries, agricultural exports from the Great Plains fed both of those cities;
London eventually listed more American stocks than did New York. Social ties
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grew, as the elite marriage market brought women from New England to Great
Britain. The zenith of Britain’s empire coincided with the Boer War (1899-1902)
as a potent symbol of its unmistakable vulnerability. Too weak to intervene
militarily on the European continent, Britain’s empire had difficulty holding on to
its extra-European colonies. The question is not why that empire declined
and eventually fell apart, but why it lasted as long as it did. Belich’s answer holds
that explosive colonization and stabilizing recolonization made the United States
into a superpower and extended Britain’s status as a superpower by half a
century.”?

In Chapter 4, Audie Klotz shifts our perspective on Anglo-America. Her central
argument is based on an inversion of the conventional Self-Other distinction in
contemporary analyses of international relations, as reflected in contemporary
theorizing about international security communities. Conventional thinking holds
that common interests, over time, generate the collective identities that make war
unthinkable as a means for resolving political disputes. In this view, a united
national community eventually is able to bridge the traditional divides that inhere
in international politics. Building on the work of Karl Deutsch, Bruce Russett has
made the case specifically for Britain and the United States, while Emanuel Adler
and Michael Barnett have developed the general argument.” Klotz argues the
inverse case, paying particular attention to the positions of South Africa, India, and
Ireland in the British Empire. In the first half of the twentieth century one distinc-
tive aspect of the Anglo community was the tension between a racially white
“external Self” and a racially non-white “internal Other.” Identity threats that
emerged from encountering indigenous populations that immigrants experienced
as foreign and threatening were thus countered by a transnational community
based on racial identification. Klotz charts two subsequent stages in the evolution
of that transnational community: the search for a contained political autonomy by
the Dominions first; and the emergence of a genuine multi-racial Commonwealth
later. Klotz’s chapter examines three periods: growing demands for political
autonomy in the British Empire, subsequent demands for autonomy or indepen-
dence by members of the League of Nations during the interwar period, and
political bargaining in the United Nations and the Commonwealth after 1945.
The community between motherland and colony was at first deeply felt. But
kinship eventually gave way to a sense of strategic partnership between Dominion
nationalism and British imperialism — with two notable exceptions, the Boers
and parts of Francophone Canada. Britain and the Dominions pursued foreign
policies reflecting a security community based on political choice rather than
imperial loyalty. And during the twentieth century, South Africa moved from
being a contested part of the imperial Self (during the Boer War) to an external
Self (during the decades of Dominion and Commonwealth politics) and an
external Other (during its pariah period between 1961 and 1994); Ireland and
India also traversed deeply contested terrain over the boundaries between internal
and external Self and Other, with outcomes that differed from those in South
Africa.
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Srdjan Vucetic argues in Chapter 5 that Anglo-America is a vital bequest of the
British Empire. The gradual loosening of Britain’s imperial bonds and the empire’s
eventual disappearance left in its wake a number of peoples and states committed
to liberal democracy, capitalism, common law, and the English language. Despite
the lack of formal bonds, or perhaps because of it, Anglo-America continues to
punch above its weight in an international order once dominated by London and,
for the time being, by Washington and New York. Vucetic shows how the mean-
ing of Anglo-Saxon identity has changed over time. He examines two historical
moments: the late nineteenth century as revealed in the political discourses of
Anglo-Saxon liberals, and a century later in the 1980s during the patriation of the
Canadian constitution of 1982 and the Australian bicentenary of 1988. In the late
nineteenth century, he argues, racial politics was brutally direct in creating political
hierarchies that were exclusionary. Today, multicultural politics struggles with
opaque borders of inclusion and exclusion.

The conceptual world that informed Anglo-America has changed dramatically
over time. In the late nineteenth century most students of international relations
believed that Americans of British descent were innately superior to all other races.
They thought of Anglo-America as predestined to bring good government,
economic prosperity, and Christian religion to all of the other, inferior and less
fortunate peoples of the world. Racial theories were the foundation of interna-
tional analysis in the academy in Australia and the United States.””> In America,
the nascent discipline of “imperial relations” was informed by the biological
rather than the territorial division of the world. The justification for racial hierar-
chy and exclusionary policies was widely believed to rest on evolutionary theory
rather than imperialist history. The predecessor of the journal Foreign Affairs,
founded in New York in the 1920s, was the Journal of Race Development.”® In short,
race was very much present at the creation of Anglo-America and of the Anglo-
American discipline of international relations. Not so today, when it cannot be
found even at the margins of the rationalist categories that inform liberalism and
realism.

Anglo-American varieties of international communities
and domestic multiculturalisms

‘World War II, the Holocaust, the break-up of the British Empire, and the decline of
the Commonwealth altered beyond recognition imperial and race-based notions of
the Anglo-American West. Transnational opposition movements helped bring about
change as they worked for the principle of racial equality and human rights and
organized pan-African and pan-Asian movements. In 1919, the British Empire and
the United States defeated the Japanese bid to have a racial equality clause included
in the Versailles treaty. After 1945, however, the tide turned decisively. The adoption
of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights in 1948 and the decolonization
movement of the 1950s and 1960s provided a very different political context for
civilizational politics on a global scale.”” With a few exceptions, justifications for
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empire have played a much smaller role than advocacy of hegemony and multilat-
eralism. Furthermore, explicit invocation of race has all but disappeared from public
speech even though the language of modernization and economic development
has provided political space for the articulation of views with a lineage to older
race-based arguments.”8

Anglo-American communities: complex sovereignties,
shared diplomatic cultures, and special relations

These historical developments have permitted Anglo-American relations to become
the exemplar for conditions of complex interdependence and transnational rela-
tions, which arguably typify international relations in the age of globalization. This,
at least, was the core claim of Robert Keohane and Joseph Nye’s foundational
book first published in 1977.7 Keohane and Nye identified complex interdepen-
dence as a novel condition in world politics. The source of interdependence among
actors could be military, as conventionally understood. But it could also refer to the
vulnerability or sensitivity in non-military issues, measured by the costs of pursuing
alternative policies or change under existing policies. Complexity refers to the
existence of multiple channels, the absence of hierarchy among issues, and the
relative insignificance of military force. Finally, complex interdependence gener-
ates distinctive political processes in world politics. Conceived as two ideal types,
complex interdependence contrasts sharply with realism. Neither type is readily
identified in world politics. The main explanatory claim of Keohane and Nye
holds that as the character of world politics 1s shifting from the “high politics” of
security to the “low politics” of prosperity, traditional realist theories of world
politics fail to explain observable changes in international regimes. With their
empirical focus on US—Canadian and US—Australian relations, this logic helps us
understand the politics within Anglo-America, which approximates complex
interdependence more than conventional power politics.

Louis W. Pauly and Chris Reus-Smit argue in Chapter 6 that, like other con-
ceptual tools of international relations — hegemony, power, and autonomy among
them — the concepts of complex interdependence and transnationalism do not
capture adequately the changing nature and tensions that mark relationships within
Anglo-America. The reason is simple: They elide and overlook issues of collective
identity and political legitimacy that have been central to how Canada and Australia
have constructed and reconstructed themselves, both in the light of history and
often in explicit or implicit dialogue with the United States. Pluralist practices,
bequeathed in substantial part by their shared Anglo heritage, manage unfinished
internal conflicts, attempt to recast collective identities, and effectively reshape
bilateral relations with the United States and other states. In the Canadian case, the
changing character and meaning of a shared border reflects a continuous and
increasingly complicated negotiation. For Australia, the practices associated with
the contemporary outreach to Asia provide insight into what has been a continu-
ous and subtle process of social and political reconstitution. Convergence and
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divergence with norms promoted by the United States suggest in both cases that
complex interdependence no longer captures the essential political and cultural
drivers of bilateral relations.

If they were writing Power and Interdependence today, Keohane and Nye would
probably agree with such an assessment. In a critical self-review of their own book,
they acknowledged the importance of domestic factors, the lack of which, they
write, “weakened the prospects for a deeper analysis of complex interdependence”
and left the concept “hanging.”®® Returning to that very challenge, the analysis of
Pauly and Reus-Smit bolsters the argument that internal and external practices are
both at work in the reconstruction of identity, autonomy, and legitimacy. They
characterize the transnational relationships within Anglo-America in terms of
leadership, followership, and shared purposes. Complex sovereignties are negoti-
ated in the context of networks, as Canada and Australia manage their identities
and autonomy.?' Flexible border controls permit letting in what is considered
desirable and keeping out what is considered undesirable, especially for the case of
the United States and Canada. Maximum feasible autonomy, not strict indepen-
dence, is the policy maxim. If there is convergence, it is around the acceptance of
political practices that create workable governing arrangements while at the same
time making it possible to accept enduring diversity. The politics of complex
sovereignty, they argue, remains as open-ended as the boundaries around a mani-
fold West.

Relations inside Anglo-America belong to the category of “warm” peace, part
of a broad range of peaceful relations that also encompass “normal” and “cold”
peace.®? It was not always so. The model for all others, the special relations between
the USA and the UK, for example, dates back only to the peaceful resolution of
the diplomatic conflict over Venezuela in the 1890s.%? Since then, however, Anglo-
America has evolved the distinctive diplomatic cultures and special relations
analyzed in Chapters 7 and 8. Brian Bow and Arturo Santa-Cruz trace in
Chapter 7 the variable social content or relative “thickness” of specific diplomatic
cultures. They map this variation through the United States’ emplacement within
two different versions of the West, transatlantic and Western Hemispheric. Canada
ties Anglo-America to the old European West, Mexico to the new American
one.® Within each of these spheres, they argue, Americans’ ideas about sociocul-
tural affinity support distinctly different bargaining norms and practices, as revealed
within the US—Canada and US-Mexico bilateral relationships. The ideas of
American elites about how the USA relates to either country shape neighborly
relations and conceptions of identity and purpose. Based on different senses of
compatibility, trust, and obligation, distinctive diplomatic cultures have evolved
over time. In North America, sociocultural affinity or distance trumps geography.
Both Canada and Mexico try to secure US self-restraint, and both have succeeded
to a very large degree, if on different terms. More extensive and reflexive than with
Mexico, US restraint with Canada is predicated on mutual identification and a
sense of obligation. With Mexico, there exists no such affinity. Instead, the USA
exerts a self-restraint that is calculated and thus more circumscribed. To be sure,
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the robustness of a well-understood quid pro quo sets its relations with Mexico
apart from those with other Latin American countries. However, these relations
lack the foundation for building the more intimate cooperation that exists between
the USA and Canada. Diplomatic practices are thus constantly challenged by both
the underlying cultural and ideological diversity within each society, and by the
practical demands of bilateral diplomacy.

David MacDonald and Brendon O’Connor amplify the same point in Chapter
8, with specific reference to the “special relations” between the United States,
Australia, and New Zealand, with Britain fading into the background in the
American century. Strong bonds of common historical experience, shared interests
and purposes have had demonstrable and durable effects on a strategic culture that
supports the notion of special relationship, first with Britain and later with the
United States. Special relations reflect conceptions of interest. But the strategic
culture typifying them creates also a political language of sentimentality that at
times can counter interests when they point away rather than toward Anglo-
America. The notion of specialness is important because political constructions of
cultural similarity, a strong sense of shared history, and emotional identification are
important for legitimation — which the utilitarian calculus of Realpolitik, pragma-
tism, and the personal chemistry between individual leaders often fail to provide.
For American foreign policy, religious imagery and the imagination of modernity
offer master narratives of American politics and culture that help define the special
relevance or irrelevance of particular relationships. The story of the two antipo-
dean allies of the United States, Australia and New Zealand, illustrates this central
point.

Anglo-America: three patterns of internal division and pluralism

Despite its remarkable openness and internal pluralism, a unified conception of the
West with Anglo-America at its center has been a favorite theme of a number
of mostly conservative writers.?® The view of an unbroken lineage, however, is
problematic. Much of the historical evidence points toward different genealogies
and multiple understandings of the West. Focusing on the political, violent, and
unplanned synthesis of classical, Christian, and Germanic influences between the
fifth and the eighth centuries CE, for example, David Gress has traced a ruptured
evolution of Western values, identities, practices, and institutions that stretches
“from Plato to NATO.”% For Samuel Huntington, the unity of the West is instead
a very recent product. Since its beginning, America was the New World, which
defined itself in opposition to the corrupt and evil ways of the Old. Freedom,
equality, opportunity, and the future reigned on one side of the Atlantic; repres-
sion, class conflict, hierarchy, and backwardness ruled on the other.’® More
recently, students of political economy have identified clear differences between
Anglo-America’s liberal market economies and the coordinated market economies
on the European continent. And Robert Kagan’s analysis of the West is built
around a profound split between the Kantian European world of legalistic norms
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and the Hobbesian American world of power politics.?? Unified conceptions of the
West thus encounter inconsistencies when looking at its history, and contradic-
tions when analyzing the concrete case of contemporary Anglo-American interna-
tional relations. As is true of unified conceptions of Islam and Huntington’s
argument about clashing civilizations, they are the result of explicitly political
projects that reify political categories and attribute to them essential characteristics
that crystallize around core values.

Distinctive of Anglo-America are three difterent multicultural patterns. First is
the deep racial divide that characterized all of Anglo-America at the beginning of
the twentieth century and that, in attenuated and different forms, has continued to
shape internal politics in the United States, South Africa, and Mexico. Second
is New Zealand’s current transformation from its traditional White—Maori
biculturalism into a new triculturalism that blends characteristics of the indigenous
population with those of old British settlers and new Asian immigrants. Third is the
contested multicultural politics of Australia and Canada, which centers around
longstanding, principled conflicts and ever-changing political practices yielding
pragmatic accommodation.

The United States, South Africa, and Mexico offer ready examples for the first
pattern of multiculturalism. Half a century after Brown vs. Board of Education, in an
era of sharp political polarization and mobilization, Barack Obama’s presidency
illustrates that America’s race problem has not been solved as much as it has been
reconfigured in important ways.”” What was once unimaginable — the election of
an African-American as President — has come to pass, opening up new political
possibilities and activating ancient prejudices and hatreds. For better and for worse,
that single event has effected a seismic change in America’s collective imagination.
The election of a Catholic John F. Kennedy in 1960 was important, and so are the
prejudices that Mitt Romney, a Mormon, encountered in 2008 when running for
the Republican nomination for the Presidency. But these religious milestones and
millstones are dwarfed by the significance of Obama’s election as an indelible
marker in American history.

Similarly, South Africa’s history of race relations in the twentieth century was
marked by the 1948 decision of the Afrikaner National Party to institutionalize a
regime of apartheid in the very year that the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights was adopted. About forty years later, Mandela’s South Africa emerged from
stigmatized, pariah statehood. When the African National Congress won the first
free elections in 1994, it initiated a new set of political choices, based on existing
traditions and newly emerging ones, that made it possible to conceive of South
Africa as a multi-racial democracy. Mexico, finally, like South Africa, is living at
the periphery of Anglo-America, not in its midst. Like all of the Americas, Mexico
with its Hispanic legacy has an indigenous population that makes race a relevant
political category, as illustrated during the last two decades by the Chiapas rebel-
lion. Yet, historically, Mexico has tried to elide its race question and bury it alto-
gether during the revolution by embracing the notion of Mexico as a mestizo or
mixed race society. As a member of an alternate West, Mexico thus fits the general
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pattern of contested identity politics and multiple traditions that also characterizes
Anglo-America.

New Zealand illustrates a second, very different pattern of Anglo-America’s
multiculturalism, which David MacDonald and Brendon O’Connor discuss in
Chapter 8. New Zealand bridges the differences among its Maori, Pacific Islander
or Polynesian, European, and Asian populations. Non-European groups are now
growing so fast that by 2025, almost half of the country’s population will be non-
European. Open to external influences and living in a benign international setting,
New Zealand has been relatively open to a large influx of immigrants from Asia
and the Pacific Islands. China’s rise is likely to reinforce rather than wall off that
openness. Although it maintained restrictive quotas for Asian immigrants into the
1950s, in contrast to Australia New Zealand never adopted a “whites only” immi-
gration policy. Before 1908, Chinese were considered “friendly aliens” who could
be naturalized as British subjects. Between 1908 and the 1950s, Chinese and Asian
immigration almost stopped, but it has since increased greatly so that Asians are
now as numerous as Miaoris. The indigenous population was marked by a strong
culture, a unified language, and a fairly unified political movement on the North
Island. The 1840 Treaty of Waitangi is the founding document of the enduring
myth of racial equality between Maori and white New Zealanders. The promises
of sovereignty over Maori land, access to resources, and legal protection were often
broken. Compared, however, to other indigenous groups in Anglo-America,
Maoris fared better. They had a large numerical preponderance throughout the
country, a strong military tradition, internal cohesion, and discipline. It was their
power, not the generosity of white settlers, that made their lives under white
rule comparatively comfortable. This is not to argue that the Maori population is
economically and socially as well oft as whites. And it does not enjoy institutional
parity in contemporary politics. But Maoris have their own political parties,
enjoy considerable political influence, own a national television station, have
national funding to support Maori culture, and have succeeded in making
theirs one of New Zealand’s two official languages. Race relations are far from
ideal in New Zealand, but they compare favorably with those in other parts of
Anglo-America.

With rising Asian immigration, the growing economic pull of China cannot
help but be of great significance in shifting the country’s underlying identity poli-
tics. New Zealand recognized the People’s Republic of China (PRC) early in
December 1972. It was the first to sign a bilateral trade agreement after Hong
Kong’s return to China in August 1997, to recognize China as a market economy
in April 2004, and to sign a free trade agreement with China in April 2008. Asia is
no longer viewed as an undifferentiated Other, as was true as late as the 1950s.
Instead, New Zealand has for economic reasons become “Asia-literate.” With
economic ties, tourism, and student exchanges all growing, and with the number
of immigrants from Asia rising fast, China is now funding language and culture
programs in 26 Auckland schools. These educational efforts enjoy the full support
of the New Zealand government, which sees Kiwi ignorance as the greatest
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impediment to securing the country’s position at the edge of high-growth Asia.
What is likely to evolve is not a third Asia-in-New Zealand identity, but a
New Zealand—Asian hybrid identity that would be bolstered by the varieties of
immigrants from different parts of China and Asia. New Zealand’s traditional
White—Maori biculturalism thus could evolve into a grudge (for the skeptics) or
genuine (for the optimists) triculturalism, or a pluri-culturalism characterized by
the spread of hybrid identities overlaying distinct cultural poles.

A third multiculturalism typifies Canada and Australia. As Louis W. Pauly and
Chris Reus-Smit argue in Chapter 6, in both countries the conflict between the
descendants of English-speaking settlers, indigenous populations, and, in the case
of Canada, French Canadians leaves unresolved the tension between the commu-
nal identities invoked by eighteenth-century nationalism and the individualism of
nineteenth-century liberalism. Canada has managed to live with both, as Quebec
has carved out a lasting opposition, based on communal terms, to the multi-
culturalism that is Canada’s official policy. Australia meanwhile is trying to hitch
indigenous memories and Asian realities to Anglo-American sensibilities that retain
a perceptible skepticism about the multiculturalism the country has come to
espouse.

In recent decades, Canada’s internal pluralism has revolved around traditional
ethno-nationalist and linguistic lines. After the end of the first global war in the
eighteenth century, the descendants of French explorers and settlers found them-
selves part of a British colony that gradually moved toward political autonomy and
in 1982 severed its last legal bonds with the British Parliament. In sharp contrast to
the English-speaking majority, French-speaking Quebec insists, like ethnic minor-
ities in other Western societies, that its distinct ethno-nationalist identity should
not be submerged in an all-embracing post-national Canadian multiculturalism.
Prime Minster Trudeau’s bold move to redefine Canadian identity along multicul-
tural lines in the 1970s had to accommodate a murky compromise with the ethno-
nationalist realities of a Quebec that insisted on the legitimacy of its territorial and
group cohesion and refused to be dissolved into an atomized post-national society.
On the question of Quebec, Canada has thus evolved a contested multiculturalism
that both celebrates enjoyment in diversity and experiences sullen indifference.”!
Quebec’s and Canada’s future is far from clear. Separation within Canada, seces-
sion from Canada, or submersion in North America all seem possible, as does a
continuation of the status quo. Stuck between a rhetorical multiculturalism and a
de facto biculturalism, Canada’s internal pluralism is beyond question.

Australia’s  self-understanding and institutionalized practices underwent a
momentous shift in the 1970s. What had been a white, culturally defensive Anglo
society that denied its indigenous people full rights and citizenship experienced
nothing short of a revolution in social policy with the extension of full citizenship
to the Australian Aborigines, an activist policy of multiculturalism, and a change in
immigration policy. Yet, the vast majority of the Australian population has virtu-
ally no contact with the Aborigines, who account for less than 3 percent of the
population, live in larger concentrations only in the outback of three states and a
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few urban ghettos, and have had relatively small direct impact on Australian
identity. This is in contrast to their large indirect eftect through the shaping of
Australian self~understanding. Few politicians challenge multiculturalism openly,
and debate focuses on its meaning rather than its merits. As it espoused a more
assimilationist version of multiculturalism than had the Labor Party it replaced,
some culture and history wars erupted under the conservative Howard Government
starting in 1996. Conservatives are skeptical about grand identity debates and have
an inclination to just get on with things unquestionably Australian. They favor a
relaxed and comfortable manner that does not have to confront constantly thorny
issues such as offering an apology to atone for past violence or discrimination, or
debating the representation of Australia’s past in a new National Museum. Since
many multicultural practices such as land rights and affirmative action have become
tully institutionalized, this can create an uncomfortable tension between institu-
tions and still current attitudes. The internal pluralism of Australia, however, is by
now beyond question. In short, these internal issues, rather than the relations with
their Anglo-American partners, have posed the most serious political challenges for
both countries. Viewed through Australian and Canadian looking-glasses, complex
sovereignty is a constitutive element of the Anglo-American West. Unresolved
differences over individual autonomy and group legitimacy, and the conflicts and
accommodations they engender, thus blur the boundary between Anglo-America
and a larger global civilization that witnesses similar struggles.

Internal divisions and international engagements

Internal divisions yield different kinds of international engagement. Depending on
their audience, Canadian government officials will play up commonalities when
talking to US officials, or differences when addressing domestic audiences. During
the last century Canadian foreign policy has come to emphasize a community of
fate of white Anglos less, and shared Western values more. At times, Canada’s
internal divisions lead the country’s foreign policy establishment to adopt high-
minded rhetoric and broadly liberal poses, while critics on the right routinely call
for a closer “special relationship” with the United States and critics on the left insist
on tangible commitments to multilateralism and anti-militarism. Australia’s inter-
national engagement has also changed with the country’s domestic transformation.
The sense of a white settler society stuck at the edge of Asia had instilled a sense of
insularity mitigated by traditional security alliances. Economic globalization and
radical transformation of Australia’s national identity have led to a vigorous inte-
gration with Asia that has not been halted by domestic contestations over Australian
identity. Internal transformation has been accompanied by liberal internationalism.
A new openness marks both the domestic and the foreign policies of the new
Australia. In contrast, Mexico’s internal divisions have been much less important in
shaping its international engagements. Still, Mexican elites play on the theme of
similarities with the USA by stressing differences with Europe, a republican form
of government, and the optimistic and future-oriented outlook of the Americas.
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There has been less of a need to stress differences with the USA that are in plain
sight for all to see; for instrumental political reasons, however, anti-Americanism is
often manipulated by elites who invoke US hyper-imperialism and capitalism. In
the case of America and Mexico, distance is predicated on perceived sociocultural
differences. These ideas have been challenged, both by demographic flows across
state boundaries and by diversity and ideological divides within them. Canada has
tried to accommodate differences through multiculturalism. It continues to strug-
gle with the issue of unity — due to ongoing political challenges from its assertive
Francophone minority and its profoundly marginalized native communities.
Mexico has long denied its own diversity through the mestizaje myth, which since
1994 has been unsettled by the eruption of an indigenous insurrection in the south.
And the influx of Mexican migrants to the USA highlights America’s pluralist
character. These domestic political tensions, and their anchoring within multiple
Wests, thus have profound consequences for the international relations and diplo-
matic cultures of Anglo-America. Finally, New Zealand’s tricultural turn in domes-
tic and foreign affairs has led to a partial distancing from the USA, a strong embrace
of Pacific Island states, an incomplete turn toward Asia, and continued sibling
rivalry with Australia.

In sum, in three different patterns, Anglo-America exhibits a diversity which
yields identity politics and international engagements that are both complicated
and vibrant. Taken together, they point to Anglo-America’s relative openness as a
distinctive quality — openness to transnational influences and domestic political
arrangements. Different patterns of internal multiculturalism have produced differ-
ent terms of international engagement. Always attuned to the requirements of
reaffirming the legitimacy of their evolving and contested multiculturalism, Anglo-
American states have sought to maximize their political autonomy while at the
same time furthering deeper global integration. In doing so they offer vivid illustra-
tions of a pluralism that characterizes both Anglo-America and a global civilization
of multiple modernities that pose vexing questions for both.

This predicament is illustrated most clearly in the inner core of Anglo-America.
Internal divisions in the USA also affect its terms of international engagement.
Since the late 1970s there have existed two competing policy alliances, organized
around contrasting color-blind and race-conscious principles, each of which claims
to be the true heir of the civil rights movement.”?> A near universal repudiation of
white supremacist attitudes has given way to a polarized, partisan politics. Political
divisions run very deep and cover a remarkably broad spectrum of policy issues.
President Obama searches for a pragmatic middle ground that embraces diversity
and finds ways of uniting around the pursuit of common endeavors. Yet it remains
unclear whether Obama will be able to give specific content to the unifying social
purpose and to the collective national experience that has brought Americans to
this point in their history. “The need for some forms of unity is real,” write Rogers
Smith, Desmond King, and Philip Klinker; but the source of that unity is far from
clear.”® This daunting multicultural challenge at home, they argue, is matched by
an analogous cosmopolitan challenge abroad. Obama’s international charisma is
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rooted in a mixture of races, religions, and regions in world politics. At the same
time he also stands for dominant though contested forms of American identity:
Christianity over Islam or secularity, American patriotism over foreign allegiances,
and racial unity over racial separatism. Is there a pragmatic middle way that com-
bines the celebration of national greatness in an era of declining American primacy
with the embracing of multilateralism and internationalism in an era of fragmentary
globalization? The necessity for conversation and compromise must be reconciled
with the existence of competing and irreconcilable absolute truth claims.’* For that
task the continuous reinvention of America as a shining city on the hill and the
celebration of Americans as the new Adam (and Eve) of Western culture can open
up unexpected eddies and channels; but they can also create dangerous rapids and
dams. To navigate that narrow passage from liberal America as a New World to a
New World Order that will contain and go beyond liberal America will require
more than the pragmatic politics of American ingenuity and imagination.”® If it can
be navigated at all, it will be by a politics that, though closely linked to America’s
national affairs, will have to transcend it.

Conclusion

Sustained by a domestic liberalism steeped deeply in racism, over the last century
Anglo-America has shifted from the pursuit of racial supremacy and empire abroad
to an interdependent community of states marked by complex sovereignties, shared
diplomatic cultures, and special relations, grounded domestically in distinctive
forms of democratic capitalism and multicultural politics. Then as now, the sub-
stance and form of international engagements have been closely tied to domestic
politics.

Mlustrating this important fact, contemporary analyses of international politics
are enriched by acknowledging both the historical evolution of liberal internation-
alism and the contested nature of its core concepts. In the 1950s, for example, Karl
Deutsch and his colleagues developed the concept of “security community.””°
Extending Deutsch’s path-breaking work on nationalism to the international realm
and grounded in a series of historical case studies of national integration, the main
empirical and normative finding supported the notion of “pluralistic” security
communities. Roughly conterminous with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization
(NATO) as the center of the West, a North Atlantic security community was
developing in which war among Western states was becoming increasingly
unthinkable. With the end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet
Union, this concept experienced a renaissance in the 1990s as scholars sought to
better understand a new world politics that combined global and international
elements.”” As they did, political concerns shifted away from the exclusive preoc-
cupation with national or state security to encompass broader notions of human
security. A large body of research established a robust, though not uniformly
accepted, empirical finding that was consonant with Deutsch’s substantive work.
Democracies rarely have fought each other.”® In this view it was not the Cold War
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but the dynamics of democratic politics that secured the democratic peace. This
was the ground on which neoconservative politicians and scholars of liberal inter-
nationalist persuasions proposed the creation of a “league” or “concert” of democ-
racies, thus moving some distance toward the amalgamation of security
communities that Deutsch had warned against.”’

Is the century-long evolution of the Anglo-American West from racialized
empire to multicultural community a matter of plain empirics, historical narration,
or a combination of both? And if it is both, what is the balance between the two?
There exists no quick and easy answer to that question. Furthermore, it also remains
an open question whether liberal multiculturalism has eliminated traditional race-
based hierarchies (by emphasizing the idea and practice of cultural diversity in the
era of human rights); whether it merely conceals the racial-liberal symbiosis in a
new kind of politics (which appears to accommodate diversity at the surface only

to resist ever more strongly a more far-reaching transformation of its traditional
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core);'" or whether it accommodates itself to various sources of opposition through

a series of pragmatic compromises. These are difficult questions and our answers
are, at best, tentative speculations. It seems safe to venture here only one guess. In
its protean politics the West appears always at risk of sliding back into deplorable,
old practices of exclusion and unjust rule; and it always holds forth the promise of
evolving admirable, new practices that search out emerging commonalities in
evolving diversities.
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THE PROJECT FOR A NEW ANGLO
CENTURY

Race, space, and global order’

Duncan Bell

I believe that the twentieth century is par excellence “The Anglo-Saxon
Century,” in which the English-speaking peoples may lead and predominate
the world.

(Dos Passos 1903, vii)

Prophets have long dreamt of schemes to govern a violent and unpredictable world.
This chapter sketches a synoptic intellectual history of a prominent variation on the
theme: the attempt to unify the constituent elements of the “Anglo-world” into a
single globe-spanning community, and to harness their purported world-historical
potential as an agent of order and justice.? Since the late nineteenth century numer-
ous commentators have preached the benefits of unity, though they have often
disagreed on the institutional form it should assume. These are projects for the
creation of a new Anglo century.

The opening two sections of the chapter explore overlapping elements of the
fin de siécle Anglo-world discourse. The first section focuses on the relationship
between Britain and its colonial empire, while the following one turns to intersect-
ing arguments over the future relationship between the empire and the United
States. The third section traces the echoes of these debates through the twentieth
century, discussing the interlacing articulation of imperial-commonwealth, Anglo-
American, democratic unionist, and world federalist projects. Despite important
differences between them, most versions of these grand supranational schemes
were heirs of the earlier debates. In the final section I discuss contemporary accounts
of Anglo-world supremacy. While none of the most radical plans came to fruition,
the evolving debate over the nature of the Anglo-world formed a central element
in the cultural construction of the “West,” and highlights the extravagant hopes
that have been invested in the “Anglo-Saxons” over the course of a brutal century.
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This constitutes, then, an important strand in the history of modern political
thought.

Empire, nation, state: on Greater Britain

To govern, Foucault argues, is “to structure the possible field of action of others.”
The second half of the nineteenth century saw a radical transformation in both
the scale of the field of action and the ways in which it could be structured. It
witnessed the emergence of a novel governance episteme — an imaginative regime
wherein established conventions and presuppositions about political order were
overturned.

Daniel Deudney aptly labels this the “global industrial period.” The spread of
the industrial revolution was a “primal development” for global politics, as new
technologies intensified interactions across the planet, reshaping the material and
imaginative contexts in which debates over the future took place. “As the scale and
tempo of human affairs changed, a major and tumultuous reordering of large-scale
political relationships and institutions seemed imminent and inevitable.”* The
thinkers of the time — the “industrial globalists” — proselytized a wide array of
schemes for transcending the anarchic international system, including pan-regional
imperial structures, European union, the federation of the British empire, and even
the future development of a world state. The debates about the Anglo-world were
an integral element of this more general discourse.

This period also saw the rearticulation of the global politics of race — a subject
to which the field of international relations (IR) remains largely blind. In 1900, at
the meeting of the Pan-African Congress in London, W.E.B. DuBois predicted that
the “problem of the twentieth century” would be “the problem of the color line.””
Fears about racial contamination were rife. A civilizational dividing line was

3

constructed between “white” peoples and others, resulting in the initiation of
numerous exclusionary practices, including xenophobic immigration controls.
This was a paradoxical process: “The imagined community of white men was
transnational in its reach, but nationalist in its outcomes, bolstering regimes of
border protection and national sovereignty.”® Those debating the future of the
Anglo-world insisted on carving out a space within the general identity of white-
ness, establishing a stratified geo-racial imaginary. Usage of the term “race” was
highly imprecise, but it typically designated a combination of cultural markers —
historical mythscapes, habitus, shared language, cultural values, and political
ideals — circumscribed by “whiteness.” It was simultaneously cultural and biologi-
cal. The French, the Germans, the Russians, and the Hispanics were all considered
inferior to the Anglo-Saxons. They in turn ranked higher on the scale of civiliza-
tion than other non-white racial constellations populating the world outside the
Euro-Atlantic zone and its diasporic outposts. In this conception of world politics,
the basic ontological unit was race, and political institutions, including the state,
were only of derivative importance.
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The sweeping debate over the future of the British colonial empire was
conducted under the sign of “imperial federation,” while the assemblage of
communities under discussion was frequently labeled “Greater Britain.””
This debate formed a key building block in the ideological construction of the
twentieth-century Anglo-world. It was driven by two intersecting imperatives.
Fear that British relative power was threatened by the rise of formidable states —
notably Germany, Russia, and the United States — led many commentators to
argue for the construction of a globe-spanning political association, encompassing
Britain and its settler colonies in Australia, Canada, New Zealand, and (more
ambivalently) South Africa, either to balance the new threats or to deter them from
attempting to compete. These geopolitical concerns were reinforced by anxieties
about the onset of democracy, with many imperial observers fearing that an
expanding electorate would fail to recognize the importance of the empire,
concentrating its energies and ambitions on domestic reform. It was feared —
prematurely as it turned out — that a democratic polity would invariably be anti-
imperial. Creating a federal Greater Britain, and populating it in part through an
accelerated program of “systematic” emigration from the “mother country,” was
thought to be one way of neutralizing these threats. Yet even some radical and
liberal admirers of democracy, including J.A. Hobson, H.M. Hyndman, and
Keir Hardie, saw benefits in imperial federation. For them, Greater Britain could
simultaneously hasten the peaceful development of the international system and
help to democratize Britain itself through the importation of progressive practices
from the more egalitarian colonies.?

For Hobson, great federal political communities would dominate the future, and it
was thus essential to erect a “Pan-Saxon” one. As he proclaimed in Imperialism, a text
often mistakenly read as anti-imperialist, “Christendom thus laid out in a few great
civilizational empires, each with a retinue of uncivilized dependencies, seems to me
the most legitimate development of present tendencies and one which would offer
the best hope of permanent peace on an assured basis of inter-Imperialism.” Hobhouse,
meanwhile, argued that imperial federation ““is a model, and that on no mean scale, of

the International State.”!®

These arguments illustrate the two broad temporal logics
that underpinned debates over Anglo-union deep into the twentieth century. In one
of them, union represented the terminal point of future political development: the
polity would take its place among other competing pan-racial or regional units. In the
other, Anglo-union was figured as a transitional institutional formation, one that could
serve as a template, catalyst, and leader of a future global political association.

Time was of the essence. Haunted by memories of the American revolution,
many feared that the rapidly expanding colonies would secede, either establishing
independent countries or fusing with another state — most likely the United
States — thus further weakening Britain. The imperial advocates were determined
to refute Alexis de Tocqueville’s prediction, made in the closing lines of Democracy
in America, that Russia and America would dominate the future.!’ Greater Britain
was their answer.
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A significant number of British unionists fantasized about the incorporation of
the United States within an imperial federation, though most of them recognized
that this was unrealistic (at least in the short term). Nevertheless, America played a
crucial role in imperial discourse. First, it was regarded as a potential challenger to
British supremacy, thus motivating the call for action. This was especially apparent
in the wake of the McKinley Tariff of 1890, which incited the demand throughout
Britain and its colonies for the creation of a system of imperial preference.'? Second,
the turbulent history of American—DBritish relations, and in particular the War of
Independence, preoccupied British imperial unionists, teaching them that the
demands of colonial subjects had to be treated seriously. This meant ascribing them
greater political autonomy. And finally, the United States demonstrated the power
of federalism as a political technology by proving that individual liberty was
compatible with vast geographical extent. This was welcome in an age in which it
was commonly believed that the future belonged to huge omni-competent politi-
cal units. The radical politician Charles Dilke, author of the influential Greater
Britain, cautioned that “[i]t is small powers, not great ones, that have become
impossible.”'® Three decades later Joseph Chamberlain, arch-federalist and
Secretary of State for the Colonies, concurred: “[t]he days are for great Empires
and not for little States.”!* Size mattered.

The debates over Greater Britain generated hundreds of proposals, differing in
ambition, detail, and rationale. Three general institutional models were discussed.!>
The least ambitious was “extra-parliamentary” federation, wherein a group of
distinguished individuals — organized as an imperial Advisory Council — would

16" A more

offer the British parliament non-binding advice on imperial affairs.
constitutionally far-reaching model was “parliamentary federalism,” in which the
colonies were to send elected representatives to sit in Westminster. This had been
a common exhortation since the late eighteenth century, though it was much less
popular in the closing decades of the Victorian age. Finally, “supra-parliamentary
federalism” connoted the formation of a sovereign federal chamber supervening on
the individual political assemblies of the empire. This model followed the example,
above all, of the United States.!”

The leading constitutional scholar A.V. Dicey observed that many imperial
federalist proposals implied the creation of a “new federated state.”'® According to
prevailing conceptions of statechood, all supra-parliamentary schemes — and indeed
most parliamentary ones — could be viewed as demanding the creation of a globe-
spanning Anglo-state, a polity composed of people belonging to the same nation
and/or race, governed by a system of representative institutions subordinate to a
supreme federal legislative chamber. The local legislatures would have a high
degree of autonomy over specified domains of policy, though supreme authority
would reside in either a newly created imperial chamber (sometimes labeled a
“senate”) or a reconfigured parliament in Westminster. This body would deter-
mine questions of war and peace, trade, and any other general issues that concerned
the whole polity. The case of the extra-parliamentary advocates is less straight-
forward, for they were simply trying to reanimate the existing structure and were
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far less willing to promote significant constitutional engineering. Many of them
did, however, predict radical developments in the future.

Yet not all advocates of Greater Britain proposed the creation of a vast federal
polity. For many of them the key to the future lay in the shared identity of the
British people spread across the world, and they argued that further institutional-
ization was unnecessary — it either fell outside the scope of “practical politics” or it
was counterproductive. Instead, they maintained that it was essential to nourish the
existing connections. This was the course that the British government ultimately
followed. Dilke and Goldwin Smith, both leading public intellectuals and critics of
imperial federal schemes, extolled the superiority of the British “race” and pro-
moted a vision in which the Anglo-Saxons, acting as a collective of independent
states, would shape the future. They supported the independence of the British
settler colonies, but as a means to the end of Anglo-unity, not its termination. For
Dilke, the “strongest of arguments in favour of separation is the somewhat
paradoxical one that it would bring us a step nearer to the virtual confederation of
the English race.”! Both of them also included the United States in their vision.
The cultural-racial conception of “virtual confederation” proved the most endur-
ing; it remains an important factor in world politics to this day.

Arguments about both Greater Britain and Anglo-American union were pre-
mised on a cognitive revolution, a fundamental transformation in the perception of
time and space. It was this, above all, that shaped the new governance episteme. In
his Considerations on Representative Government, John Stuart Mill argued, in an idiom
common throughout the eighteenth and much of the nineteenth centuries, that
physical distance thwarted the union of Britain and its settler colonies. It contra-
dicted the principles of “rational government” and precluded the necessary degree

20 From the 1860s onwards, new communications

of communal homogeneity.
technologies radically altered the way in which individuals perceived the physical
world and the sociopolitical possibilities it contained, spawning fantasies about
the elimination of geographical distance that prefigure late twentieth-century nar-
ratives of globalization. H.G. Wells declared that “modern mechanism” had created
“an absolute release from the fixed conditions about which human affairs circled.”
For J.R. Seeley, the leading intellectual of the imperial federalist movement, the
“unprecedented facility of communication which our age enjoys seems to be creat-
ing new types of state.”?! A Greater British state was now realizable. Techno-
utopianism underpinned arguments about the existence of a trans-
planetary British political community. “When we have accustomed ourselves to
contemplate the whole [colonial] Empire together and call it England,” Seeley
proclaimed, “we shall see that here too is a United States. Here too is a homoge-
neous people, one in blood, language, religion, and laws, but dispersed over a
boundless space.”?? Previously viewed as immutable, nature was now open to
manipulation, even transcendence.

All of these projects depended on claims about the common identity of the
dispersed Anglo people(s).?® The argument assumed two main forms. One insisted
that the social ontological foundation of the people was race. They were, above all,
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Anglo-Saxon or members of the “English race.” This view was compatible with
(but did not entail) an argument that the populations of the individual colonies
were coalescing into new nationalities, and that the United States already
comprised a distinct nation. The other account accepted the centrality of race, but
emphasized the idea of a singular nationality: the (relevant) population of Greater
Britain was the British (or “English”) nation writ global. Both conceptions
sanctioned extensive discrimination. The indigenous populations of the settler
colonies, and the vast majority of the people that Britain ruled over in the Caribbean,
Africa, the Middle East, and Asia — and that the USA came to rule over in Hawaii
and the Philippines — fell outside the scope of either account of the singular
people.

The “nationality” view prevailed among late Victorian imperial thinkers. Seeley
was only the most prominent to claim that “Greater Britain is homogenous in
nationality.”?* During the Edwardian years, a multinational commonwealth vision
began to eclipse the Seeleyean global nation state. This alternative option was not
without precedent, for Lord Rosebery, the future British prime minister, had
argued in 1884 that the empire should be regarded as “a commonwealth of

nations.”?®

This position became increasingly popular over time, not least because
it mirrored the views of the political elites in the colonies. Greater Britain morphed
into a post-national (or multinational) political association. In 1905 W.F.
Monypenny, a leading journalist with The Times, conceived of the colonial empire
as a “world state” that “transcends nationality” while allowing separate nationalities
to flourish within it.*® The idea of an Anglo-Saxon commonwealth was central to
the influential Round Table movement (founded in 1909-10) because, as Lionel
Curtis wrote in 1916, the colonies had acquired a “national consciousness of their
own.”?” Both the nation-centric and the race-centric accounts, however, centered
on an argument about the singularity of “the people.”

The imaginative extension of the scope of the people was conjoined with an
expansion of the compass of the public — of the set of individuals within the
totality of the people regarded as politically significant. Arguments promulgating
the unification of the British colonial empire (and also Anglo-America) embodied
a claim about the existence or potentiality of an ocean-spanning public. This was a
racially delimited precursor to the idea of a global public sphere.?® Indeed one of
the most conceptually innovative features of the discourse, prominent
especially in the early twentieth century, was the effort to inaugurate a system of
Greater British imperial citizenship.? It is possible to view the Anglo-racial imagi-
nary as an example of what Arjun Appadurai terms “translocal” affiliation — of an
emergent cartography that escaped the topological imperatives of the modern ter-
ritorially bounded nation state.*® As time and space were reordered, so it was
increasingly argued that a strong sense of identity and belonging bound Britain and
its colonial populations. However, whereas many of the examples explored by
Appadurai are “counterhegemonic” — seeking to challenge extant power structures
and sources of authority — the attempted reworking of “Anglo-Saxon” racial—-
national consciousness in the Victorian age was a hegemonic project, an eftort to
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prolong British supremacy through novel articulations of political identity. It
involved a double process of deterritorialization and reterritorialization.*! The
British polity was no longer to be conceived of as a small group of islands lying off
the north-west coast of continental Europe (deterritorialization). Instead, it was to
be seen as encompassing a vast range of territories in North America, the Pacific,
and Southern Africa (reterritorialization). A similar geo-racial logic also helped
underpin arguments about Anglo-American unity.

The reunion of the race: on Anglo-America

The unity of the Anglo-world was not preordained. For much of the nineteenth
century, relations between the British empire and the United States were antago-
nistic. Resentment about the colonial past, incessant disputes over the Canadian
border, the bitter divide over the Civil War and its aftermath, pervasive cultural
condescension from the British, and widespread Anglophobia in American public
life: all fanned the flames of antipathy. Mutual suspicion was the norm. It was only
during the last two decades of the century, and in particular during the late 1890s,
that relations thawed. This “rapprochement” — and the subsequent creation of
an Anglo-American security community — has long been the subject of intense
scrutiny by diplomatic historians and IR specialists. Yet insufficient attention has
been paid to the political thought of the episode.

It was during the 1890s that the debate over Anglo-American union moved to
the center of political debate. The Venezuelan boundary dispute (1895-96) led to
acrimonious exchanges between Washington and London, but it also prompted
anguished commentators on both sides of the Atlantic to recoil from the prospect
of war. Numerous proposals for Anglo-American union appeared. The clamor for
racial unity was in part a result of America’s new assertiveness, for although the
United States had been engaged in imperial conquest since its founding, the annex-
ation of Hawaii and the Spanish—American War (1898) signaled its first sustained
burst of extra-continental imperial activity. This was seen as marking a new phase
in American history: either a moment when the country assumed its predestined
role as a great power, or when it betrayed the founding principles of the republic.
Many observers on both sides of the Atlantic insisted that the British and Americans
should be united, not divided, under conditions of global imperial competition.
Arguments ranged from a minimalist position that simply encouraged deeper
political and economic cooperation between the two “kindred” powers, through
intermediate proposals seeking a formal defensive alliance, to maximalist plans for
uniting the two countries in a novel transatlantic political community.

Plans for a formal alliance blended “realist” concerns over shared security inter-
ests with assertions about underlying cultural affinities. The British imperial com-
mentator Arthur Silva White declared that schemes for a comprehensive political
union were “at present impossible,” but that there “remains but one expedient —
an alliance, or accord, which would pave the way to concerted action in the
future.”? Yet many commentators were skeptical about such an alliance, either
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because they opposed closer connections in the first place,?

or because they
thought it would instrumentalize (and potentially distort) a more fundamental form
of unity. The esteemed American naval strategist Alfred T. Mahan argued that it
was vital to “avoid all premature striving for alliance, an artificial and possibly even
an irritating method of reaching the desired end.” Instead, he continued, “I would
dwell continually upon those undeniable points of resemblance in natural charac-
teristics, and in surrounding conditions, which testify to common origin and
predict a common destiny.”** A British military writer concurred, warning against
the “artificial and temporary arrangements miscalled ‘alliances,” which provide
occupation for European chancelleries.”? The “organic” bonds of “kinship” were
sufficient. Fearful that talk about the Anglo-Saxons was dangerously triumphalist,
Benjamin Harrison, the former US president, insisted that friendship was
quite enough. “Are not the continuous good and close relations of the two great
English-speaking nations — for which I pray — rather imperilled than promoted by
this foolish talk of gratitude and of an alliance, which is often made to take on the
appearance of a threat, or at least a prophecy, of an Anglo-Saxon ‘paramountcy’?”*
This was a prescient warning.

At the core of the Anglo-American vision lay a novel set of arguments that
ruptured the isomorphic relation between state, citizen, and political belonging.
Advocates of racial unity frequently decoupled the state from both citizenship and
patriotism. Citizenship was reimagined as a political institution grounded
ultimately in racial identity, not state membership. Dicey offered the most sophis-
ticated elaboration of the idea of common citizenship, arguing in 1897 for “the
extension of common civil and political rights throughout the whole of
the English-speaking people.” Rejecting the idea of a transatlantic (or imperial)
federation, he insisted that “reciprocal” citizenship would be enough to secure
permanent unity. The idea was, he averred, simply a return to a prior condition,
for such a connection had existed before the Anglo-Saxon peoples were ripped
apart by the War of Independence.?” Patriotism, meanwhile, was also reconfigured
as a form of allegiance owed, in the first instance, to the race. Arguments about
“race patriotism” — a term usually associated with Arthur Balfour, a future prime
minister — circulated widely.*® They implied that people were enmeshed in a
concentric circle of belonging and affect, the outer (and most important) ring of
which was the race. Alfred Milner, a leading imperial thinker and official, summed
it up neatly: “My patriotism knows no geographical, but only racial limits ... It s
not the soil of England, dear as it is to me, but the speech, the tradition, the spiri-
tual heritage, the principles, the aspirations of the British race.”* Quoting Balfour,
Charles Beresford, a British Tory politician and senior naval officer, observed that

[I]n addition to our domestic patriotism and our Imperial or American
patriotism, we also have an Anglo-Saxon patriotism, which embraces within
its ample folds the whole of that great race which has done so much in every
branch of human effort, and in that branch of human effort which has

produced free institutions and free communities.*’
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Traditional notions of state citizenship and patriotism were thus seen as acceptable
only insofar as they were compatible with attachment to the wider racial encom-
passing group.

Andrew Carnegie, the Scottish-born industrialist, argued repeatedly for racial
fusion and the “reunion” of Britain and America. Though usually lauded or reviled
as an anti-imperialist, Carnegie, like Hobson, highlights how opposition to certain
kinds of imperial activity — in his case, British occupation of India and Africa and
the American assault on the Philippines — was consistent with ardent support for
projects of racial unity or superiority. Carnegie dismissed the idea of an Anglo-
American alliance as failing to grasp the far more important issues at stake. “Alliances
of fighting power form and dissolve with the questions which arise from time to
time. The patriotism of race lies deeper and is not disturbed by waves upon the

”

surface.” “[M]y belief,” he declared, 1s that “the future is certain to see a reunion
of the separated parts and once again a common citizenship.” This federated
“British-American Union” would constitute a “reunited state.” Yet this vision was
irreconcilable with imperial federation: the British had first to grant independence
to their settler colonies, which would then be welcome to join the union as equal
members.*! Although perturbed by the South African War, and by the exuberant
imperialism of the American administration, he never lost faith in the transforma-
tive potential of the Anglo-Saxon race.

Skeptics were quick to point to the empirical inadequacies of unionist plans.
One of their main complaints focused on the pertinence of arguments about racial
unity. America, they complained, was simply not an “Anglo-Saxon” lineal descen-
dent of Britain. “There is,” one critic observed, “no fundamental reason rooted in
human nature by virtue of a community of blood and religion why Americans as a
742 Another

stressed the multi-ethnic composition of the American population. “What about the

nation should regard England with instinctive sympathy and friendship.

descendants of French men, of Germans, of Slavs, and of Scandinavians, who do not
admit Anglo Saxon superiority?” And what about the Irish or African-Americans?*
But such demographic arguments failed to register with the proponents of unity,
not least because their conception of race was fluid. As one unionist observed,

It is quite true that, if the census of descent were taken as the test, the sons or
descendants of Englishmen by no means make up the majority of American
citizens. But there is descent other than that of birth and a lineage beside that
of blood. The unity of language, literature, and law between England and
America is a threefold cord that cannot be broken. To have our English Bible,
our English Shakespeare, our English Blackstone all absolutely American in
reverence and influence outweighs, outvotes and overwhelms all questions of

racial compositeness.*

In general, then, what identified the United States as an Anglo-Saxon country
was its dominant political culture — its White Anglo-Saxon Protestant (WASP)
institutions, values, and ideals. Pointing to his own Portuguese origins, Dos Passos
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celebrated the American polity as a machine for turning (white) immigrants into
Americans, and thus into adherents to an Anglo-Saxon creed. The “foreign ele-
ment,” he argued, “disappears, almost like magic, in the bosom of American
nationality.”*> Carnegie, meanwhile, suggested that immigration had barely altered
the racial composition of America: “in race — and there is a great deal in race — the
American remains three-fourths purely British. ... The amount of blood other than
Anglo-Saxon or Germanic which has entered into the American is almost too
trifling to deserve notice, and has been absorbed without changing him in any
fundamental trait.”*® Moreover, skepticism about racial commonality did not pre-
clude support for political union. The eminent Anglo-American archaeologist
Charles Waldstein argued that the notion of “Anglo-Saxon” racial identity was
both misleading and dangerous: “it opens the door to that most baneful and perni-
cious of modern national diseases, namely, Ethnological Chauvinism.” Yet he was
adamant that Britain and the United States shared enough features in common to
constitute “one nationality,” and he toasted the future creation of “a great English-
speaking Brotherhood.”*

Cecil Rhodes was another formidable proponent of Anglo-American unity.
At the heart of his vision lay an account of the fractured nature of history: its pro-
gressive course had been diverted by the catastrophic estrangement of the United
States and Great Britain. This could only be put right if the two great institutional
expressions of the race were reunited permanently. As a self-proclaimed “race
patriot,” Rhodes was largely agnostic about whether Britain or the United States
should lead the Anglo-Saxons in fulfilling their destiny, suggesting that a “federal
parliament” could rotate between Washington and London.*® Rhodes’s main prac-
tical contribution to the dream of global racial dominance was the establishment of
the Rhodes Trust, endowed following his death in 1902 with the intention of
strengthening bonds between the elites of the Anglo-world, as well (initially) as
Germany, that other Teutonic power. The radical journalist W.T. Stead agreed
with his friend Rhodes that the “English-speaking race is one of the chief of God’s
chosen agents for executing coming improvement in the lot of mankind,” and he
utilized his position as a prominent author and editor to preach the gospel of
Anglo-unity, seeking to “constitute as one vast federated unity the English-speaking
United States of the World.”* Like many of his contemporaries, Stead sensed a
gradual intra-racial shift in the balance of power. In The Americanization of the
World, he argued that the Americans had overtaken the British in most aspects
of social and economic life, observed that Britain itself was slowly Americanizing,
and determined that those ruling in London now faced a stark choice: ally with
the United States in a grand project of earthly redemption, or become increasingly
irrelevant as the empire slowly weakened and the settler colonies sought indepen-
dence and looked to Washington for leadership. This was a cause for celebration:
“there is no reason to resent the part the Americans are playing in fashioning the
world in their image, which, after all, is substantially the image of ourselves.”
American success was an expression of British power, institutions, and values.
This was a common trope in British accounts of Anglo-America, with Dilke,
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for example, boasting that “[tlhrough America, England is speaking to the
world.”!

H.G. Wells also dreamt of an Anglo enunciation of modernity. In Anticipations,
published in 1902, he prophesized the emergence of a world state ruled over by a
new techno-managerial class of “efficients” — the “kinetic men” of the future.>? This
was a theme he was to pursue, in one way or another, until his death in 1946. In this
early vision, the unification of the “English-speaking” peoples assumed a central
role: they were to serve as pioneers of the world-state-to-come. By the year 2000
the English-speaking people would constitute a federal state, united by “practically
homogenous citizenship,” with its headquarters in the United States. They would
govern all the “non-white states of the present British empire, and in addition
much of the South and Middle Pacific, the East and West Indies, the rest of
America, and the larger part of black Africa.”® His vision was vanguardist in a
double sense. Not only were the English-speaking peoples to lead the way to a
further global “synthesis,” but this drive was itself led by a select group of
individuals, men (sic) of energy, determination, and drive, who would help to dis-
solve — either through social revolution or in the wake of war — the remaining
barriers to its realization found in “deliquescing” modern societies. The New
Republicans would act as a largely uncoordinated “Secret Society” to help inaugu-
rate a new dawn in human history. This notion of a clerisy acting behind the scenes
to secure race unity was echoed by Rhodes and Stead.

Wells was not the only fiction writer to propagate Anglo-unity. Arthur Conan
Doyle was another enthusiast, dedicating his historical novel The White Company
to “the Hope of the Future, the Reunion of the English-Speaking races.” He even
enlisted Sherlock Holmes, who declaimed that history should not prevent “our
children from being someday citizens of the same world-wide country whose flag
should be a quartering of the Union Jack with the Stars and Stripes.”> Henry
James, meanwhile, observed that “I can’t look at the English-American world, or
feel about them, anymore save as a big Anglo-Saxon total, destined to such an
amount of melting together that an insistence on their difference becomes more
and more idle and pedantic.”

While many of the proposals for unity were motivated by pragmatic
security concerns, an equally large number made drastic claims about the world-
transforming potential of racial unity. We can thus interpret aspects of the
pre-1914 Anglo-race discourse as expressions of utopian desire.®® A political
project can be considered utopian, I submit, if and only if it invokes or prescribes
the transcendence or elimination of one or more fundamental practices, structures,
or ordering principles that shape human individual and collective life. These
include poverty, inequality, war, the state, the biochemical composition of the
environment, or the ontological constitution of human beings, including death
itself. Utopianism is not best employed as a synonym for any ambitious project of
political change — as the term is frequently used in IR — or seen as a general feature
of the human condition, a universal striving for a better life. Rather, it identifies a
particular species of transformative social and political thought.
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The utopianism of this racial vision resided in the belief that if the United States
and Greater Britain were properly aligned, the “Anglo-Saxon” race would help to
bring peace, order, and justice to the earth. Carnegie argued that the “new nation
would dominate the world and banish from the earth its greatest stain — the murder
of men by men.” Lyman Abbott, a prominent American Congregationalist
theologian, dreamt of an Anglo century — even millennium. “[TThese two nations,
embodying the energy, the enterprise, and the conscience of the Anglo-Saxon
race, would by the mere fact of their co-operation produce a result in human his-
tory which would surpass all that present imagination can conceive or present hope
anticipate.” For Albion Tourgée, American soldier, diplomat, and judge, the
Anglo-Saxons were, quite simply, the “peacemakers of the twentieth century.”
Rhodes once wrote: “What an awful thought it is that if we had not lost America,
or even if now we could arrange with the present members of the United States
Assembly and our House of Commons, the peace of the world is secured for all
In 1891, he predicted that union with the United States would mean
“universal peace” within one hundred years. Stead agreed, envisaging that “war

9

eternity!

would by degree die out from the face of the earth.”® This, then, was the promise
of an Anglo-racial utopia.

Afterlives of empire: Anglo-America and global governance

During the twentieth century, proposals for supra-national political unions were
divided among (at least) five models. One of them emphasized regional federation,
and centered above all on combining the states of continental Europe. It was this
vision that ultimately had the most practical eftect, though only after the cataclysm
of a genocidal war. The other four — which I will label imperial-commonwealth,
Anglo-American, democratic unionist, and world federalist — placed the transatlan-
tic British—American connection at the core of global order. All were descended,
in part or wholly, from the earlier Anglo-world projects. Some oftered only minor
modifications to earlier imperial schemes, while others pushed out in new
directions. Perhaps most importantly, though, the majority of the interwar and
mid-century projects regarded the “Anglo” powers as a nucleus or vanguard. And
even those schemes that expanded beyond the institutional limits of the Anglo-
world were almost invariably liberal democratic and capitalist in form, and as such
they exemplified, even embodied, the values and institutions on which the Anglo-
world was based, and over which its advocates claimed paternity.

The imperial-commonwealth model focused on the continuing role of the
British empire. During the Edwardian years and beyond, the Round Table and
other British imperial advocacy groups continued to campaign on behalf of Greater
British unity. The imperial federalist project reached its zenith during the First
World War with the creation of an Imperial War Cabinet in 1917, which incorpo-
rated the prime ministers of the Dominions. This was the nearest the dream of a
politically unified Greater Britain came to fruition. Yet the war also accelerated
calls for further independence in the colonies. While the efforts of the imperial
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federalists did not go completely unheralded in the United States,” they found,
perhaps ironically, a more receptive audience in continental Europe, with a number
of them — notably Philip Kerr (Lord Lothian) — playing an important role in
shaping the ideological foundations of European union.®

During the 1920s, power continued to shift within the British empire and as the
colonies were granted further autonomy, they frequently came into conflict with
London.! In the interwar period it became increasingly popular to reimagine the
empire as the “British Commonwealth” — the two terms were often used inter-
changeably — and to see it either as a self-contained system capable of balancing
other great political orders, or as the embryonic form of a future universal political
system. Britain and its settler colonies remained at the center of the model, although
India and other elements of the empire were sometimes allotted subordinate
roles. In the second half of the twentieth century, following decolonization, the
imperial-commonwealth vision morphed into a postcolonial international organi-
zation.®® Today it lingers on, a pale shadow of the hopes and dreams once invested
in it.

The Anglo-American model centered on the Anglo-Saxon — or “English-
speaking” — peoples, and in particular on a British-American axis. Relations
between London and Washington continued to strengthen in the wake of the late
Victorian “rapprochement,” and the alliance was cemented during the First World
War when the United States joined the Franco-British cause in Western Europe.
It remained close for the rest of the twentieth century, though not quite as close as
many of its cheerleaders, then as now, like to boast. The First World War had a cata-
lytic effect on American foreign policy discourse, spawning the development of a
powertful, though often fractious, East Coast policy elite oriented towards greater
American involvement in world politics, in cooperation (even alliance) with
Britain.®® During the interwar era a variety of institutions and informal networks
were created to foster closer links between America and Greater Britain. They
constituted an emergent epistemic community dedicated to emphasizing the
importance of Anglo-world global leadership. The Council on Foreign Relations
in New York and the International Institute of International Affairs (Chatham
House) in London served as institutional hubs of Anglo-world thinking, in both its
Anglo-American and British imperial-commonwealth articulations.®*

While the 1920s saw constructive cooperation between Britain and the United
States, relations during the 1930s were strained; it was only with the outbreak of
war, and especially between 1940 and 1942, that the two powers were forced into
a tight embrace.% This peaked with the signing of the Atlantic Charter in August
1941, dedicated to the promotion of “certain common principles in the national
policies of their respective countries on which they base their hope for the common
world,” though tension continued between London and Washington over the
future of the British empire. As American power increased, and it became clear
that Britain would be a junior partner in any future relationship, so once again the
dream of an Anglo-American order faded. Perhaps its last gasp can be found in
Churchill’s “iron curtain” speech in March 1946, in which he popularized the
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term “special relationship” and insisted that peace was impossible without “the
fraternal association of the English-speaking peoples.”®® Like the contemporary
Commonwealth, the “special relationship” in the postwar years was a weak
imitation of the ideal that had inspired many British, and even a few American,
commentators over the previous decades.

Another model envisioned the creation of a league (or concert) of democracies.
Before 1945 this essentially meant a transatlantic union of the United States, Great
Britain, and assorted western European countries. As such, it moved beyond the
“racial” limits of the Anglo-world. In the 1950s this idea sometimes mutated
into an Atlanticist vision centered on the NATO countries. Perhaps the most
influential interwar democratic unionist vision was propounded by Clarence Streit,
a journalist with the New York Times. In Union Now, he proposed a federation, on
the model of the constitution of 1787, of the 15 democracies of the Atlantic world.
The union would serve three main purposes:

(a) to provide effective common government in our democratic world in
those fields where such common government will clearly serve man’s free-
dom better than separate governments, (b) to maintain independent national
governments in all other fields where such government will best serve man’s
freedom, and (c) to create by its constitution a nucleus world government
capable of growing into universal world government peacefully and as
rapidly as such growth will best serve man’s freedom.®”

He followed this up with Union Now with Britain, in which he argued that the
creation of an Anglo-American union would guarantee the defeat of the Axis.*
Streit’s later work highlights the way in which the Cold War constrained
the imagination of democratic unionists. The West, figured as an “Atlantic
community” — a term first used by Walter Lippmann® — took center stage. In 1961
Streit published Freedom’s Frontier, suggesting that the 15 countries of NATO
already constituted the nucleus of an immanent Atlantic federal state: “Atlantica.””"
This fed into a popular Atlanticist current of thought. Expressing a common view,
Livingston Hartley, a former State Department official, demanded “the political
integration of the Atlantic community, the citadel and the powerhouse of
freedom.””! For many, European union and Atlantic union went hand-in-hand,
the development of the former helping to strengthen the viability of the latter.”
For others, though, the creation of a European union threatened the more desir-
able goal of Atlantic union. For Streit, avatar of Atlanticism, America needed to
take the lead in creating a new order, “preferably teamed closely with Canada,”
while European integration threatened transatlantic division.”

The veteran British peace campaigner Norman Angell followed a similar trajec-
tory to Streit. An early advocate of democratic federal union as a precursor to
world federation,”* during the Second World War he too emphasized the vital
leadership role of the Anglo-states (and the British empire) in this future global
order. Like so many other post-state visionaries, he insisted that a “nucleus of
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authority” was required to catalyze and then direct the transition to world federa-
tion, and that this nucleus “must be the English-speaking world,” by which he
meant the United States and the “British peoples.””> Rather than the latest mani-
festation of Anglo-Saxon imperialism, he was adamant that this Anglo core could
act as the embryo of a true universalism. The empire should, then, be transformed
into a “nucleus of integration” rather than dissolved into independent sovereign

76 By the late 1950s, in Streitian vein, he was arguing that “the West” as a

states.
whole should act as the advance guard in any future transformation. “A world
government would have to work on the basis of 80 or 100 nationalisms, emphasiz-
ing widely differing cultures and ways of life.” The common social basis for
political unity did not (yet) exist. As such, he concluded, the adoption of the
“federal principle” was necessary to unify the West in the face of Soviet totalitari-
anism, and as a necessary step on the road to a more wide-ranging union.”” The
unionist axis had shifted from the British empire, through Anglo-America, to the
West as a whole, but the Anglo-world remained at the heart of the project.

The major difference between “Anglo” and “Democratic unionist” models
concerns the identity claim on which they are based. The Anglo model is confined
to a finite set of British diasporic communities; its potential spatial extent is bounded
by a specific historical trajectory. A league of democracies is in principle more
expansive, designating a community that shares a minimal set of political values and
institutions, all of them hypothetically exportable. Yet in practice, at the heart of
this picture, were (and are) the Anglo-states. Moreover, the values and institutions
associated with such a community — the architecture of liberal-democratic capital-
ism — were either implicitly or explicitly ascribed by contemporaries to the British
and American intellectual traditions. Once again, social science offered authorita-
tive epistemic support. The empirical analysis, and the normative affirmation, of
the Anglo-world were high on the agenda of early postwar behavioral political sci-
ence. Perhaps, most notably, the hugely influential idea of a “security community”
was forged in the crucible of Atlanticist politics. Pioneering political scientist Karl
Deutsch argued, for example, that the North Atlantic security community was
anchored in the most highly integrated states, namely the United States, Canada,
and the United Kingdom.”

The final model was a universal world polity. Ideas about world government
have percolated through the history of political thought, ebbing and flowing in
popularity.” The 1940s witnessed an efflorescence of utopian political thinking,
catalyzed by the old Kantian premonition that the route to perpetual peace would
most likely wind its way through the valley of death; that a brutal war might, once
and for all, force people throughout the world to recognize the necessity of
federation. Advocates of a global polity typically conceived of it as a long-term
ideal rather than something within immediate grasp.®” Nevertheless, many of them
called for a federal institutional structure with an Anglo nucleus, while numerous
advocates of democratic or Anglo-racial union saw their own more limited goals as
temporary steps on the road to — and often agents in the creation of — a universal
federation.
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Perhaps the most famous world federalist was Wells, who proselytized on behalf
of a post-sovereign cosmopolitan order in a seemingly endless stream of publica-
tions. After the First World War he increasingly turned his attention to the creation
of a functionalist world state, suggesting in rather vague terms that a future world
polity would result from the coagulation of regional and racial groupings.®' Like
most of his contemporaries, his account of a cosmopolitan world state never escaped
the ethnocentric assumptions that had marked his earlier writings. Evolving through
various iterations, his vision of a future global order was rooted in the purported
superiority of the Western powers, and in particular the Anglo-Americans. He
longed for the (re)union of the English-speaking peoples. In 1935, for example, he
argued that “the commonsense of the world demands that the English-speaking
community should get together upon the issue of World Peace, and that means a
common foreign policy.” It also meant economic unification, for “the world
revival” would not materialize “unless we homologize the financial control and
monetary organization of our world-wide group of people.”®? Wells exemplified
the technocratic aspect of the world federalist project, even flirting with fascist
methods during the 1920s and 1930s in order to help bring about a new global
order.

World federalist thinking flourished in Britain and the United States in the
1940s and early 1950s, drawing in a wide array of intellectuals and politicians, from
Albert Einstein and Aldous Huxley to Henry L. Stimson and John Foster Dulles.®?
Campaigning organizations — notably the United World Federalists (1947) — were
formed, politicians lobbied, newsletters and pamphlets circulated. Wendell Willkie’s
One World sold over two million copies.®* Henry Usborne, a British Labour MP,
created a Parliamentary Group for World Government and signed up over 200
MPs.% Under the leadership of its president, Robert M. Hutchins, the University
of Chicago created a Committee to Frame a World Constitution.’® House
Concurrent Resolution 64, in 1949, proposed as a “fundamental objective of the
foreign policy of the United States to support and strengthen the United Nations
and to seek its development into a world federation.” It secured 111 votes,
including those of John F. Kennedy, Gerald Ford, Mike Mansfield, Henry Cabot
Lodge, and Henry Jackson.?” The movement peaked in early 1950, with 150,000
members worldwide.®

In the shadow of the bomb, political realists had their own one world moment.
John Herz and Hans Morgenthau, among others, argued that human survival
demanded the creation of a world state, though both were skeptical of its plausibil-
ity.® The world federalist movement was stifled by the onset of the Cold War.”
The dream of world federation struggled on, finding a variety of intellectual out-
lets, including the World Orders Model Project most closely associated with
Richard Falk.”! But it was an early victim of bipolar ideological confrontation.
Once a topic of mainstream concern for scholars, public intellectuals, journalists,
and politicians, Thomas Weiss argues that today ideas about a global federal state
are “commonly thought to be the preserve of lunatics.””? Yet there are signs of a
revival of interest in the idea, at least among scholars.”> In IR, for example,
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Alexander Wendt and Daniel Deudney have offered theoretically sophisticated
accounts of the plausibility, even inevitability, of a world state.”*

The proponents of democratic leagues and world federation often drew inspira-
tion from — and shared personnel with — the imperial federal movement. Lionel
Curtis is 2 prominent example. An enthusiastic advocate of imperial and then world
federalism over the course of five decades, his political thought was riddled with
the tensions between universalism, Atlanticism, and imperialism.?® Curtis’s magnum
opus, the sprawling politico-theological treatise Civitas Dei, posited that a federated
British empire could serve as a kernel and a model for a future universal common-
wealth of nations, because of all extant political communities it offered the most
appropriate space for human personality to find its fullest expression.”® The most
difficult stage in creating a world federal state was the first one; the “most experi-
enced commonwealths” needed to show leadership. He identified the core of the
new global order in the union of Great Britain, New Zealand, and Australia.”’
The Second World War only reinforced his belief in the necessity of political
transformation. In the early 1950s Curtis angrily denounced intellectuals for
upholding the myth of sovereign statehood; they were, he charged, “responsible
for the bloodshed of this century” and “answerable for the suffering, poverty, and
death that millions are now facing.””® Federation, with an Anglo core, was the
only way to escape the killing machine. An arch Anglo-supremacist who died in
1956, Curtis was frequently hailed as one of the pioneers of the world federalist
movement.”

A notable aspect of the debates over global order, in both the nineteenth and
the twentieth centuries, was that America often served as a template for the future.
Both American political experience and political philosophy were routinely cited
as inspirational, even formative. Streit modeled his plan for an Atlantic union of
democracies on the US Constitution. Indeed, he went so far as to call for a Federal
Convention, similar to its namesake in Philadelphia in 1787, to deliberate over the

desirability and potential form of a Transatlantic Union.!®

This proposal gained
the support of the Canadian Senate and dozens of US senators.'”! Twentieth-
century British imperial federalists, meanwhile, regularly invoked the genius of the
American founders, often interpreted through the prism of F.S. Oliver’s Alexander
Hamilton.'? Curtis, for example, was explicit about his debt to the Federalist papers;
they taught him, he recorded, about both the problem of political order and the
best (federal) solution to it, fundamentally influencing his views over half a century
of federalist agitation.'® America was both model and motive. Indeed, many world

federalist plans can be read as demanding the Americanization of the planet.

Millennial dreams, or, back to the future

While today there are few advocates of a global federal state outside of universities
and think tanks, the vision of a “concert” or “league” of democracies has resur-
faced in public life. “Democracy” has supplanted “civilization” as the defining
feature in discourses of global governance. Democratic unionist arguments have
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been given a powerful boost by the popularity of theories of the “democratic
peace,” once again highlighting the complex entanglement of twentieth-century
social science with projects for global order. This line of reasoning is directly
descended from the mid-twentieth-century discourse. Michael Doyle, for exam-
ple, identifies Streit as the first modern commentator to point to “the empirical
tendency of democracies to maintain peace among themselves.”'** Uniting liberal
internationalists with neo-conservatives, the idea of a league of democracies has
wide ideological appeal among members of the American political elite, even if it
has resonated far less in Europe. Advisors to both Barack Obama and John McCain
promoted the idea during the 2008 election campaign, and McCain endorsed it.'"
It has found its most systematic articulation in the Princeton Project on National
Security, coordinated by Anne-Marie Slaughter and John Ikenberry, which
proposes the creation of a global “Concert of Democracies” to “institutionalize
and ratify the ‘democratic peace.””!%

Recent years have also witnessed a brief flurry of arguments focusing on the
Anglo dimension of world politics — the imperial dream that never expires. They
are variations on the earlier themes of imperial federation and Anglo-American
unity. In addition to the old rubric of the “English-speaking peoples,” a new term
(coined in a science fiction novel) has entered the lexicon: the “Anglosphere.”!%?
Advocacy of Anglo superiority has assumed different forms. One popular version,
outlined in a bestselling book and a popular television series, is Niall Ferguson’s
pacan to British imperial power, and the necessity of the American empire
assuming the responsibility — the old “White Man’s burden” — of hegemonic
stabilizer and civilizing agent.!”® Other widely discussed proposals have emanated
from the American businessman James Bennett and the British historian Andrew
Roberts.

Echoing earlier discussions about the world-historical function of the telegraph,
Bennett contends that the Internet can serve as a medium through which the
geographically scattered but culturally and politically aligned members of the
“Anglosphere” can come into closer communion, and act together for the plan-
etary greater good.!” He sees this as both desirable and necessary, given the likely
development of other competing network “spheres” — Sino, Luso, Hispano, and
Franco. He concludes that the inherited political and economic traditions of the
Anglosphere mean that it is uniquely equipped to thrive in the coming century.
Roberts, meanwhile, seeks to pick up where Churchill finished his own bombastic
history of the English-speaking peoples.''” Rather than advocating formal union,
he outlines a vision, grounded in a hubristic reading of twentieth-century history,
in which the English-speaking peoples are united by “common purposes” and in
defeating waves of totalitarianism, today exemplified by Islamic fanaticism. Superior
political institutions mean that when they act in unison, the whole world benefits.
Roberts’s vision of the English-speaking peoples is limited to the United States, the
United Kingdom “and her dependencies,” New Zealand, Canada, and Australia,
as well as the British West Indies and Ireland — though of the latter two, the first is
largely ignored while the second is routinely assailed for failing to live up to the
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standards set by the others. Reproducing earlier arguments about race
patriotism, Roberts decenters the state: the ontological foundation of his argument
is a singular people, while the political units of this singularity play a secondary
function. “Just as we do not today differentiate between the Roman Republic and
the imperial period of the Julio-Claudians when we think of the Roman Empire,
so in the future no one will bother to make a distinction between the British
Empire-led and the American Republic-led periods of English-speaking
dominance.”!!! The book secured him an invitation to George W. Bush’s White
House.!"2

None of these authors proposes a formal political union, instead hymning the
powers of shared culture, traditions, and interests. But the vision of an institution-
alized Anglo-union has not disappeared completely. Robert Conquest, eminent
poet and historian, has called for the “English-speaking” countries of the world
to join a “flexibly conceived Association,” something “weaker than a federation,
but stronger than an alliance.” A “natural rather than artificial” association, this
“Anglo-Oceanic” polity would act as a progressive hyperpower.'!® Like Roberts,
Conquest is driven in part by a sense of anger at the duplicity of British politicians
signing up to European integration, and thus betraying their true kin in the
dominions and across the Atlantic.

There are notable continuities between the contemporary projects for an Anglo
century and their predecessors. All have been framed by war or imperial action.
‘While Cuba, the Philippines, and South Africa set the context for the first outburst
of writing on Anglo-America, and the rise of Hitler, the Second World War, and
then the onset of the Cold War helped initiate the second, today it is Iraq,
Afghanistan, and the “War on Terror” that provide the general ideological milieu.
All of them depend on a form of “othering,” an imaginative geography of fear and
loathing. Over time, the Anglo-Saxons have been arrayed against Japan, France,
Russia, Germany, the Soviet Union, and now an amorphous “radical Islam.”
Each phase has also been predicated on hyperbolic claims about the power of new
communications technologies to transform the nature and scope of political asso-
ciation. Since the late nineteenth century, radical visions of formal political union
have been accompanied by more modest proposals for strengthening existing
connections and fostering close cooperation. Yet all of these varied projects,
however ambitious, have been based on claims about translocal identity and
belonging. They have insisted that the members of the Anglo-world share much in
common — a language, a history, a set of values, political and economic institutions,
and a destiny.

But there are also some notable differences. The fin de siécle and mid-twentieth-
century debates about supranational political unions were much wider ranging and
more prominent; they drew in many of the leading public intellectuals, journalists,
and politicians of the day. While the current debate over the league of democracies
has a high profile, the ambitions of its proponents are far more limited than those
dreamt of by their mid-twentieth-century precursors. They do not seek to
transcend the state system, only to carve out a powerful coalition within it.
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The contemporary Anglospheric discourse, meanwhile, is a pale imitation of
previous iterations. This is partly because of its ideological coloring. Whereas
the older debate crossed political lines, the contemporary discourse is almost
exclusively confined to the political right, and in particular to neo-conservatives.
Another significant difference is that the utopian dimension of the earlier projects
is largely absent. In the reheated version, the Anglosphere is figured as a force for
good in the world, securing and helping to spread freedom, democracy, and
liberal capitalism — it upholds the new civilizing mission. This is arguably a form of
imperial idealism, but it is not equivalent to the earlier claims that the unity of the
Anglo-Saxon race would eliminate war, or that it would inaugurate a universal
world state. The messianic impulse has ended.

Conclusion

The last one hundred and fifty years have seen the elaboration of numerous
projects to unify or coordinate the scattered polities of the Anglo-world. Initially
they centered on British imperial federation, before the focus switched to the
Anglo-American relationship. Proposals for a league of democracy, Atlantic union,
even world federalism were heirs of this Anglo discourse, not discrete and incom-
patible models of global order. They emerged from the earlier imperial-racial
debates, and many of the proposals for transcending the existing system were
similar in form and ambition to the projects for Anglo-world imperium. To chart
the “growth of nations,” Tocqueville once wrote, it is an imperative to remember
that they carry with them “some of the marks of their origin.”!'* The same is true
of projects of global governance. We have yet to escape the will to empire and the
seductive call of the civilizing mission.
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ANGLO-AMERICA AS GLOBAL
SUBURBIA

The political economy of land and endogenous
multiculturalism’

Herman Schwartz

It would be difficult to describe the avidity with which the American rushes
forward to secure this immense booty that fortune offers ... [with] a passion
stronger than the love of life. Before him lies a boundless continent, and he urges
onward as if time pressed and he was afraid of finding no room for his exer-
tions. ... Fifty years have scarcely elapsed since Ohio was founded; the greater part
of its inhabitants were not born within its confines; its capital has been built only
thirty years, and its territory is still covered by an immense extent of uncultivated
fields; yet already the population of Ohio is proceeding westward, and most of the
settlers who descend to the fertile prairies of Illinois are citizens of Ohio. These
men left their first country to improve their condition; they quit their second to
ameliorate it still more; fortune awaits them everywhere, but not happiness.
(Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America)®

Anglo-America is the suburban sprawl of the global economy. That is, Anglo-
America has a political economy in which land development creates both sides of
the balance sheet simultaneously, and out of nothing. Capital emerges from debt
on relatively depopulated lands whose streams of income are largely in the future,
rather than from current streams of income. In turn, this new capital draws in a
corresponding pool of labor to validate itself. In-migration driven by land develop-
ment thus makes the constant renegotiation of internal racial and cultural boundar-
ies, described in the other chapters, endogenous to economic growth in
Anglo-America. Britain constitutes a partial exception. The formative moments
for Anglo-American states involve the establishment of a legal and institutional
framework for dealing with the transformation of land into capital. These frame-
works in turn motivate a search for labor.

This chapter thus addresses the core issues of identity and sovereignty found in
the other chapters from a political economy point of view in order to show how
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Anglo-America differs from continental European societies on the one hand, and
from non-frontier, non-European societies on the other. If Anglo-America is the
world’s suburban sprawl, continental Europe constitutes its core cities and Asia its
working-class slums. Each area thus exhibits a distinct pattern of development that
interacts and is interdependent with the other two. At the same time, Anglo-
America is not a unified whole, but rather exhibits three distinct sub-patterns of
sovereignty and land development. This political economy-based understanding of
Anglo-America excludes countries whose legal system or linguistic character qual-
ifies them for membership in James Bennett’s “New Anglosphere.” Their eco-
nomic development follows a different dynamic flowing from the prior presence
of a settled population.

I make three key points about Anglo-America. First, three different Anglo-
Americas exist, with three different kinds of sovereignty and logics of state power.
These Anglo-American states exist as hybrids, rather than pure forms. They are
institutionally layered, producing the complex sovereignty Pauly and Reus-Smit
identify in Chapter 6 and the divergent patterns of US—Canadian and US—Mexican
relations Bow and Santa-Cruz depict in Chapter 7. Second, divergent patterns of
state power in these three different Anglo-Americas animate and reflect different
kinds of politics around land. The analyses by Bell, Klotz, and Vucetic (Chapters 2,
4, 5, respectively) partially reveal these patterns of domestic and external sover-
eignty. Third, efforts to populate the land in Anglo-America generate(d) the mul-
tilayered sets of conflicts between difterent generations of coerced and free
immigrants we see today. This combines with continual pressure to develop new
land to produce the pervasive and perpetual liminality Klotz and Vucetic identify.
Anglo-America’s external and internal borders constantly expand, drawing ever
newer and different groups of people into its domains.

New groups mean new conflicts and forms of accommodation. The specifics for
these conflicts and accommodations vary from place to place depending on the
timing of settlement and expansion, and the kind of state power present. While the
political economy of Anglo-America generates multicultural societies, it does not
determine the specific form that multicultural policy will take. Yet the connection
between growth and labor inflows means that mutual enmities in the Anglo-
Americas can be papered over with access to property. Just so, the recurrent erup-
tion of nativist social movements during economic downturns shows how growth
lubricates social relations across different groups. Anglo-American multiculturalism
is as much about mutual tolerance in the shared pursuit of goods as it is about
moving past enmity to some notionally true shared identity.*

After a brief overview, the first three sections of the chapter correspond to these
three points. The final section ties them together by suggesting that identity politics
in Anglo-America is not free-floating but instead has a substantial and common
material basis. Nothing surprising there: Alexis de Tocqueville had already identi-
fied the strong connections between land, migration, and the state in 1831. This
political economy account focuses on the why and not the what of Anglo-American
multiculturalism. But it is not intended to be totalizing, that is, to argue that all the
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ideational factors noted in the other chapters are ineluctably based on some “hard,”
“real,” or economic factor. As John Weaver and James Belich both argue,
Anglo-American ideas about the proper acquisition, use, and development of land
powerfully shaped the political economies I sketch below.’

Three kinds of states in Anglo-America

Anglo-America encompasses three different sorts of states created at different times.
These states are sometimes overlaid on one another, as in the United States and
Canada, but they are distinct enough to treat as different species. These different
states align with different kinds of elites, different yet similar orientations toward
land as an asset, and different patterns of immigration. The oldest Anglo-America
is the classic absolutist, sovereign state controlling a set of overseas plantation econ-
omies using coerced labor. The second emerged from the new England in America
that overthrew control by that prior absolutist state, creating a more decentralized,
locally controlled state. A wide range of immigrant labor populated this Anglo-
America from early on. The youngest Anglo-America is the set of partially sover-
eign Dominions that Britain deliberately created in response to its failure to control
the second Anglo-America. Predominately populated by immigrants from greater
Britain, this Anglo-America did not get the much more heterogeneous mixture
seen in the United States (or even Canada) until much later. Each of these Anglo-
Americas has a different political economy over land, a different relationship to
indigenous people, and a different form of multiculturalism emerging from its spe-
cific pattern of immigration. Despite these differences, they exhibit the strong
commonalities the other chapters stress, as well as having disproportionately high
levels of investment in and integration with each other’s economy.

These three state forms emerged as part of the expansion of a Britain- and then
northwest Europe-centered global economy in the seventeenth through nine-
teenth centuries. Yet this expansion only meant that individuals, firms, and states
would face incentives to acquire land at the frontier.® It did not determine the form
that expansion might take, or even that expansion was a certainty everywhere.
Non-Anglo Europe and China also experienced an internal expansion into lightly
or un-settled areas and an intensification of production at this time. What made the
Anglo-American expansion different from this more general process? Belich argues
that the prevalence of permanent migrants rather than sojourners distinguished
British colonial settlement from that of other European societies.” This is partially
true with respect to Britain’s competitors in the Americas, but misleading with
respect to internal migration in Europe and China.

China also had British-style expansion of agricultural production through per-
manent migration of ethnically related peoples into sparsely settled areas. Indeed,
the migration of Han people out of the Yangtze River valley into the geographic
“China-island” limned by northern and western deserts, western and southern
mountains, and the eastern sea defines much of Chinese history. This migration
produced the classic ancient agrarian empire but not Anglo-America’s characteristic
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multiculturalisms and immigration. Belich carefully limits his discussion to Chinese
expansion into Xinjiang, the “far west,” which conceals this divergence. Similarly,
the European expansion into its own internal hinterlands (including Belich’s
Siberia) involved filling in pockets of contiguous land with families drawn from
identical cultural and linguistic backgrounds.® European peasant societies repro-
duced themselves literally at their margins — moving excess population into neigh-
boring marginal lands. Where they did not — vide the 80 percent of German
emigrants who went into eastern Europe rather than to the Americas’ — they pro-
duced the same kinds of multicultural societies and tensions found in
Anglo-America, until the two World Wars re-sorted eastern Europe into relatively
homogeneous nation states. What made Anglo-American expansion diftferent was
the combination of modern, forward-looking forms of capitalism, two novel kinds
of state, and diverse sequential streams of immigrants.

A classic sovereign state confronts a settled population

The oldest Anglo-America is the original British Crown, understood as encom-
passing both the monarchy and the commercial landed elite controlling that mon-
archy through Parliament after the mid-1600s."" This state combined classic,
absolutist sovereignty with despotic power, in Michael Mann’s sense of despotic
—a reliance on coercion rather than self-motivation to induce action by subjects.!!
As Cain and Hopkins and also Brenner have argued, this state expanded its domain
at the behest of commercial landed elites.!? It constructed an inner ring of new
domains — in the sense of demesnes, land acquired without debt and fully owned
by that commercial aristocracy — and an outer ring in the Caribbean.

Ireland was the original field of play for these elites. They sought a stable labor
supply out of the existing local population for market-oriented production on their
new demesnes. They subjugated the local population, steadily squeezing it out of
land ownership. At the same time they kept their large estates intact through entail,
rather than having a modern land market. Most attention is usually focused on the
plantation system that emerged in the northern Irish counties. There, the British
invaders attempted to clear out the local Irish population and replace them with
British Protestant settlers, foreshadowing the later displacement and extermination
of native populations in the other European settler colonies. But this overstates the
degree to which Ulster was the model for the future, and simultaneously obscures
why it was the model. The first Virginia Plantation occurred in 1607, essentially
the same time as either the formal private (1606) and royal (1609) plantations in
Ireland. Ulster was a negative model, highlighting the difficulty the Crown and its
associated elites faced in displacing and subjugating a dense, relatively developed
native population in the rest of Ireland.

The plantation system was secondary to the larger engrossment of land in
Catholic Ireland. Even in the Ulster plantations, settlers initially simply displaced
Catholic Irish enough to make them into a useful labor force. Massacre and
formal segregation occurred well after the Ulster plantation’s initial implantation.
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Instead, violent dispossession from land, and resistance to that dispossession, is the
one constant in pre-1922 Irish history. The Catholic-owned share of land in
Ireland fell from 59 percent in 1641 to 5 percent in 1776.'* From the Irish point of
view, this was undoubtedly far too fast. But in comparison to expansion in north
America, it was pitifully slow. There, for example, settlers expelled native Americans
and occupied the Ohio and Kentucky territories, an area roughly three times as
large as Ireland, in roughly 20 years. The Ulster plantation’s ultimate failure in
destroying and replacing the local population reveals the contradiction inherent in
the simultaneous acquisition of land and labor in a colonial system. Any place
where conquest was easy was also a place where labor would be scarce. By contrast,
while a large local population with a pre-existing sense of common identity might
provide an immediate labor force, it would be an intractable labor force, perhaps
more expensive to police than slaves would be.

The difficulty in containing a restive local Irish population locked the British
state into an overt and despotic mode of control that parallels that in the slave soci-
eties of the Caribbean and southern North America. The British state in Ireland
faced continual insurgency and responded with constant violence. Efforts to let
Protestant Ireland govern itself under a parliament in Dublin — though one already
subordinate to the British Parliament after Poynings Law in 1494 and excluding
Catholics through the Penal Laws from 1607 onward — proved increasingly prob-
lematic after some Catholics received the franchise and greater security of land
tenure from 1771-93. Loosening of the Penal Laws at the end of the century
encouraged the first of many Home Rule movements, basically slow-motion
rebellions. In the context of the French and American revolutions, Home Rule
risked rebellion in Britain’s backyard, so even a limited degree of autonomy was
intolerable. The British state bribed and bullied Ireland into a union and thus direct
rule in 1801.

The expansion of a commercial agriculture controlled by an aristocracy and
oriented towards Britain shaped the subsequent evolution of state, economy, and
population both in Ireland and, in a different way, in the rest of Anglo-America.
The British market strongly shaped Irish land use and thus the degree to which the
local population constituted an economic resource or not, and in turn whether that
population stayed put or migrated. Growing British demand for foods, and com-
petition from cheaper food sources in Europe and the Americas, meant that Irish
agricultural exports shifted from extensive cattle grazing (for salted meat) to wheat
and then finally to dairy and fresh meat.'"* Cattle required grazing land, which
accounts for the first displacement of Irish peasants (and to a lesser degree Protestant
Ulster settlers) onto smaller and smaller plots of land. In the 1600s and even more
strongly in the 1700s, “cattle ate men.” But from the late 1700s through the mid-
1800s, the area tilled for grain increased eight-fold, peaking at 440,000 hectares in
1847, or nearly a fifth of all tilled land. In the 1780s Ireland had been a marginal
net exporter of grain; by the 1800s it exported ten times more grain than it imported
and provided half of British grain imports. Where low-quality cattle had displaced
peasants in the 1700s, grain now displaced both in the early 1800s. Cattle returned
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after the 1850s, but as dairy animals and for live slaughter in Britain. Two million
acres shifted from cultivation back to pasture. In turn, milk and butter accounted
for one-fifth of agricultural output and the entire animal sector for 60 percent
by 1900.

These shifts had a profound effect on the Irish population via the demand for
labor, and thence on Anglo-America via the supply of ready Irish immigrants.
Extensive cattle grazing required much land but little labor. This compressed the
existing population onto ever smaller plots and helped start the first, heavily Ulster
Protestant wave of out-migration to both Britain and the Americas. The shift to
wheat exports increased labor requirements, primarily for harvesting, and damp-
ened out-migration. But the final shift back to animal husbandry drastically reduced
labor demand and available land, producing a huge wave of out-migration in the
1800s. During the 1800s a net outflow of 7 million people meant that the Irish
constituted between 18 and 25 percent of the population of the Americas, Australia,
and New Zealand by 1890."> A further 2-3 million Irish migrated to Britain,
though largely at the end of the century, and with a large seasonal component.
Remarkably, Ireland was one of the few western European locations to lose popu-
lation during the European population explosion of the 1800s, falling from a peak
of 8.5 million in the 1830s to roughly 4 million by 1930. In other words, Ireland’s
1930 population barely exceeded that already attained in 1790 in the United States
(including slaves). By contrast, the Irish-born and descended population of the
United States alone probably amounted to 10 percent of the total US population
of 123 million in 1930.

In Britain and particularly England, this huge inflow of Irish created a perma-
nent if small underclass. As in the southern USA and other parts of the empire

9 <

where English came into contact with “natives,” “white” Britons constructed clas-
sic racial hierarchies excluding the Irish.'® Though this did not rise to de jure seg-
regation, in the larger industrial towns with a substantial Irish presence (e.g.
Liverpool), de facto segregation was the norm.'” As Klotz points out in Chapter 4,
Ireland’s constitutional status was always in doubt. While it was theoretically ruled
from and represented in Westminster, the fact that the Colonial Office handled
day-to-day administration shows that the imperial state could not figure out if
Ireland was part of the metropole or the empire in our conventional understanding
of those terms.!®

The export-oriented and exploitative agriculture using a dense local population,
racial hierarchy, and overt state coercion pioneered in Ireland forms one package
of social relations in Anglo-America. Its details are repeated in Europe everywhere
that an ethnically and religiously distinct aristocracy exploited a peasant population
in order to construct a classic absolutist, fiscal state possessing a relatively large
military and considerable direct state control over the economy. With commercial
agriculture and out-migration, these processes occurred everywhere European
empires encountered relatively dense populations outside Europe. The British state
also replicated this package in its tropical empire, albeit abjuring settlement in favor
of rule through local intermediaries, as in India. They also did so in ways that
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accommodated labor shortage rather than labor surplus in the Caribbean and the
US slave states. This extension into north America came into conflict with the dif-
ferent kind of state created by a population fleeing that highly exploitative and
coercive empire in what became the northern United States.

“A government out of sight” and immigration in North America

By contrast with the first Anglo-America, Anglo-American north America pos-
sessed two novel and related features: first, expansion into non-proximate areas that
were essentially devoid of population; second, the construction of a new form of
modern state by local elites rejecting the constraints imposed by the oldest, most
coercive Anglo state. Both novelties rested on modern markets in land, and equally
important, modern capital markets around land. In turn, these novelties drove a
massive and unprecedented immigration mirroring the equally large-scale flight
from modernizing economies in absolutist Europe. Immigration occurred in
sequential waves that generated recurrent conflict between older and newer groups
of immigrants. Where British engrossment of Ireland produced a backwash of
immigration, terror, and a national liberation movement, immigration into
north America produced nativism, hybrid identities, and a jus soli understanding of
citizenship.

This second Anglo-America initially grew rapidly on the basis of local popula-
tion growth.!” Efforts by the Crown to control expansion and in particular to limit
claims on the Crown’s military resources — which amounted to the issue of how
fast and how thoroughly the extermination of natives should occur — provoked a
backlash by an already “multicultural” settler community that had already begun to
develop its own distinct identity. This produced fully sovereign secessionist states
in a double movement, with 1776 and 1860 as the starting points. The second
revolution was an effort to remove the lingering aspects of the first Anglo-America,
namely the slave south, which was a hybrid combining the first Anglo-America’s
coercive economy with the second Anglo-America’s orientation towards modern
land markets and expansion into thinly settled territory.

Although it took two revolutions cum civil wars — 1776-83 and 1860-65 — to
emerge fully, the second type of Anglo-American state departed considerably from
the typical contemporaneous European model. Contrary to Alexander Hamilton’s
desire for a visible and active European-style state, the United States built “a gov-
ernment...out of sight.”* But out of sight did not mean out of mind. America was
no libertarian paradise in which order emerged spontaneously from voluntary
market transactions. Rather, conscious of its inability to coerce compliance, this
new state created a system of property relations precisely in order to generate
voluntary adhesion to itself. This framework favored debt-financed expansion of
agricultural production.

Where European states homogenized people, the new US state homogenized
space through massive internal improvements, the Public Land Survey System, and
a new legal framework for transferring land from the state to individuals. The new
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state then let individuals operating inside this framework work out the optimal
pattern of production. Markets homogenized individuals as producers, and those
producers offered up loyalty to the new state. “Homesteaders (and homeowners)
into Americans” characterized the United States rather than *“Peasants into
Frenchmen”; survey and regulation preceded settlement and production rather than
being imposed on extant and heterogeneous populations.

In the Caribbean and the US south, the original, coercive imperial state con-
structed a set of economies that were the mirror image of Ireland. Native popula-
tions either died off or could not be forced to work, so planters imported various
forms of bonded labor, including transported Irish rebels, before settling on slaves
from Africa. They reproduced Ireland, but without a population whose prior social
ties and identity made them intractable. These areas hybridized some features of
the classic sovereign state found in Ireland, including strict racial hierarchies
or color bars and an openly coercive state, with a social structure based on free
sale of land. Free sale of land and a modern mortgage market made expansion
economically possible.

The point of contact fusing the interests of slave and free states in the colonial
and post-revolutionary United States was a desire for westward expansion, that is,
more land.?! Britain sought, through the Proclamation of 1763, to contain west-
ward expansion in order to limit expensive conflict with Indian nations to the west
of the Appalachian Mountains. Further, the Treaty of Paris terminating the Seven
Years War gave Britain sovereignty over the lands from the Appalachians to the
Mississippi River. Britain used this power to attach the lands north of the Ohio
River to Quebec in the Quebec Act of 1774. Areas south and east of the Ohio and
west of the Proclamation line were reserved to the Indians (or contested with
Spain). Combined with a prohibition on direct private land purchases from Indians,
the Proclamation sharply curtailed the possibility for western expansion and for
local self-government.??

From the British side, this seemed a prudent limit on the increasingly restive
American colonies. Just so, the difficulties involved in domesticating French and
Catholic Quebec made the British increasingly reluctant to countenance immigra-
tion to the colonies by people from outside the empire. Although Britons (and, of
course, Africans) constituted by far the largest ethnic groups, Germans accounted
for about 8 percent of the non-African population at the time of the Revolution,
and more Germans than English (albeit not Britons) emigrated to the colonies in
the 1700s.2> There were substantial Dutch, Swedish, and Irish populations, and
worse, they lived in geographically concentrated settlements conducive to rebel-
lion. The same was true of various non-Anglican religious groups. From the side
of expansion-minded American elites, restrictions on westward movement and
immigration were intolerable. Expansionists won the Revolution, which in part
was a civil war between themselves and those Loyalists who fled to upper
Canada.

The new American state had a different attitude towards land, (immigrant)
labor, and governance than the old imperial state. Unlike the old imperial state, the
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new American state had to compete with Britain (via Canada), its own possibly
independence-minded westward-bound settlers and, to a lesser extent, France and
Spain for settlers’ loyalty.?* Much as in the original Thirteen Colonies, the key
issue was access to land. Settlers would align themselves with whoever offered
them secure tenure, more land, and self~governance. And as a century of events
from Bacon’s Rebellion in Virginia (1676) through to the American Revolution
(1776) had confirmed, settlers were likely to abandon or destroy elites who tried to
stem their westward outflow. Wakefieldism — limiting access to land so as to assure
landowning elites a steady supply of cheap labor — worked better in theory than in
practice.

The new Anglo-Americas in north America thus bid for settler loyalty with
land, rather than coercing loyalty. This competition produced a curious isomor-
phism, first between Ontario and the United States and then later in the prairies.
While the 1862 Homestead Act seems archetypically American, Britain first offered
free land to settlers in the Ontario peninsula. Though these were largely loyalist
refugees, they also included large numbers of politically indifferent Americans
simply seeking free land. Canada’s governor (1791-96), John Simcoe, saw land
grants as a way to bid away population from the new United States and thus simul-
taneously weaken it while strengthening British Canada.?® His land grants tripled
Ontario’s population from the Revolution to 1800. He also sought to use Ontario’s
strategic position on the Great Lakes to consolidate control over the Mississippi
River watershed, blocking further westward expansion by the new Republic.
Meanwhile, aside from military tracts in upstate New York, the new United States
was selling land at $2 per acre upset price in the Northwest territories (that is,
Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan).

At that time, Simcoe’s strategy made sense, as the loyalties of the majority of
settlers and traders in the Great Lakes littoral and upper Mississippi were in play.?
Neither state could project enough pure military force into the region to control it
without first securing the loyalty of the existing settler population.?” As Hatter
points out, much of the American militia in Detroit was composed of nominally
British citizens.?® At the same time, the post-revolution, post-Constitution gov-
ernment in the United States saw westward expansion as the relief valve for its
current domestic class conflicts.?? So the new republic had multiple incentives to
offer secure property title to potential and actual settlers. Successful imposition of a
regulatory structure favoring settlers reversed the population flow into Canada; an
estimated fifth of Canada’s natural increase and immigrants, amounting to approx-
imately 2 million Canadians, flowed into the United States from 1850-90.>" Some
Americans, and American firms, also flowed north, making Canada less like its
other dominion siblings.

The new US state also seemingly inverted the usual European top-down gov-
ernance structure. States (and in some cases local governments) predated the
Constitution and, unlike corporate European towns, were not creatures of the
Federal government, except insofar as the Constitution established a procedure for
admitting new states. But local independence or self-governance only occurred
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inside the larger framework established by the Federal government. States and
townships were at liberty to find their own economic path so long as they stayed
within the parameters set by the Federal government. States and localities were
implicitly and explicitly in competition with each other for immigrants and capital.
They did not hesitate to use their revenue and regulatory capacity to chase both.
Internal and external security thus rested on the new state’s ability to deliver
land to migrant and immigrant settlers, and, in the south, to control slaves. As with
European states, this required revenues and military force. But the new state had
different relative proportions for these. Where European states confronted estab-
lished land-owning nobilities, the new US Federal state pre-empted ownership of
most trans-Allegheny land. Federally owned land in the Northwest Territory
amounted to 200 million acres, and the Louisiana Purchase, Texas, and California
comprised an additional 1 billion acres.’!
13 percent of Federal revenue from 1806 until 1846. In the 1830s it averaged about

Land sales provided on average

23 percent of Federal revenue, and in 1836 land sale revenue actually exceeded
customs revenue.*> By contrast, customs and excise taxes and state monopolies
provided the bulk of European state revenues. The Federal state bought policy
compliance and economic integration from the states (provinces) by allocating
5 percent of land revenue to them for road construction, and of course, the famous
grant of one township section out of every 36 sections to fund primary education.
Federal revenue sharing rose to 14 percent of land revenue by the 1860s,% and in
1862 the Federal government granted yet more land to the states to fund agricul-
tural colleges. But a fuller discussion of the relationship between transport infra-
structure and immigration comes naturally after a consideration of the dynamics of
slavery and the financial infrastructure.

To be sure, the Federal government maintained a military presence at the fron-
tier, tacitly and often overtly aiding the states in the dispossession of Indians. But
its army engaged in only one sustained traditional campaign of expansion, against
Mexico in 1848. Even that was brought on by the steady in-migration of Anglo
and German settlers into Texas and California, which was rather different from, for
example, a contest over settled lands along the Rhine or Isonzo. The signature
events in US expansion were instead the Louisiana or Alaskan purchases rather
than overseas empire or unification of a group of ethnically and linguistically related
states through war. Even there, the acquisition of New Orleans was intended as
much to secure the loyalty of settlers upstream in the Northwest territories as it was
to remove the French and Spanish as strategic threats. As Jefterson himself noted,
internal threats like Aaron Burr’s conspiracy found little support from settlers
already well served by the Federal government.?*

Why expand? As in Ireland, each successive increase in British import demand
affected production in north America. But unlike Ireland, the frontier moved out-
ward with each increase. For example, cotton production rose from 3,000 bales in
1790 to 4.5 million bales in 1860, moving steadily across the southeast from Georgia
to Louisiana.*> Each increase thus brought in train an expansion of extensive pro-
duction at the frontier, an intensification of production in former frontier zones,
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and rising labor demand in both. In Ireland, conquest simultaneously obtained
land, labor, and output. Investment and expanded production could occur without
recourse to capital markets, though at the cost of increased coercion of the Irish.
But in the US south, conquest (the expulsion of native Americans) created only the
possibility for new production units, and those units lacked labor and any prior
improvements. Creating a labor force, buying land from the state, and putting up
basic structures required borrowing in advance of production.

The Federal state abetted local (southern) states’ efforts to create access to this
borrowing by permitting free banking by default.?® Legislation in New York in
1838 permitted banks to use Federal or state bonds, rather than specie, to back
notes. This system spread to the frontier states to accommodate planters’ desires to
capitalize new production. By 1860, 17 out of 33 states had free banking, and
another four a modified form.?” Booming demand for cotton created new demand
for land and slaves. Land sales rose from an average of 359,000 acres per year in
1800-14, to 5.5 million acres in 1819 and eventually 20 million in 1836. But all of
this activity was based on expectation rather than established production. It required
credit creation, rather than simple credit intermediation. The southern states were
able to “bootstrap” development in a kind of Ponzi scheme that funded mortgages
on land whose stream of income lay in the future, by using state bonds whose
revenues ultimately also relied on that future stream of plantation income.

The contemporaneous Secretary of the Treasury, William Crawford, acknowl-
edged this bootstrapping, saying many banks were incorporated “not because there
was capital seeking investment...but because men without active capital wanted
the means of obtaining loans, which their standing would not command.”
Would-be planters, particularly in Louisiana, Mississippi, Arkansas, and Florida,
founded banks to extend themselves mortgages. Ultimately, the banks needed
specie to fund actual purchases of slaves and other capital goods. These came not
from deposits but from a flow of capital organized by their own states. The pre-
Civil War southern states gave planters’ banks state bonds. The banks sold those
bonds in the global capital market, receiving British pounds, which they could
then lend to factors, who in turn lent to planters trying to capitalize production.
The new southern states thus bootstrapped their economies. Just as individual
planters borrowed against the coming year’s crop, their states borrowed against the
coming year’s revenues. These states borrowed $732 million in the 1830s.

Expanding debt on one side of the balance sheet had a corresponding asset in
the expanding number of slaves. Slaves in the abstract are a form of capital good.
But in their absence there would be no labor force, and owners would not be able
to repay loans against their land and slaves. These slaves were purchased from
slower growing areas, like Virginia. The roughly 700,000 slaves present in the
New United States in 1790 grew to nearly 4 million by 1860. But their numbers
grew because slavery in the old, upper South had become a relatively benign condi-
tion as compared with, say, sugar production in Brazil. Life expectancy for US
slaves was about double that for Brazilian ones.** This burgeoning slave population
created a mobile labor force that could be redistributed as production moved
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westward towards the Mississippi River. Traders moved roughly 200,000 slaves
per decade from the upper South (primarily Virginia) to the cotton South in the
1800s. Thus while Virginia contained 42 percent of the US slave population in
1790, by 1860 both Alabama and Mississippi rivaled it at around 11 percent.*’ Had
Virginia maintained its share of the US slave population, it would have contained
1.7 million slaves in 1860 rather than 491,000.

Slaves represented an additional increment to the capital investment needed to
start cotton production. In 1805 the estimated value of the US slave population
was $300 million. By 1860 it had risen to $3 billion, implying a rising price per
head.*! The combined need to borrow for both land and a labor force disguised as
a capital good meant that rapidly growing southern slave states had very high levels
of credit creation, as Figure 3.1 shows by comparing bank credit to real income in
the Northwest territories, old south, and new south. Both sets of southern states
had very high levels of debt the 1840s. By contrast, producers in the old north-
western territories, which did not need to borrow to buy slaves, had very low
levels of debt. Figure 3.2, by contrast, shows the prominent place that slaves occu-
pied on the asset side of the South’s balance sheet.

Settlement of the non-slave territories in north America gives us a purer form
of the second Anglo-America. Here, successive waves of increasing demand pushed
the frontier out in discernible increments. Each new increment drew in a new wave
of immigrants, with a new predominant ethnic or national group. The same cotton
boom that propelled slave agriculture across sub-tropical America also caused the
Northwest territories to boom on the basis of secondary demand. Immigrants con-
stituted one-sixth of total white population growth during the 1830s—1940s
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FIGURE 3.1 Ratio of bank credit to real income, 1840
Source: Bodenhorn, 2002, p. 68.
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FIGURE 3.2 Proportions of slave and non-slave wealth in per capita wealth,
1850 and 1860
Source: Wright 2006, 60.

boom.** But this immigration deepened the existing ethnic heterogeneity of the
North, as only 25 percent of immigrants were British. Instead, Germans, mostly
from the Rhineland, and Irish provided a third each. Expansion of the wheat pro-
duction frontier into Illinois, Wisconsin, and Kansas likewise expanded the catch-
ment zone for new immigrants to Francophone Europe and Scandinavia, driving
the British share down to 20 percent. By 1860, 22 percent of the northern popula-
tion was foreign born; in northern Eastern seaboard cities it was as high as 50 per-
cent.* Naturally, not all immigrants ventured west. But the inflow made it
economically rational for some native born Americans to do so.

These immigrants had the same economic effect as the rising population of
slaves. By populating lands emptied of native Americans, they enabled borrowing
against that land. That borrowing validated the same kind of bootstrap investment
in infrastructure that had occurred in the south. The Federal and “provincial” states
provided infrastructure more aggressively than did European states.** Not only did
the Federal government build infrastructure in advance of production, it also built
publicly at a time when Europeans built privately. It then reversed course, promot-
ing private construction at a time when Europeans moved to public construction.*
In the North, states provided about 40 percent of all railroad capital in the 1830s.%
Revenue and infrastructure were organically connected, as indicated above. The
Federal General Survey Office was housed in the Treasury Department rather than
at a ministry of the interior. Land and infrastructure were also organically con-
nected. A Federal land grant funded construction of the Illinois Central Railroad,
which was intended to connect the Upper Mississippi at Galena, Illinois, to the
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Gulf of Mexico at Mobile, Alabama. This system was generalized in the 1862
Pacific Railway Bill.

The land grant railroad system is the archetypical instance of the new state, and
in many ways typical of American industrial policy ever since. The Federal state
wanted a railroad network that would tie the entire continent together. Rather
than designing it from the top down, the Federal government gave fledgling rail-
road firms alternating sections of land along their planned routes. This policy put
the onus of land development on the railroad company. They could not make
money unless the land adjacent to the rail generated sellable commodities to be
carried by the system, nor could they raise capital without mortgaging their land
grant. So both land and infrastructure were organically connected to immigration,
as land was worthless without labor. The Illinois Central Railroad (ICR) received
2.6 million acres of land. But these had to be sold within ten years or forfeited at
auction. So the ICR offered seven years’ credit to settlers and small down pay-
ments to buyers. It did so through its own land development company, which
distributed advertisements in Europe and engaged agents to seek emigrants.*’ More
generally, private firms like the American Emigrant Company tried to indenture
potential immigrants so as to increase their number.*

Railroad expansion, production expansion (including industrial products for
and from agricultural production), and immigration were thus tightly connected.
Each bump out of production brought a wave of new immigrants. These waves
were non-random in two ways. First, each new wave of production brought in a
different wave of immigrants. Most Europeans migrated in search of substantially
higher wages than they could get at home. The flow of migrants inward and the
flow of cheap food outward tended to reduce the gap between European and US
wages. As migrants streamed out of a given area, they reduced the labor supply
there, raising wages. As cheap food streamed in, real wages rose. As in the United
States, railroads and steamships mediated this process. They made moving cheaper
but also brought in cheaper food. Europe’s rail networks built out eastwards in
parallel to the westward build out in the United States. Second, chain migration
meant that immigrant waves clustered in specific locations. Put simply, immigrants
from a given region in Europe tended to migrate to US regions that already had
migrants from their family, village, or province. This reduced the transaction costs
for migrating.

The combination of the moving frontier and chain migration produced large-
scale regional clusters of immigrant communities still visible a century later in the
United States: Norwegians in the upper prairies; Swedes in Minnesota; Finns in
Washington State and the Michigan Upper Peninsula; Poles in Wisconsin,
Michigan, Illinois, and New York; Dutch in New York and Western Michigan;
Italians in greater New York City; Hungarians in western Pennsylvania and eastern
Ohio; Czechs in Texas and Nebraska; Danes in Nebraska and southern Minnesota;
non-Jewish Russians in North Dakota; Chinese and Japanese on the West Coast.
Germans of course dominate much of the old northwest, northern prairies,
and Texas, but the data are not fine grained enough to identify areas of origin
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within Germany. Table 3.1 shows some of the heterogeneity in the foreign-born
population that still prevailed as late as 1920 in six non-southern states selected for
geographical representation and different periods of settlement.

This pattern of immigration had political consequences. As Kevin Phillips noted,
regardless of specific issues, political conflicts in most American congressional dis-
tricts typically revolved around a struggle for power between earlier and later groups
of immigrants, as with Catholic Germans and Lutheran Scandinavians in the upper
Midwest.* But the heterogeneity of the immigrant population in any given area
often meant that immigrants from the same regions (and religions) often ended up
in different parties at the national level. The political economy of immigration thus
makes America’s peculiar multiculturalism differ from that in Canada, and even
more so Australia or New Zealand. There, as we will see, later migration and greater
controls over inflows created less heterogeneous populations until quite recently.

The second Anglo-American state and society thus difters from the first on two
important dimensions. In terms of sovereignty, the state’s control over society was
less coercive and much more indirect (with the important regional exception of
the slave states). The state ruled by establishing frameworks in which market con-
testation would produce the outcome the state desired, rather than through diri-
gisme or state-owned enterprise. In terms of population, the second Anglo-America
was an immigration-receiving country, rather than a primarily sending country. It
attracted a huge but sequential variety of immigrants. Those immigrants came in
order to validate the exploitation of new lands opened up through land grants.
These two distinct features were intertwined, as those land grants were a form of
indirect state building or economic planning.

Dominionization and partial sovereignty as the third
Anglo-America

British determination to avoid a repetition of what they saw as a geopolitical disas-
ter in north America strongly shaped state structures and immigration in the third

TABLE 3.1 Share of foreign-born population in total foreign-born population, selected
states, 1920 (%)

Kansas Michigan Ohio Oklahoma Pennsylvania Washington

Germany 21.1 Canada 20.1 Germany 16.5 Germany 17.6 Italy 16.1 Canada 16.2

Scandinavia 13.2 Poland 14.3 Hungary 10.8 Mexico 16.8 Poland 12.8 Sweden 13.9
Mexico 12.3 Germany  11.8 Poland 10 Russia 12,5 Russia 11.6  Norway 12.1
Russia 10.9  Britain 8.5 DBritain 9.3 Britain  10.3 Britain 10 Germany 8.9
Britain 10.5 Scandinavia 8.4 Italy 8.9 Canada 6.2 Austria 8.8 Britain 8.3

Source: United States Bureau of the Census (1921-23).
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and final Anglo-America. The 50-year process of dominionization addressed the
issues that troubled British relations with the 13 US colonies up to 1776:
population, responsible government, control over land (which also meant control
over relations with the indigenous and quasi-indigenous populations), and taxa-
tion. A settler society was already forming in upper Canada. Could the British
empire continue to control this society as well as what became the seven Australian
colonies, the Canadian Prairies, and southern Africa? As in the second
Anglo-America, settlers in all these societies lusted after land, spilling over the
frontier set by the authorities. As in the second Anglo-America, they needed labor
to make that land valuable. As in the second Anglo-America, centrally set limits
and taxes created some danger of disenchantment.

A British state determined not to have a replay of the US revolution created
the dominions by devolving just enough control to local governments to
avoid irritation, and abjuring taxation.’® But Britain retained control over all the
important external aspects of sovereignty: foreign affairs, defense, and the law.
Thus the dominions emerged from the nineteenth century with semi-sovereign
states, capable only of looking inward and not outward. In turn, this affected how
in-migration connected to land development.

First, with respect to immigration, the dominions deliberately refused to add new
and potentially disloyal streams of immigrants from outside an imaginary Anglo-
Aryan and indeed Anglo-Saxon community. This kept the imagined community
with Britain stronger than in the rebellious polyglot, polytheist, poly-ethnic American
colonies. Indeed, as Belich points out, by the end of the century Anglos in the new
dominions considered themselves “better Britons” than those in the metropole.’!
‘While this started as a government policy, the narrower emigration pipeline into the
dominions, and the fierce (and often failing) competition with the United States,
meant that the labor force ended up more homogeneous than that in the USA.

In turn, greater solidarity allowed labor to exert more political power in all these
societies. Organized labor used this in part to further restrict immigration and thus
wage competition from low-wage areas of Europe and especially Asia, as in the
unofficial and official versions of White Australia. Asian exclusion thus ran parallel
to and reinforced relative homogeneity in the dominions. While large employers
were more than happy to bring in Chinese and South Asian labor in large numbers,
workers and small firms in European settler communities all around the Pacific
Rim correctly saw Asian immigrants as a threat to wage levels and small enter-
prise.”® They pressed their governments to restrict Asian immigration by any
means. The British empire theoretically assured free movement to all subjects
within the empire. But the dominions used dictation tests, bars on direct passage,
residency taxes, and other opaque barriers to restrict Asian inflow. The United
States also barred large-scale Asian immigration in 1882, following a series of
California laws attempting the same thing. Asian exclusion shows the limits to
the suction empty land exerted on free bodies in other countries. Like America’s
postwar segregated suburbs and modern gated communities, nineteenth-century
Anglo-America made sure that Asians stayed in the working-class slums.
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Multiculturalism thus took on a different valence in the dominions. Instead of
the extreme heterogeneity of the United States — still probably the most diverse
large country in the world — the dominions were instead more bifurcated societies
until after World War II. On the one hand, the new dominions all faced substantial
and indigestible communities of others — Maori in New Zealand, Irish in Australia,
Africans and Afrikaners in the Cape, and Quebecois in Canada. Africans aside, all
these groups had a better status than ex-slaves in the southern United States, which
prevented the extreme polarization found there. Unlike the United States, where
the indigestible “second society” was a disenfranchised population of ex-slaves, the
second societies in the dominions all attained a significant degree of cultural, legal,
and political autonomy, including control over large politically defined territories.
The defensive cohesion these prior communities exhibited enabled them to avoid
becoming just one more item in a list of hyphenated peoples. This permitted
those second societies to retain and maintain a distinct identity in a way that, for
example, the Irish in America did not. On the other hand, postwar import substitu-
tion industrialization in Australia and New Zealand created the diverse European
populations America and Canada already enjoyed in the prior century. Continued
export of raw materials funded that postwar industrialization, however, creating an
echo of the earlier dynamics. What was new was literal suburbanization, with
industrialization and a growing population validating land values in new housing
tracts.

Second, with respect to land, policy differed in several critical respects from that
in the United States, and this in turn allowed immigration to be more selective.
Ontario aside, the dominions were at the outer edges of the agricultural
production zones supplying Britain and Europe as compared with the United
States during the nineteenth century. The dominions thus engaged in more exten-
sive, and thus less labor-intensive, production processes. While Australia and
New Zealand were expanding sheep grazing for wool exports in the 1860s—1880s,
the old Northwest territories and New York in the United States were shifting
to more intensive dairy, meat, and orchard production. So while the dominions
needed labor imports to valorize land, they needed proportionately less than
the United States did.>* At the same time, the dominions, except Canada, had to
subsidize immigration. New Zealand’s subsidies amounted to roughly 45 percent
of the annual wage for a family of four.>* Subsidies allowed the dominions to be
more selective than the United States. Tellingly, one of the classic economic his-
tories of New Zealand, by M.F. Lloyd Prichard,> has a table of immigrant origins
from 1861-76 and lists only two categories: United Kingdom and British posses-
sions; while a second one®® covering a later period simply lists emigration from
Britain.

At the same time, the Dominion governments metered land into the market
after the early experiment with free land in Ontario. In New South Wales, Australia,
for example, the upset price for land sales in the 1860s was set at £1 per acre.’” At
about $4.85, this is well above the initial $2 per acre sale price for land in the US
Northwest territories, about five times the later $1 per acre price, and of course
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infinitely more expensive than a homestead grant. As in the United States, land
sales were expected to help provide part of the cost of building infrastructure. And
indeed, in New Zealand for example, land-related revenues, including quitrents,
provided roughly one-third of revenue in the 1870s and 1880s.5® But the critical
difference between the United States and the dominions was the use of public debt
to build and operate publicly owned railways, or directly subsidized private
railroads, as in Canada.

Metering the flow of land into the market in order to strike a balance between
local expansionism and indigenous rebellion was only moderately successful, as
recurrent conflict with the Métis in Canada shows. In Southern Africa, the Boer
proved uncontrollable until after the Boer Wars. In Australia, squatters engrossed
critical water supplies that gave de facto control over much larger areas (as also
happened in South Africa).’’ In New Zealand the great rush of immigrants from
1860 to 1880 sparked the “Land Wars” with the Maori. And in Canada, competi-
tion with the United States induced a land grant policy once the US Homestead
Act created a magnet for land-hungry settlers. Canada’s Dominion Lands Act
(1872) is thus the great departure from the dominion pattern of land sales rather
than grants.

Even so, its weaknesses relative to the US Homestead Act reveal a different
attitude towards settlement. The Lands Act only applied to Canada’s prairie prov-
inces, and initially only to land more than 20 miles from a railroad. This reduced
the uptake of land, as it made commercial farming unprofitable until the wide-
spread use of motor vehicles.®” In 1882 this requirement ended, and the next
decades saw an explosion of new settlement. This settlement followed the logic
already seen in the United States. Land grants and direct subsidies to railroads
created an incentive to develop land; development required settlers; railroads
thus imported bodies.®! As in the United States, this meant that Canada imported
whatever bodies were available at the moment, rather than the sturdy Britons of
yore. Eastern Europeans and particularly Ukrainians settled the prairie grain belt.
While immigrant diversity did not reach US levels, the same sort of cohesive “bloc
settlements” emerged in specific locations (and survive today, like the Albertan
Doukhobor). Thus Saskatchewan and Manitoba had large German, Scandinavian,
Dutch, and Ukrainian populations, and Alberta similarly had large Ukrainian and
Russian populations. Until recently, all were more religiously diverse than the rest
of Canada. Canada thus ended up more like the United States than either Australia
or New Zealand, because the political economy around land was more like that in
the United States.

New Zealand presents the model dominion case and so merits a few words.
Permanent European settlement in New Zealand started as a set of planned
“Wakefield” style settlements in which the quantity and quality of immigration
would be tightly controlled and linked to land development (see also the discussion
of Wakefieldism in Chapter 8 by MacDonald and O’Connor). Edward Wakefield
correctly assessed a central problem of social order in both the United Kingdom
and the colonial Americas. Britain had too many people without land, who
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threatened to become an unstable rabble. The colonial Americas had too much
land, which made it impossible for aristocratic or large landholders to find adequate
— cheap and servile — labor. His solution was to export Britain’s surplus bodies to
the colonies, but to prevent those bodies from acquiring land once there. The
New Zealand Company created six settlements — all still among New Zealand’s 15
largest cities today — of groups of English and Scottish settlers replicating the exist-
ing British society.

Although Wakefieldism failed — apparently more lower- than upper-class people
were willing to migrate to New Zealand and consort with sheep — immigrants
helped push the European population to 1 million by 1900. But these migrants
remained overwhelmingly non-Irish British, producing an unparalleled cultural
homogeneity. As late as 1950, New Zealand had a spirited debate over whether it
would be possible to assimilate 5,000 Dutch refugees. The resulting population
was thoroughly loyal to the Crown; unlike in Australia, no referendum bill on
establishing a republic has ever passed parliament.

New Zealand also remained semi-sovereign much longer than the other domin-
ions, if we look at the core issues of lawyers, guns, and money. The Statute of
Westminster was not adopted until 1947. Despite that Act, the British Parliament
theoretically could legislate for New Zealand all the way up until the Constitution
Act of 1986. That constitution was adopted in consequence of a domestic consti-
tutional crisis rather than any positive effort to cut ties with Britain. Military forces
were similarly limited to militias and coastal navies (authorized under the Colonial
Navy Defence Act 1865). These coastal navies, and implicitly any future blue-
water forces, were subordinated to the Commonwealth Naval Force after 1901.
Appeal to the Privy Council was not abolished until 2003. And the Colonial Office
encouraged New Zealand to adopt a tariff structure favoring British producers.
Relations with the Miori also showcase the constraints on local sovereignty. The
Treaty of Waitangi of course created an explicit accommodation with the Maori.
But similar treaties in north America did little to contain the westward rush of set-
tlers. The Crown’s willingness to supply enough troops to displace the Miori set
the real limit on the scale and speed of settler expansion. And the correlation of
forces favored the Maori more than the Canadian Méfis, given the distances
involved.

The dominions thus entered the twentieth century with less diversity and less
sovereignty than the United States. In effect, Britain had applied to the dominions
the policy the United States government applied to its states and their peoples. In
each case, subordinate states had autonomy over local issues and could use this
autonomy to build out their local economies in competition with the other localities.
Local autonomy and competition combined to deliver loyalty to and dependence
on Britain. British investment in the dominions and the United States comprised
54 percent of all British overseas investment in 1914, split 34 percent and
20 percent.®® These investments were the counterpart to a vast outflow of railroad
equipment and shipping services from Britain to the dominions. The interest
payments on those investments were considerable. Net overseas property income
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rose from 7 to 21 percent of all British property income, 1864 to 1913, paralleling
the increased share of foreign assets in total assets from 12 to 33 percent.*® So a
partial economic sovereignty paralleled the partial political sovereignty documented
in the other chapters in this volume. And as Hatter and Weaver show,
Anglo-American capital was fused right from the start.**

Second, the later and more extensive build out of the dominion economies
meant that they ended up with a different kind of multiculturalism, a different
sort of legal relationship to native societies, and the different language issues
present in Canada and South Africa as compared with the United States. (However,
the rising and geographically concentrated Spanish-speaking population in
the United States may create something akin to South Africa’s old Afrikaans/
English divide.) As in the United Kingdom and the United States, the nature
and timing of land development baked a different kind of multicultural population
into the dominions from the start. The differences in the timing of land develop-
ment and states’ varying ability and desire to control immigration means there
cannot be one single Anglo-American pattern of multicultural policy, even though
multiculturalism is endogenous to economic development in each society. The
sequencing of development creates the pluralism noted in Katzenstein’s concluding
chapter.

Conclusion

‘What about suburban Anglo-America in comparison to the world’s inner cities
and working-class slums? Relatively speaking — and it is always about relativities
— the much larger weight of land development in the Anglo-Americas forms a
significant part of the specific qualities that mark the differences between
Anglo-American liberal market economies (LMEs) and the ‘“European”
coordinated market economies (CMEs) so central to the Varieties of Capitalism
approach. Anglo-American economies are based on deep and liquid capital mar-
kets, mobile labor, and financialization of much economic activity. These
factors stem from the deep history of the Anglo-Americas as a set of settler
capitalisms. As a set of lands without people (mostly), settled by people without
land (mostly), the expansion of production into empty lands allowed those who
claimed land to create capital out of thin air. Production on top of the land that was
otherwise worthless could create capital gains for those holding that land. By
shifting or enticing populations to move onto emptied lands, owners could
create financial capital out of nothing by mortgaging the land. This made the
second and third Anglo-American capitalisms intrinsically about credit, not
savings. By contrast, European or CME capitalism was based on savings out of
an existing production structure, rather than the use of credit to anticipate new
earnings. Savings could be recycled as bank credit to existing enterprises.
The Anglo preference for equity finance similarly reflects an orientation towards
future earnings and capital gains. The differences between LME Anglo-America
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and CME Europe, though, should not be read as privileging one over the
other. Like modern suburbia and central cities, they are fundamentally dependent
on each other. As the 2007-10 global financial crisis showed, CME Europe
relied on LME mortgage financed growth to drive its own growth.

Land development and its associated multiculturalism continue to differentiate
Anglo-America. While none of the Anglo-Americas has remained a purely agricul-
tural economy, land development remains an important part of their economic
growth and of their pension systems. Space prevents a full scale analysis of the rela-
tionship between pension plans and home ownership, but put simply, a system of
private pensions creates long-term liabilities (or assets, from the pensioner’s point
of view) whose natural balance sheet counterpart is assets in the form of long-term
residential mortgages. And metaphorically speaking, people continue to move out
of the denser areas of the global economy into Anglo-American suburbia, guaran-
teeing continual pressure to develop more housing.

Multicultural populations are thus endogenous to the Anglo-American
economies, as each seeks to entice a constant flow of new bodies into their empty
lands. The oldest version of the Anglo-Americas did this through slavery and
indenture but now is being reshaped by the same kind of backwash of bodies from
its formal empire that occurred after the absorption of Ireland. The second one did
it through voluntary migration. The youngest version did it through assisted migra-
tion and continues to exert a higher degree of selectivity about in-migration. But
all three end up having to deal with race and assimilation/multiculturalism in dif-
ferent degrees and mixtures as they match demand for labor to sequential land
booms. This also produces the kinds of external renegotiations the other chapters
describe. As a truly WASP elite gave way to a more variegated bureaucratic and
state elite in each country, real and manufactured warm feelings around Anglo-
Saxon cultural norms necessarily gave way to a different form of cooperation in
which, for example, the professional norms, practices, and training exercises in the
intelligence and military community that Bow and Santa-Cruz describe in Chapter
7 produce a new form of imagined community around organizational routines and
shared enemies. Similarly, Anglo-American firms, capital markets, and economies
are interconnected in ways that continental Europe is only beginning to
approach.

Flows of capital and labor into empty land are one major material basis for the
sense of shared identity among the three Anglo-Americas. Negatively, they set the
Anglo-Americas off from other civilizations based on longstanding peasant settle-
ment. Positively, they create a set of shared practices around housing, economic
development, pensions, and state regulation of the market through frameworks
permitting experimentation rather than direct determination of outcomes.
Considerable differences also exist among the three Anglo-Americas analyzed here.
These can be understood as the consequence of differences in the onset of land
development, and they have produced different stews of immigrant populations nd
thus different flavors of multiculturalism. All suburbs are not alike, but suburbs are
intrinsically different from cities.
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THE IMPERIAL SELF

A perspective on Anglo-America from
South Africa, India, and Ireland’

Audie Klotz

In the late 1800s, South African leaders were active participants in “an imagined
community of white men” that spanned the British Empire and the United States.?
They and their counterparts in Australia, New Zealand, British Columbia, and
California shared the assumption that democracy required the exclusion of non-
white people. As part of expanding self-rule, the Dominions gained the right to
regulate immigration, an issue viewed as critical for retaining white superiority.?
The resulting exclusion of Asians, politically and physically, inscribed a racial hier-
archy between whites and non-whites. Ironically, a racist Anglo-American collec-
tive identity was thus constructed by advocates of “democracy.”

Yet where to draw the line between whites and non-whites, and how to regu-
late those boundaries, was highly contested. Given the widespread use of steep
educational and financial requirements for franchise, few Asians would have quali-
fied to vote anyway, but xenophobes were not satisfied. London regularly reminded
its colonists that explicit racial discrimination was unacceptable, even as it encour-
aged other methods of exclusion. Notably, when the adoption of a literacy test was
under consideration in 1897, the Colonial Secretary reaffirmed his sympathy with
the settlers and their desire to prevent an “influx” of people who were “alien in
civilization, alien in religion, alien in customs.” Still, Joseph Chamberlain also
underscored the need to “bear in mind the traditions of the Empire,” which
abjured distinctions based on race.*

Negotiating within such imperial rules, advocates of whites-only democracy in
these emergent national governments shared “best practices” of the time, but their
lightly veiled racism hardly satisfied stauncher critics. Most famously, Mohandas
Gandhi, at the time a young lawyer in South Africa protesting widespread dis-
crimination against Indians who were British subjects, also pointed to the
Proclamation of 1858 by Queen Victoria, which promised equal treatment regard-
less of race or creed.’ By 1914, Gandhi had lost his battle for imperial rights but,
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due to his innovative strategy of passive resistance, won some concessions for
Indians within South Africa that also set the stage for his future role as father of
Indian nationalism.® Similarly, Japan lost the larger goal of a racial equality clause in
the League of Nations but, through Gentlemen’s Agreements, won some conces-
sions for its immigrants in Australia, Canada, and the United States.” As Srdjan
Vucetic also argues in Chapter 5, contemporary controversies over multicultural-
ism are the latest manifestation of these deep tensions between race and liberalism.

To illuminate the fluid nature and shifting scope of this “Anglo” community
during the twentieth century, I trace evolving definitions of an Imperial Self, my
label for the crucial transnational “we-ness” theorized in the security community
literature. Drawing attention to the ambiguity of national borders and the quasi-
sovereignty of the Dominions, I concentrate on the liminal positions of South
Africa, India, and Ireland within the British Empire.® My aim is not to define who
counts as the core of an Anglo-world but to use views from its periphery as a
vehicle for exploring relationships among its putative components. To grasp these
connections, I concentrate on the epicenter of political authority: imperial institu-
tions. What I seek to capture is a set of assumptions that intersect discourse
and practice via administrative procedures.” In particular, I assess the degree of
subjectivity accorded or denied to these liminal actors by examining the extent to
which they are included in or excluded from core institutions.

Thinking about the shifting boundaries within and around an Imperial Self leads
me to ask how South Africa fluctuated between a terrain of conflict and a core part
of the British Empire. Both India and Ireland offer similar examples of contestation
over collective identity, though obviously with different specific outcomes. I start
with South Africa not simply because I know its history better. Conflicts over it
rippled through London’s relationships with its other colonies, especially the
Dominions but also Ireland and India.!” Apartheid certainly played a key role in
South Africa becoming an outlier by 1960, but its abiding similarities with the
other Dominions challenge the naturalized pairing of Australia and Canada that
continues into the twenty-first century.

I demarcate three phases. In the crucial decade between the Anglo-Boer War
and World War I, Britain discovered the limits of its naval-based defense, and its
self-governing colonies started to assert themselves. Then the interwar period wit-
nessed extensive debates over greater Dominion autonomy, both within the
nascent Commonwealth and among the members of the newly formed League of
Nations. Irish independence, but also India’s abiding subordination, defined the
edges of an Anglophone community that fused race and liberalism. The boundaries
shifted again in the context of the postwar rights revolution, when Britain and the
Commonwealth wrestled with new population mobility and the challenges of
multiculturalism. The result is a bifurcated former empire: an Anglo-American
alliance and a multiracial postcolonial Commonwealth.

Opverall, this rereading of imperial history and theories of identity primarily
from the perspective of South Africa, India, and Ireland challenges assumptions
about sovereignty and power that inform civilizational analysis, as detailed by Peter
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Katzenstein and Duncan Bell (Chapters 1 and 9, and 2, respectively, in this volume).
The devolution of Dominion autonomy in the British Empire undermines static or
unitary views of identity and reverses key causal arrows in the security community
literature. In addition, stressing the legacies of racialized democracy rather than any
inherent cultural ties among the Anglophone former British colonies sets the stage
for rethinking Anglo-America in Part III of this volume.

Empire as security community

After the collapse of the Cold War, International Relations scholars rediscovered
the notion of a security community. Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett largely
blame history for the displacing of the idea, promoted by Karl Deutsch in the
1950s, that “actors can share values, norms, and symbols that provide a social iden-
tity, and engage in various interactions in myriad spheres that reflect long-term
interest, diffuse reciprocity, and trust.”'! By the 1970s, alternative concepts such as
regional integration or interdependence, it seemed, better captured relationships
across the North Atlantic and Western Europe. The US-centric nature of the
International Relations discipline is also a key factor. After World War II, British
experiences got sidelined, practically and conceptually. For instance, as historian
Mark Mazower has recently rediscovered, British thinking featured significantly in
the design of the United Nations in part due to its profound influence on the
League of Nations.!?

Thus the notion of collective security had earlier roots. Indeed, the term “secu-
rity community” aptly characterizes the relationship between London and the
Dominions through much of the twentieth century, which helps to explain why it
was actually a South African who initially promoted the League concept and later
wrote the Preamble to the UN Charter. The only colonial leader to serve in two
War Cabinets, Jan Smuts truly embodied the notion of an Imperial security com-
munity in the interwar period. But the Cape-born Afrikaner was hardly a typical
colonial. A Cambridge-trained lawyer, he became a close advisor to Paul Kruger,
the irascible president of the South African Republic who was a thorn in the side
of ardent imperialists. After commanding insurgents during the Anglo-Boer War,
Smuts ultimately had an illustrious political career defending the British cause —
despite his inability to reconcile the best of his liberal ideals with the unapologetic
racism of his policies as a prime minister of South Africa."

Although Canadian and Australian leaders were not as close to the inner circle
of decision-making power as Smuts, their troops and material support were indis-
putably crucial to British victories. In particular, the central role of the Royal Navy
in imperial defense manifests the high degree of trust and integrated militaries that
distinguish “mature” security communities.'* By World War I, the idea that Britain
or the white settler colonies might go to war against each other was indeed unthink-
able. Anti-Asian sentiment in response to burgeoning migration flows also captures
the “tightly coupled” perceptions of external and internal threat that Adler and
Barnett suggest is crucial to collective identity.'> Even though the Dominions were
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no longer automatically obligated to fight on the British side in World War II,
most of them readily did. Grumblings in parts of Francophone Canada, Afrikaans-
speaking South Africa, and Catholic Ireland are notable primarily for what they tell
us about the limits of shared identity and long-term interests.

Since this relationship foreshadows subsequent work on collective identities, it
is not surprising that Richard Jebb, a famous British commentator on imperial
governance in the early 1900s, outlined a proposal for what is essentially the con-
cept of a security community. In outlining a “position of equality in a council of
nations” for the Dominions within the imperial realm, he argued that the growing
autonomy in the white settler colonies could be harnessed into a cooperative
defense arrangement that retained a sense of community derived from their
common British connections.'® At the core of this “imperial partnership” was the
idea that nationalism and imperialism could be mutually compatible rather than
mutually exclusive (the view that has prevailed since widespread nationalist-inspired
decolonization). Illustrated in Figure 4.1, this system would be based on choice
rather than obligation, calculation rather than blind loyalty. The result, Jebb hoped,
would be a vibrant and robust security community that strengthened imperial
power in the face of new international realities, not least a rising Japan.

All members are linked to the
Monarch as head of state

Imperial
conferences
South Africa e AN Canada

Australia New Zealand

FIGURE 4.1 Richard Jebb’s imperial partnership
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Jebb’s ideas could be lost to future theorists in no small measure because Britain
did not adopt his formulation. His failure to persuade politicians despite a promi-
nent pulpit as a journalist illustrates many of the general barriers to creating security
communities. Disheartened by a failed campaign for Parliament in 1910, largely
due to the unpopularity of his position on tariff reform, Jebb soon withdrew from
public life.!” Britain also did not adopt the proposals of his friendly rivals, avid
imperialists who envisioned direct governance of the whole empire.!® Even Jebb
underestimated the strength of the Dominion nationalism that he trumpeted;
Canadians and South Africans were as opposed as London to closer commitments,
albeit for different reasons. Ironically, in political historian Daniel Gorman’s assess-
ment, “imperial citizenship failed because it was expressed, at least by its more
progressive proponents, in democratic terms.”!? Yet issues of imperial restructuring
continued to dominate British strategic thinking through the interwar period, with
strains of Jebb’s notion of partnership recurring today.

Although Jebb’s vision did not come to pass, at least not in his lifetime or in the
particular form that he imagined, history has proven him right: the Dominions did
not have to choose between being nationalists and being British. The trajectory of
Dominion nationalism over the past century (captured in many other chapters of
this volume) demonstrates that the two notions were (and remain) fundamentally
intertwined. Thus Jebb’s ideas, and the white settler Dominion experiences central
to them, fundamentally challenge key assumptions about sequencing in the security
community literature. For Adler and Barnett, along with many of their followers,
converging national identities and interests provide the basis for building trust,
eventually transforming narrower conceptions of the Self into a more diffuse sense
of “we-ness.” Not for Jebb: British “we-ness,” the blind loyalty of kinship, was the
starting point for devolving the empire into a security community that would make
possible the realization of national identity and the pursuit of national interests. In
this alternative formulation, cross-border commonality precedes nationality.

One of the main implications of this reversed sequencing is the need to revisit
the role of any essentialized British heritage at the core of an Anglophone com-
munity. I start with the Anglo-Boer War (1899-1902) to make my case that the
Imperial Self should be considered an example of collective security. After all, a
skeptic might argue that the very existence of this conflict contradicts any claim of
even a rudimentary “no-war” community within the empire. Keeping in mind
that imperialists and Boers alike stressed the cultural and political barriers between
their communities, I follow with modified intent Jebb’s emphasis on this conflict
as “a criterion of progress from colony to nation,” contained within the Imperial
Self.? In his framework, a nationalistic embrace of agency underpinned voluntary
solidarity with Britain, in contrast to a sense of obligation that characterized colo-
nialist support of wars based on “the sympathy of kinship.”?!

This imperial history demonstrates twin pillars, race and liberalism, that produce
recurring tensions over what it means to be British. These tensions and their lega-
cies are succinctly captured through the intertwined life stories of Smuts, Gandhi,
and a third towering figure, Winston Churchill. Half American by birth, Churchill
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spent a brief stint as a young British officer stationed in India before gallivanting
around war zones. As the Parliamentary Under-Secretary for the Colonies, he
defended restored autonomy for the former Boer rebels, then as the Secretary of
the Colonies negotiated the problematic division of Ireland. Shunned later for
opposing the Indian autonomy, Churchill regained stature as prime minister during
World War II, coming to symbolize the Anglo-American “special relationship,”
a term that he coined. Neither Smuts, emblematic of Jebb’s ideal nationalist, nor
Churchill, the archetypal English imperialist, resolved the ambiguities within
British liberalism no matter how often Gandhi brought its racist strains to their
attention.

The Imperial Self

Reactions to war in South Africa, more so than the issues driving the conflict
itself, reveal the nature and strength of an Anglo-community at the height of
imperialism. I stress that the self~-governing colonies supplied Britain with troops,
albeit based on a mix of motives. It is important to note, however, that few in the
imperial public sphere knew or cared much about the South African conflict itself,
nor did the press or politicians generally challenge the prevalent portrayal of British
liberty and British communities under threat.?? It is also worth remembering the
prediction of a speedy victory, a “one-day event,” with no serious thought even to
the possibility of a protracted conflict, as actually happened.?®> Thus questions of
cost played a relatively small role in Dominion debates. And, as the remainder of
this section explains, tensions persisted after the war over the extent of inclusion for
Afrikaners, Francophone Canadians, Indians, and Irish. These relationships,
evident in the early twentieth-century discourses of race and civilization that
permeate the diplomatic archives, are summarized in Figure 4.2.

South Africa

The underlying and proximate causes of any conflict are complex. Some attribute
the Anglo-Boer War to the political machinations of the arch-imperialist Cecil
Rhodes, twice serving as prime minister of the Cape Colony, rather than to aggres-
sion by the Boer-controlled South African Republic. Obviously, the two self-
governing British colonies in southern Africa, the Cape and Natal, were on the
front lines and contributed in various ways, albeit without allowing non-whites to
serve in the military. Some Afrikaners in each colony also sided with the rebels,
raising difficulties over whether to punish them for treason. Widespread anti-
British reactions to the war in Europe, and especially German support for the South
African Republic, is also a reminder of Britain’s broad strategic concerns, which
helps to explain the significance of southern Africa beyond London’s putative mer-
cantilist desire to control supplies of gold.>*

Ultimately, colonial troops proved to be more proficient than London expected,
contributing significantly to victory, in contrast to the ill-prepared and ineftectual
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British military that initially came close to losing the war. Even Churchill, traveling
in South Africa as a journalist, characterized the British military as initially moving
from “blunder to blunder and from one disaster to another,” although his early
published reports emphasized Boer brutalities instead.?® In Jebb’s scathing assess-
ment, which sought to capture the mood in the Dominions right after the war, the
colonial forces were “horsemen, not men on horses,” who, “not hampered by
aristocratic habits,” were “used to thinking for themselves” and “less liable to
panic.”?¢

Afrikaner defeat secured South Africa’s place within the Imperial Self, but in
unanticipated ways. By 1907, Smuts persuaded Britain to grant self-government to
the Transvaal and Orange River Colony, the former Boer Republics, setting the
stage for the unification of South Africa in 1910.>” Cementing the imperial tie,
Smuts and his friend Louis Botha, South Africa’s first prime minister, even sup-
pressed pro-German resistance among some of their former commando comrades.
Smuts later went to London, where he participated in planning two world wars,
commitments that alienated radical Afrikaners.”® However, the South African
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nationalism of Smuts and Botha also undermined visions of a stronger imperial
federation, because these commitments were made in pursuit of an autochthonous
civic nationalism that aimed to bridge the extremes of Boer republicanism, based on
ethnic nationalism, and imperial jingoism in the style of Rhodes. These policies
toward South Africa also simultaneously infuriated and inspired Irish nationalists,
who saw a crucial precedent — a reminder of the complex interconnections of col-
lective identity.?’

Canada and Australasia

According to Jebb, willingness to fund troops or subsidize the Royal Navy marked
movement away from the traditional colonialist assumption that London should
cover the costs of imperial defense. At the most nationalist end of this spectrum,
Canada viewed its contributions of approximately 7,000 troops to fight in South
Africa as voluntary, leading both Jebb and subsequent historians to see it as a posi-
tive step towards a new mode of imperial cooperation.’® But a longer historical
perspective shows that the controversy over whether to participate in the Anglo-
Boer War also sowed the seeds of stronger anti-imperialist nationalism, especially
in Quebec, which would temper Canadian enthusiasm for institutionalized
cooperation in future decades.

[lustrating the divided sentiments of Francophone Canadians, Prime Minister
Wilfrid Laurier supported Britain, but his primary critic, Henri Bourassa, even
objected to the compromise (eventually adopted) of voluntary recruits as unaccept-
able support for imperialism.*' In Jebb’s admiring assessment, “Only the eloquence
and known sincerity of a French-Canadian Premier could have kept Quebec in
hand.”3? Perhaps, but not for long: Bourassa resigned from Laurier’s Liberal Party
to galvanize anti-imperial nationalists. Any allegiance to Britain, he argued, should
be based not on emotion or pride or duty but on “reason, mixed with a certain

amount of esteem and suspicion.”?

In 1909, when Laurier proposed building a
navy to protect the coast, Bourassa objected on the grounds of likely entangle-
ments in British wars. In World War I, Canada once again debated whether or
under what conditions to contribute troops. Vociferous objections in Quebec led
to the controversial adoption of conscription in 1917, a policy that prompted
deadly riots and left a long-lasting divide.>*

Such controversy stands in stark contrast to the debates on the other side of the
Pacific Ocean. Despite a much smaller population, the colonies of Australasia con-
tributed over 15,000 troops, primarily based on a mix of colonialist loyalty and
growing nationalism. Since the onset of the war preceded Federation in 1901, each
of the colonies made separate decisions, partially as the result of competition to
outdo each other.® Queensland was most enthusiastic and New Zealand most
reluctant, although the latter still contributed almost as many troops as all of Canada
did. Jebb argued that the war served as a rallying point for those advocating
Australian unification, in part because popular sentiment favored nationalist
imperialism.*® In contrast to Canada, it was colonialists who argued against
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participation, mainly on the basis that the war did not fundamentally threaten core
imperial commercial interests or military rivalries. Furthermore, while the
Australasian governments contributed to the British response against the Boxer
rebellion in China, that conflict garnered little public support even among nation-
alists, who viewed it as a peripheral concern for the empire.”’

Opverall, then, rising Dominion nationalism supported the British cause in South
Africa, with the exception of the Boers themselves and sections of Francophone
Canada. Their essential role in imperial defense, with concomitant declining faith
in protection by the War Office, produced greater self-confidence. The implica-
tions were particularly relevant for redefining the Imperial Self into a security com-
munity. Most immediately, victory in the Anglo-Boer War ushered in a new
period of intense debate over the constitutional relationship between London and
the Dominions, producing greater autonomy for the white democracies.®® In addi-
tion, reflecting their significant role in World War I, most of the Dominions —
along with India — attended the peace settlement at Versailles and became founding

members of the League of Nations.*

India

British regiments stationed in India also played a crucial role in victory over the
Boers, both initially and at the end of the conflict. Although few of those units
included any Indian soldiers — the conflict was unmistakably viewed in London
(and elsewhere) as a white man’s war — thousands of Indian non-combatants also
served in South Africa.** Even Gandhi, a firm believer in British principles of
liberty, organized an ambulance corps among pacifist Indians.*!

Yet we cannot infer much about Indian nationalism from these deployments or
Gandhi’s views. Unlike the settler colonies, India lacked self~government. The
Viceroy, despite the grandeur of his title, was subordinate to the India Office in
London, and his advisory council included a mix of elected and appointed repre-
sentatives, some white, some Indian. Even while extending representation in 1908,
the Secretary of State for India affirmed that “if it could be said that this chapter of
reforms led directly or indirectly or necessarily up to the establishment of a parlia-
mentary system in India, I, for one, would have nothing to do with it.”*> More like
its approach to Africans than to white settlers, trusteeship was the official policy;
even Jebb agreed that self-government remained something for the future.** Unlike
Gandhi, critics of imperialism in the nascent nationalist movement looked to Japan
and Ireland for inspiration.**

More important than the Anglo-Boer War for fostering Indian nationalism, but
garnering only belated attention from Jebb among others, was discrimination
against Indians who were imperial subjects.*® In particular, treatment of Indians in
South Africa proved a crucial issue in the early 1900s, with far-reaching implica-
tions into the post-World War II era. The roots of the debate over apartheid go
back to London’s refusal to come to the defense of its darker-skinned subjects,
deferring instead to the sensibilities of local white public opinion in the Dominions,
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especially South Africa.* The battles between Gandhi and Smuts have gained
almost mythical status, particularly as they were the proving ground for Gandhi’s
philosophy of passive resistance, satyagraha, which he later used to oppose British
rule over India.

As for their legacy within South Africa, both the discriminatory policies that
Smuts instituted and his suppression of Indian resistance presaged the further devel-
opment of state capacity that marked apartheid-era authoritarianism. The keystone
was London’s refusal to protect the imperial rights of its Indian subjects, which
made the local rights of Africans even easier to rescind. London’s refusal to extend
qualified franchise to the Union as a whole, as then practiced in the self~governing
Cape Colony, is typically described as whites selling out blacks. While true, this
interpretation overlooks the intermediary step of depriving Indians of their impe-
rial rights to franchise and property, which weakened African claims and precluded
the availability of stronger non-white allies. Viewed counter-factually, had Gandhi
rather than Smuts prevailed prior to Union, Africans would have had a better
chance of retaining at least some of their rights.*’

What the implications of a hypothetical Gandhian victory in South Africa might
have been for the future of Indian nationalism is too tenuous to merit speculation,
but the controversy in South Africa does offer a window into the status of India
within the empire. With the partial exception of George Curzon, rarely did the
Viceroy defend the rights of overseas Indians.*® Typically, the views of the India
Office in London prevailed, with some pressure exerted through the growing
Indian nationalist movement. Within imperial councils, India shifted only gradu-
ally from the status of a colony, excluded from consultation in the 1890s, to occa-
sionally being brought in as an observer at the turn of the century for consultation
regarding discrimination against Indians. The 1911 Conference in particular dealt
extensively with the issue of discrimination against overseas Indians.* Still, Indian
nationalists arguably had more representation through two members of the British
Parliament who were Indian than through the governing system within India
itself:>°

Ireland

Unlike India, which was of strategic importance but clearly part of the subordinated
periphery, Ireland was simultaneously core and periphery, “a bulwark of Empire”
and “a significant source of subversion.”' The territory was administered through
a complex system that included the Colonial Office and a Viceroy, indeed setting
a precedent for governance of India. Yet Irish representatives had sat in Parliament
since 1801, often serving at the highest levels, and sometimes even held the key to
coalition government.>> Therefore, from London’s perspective, the prospect of
either home rule or an Irish republic threatened the very core of British power.
The Irish Question cut to the heart of how the Imperial Self was defined by
intertwined hierarchies of civilization and race. As illustrated by overlapping ovals
in Figure 4.2, colonized Europeans, grouped by what we now call ethnicity, were
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closest to the core at the turn of the century. Although viewed by British imperial-
ists as inferior culturally, French-Canadians and Afrikaners were accepted as part of
the white community, ideally to be assimilated into the superior British civiliza-
tion. In contrast, Indians were clearly outside the core, represented by a line of
direct rule in Figure 4.2. Unlike the “uncivilized” Africans, they were of a different
“Asiatic” civilization, in the vocabulary of the times.> That a few Asian and African
elites did adopt British standards actually enabled imperialists to affirm that theirs
was a principled position, based on superior ideals of liberty rather than crude
prejudice.

Not as clearly inferior as the Indians yet obviously European, the Irish were the
ultimate liminal nation. Perhaps they had transitioned economically from being

>

treated as “semi-savages,” comparable to “marginalized indigenous peoples,” to
“semi-settlers” in the macro-historical assessment of James Belich.>* And they were
disproportionately well represented in the British military, including regiments that
fought in South Africa.>® Yet they were typically not as acceptable as even their
fellow Catholics, the French-Canadians. Catholics in Canada benefitted from
British fears of a potential alliance with the United States. Absent a comparable
threat, Britain feared the proximate Irish and viewed them, like the Indians, as
unfit for self~government. Therefore, it “failed to address the challenge and oppor-
tunity presented by the essentially conservative Irish Catholic elites.”>

Unassimilated and facing pervasive constraints in a semi-colony, landless peas-
ant-laborers and middle-class Catholics ventured into the wider empire and the
United States.”” Indeed, discrimination fueled emigration from both Ireland and
England. Within England, Irish internal migrants were “perceived as an alien inva-
sion,” not solely because of their “dangerous” religion; they also organized secret
societies in the hopes of mobilizing demands for independence.® Although not
immune from anti-Catholic prejudices, Irish immigrants were more readily
accepted in the Dominions. Many bolstered support for racial exclusions against
Asians, but some also supported the nationalist cause back home and would later
protest conscription into World War 1.>° In addition, some Irish nationalists in
South Africa rallied to Kruger’s cause, fueling pro-Boer and separatist sentiments
back home.®® The implications of Irish immigration for the Anglo-American rela-
tionship were similarly multifaceted.®!

Thus the Imperial security community that had emerged on the eve of World
‘War I was not quite along the lines of the voluntary alliance that Jebb envisioned
or the cohesive federation that imperialists advocated. “Subordination has melted

>

into partnership,” wrote Charles Lucas, former Permanent Under-Secretary for
the Colonies, “and the Dominions at the present day are side by side with the
mother country as younger partners in a family firm.”%* However, Ireland was not
considered a partner in Lucas’s imperial family firm, even though it was as invalu-
able as India in its far-flung construction.®® And it is these prejudices that funda-
mentally influenced the increasingly multilateral nature of the international system
in the interwar period, another key characteristic of a mature security community,

according to Adler and Barnett.®*
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Partnership in practice

Fueled by victory in World War I, debate about Dominion autonomy became
even more complicated due to the new League of Nations. Other countries
meeting at Versailles objected to their full membership, characterizing the proposal
as simply providing Britain with multiple votes. India’s comparable status raised
the most controversy, as it was the “anomaly of anomalies”: not clearly self-
governing.®® Indeed, Woodrow Wilson questioned why the Philippines, then
under the quasi-imperial jurisdiction of the United States, should not be a member
if India could bolster Britain’s position; ironically, Smuts was one of the voices

% A second debate over Dominion and

who persuaded him to allow India to join.
Indian eligibility in the Council and the Permanent Court of International Justice
also resulted in their inclusion, adding another reason for US opposition to the
League.®’ India proved to be a major financial contributor to the organization,
certainly less so than Britain (its main underwriter) but more so than even Canada,
which was the only Dominion ever to gain a non-permanent seat on the
Council %

Despite any inequalities in practice, equal status in principle enabled the
Dominions and India to use the League to bolster claims for autonomy, especially
in foreign affairs. For example, as part of the postwar process of reallocating German
colonies, South Africa gained jurisdiction over South West Africa (Namibia), where
it already exercised military control from July 1915.% While British hopes of a uni-
fied imperial position within the League fueled the concerns of many Europeans,
the predominance of Afrikaners among South Africa’s representatives dampened
that perception somewhat. On balance, then, by providing an alternative venue for
the nascent British Commonwealth to pursue a shared worldview, the League
appears to have strengthened the Imperial security community based on choice
rather than loyalty — Jebb’s original vision for nationalism as a positive force within
the empire. But again, neither Ireland nor India fits comfortably into the picture.

Ireland

Not unlike reactions in Quebec and amongst radical Afrikaner nationalists in South
Africa, World War I contributed to rising discontent in Ireland. Apparent German
complicity led to British charges of treason against key republican leaders, and sig-
nificant funds from sympathizers in the USA created strains with London’s new
ally. Sinn Fein won widespread electoral support in 1918 but refused to sit in the
British Parliament, instead demanding a separate legislature in Dublin. Escalating
civil war in 1919 and 1920 prompted a brutal response from Churchill, who was
then the Colonial Secretary and a vociferous opponent of republicanism anywhere
in the imperial realm. After recognizing the futility of repression, Prime Minister
David Lloyd George offered a truce, which Sinn Fein accepted. During this brief
calm, the Parliament passed the Government of Ireland Act of 1920, which divided
the island into two territories. Much like a Dominion, powers of home rule for the
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south were strengthened, but defense and foreign affairs remained in London’s
control.”

Yet the republicans, elected again with widespread support in 1921, refused to
accept this limited dispensation. Negotiations quickly broke down and fighting
resumed. Further negotiations led to an agreement, the Anglo-Irish Treaty of
1921, crafted on the British side by Churchill with Smuts assisting as key advocate
for compromise. Essentially, London offered Dominion status: an Irish Free State
in the south, with the equivalent of a Governor-General, but no navy and no
future neutrality, in light of its territorial proximity and thus strategic location.
‘With minor concessions, the Irish negotiators agreed, knowing it would be con-
troversial back home. In the end, a close majority favored the treaty, the imple-
mentation of which dampened but did not eliminate the violence.” Ireland thus
belatedly joined the League of Nations, which it embraced, like the Dominions
and India, as a venue for developing greater independence.”?

Ireland was not the only part of the empire seeking greater autonomy. Canada
in particular had been pushing for the right to negotiate directly with the United
States over issues of common concern, rather than relying on British diplomats.
London compromised and, once and for all, rejected the idea of an imperial con-
stitution. With the Balfour Declaration of 1926, the Dominions and the Irish Free
State, whose status was reaffirmed as comparable to Canada, could sign treaties and
establish their own departments of foreign affairs.”> The Dominions finally resem-
bled sovereign states, as “autonomous’ self-governing communities alongside
Britain within the empire, “equal in status, in no way subordinate one to another
in any aspect of their domestic or external affairs, though united by a common
allegiance to the Crown, and freely associated as members of the British
Commonwealth of Nations.” Henceforth, since London lost the power to disallow
Dominion legislation, the Governors-General would be representatives solely of
the monarch, not the British Parliament or any department. Britain, in turn, estab-
lished a new position, that of High Commissioner, so that the government retained
direct intergovernmental representation with each of the Dominions.”*

In deference to Ireland’s standing comparable to Dominion status, the 1926
Conference also agreed that the King’s title would be modified to delete “United
Kingdom” from the phrase “Great Britain and Ireland, and the British Dominions
beyond the Seas.” Furthermore, by retaining the first “and,” the new title left
Ireland clustered with Britain rather than with the Dominions. The revised title
also underscored that the monarch’s role over both Ireland and the Dominions
remained distinct from that of the “Emperor of India.” Yet “Commonwealth
membership resembled the chafing of an ill-fitting shoe,” according to historian
Deirdre McMahon, because the “waffle” of Dominion status could not compare
to the “precision” of a republic.”> Whereas the former involved an ambiguous
quasi-sovereign autonomy, the latter emphatically did not entail any allegiance to
the British monarch.

To address the constitutional consequences of the Balfour Declaration, the
British Parliament adopted the Statute of Westminster in 1931, with each Dominion
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free to pass its own enabling legislation. The main exception to formal
sovereignty was judicial appeal, the highest level of which remained with the
Privy Council in London, since the Dominions retained the monarch as head of
state. Little else stood in the way of de facto if not de jure independence. The
core of the Imperial security community, white settler democracies, was thus
reaffirmed and would carry Britain through World War II. However,
questions about its boundaries remained. The Irish Free State was still not
satisfied, even after constitutional changes in 1936 further diminished the
significance of the monarchy and enabled it to insist on neutrality during the war.
Finally, it declared a republic on 18 April 1949 and withdrew from the
Commonwealth.”® Yet even then, Ireland preferred to deal with the Common-
wealth Relations Office rather than the Foreign Office, until the two were merged
in 1968.77

India

Paralleling the League debates, the Balfour Declaration acknowledged the
problematic status of India, which had reached the semblance of equality with the
Dominions but without self~government. Noting that “in the previous paragraphs
we have made no mention of India,” it reaffirmed movement towards
greater autonomy as set out in the 1919 Government of India Act. It also invoked
a 1917 Imperial War Conference resolution that recognized India’s importance,
accompanied by a generic pledge by the British government to move towards self-
government. Important indeed: Indian troops contributed significantly in World
War I, and the Indian military remained critical to imperial policy in Asia. With
Ireland as a backdrop, London feared that expectations of Dominion status
unfulfilled by the 1919 reforms, and unresolved disagreements over the rights
of Indians overseas, might even lead to the collapse of the empire.”® Thus the
Balfour Declaration confirmed that issues affecting more than one part of the
Commonwealth — an implicit but well-understood reference to disputes over
the treatment of Indians in South Africa — should be addressed through intra-
imperial consultation.

The administrative structure of the empire also reflected India’s abiding liminal
status. The India Office existed in parallel to the Dominions Office, which was
separated from the Colonial Office in 1925. Through the India Office, London
controlled its positions on League policy, including the appointment of its delega-
tion, thus ensuring that neither the issue of discrimination against Indians nor
Indian nationalism emerged within the Council or the Permanent Court of
International Justice.”” Even after the India and Dominion Offices were consoli-
dated into the Commonwealth Relations Office — instigated by the wish to
eliminate the term Dominion, which implied undue subordination — it remained
situated uneasily between the jurisdictions of the Colonial Office and the Foreign
Office.?® Throughout the 1920s, imperial federalists supported upgraded standing

for India as a Dominion.®!
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In the face of burgeoning Indian nationalism, London began to shift its perspec-
tive by the late 1920s. However, the infamous Simon Commission in 1929 did not
include any Indians. In response, credible nationalist leaders boycotted it. Finally,
Gandhi and other authentic interlocutors attended a conference in 1930, the first
in a series to design Dominion-like status for India, setting off a vociferous debate.®
The goal for Gandhi was India independent “from the Empire” but “from the
British nation not at all,” an equal partner along with Britain and the Dominions
in the Commonwealth.®> Churchill, ever the imperialist, led a faction of
Conservative Party critics. In response to the Viceroy urging him to reconsider,
Churchill declared that “I am quite satisfied with my views on India” — in essence
that its diverse population did not comprise a nation and its caste system evinced
an unacceptable lack of civilized standards — “and I don’t want them disturbed by
any bloody Indians.”8*

Gandhi’s famous Salt March and his subsequent release from jail escalated
Churchill’s attacks on the government for its lack of resolve. In his view, Gandhi
should be “crushed” because there “is no use trying to satisfy a tiger by feeding him
with cat’s meat.”®> However, Churchill failed to subvert the negotiations from the
opposition benches. Envisioning a federation, the Government of India Act passed
in 1935. It too failed due to lack of sufficient support within India. Despite general
rejection of Churchill’s starkest articulation of it, Indians were still viewed through
an imperial gaze: rewards for compliant allies and repression of critics, including
more time in jail for Gandhi. And control of foreign policy remained firmly in
London: without local consultation, Indian entered World War II by proclama-
tion. Once prime minister, Churchill was well positioned to prevent any further
devolution of authority, despite prodding even from his crucial US ally.®

In essence, by continuing to subordinate India, Britain and its Dominions reaf-
firmed the shared identity of a transnational white male governing class.?” Yet this
strong sense of racial community left an unstable military arrangement in which
Britain remained heavily dependent upon India, setting the stage for a “disintegra-
tion” of the Imperial security community.®® The strategic implications of the war
and its aftermath, including Japan’s defeat and US predominance in Asia, are just
one explanation for Britain’s reassessment of its role in India.

Post-Imperial Selves

All too reminiscent of the bloody Irish partition, Britain finally granted India and a
newly established Pakistan self-government in 1947.%° Three years later, India fol-
lowed Ireland in declaring a republic. Unlike Ireland, however, India established a
new precedent by requesting to remain in the Commonwealth as a republic.”® This
wide array of choices — to retain autonomy short of full sovereignty or to declare
republican status, to stay within the Commonwealth or to withdraw — illustrates
how many aspects of the Imperial Self had changed. Initially, India played a key
role in the divergence of the “New” Commonwealth of former African and Asian
colonies from the “Old” Commonwealth of the Dominions.
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The “New” Commonwealth

Provoking a new round of intra-community interactions that would soon redefine
two distinct Post-Imperial Selves, India succeeded in placing South Africa’s dis-
criminatory policies on the United Nations agenda in 1946, after Smuts passed
legislation that bolstered segregation (which his successors would take even further
as “apartheid”). Intra-Imperial negotiations subsequent to the Balfour Declaration
had resulted in agreements that South Africa viewed as confirming its domestic
jurisdiction; India challenged this interpretation and, by taking its cause to the
General Assembly, turned it into a broader international issue. Britain supported
South Africa, and the Dominions also hesitated to criticize since they retained
racial restrictions of their own. Into the 1950s, as the full range of South Africa’s
discriminatory practices came under UN scrutiny, a collective commitment to
non-interference in domestic affairs still prevailed over international human rights
principles.’!

By the late 1950s, however, the tide had turned. Due to a confluence of causes,
1960 proved the breaking point. British Prime Minister Harold Macmillan’s famous
Winds of Change speech, delivered to the South African Parliament in February,
relented on domestic jurisdiction. Widespread coverage of the South African gov-
ernment’s violent response to protests by blacks, notably the Sharpeville killings in
March, transformed the tone of international condemnation. Claims that apartheid
was sui generis strengthened, while norms of domestic jurisdiction lost persuasive-
ness. South Africa made its formal constitutional break with Britain in May 1961,
after withdrawing the prior October from a Commonwealth that had become
almost uniformly critical of its racist policies.”” As an Afrikaner-dominated repub-
lic, South Africa moved beyond the boundaries of the core Imperial Self.

The apartheid controversy also gave the former British colonies a reason to
remain together: to bring about its redemption. In effect, South Africa’s with-
drawal redefined the Commonwealth as a community based on principles of
democracy and non-discrimination. By the mid-1960s its members routinely
underscored the group’s unique role as a leader in the “application of democratic
principles in a manner which will enable the people of each country of different
racial and cultural groups to exist and develop as free and equal citizens.””?
Furthermore, the 1971 Declaration of Principles identified “racial prejudice as a
dangerous sickness threatening the healthy development of the human race and
racial discrimination as an unmitigated evil of society.” Amidst an international
rights revolution, the Commonwealth affirmed multiculturalism as a foundation
for peace and security.

After a democratic South Africa rejoined in 1994, this Post-Imperial
Commonwealth confronted something of an identity crisis, with soul-searching
about its purpose. Subsequent expulsions and reentries of various members confirm
the central place of democracy as the core principle that defines membership and
links back to the British parliamentary heritage that justifies its very existence. What
to label this quirky collective that follows neither regional nor universal rationales,
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and even now includes a few non-British former colonies, depends largely on
whether “development” counts as “security.” Terminology such as “loose” versus
“tight” cooperation or “thin” versus “thick” commitments strikes me as incapable
of capturing the essence of this New Commonwealth.”* Perhaps it is more impor-
tant to acknowledge what the group is not, nor aspires to be: an alliance.

In keeping with theories that stress the multiplicity of identities, it should not
surprise us that members of the Commonwealth have frequently pursued their secu-
rity concerns and economic interests through other avenues. Notably, after South
Africa’s departure freed the Old Commonwealth to pursue other identities, Britain
turned more toward Europe. One consequence was that Australia and Canada lost
their special place based on the old imperial racial hierarchy, but a Dominion col-
lectivity was perpetuated under the new guise of Cold War security cooperation.
However, that new strategic vision depended as much on the USA as on Britain,
leading to the revived and revised notion of a special relationship based on some-
thing other than empire (as explored by the chapters in Part III of this volume). At
the same time, the New Commonwealth provided Britain and the Dominions with
an avenue for affirming their commitments to democracy and non-discrimination.
These reconfigurations, with forms of democratic institutions replacing civiliza-
tional discourse as a metric of membership, are summarized in Figure 4.3.

The “Old” Commonwealth

The claim that the Old Commonwealth paid only rhetorical attention to liberal
principles is a familiar (and sometimes valid) charge against London. For instance,
detailed archival evidence shows that, despite trumpeting liberal principles after
World War I, both Britain and the United States opposed Japan’s efforts to enshrine
a racial equality clause in the League of Nations, thus ensuring that immigration
was solely an issue of domestic jurisdiction.”® However, a charge of hypocrisy
overlooks the profound role of the strengthened principle of non-discrimination,
honed through Commonwealth and UN debates over apartheid, on the shift to
multiculturalism as a core feature of the Post-Imperial Self. In the absence of any
overarching ethnic solidarity to define their Anglo identity, members of the Old
Commonwealth have gradually replaced democracy for white men with multicul-
turalism as the foundation of civic nationalism.

Canada took the lead in 1960, the first to adopt a Bill of Rights that broke with
Westminster tradition and to disavow domestic jurisdiction as a defense for apart-
heid.” However, Canadian multiculturalism policy evolved out of its Anglophone—
Francophone biculturalism rather than any aim to overturn its White Canada
immigration policies. It was multi-ethnic Saskatchewan that resisted a linguistic
dichotomy and insisted on enshrining a bill of rights; and before that, it was protests
by Asians in British Columbia that brought civil rights to the national agenda after
World War II, including relaxation of some immigration restrictions.”” Subsequent
reforms in the 1960s, notably a skills-based points system and rights-respecting

approach to asylum determination, sought to remove any explicit racism.”®
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FIGURE 4.3 Post-imperial identities

The Constitution Act of 1982 and the Multiculturalism Act of 1985 further
enshrined protections for diversity.”
In contrast, Australia adopted multiculturalism and the point system from
Canada by the early 1970s as an explicit alternative to the long-acknowledged
racism of its White Australia policy. This shift away from an exceptionally homog-
enous British community, possible only after the arrival of more diverse postwar
European immigrants had tamed the worst racist fears, came in response to eco-
nomic and international pressures. Unintended effects included a significant popu-
lation of middle-class Asians, starting with a growing number of students arriving
in the 1960s, and the path-breaking acceptance of refugees from Southeast Asia in
the aftermath of the Vietnam War.'® As in other liberal democracies, the rise of
family unification as a right bolstered immigration from historically underrepre-
sented regions, even in the absence of any formal bill of rights.!"’
Yet, ironically, multiculturalism as a rights-based form of civic nationalism
in these settler societies provides the foundation for a reconstructed Anglo-
hegemony.!® Britishness is not simply one ethnicity among many; it is the
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taken-for-granted majority culture of liberal individualism into which minorities
should be integrated. As religion replaces skin color as the acknowledged marker of
difference, both Canada and Australia still grapple with the tensions between
the racial dimensions of their democratic roots. In Canada, the burgeoning Asian
population was an unanticipated consequence that has forced questions about the
limits of liberal individualism in disputes over “reasonable accommodation” for
ethnic and religious claims, exemplified in the symbolism of a turbaned Sikh
Mountie. And in Australia, ambivalence about asylum seekers, especially Muslims
despite their minimal numbers, percolates into political pressures to process claims
offshore.!%

Similar debates over group rights have followed a different trajectory at the
imperial center. Despite supporting Dominion exclusion of Asians at the turn of
the last century, an emigration-oriented Britain itself had minimal restrictions.
Even in the 1950s, joining the ranks of European immigrant-receiving countries
did not immediately reverse its course. Because Britain lacked a concept of national
citizenship that could serve as the foundation for restrictions, imperial subjects,
notably from the Caribbean, retained the unfettered right of entry until 1962. As a
result, multicultural accommodation has had more to do with non-discrimination
in employment and education than with immigration policy.!® The British
Nationality Act of 1981 finally cut the ties of subjecthood in principle albeit not in
practice. For instance, in the hopes of forestalling additional immigration from
South Asia, Britain refused to enshrine a right of family unification by adopting
legislation in 1988 that eliminated any automatic right of entry for spouses.'®

These variants of multiculturalism demonstrate that the legacies of race and
liberalism need not be mutually exclusive or clearly prioritized. As Louis Pauly and
Chris Reus-Smit underscore in Chapter 6, Australia and Canada perpetually reca-
librate their relationships with Britain and the United States. For instance, multi-
culturalism was both a prerequisite and a consequence of Australia restructuring its
economic ties to Asia. And Britain continually rebalances its Post-Imperial,
European, and Anglo-American identities, as evident in 1985 when it subverted an
adverse ruling from the European Court of Human Rights into an opportunity to
apply further restrictions against immigration.'® In the days when Gandhi pro-
tested South African discrimination, South Asians were ambivalently acknowl-
edged as subjects, whereas the Anglo-American relationship defines them as a
fundamental threat. Strands of the Imperial Self remain, but the fabric of a tightly
knit Imperial security community has worn thin.

Conclusion

My rereading of imperial history through the lens of liminality places greater
emphasis on events such as the Anglo-Boer War and institutions such as the League
of Nations that tend to be overlooked in US-dominated theorizing about
International Relations. And while I stress the importance of the former Dominions,
I also question the centrality of Australia and Canada minus South Africa, which
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British-trained scholars tend to accept without much scrutiny. The implications of
shifting these standard perspectives are more than empirical: this reinterpretation
challenges at least two pieces of conventional wisdom about identity and commu-
nity in international relations theory.

First, the trajectory of the Imperial Self runs counter to the teleological nature
of the security community argument, often associated with liberal theories that
imply progressive movement towards a more peaceful world. Implicitly Eurocentric,
that literature starts with sovereign states and seeks to explain why alliances some-
times transform into deeper commitments. In contrast, the bifurcation of the
former British Empire into “Anglo-America” and the “New” Commonwealth
demonstrates an inverse trajectory: the reconfiguration of an intensely connected
community. Furthermore, this devolution did not herald a descent into war; it
spawned two alternative liberal visions. Both the Anglo-American special relation-
ship and the multiracial Commonwealth, in distinctive ways, have claimed to
promote peace.

Second, this bifurcated Post-Imperial Self raises the normative issue of whether
security communities are inherently “better” than alliances, as is often implied. For
instance, nationalists in South Africa argued that an independent republic was pref-
erable to imperial partnership for many reasons, only one of which was freedom to
entrench racial discrimination. Irish and Indian nationalists made similar claims in
pursuit of independence, as do contemporary secessionists in Quebec, all of whom
are unhindered by the albatross of apartheid that will forever temper any rereading
of South African history. These examples of republican skepticism underscore
“that democracy itself is value-free, capable of licensing both progressive and
exclusionary outcomes.”!"” The Imperial Self was not automatically good or neces-
sarily bad, and, without denying the legitimacy of ethical debate, the same can be
said of contemporary Anglo-America.

Indeed, in light of the historical taint of racism upon liberalism, the ethical
implications of a purportedly progressive, peace-enhancing theory of international
relations should be scrutinized more thoroughly. Like multiculturalism at the
domestic level, membership in a transnational security community privileges a
certain collective identity. As Bell notes in Chapter 2, one dominant iteration is
ideas about a “league of democracies” to foster peace, at least among themselves.
Clearly, the Old Commonwealth remains within the core of that configuration, as
evident in the persistent mistrust guiding US—Mexico relations that Brian Bow and
Arturo Santa-Cruz contrast to US—Canada relations in Chapter 7. Yet internal and

bl

external identities, even if both are rooted in “democracy,” may not always be
compatible or synchronized. The result, as David MacDonald and Brendon
O’Connor detail in Chapter 8, is inevitable tensions over definitions of the Self
among the former Dominions, pulled between Anglo-American special relation-
ships and a rising China.

For better or worse, Jebb made essentially the same point a hundred years ago
in his analysis of anti-Asian sentiment as a positive factor reinforcing an imperial

partnership among white democracies. Discrimination, he acknowledged, raised
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questions about the meaning of equality and caused problems with allies. Looking
for pragmatic solutions, he admired the lightly veiled racism of a literacy test,
because its “elasticity” of application allowed for diplomatic face-saving.'®® Such
views are remarkably similar to those surrounding contemporary calls for the use
of education tests to assess the suitability of prospective immigrants throughout
Anglo-America and Burope in ways that downplay racial difference.'” Yet the
Commonwealth volte-face to multiculturalism confirms that there is no teleology
to racism, be it the demise of apartheid or the securitization of Islam. Because the
lines between insiders and outsiders remain inherently fluid, “the West” will
continue to be contested, domestically and internationally.
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THE SEARCH FOR LIBERAL
ANGLO-AMERICA'

From racial supremacy to multicultural politics

Srdjan Vucetic

At first centered on the British empire and later on the American imperium, Anglo-
America has dominated the world for the past two hundred years, perhaps more.?
Winston Churchill, the man who in so many ways epitomizes this elastic, loosely
bounded, and semi-institutionalized community of societies, states, and nations,
preferred the term “English-speaking peoples.” What made them so superior in
the global society, he argued, was their fierce and unwavering commitment to
freedom, democracy, and the rule of law. If we learn anything from Churchill’s
multi-volume History of the English-speaking Peoples, it is that its eponymous pro-
tagonists gained power by thinking and acting like good liberals. From their birth
on the periphery of Caesar’s map to their triumph in the era of empires, the English-
speaking peoples worked hard to develop a political system that protected indi-
viduals and rewarded cooperation and “conciliation.”?

This narrative remains influential even today, though in much-refined and
expanded forms. Walter Russell Mead begins his God and Gold by suggesting that
Churchill’s book was “too old, too Anglo-centric, and too influenced by the
author’s political agenda to meet the needs of a twenty-first century public.”*
Churchill was right to stress the centrality of the liberal ideology, but he failed to
grasp how liberalism interacted with the Protestant ethic, maritime commercial-
ism, and, above all, capitalism to endow (first) Britain and (then) the USA with the
ability to wield the greatest political, economic, military, social, and cultural influ-
ence in the global society. In order to better understand the triumph of Anglo-
America, Mead suggests, we must in fact stay away from Churchillian reductionisms
and teleologies.® Kathleen Burk’s Old World, New World is similarly motivated. In
contrast to the “rosy” picture painted by Churchill, Burk describes the Anglo-
American relationship as one of “love—hate,” but still unique in the presence of
“common ideals and common interests.”®
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What is significant for the purposes of this volume is that these newest post-
Churchillian histories retain rather Churchillian laudations of liberalism, at least
implicitly. In the view of Mead and Burk, what distinguishes Anglo-America is not
simply a standardized language that members of the community recognize as
common, but also a liberal political culture and/or ideology among its elites. On
the one hand, the observation is banal. Basic liberal values saturate laws, public
policies, party politics, judicial rulings, and other aspects of Anglo-American polit-
ical life. And if liberalism is a statement of ends rather than means, then it is easy to
appreciate how generations of historians could describe Anglo-America as liberal.
On the other hand, the malleability of liberal Anglo-America raises a number of
questions. How did its liberal culture and ideology evolve? What were the key
contents and contestations? Over time, what means did Anglo-American liberals
apply toward freedom and equality as their most desired ends? There are many
ways to approach these questions, all of which depend on how one defines liberal-
ism. Any single definition will illuminate some issues but not others.

This chapter focuses on the record of applications and misapplications of liberal
equalitarian doctrines. Historically speaking, just who are the English-speaking
peoples? On this question, I find that Anglo-American liberalism has long been
challenged by exclusionary and hierarchical ideas (and corresponding institutions,
practices, and habits). Liberal Anglo-America, I argue, is grounded in racialized
meanings at least twice, first in terms of the long shadows of its racist past and then
in certain aspects of its multicultural politics.

To make this argument, I examine two historical contexts. First, I consider the
world of Anglo-American liberals in the 1880s, focusing on the ideas of those who
strove to establish a global order based on the idea of Anglo-Saxon supremacy.
Next, I fast-forward a century to a make a comparison between the “patriation” of
the Canadian constitution in 1982 and the Australian “bicentennial” in 1988 and
show how the debates on citizenship rights in Anglo-America became replete with
the politics of cultural and, indeed, racialized recognition.

Before I begin, let me address the main caveats. First, what I examine in this
chapter is a small number of historical details in which liberalism appears not as a
political and social theory but as a set of evolving ideas regarding human freedom
and equality.” In defining peoplehood, I follow Rogers Smith to refer to a popula-
tion that imagines itself to be a political community and so empowers its elites to
allocate rights and responsibilities in a legitimate manner.® Peoplehood can include
anything from the most liberal “myths of civic identity” to the most illiberal myths
of race and ethnicity — both serve to order a political community in ways that
appear natural, historical, and ethical. The “liberal government of population,” to
borrow a term from Barry Hindess, emerges in the struggle along the continuum
between these two types of myths.’

For the purposes of this chapter, race and ethnicity are defined as socially and
politically constructed, historically evolving, and cross-culturally variable identities
that order human beings on certain ancestral links, whereby race stands out by
(more) directly linking ancestry to body morphology. The term racialization,
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introduced in different contexts by sociologists Michael Banton, Robert Miles, and
Michael Omi and Howard Winant, is meant to underscore not only the dyna-
mism, variability, and intersectionality of race-making, but the idea that race is a
form of power that operates through distant social relations to establish who
is vulnerable/protected and subordinate/privileged in the society.!® When
appropriate, I will return to these and other conceptual issues.

The Anglo-Saxon Atlantic

As a field of study or at least a category of analysis within the discipline of history,
Atlantic history focuses on the structures and processes of interaction among the
Americas, Europe, and West Africa in the early modern period. Oddly absent from
this literature is the subject of Anglo-Saxonism, a collective identity that once ral-
lied all those identified by themselves and others as Anglo-Saxon Protestant males
around the flag of racial superiority.!! This absence may be explained by the sub-
ject’s bad timing — peaking at the end of the nineteenth century, Anglo-Saxonism
fits neither “long Atlantic” nor non-Atlantic perspectives.'? This is unfortunate
because Anglo-Saxonism is one of the most politically consequential ideas to cross
oceans in the modern age.

Versions of the racialized Anglo-Saxon identity can be traced back to the early
modern period. According to Churchill, the “race had taken shape” in the late
fifteenth century.!® Later, during the English Reformation and the English Civil
War, it was Anglo-Saxonism that glued the state and society together: the more
England became Protestant and parliamentarian, the more it became Anglo-Saxon.
Anglo-Saxonism was similarly helpful in legitimating a rather brittle Britain in the
early eighteen century — an isolated English—Scottish union (1707) under a German
monarch (1714) thrown among the warring states of Europe. It is also found in the
revolutionary American republic. Texts left behind by Thomas Jefferson, John
Adams, Benjamin Franklin, and other founding fathers are peppered with claims to
America’s Anglo-Saxon past, among other pasts. By making these claims, American

s

revolutionaries invariably positioned themselves as “better” and “truer” English
than those in England.'* What all of these stories had in common was an argument
that “we Anglo-Saxons” topped all scales of human development and worth. In
each case, the intellectual incoherence and inconsistency of the Anglo-Saxon idea
melted before the political utility of legitimating state and nation, with class, gender,
regional and religious divisions, exclusions, and hierarchies in tow.

In the 1880s, the power of Anglo-Saxonism was on the rise again, but so was its
political ambition — “Greater Britain.” From the moment Charles Dilke intro-
duced it into the public discourse, the term smacked of a political project: “If two
small islands are by courtesy called ‘Great,” America, Australia, India must form a
Greater Britain.”"® As Duncan Bell has shown in Chapter 2 in this volume and
elsewhere,!¢ this very idea implied the possibility of an “imperial federation.” For
some, the federation referred to an Anglo-American political union, while for
others it meant the unification of Britain with its settler colonies. The limits of the
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imagined polity were only moderately elastic, however. Greater Britain sometimes
included Ireland and India, as in Dilke’s definition, but Irish and Indians did not
necessarily constitute the “people.” The specificity of the latter was clarified in the
first edition of the Canadian magazine Anglo-Saxon, in September 1887:

the nation formed by the union of the Angles, Saxons and other early
Teutonic settlers in Britain, from whom the English, the Lowland Scotch, a
great proportion of the present inhabitants of Ulster, and the mass of the
population in the United States and the various Colonies have sprung.!’

Though places like India and the rest of Ireland were carefully left out, the word
“nation” left much to be desired. Notes & Queries (Sixth Series, Vol. 3, 1881), a
popular search engine at the time, traced the term Anglo-Saxon from its eighth-
century Latin roots (when it served to identify Old English) but never linked it to
any form of nationhood. A decade later, Lloyds Encylopaedic Dictionary (Vol. 1,
1895) copied the Canadian magazine’s definition of Anglo-Saxons almost verba-
tim, save for an important switch from nation to race. Anglo-Saxons never
followed Italians, Germans, and other imagined communities in building a single
polity; but much like pre-unification Italy or Germany, Greater Britain was very
much a social, cultural, and economic reality. To the extent that the English-
speaking “communities,” “nations,” “peoples,” and “race” were interchangeable,
we could probably agree with James Belich’s observation that in the 1880s, “Greater
Britain had made its way into at least middle-class conceptual language.”!8

Bell and Belich have explained how Greater Britain emerged in lockstep with
shifts in political participation, transportation, and communication technologies as
well as in popular attitudes regarding migration. The intensification of social and
economic exchanges across the English-speaking world led to greater imaginations
of Anglo-Saxon unity and vice versa. This recursive process owed a great deal —
although certainly not everything — to individuals and groups who called themselves
“liberals,” as in “liberal Anglicans,” “liberal Unitarians,” “university liberals,” “new
liberals,” “Liberal Unionists,” or “liberal Republicans.” What they had in common
was a belief that American and British citizens had certain rights — especially the
right to private property and free enterprise — and that government should work
toward securing those rights. The Greater British entity that emerged in the late
nineteenth century was predominantly liberal in the sense that its most vocal
proponents invoked abstract ideals of the English and Scottish Enlightenments,
rather than classical, feudal, or Christian forms of privilege and citizenship.

In this liberalism, real-world political contradictions and inconsistencies existed
primarily as abstract philosophical dilemmas. It was widely accepted, for instance,
that good liberals must sometimes act illiberally to maintain order; that evolution
can modify ethics; or that empire and frontier life should be kept separate from
homeland liberty. Dilemmas and distinctions of this sort almost always related to
racialized identity. To relate to a theme of Herman Schwartz in Chapter 3,
(our) responsible government always corrected (their) irresponsible land use.
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Anglo-American liberals argued with their political opponents over the extent to
which the success of a polity depended on its commitments to liberal goals and
procedures, but the debate was meaningful only in the context of a profoundly
racialized worldview. Here, the characteristics of the individual liberal subjects
who made up a people were understood as essentially determined by the racial
characteristics of that people.

Contemporary science, specifically evolutionary scientism, strongly supported
this worldview. In the age of mesmerism, phrenology, telegony, and other pseu-
doscientific advances, notions of biosocial evolution easily grafted onto the theories
of human inequality. All of them underscored race as a permanent or semi-
permanent category that determined one’s worth and potential. The 1880s saw no
consensus on how exactly evolutionism related to race — many argued that it
was partly or even fully environmental, not hereditary — but most American and
British scientists agreed that Anglo-Saxons stood head and shoulders above every-
one else. Francis Galton’s essay Inquiries into Human Faculty and its Development was
representative of a broader trend in which scholars at once furnished explanations
of Anglo-Saxon supremacy and offered advice on how this supremacy could be
preserved through “viriculture” or “eugenics,” a science of “judicious mating.”!’
The American state, argued Galton, would do well to turn this science into official
policy.

In this intellectual climate, it is not surprising that liberals accepted only a very
selective universalism and, in turn, no shortage of human inequality. Immigration
and democratization, to name but two examples, were desirable for liberals only on
the basis of the prior assumption that certain white men — indeed, gentlemen — had
the authority to decide who warranted inclusion instead of exclusion, subordina-
tion, or ignorance.?’ Consider the thought of liberal historians, starting with theo-
ries about the Anglo-Saxon origins of the state, race, and nation — all three often
used interchangeably. In his widely read History of the Norman Conquest (1867—69),
E.A. Freeman argued that the English race had already developed its winning
qualities in Teutonic times. Freeman’s Oxford colleagues J.A. Froude, A.V. Dicey,
William Stubbs, and J.R. Green advanced roughly the same line focusing on
Britain, while James Bryce, Freeman’s star student, turned to his native USA. In
The American Commonwealth, Bryce examined the nature of Greater British political
bifurcation and confirmed the “political genius, ripened by long experience, of the
Anglo-American race.”?' Bryce was also famous for demonstrating the benefits of
denying political subjectivity to the once enslaved American blacks — an argument
long embraced by much of the official Anglo-world and beyond.*

Cambridge did not lag behind Oxford in the production of Anglo-Saxonism.
Henry Maine’s Early Law and Custom and J.R. Seeley’s Expansion of England, both
published in 1883, each made an instant academic splash; but the latter also went
on to become a popular bestseller. Having sold ten printings of his book before the
end of the decade, Seeley’s logic of blood and belonging clearly resonated with its
target audiences: Britain, its self-governing settler colonies, and the USA shared so
much in common that they should form a federation.?® Tellingly, the same logic
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did not apply to the newly minted German empire. Theories on the Teutonic
origins of Anglo-Saxons suggested the existence of significant racial similarities
among contemporary Americans, British, and Germans; but Germany rarely, if
ever, appeared in the imperial federation schemes.?*

American Anglo-Saxonism was in some ways autochthonous, partly because it
emerged in relation to slavery as well as the Indian and Mexican Wars.?® As the
new transportation and communication technologies compressed the Atlantic, the
two Anglo-Saxonisms slowly harmonized with each other, as shown in Freeman’s
direct influence on Bryce. The supremacist themes discussed above run through
the mid-century poetry by Ralph Waldo Emerson and H.W. Longfellow to, in the
decade of our focus, texts penned by publicists and novelists Henry James and
E.L. Godkin; scientists Nathaniel Shaler and Daniel Garrison Brinton; politicians
Henry Cabot Lodge and Nelson Aldrich; and theologians James Freeman Clarke
and Josiah Strong. Even those “classical” liberals like Edward Atkinson and William
Graham Sumner, who in the subsequent years formed the backbone of America’s
anti-imperialist movement, defended racial inequality.?

Perhaps the most popular writings on the subject in the decade were those by
John Fiske, a Harvard philosopher. His Anglo-Saxonist triumphalism was as
obsessive as anything produced in Britain’s Cambridge: “The day is at hand when
four-fifths of the human race will trace its pedigree to English forefathers, as
four-fifths of the white people in the United States trace their pedigree to-day.”?’
One difference between American and British Anglo-Saxonisms was predictable:
for most Americans the USA, not Britain, was the Piedmont of Anglo-Saxon
political integration. By the same analogy, if the USA was the Anglo-Saxon
Piedmont, then Canada had to be Genoa: at the time, the idea of “Canadian
annexation” was broadly related to general calls for political unity among the
English-speaking peoples.?® Had the Anglo unification proceeded, many continen-
tal European observers and those elsewhere would have not been terribly surprised.
For most late nineteenth-century French liberals, for example, America and the
British empire had long looked like a “unified political/cultural bloc.”?® That the
French intellectuals regarded the Anglo-Americans as a single people is perhaps
ironic. It was France’s recognition of the American republic that induced the
passage of the Declaratory Act of 1778 by which London relinquished the right to
tax settler colonies for revenue. With this act, the motherland in effect seceded
from its loyal settler dominions, thus complicating future imperial federation
schemas.

Nearly all historical figures mentioned in this section were described by them-
selves and others as liberals, at least according to the standard sources such as the
American National Biography or the Oxford Dictionary of National Biography.
But their liberalism rested upon a racist doctrine according to which a people had
a fixed membership, in the sense that it corresponded to a racialized community.
In this discourse, individual freedoms coexisted with the inequities based on a
rather absolute racial hierarchy. The only acceptable qualifier in evaluating the Self
versus the Other was to identify an extinct people, like Galton did with Pericles’
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Athenians, and argue that Anglo-Saxons were the second most superior race in
history. Christopher Parker once described this thinking as “liberal racialism.”
More recently, Carol Horton and Peter Mandler called it “Darwinian liberalism”
and “ethnocentric liberalism,” respectively.®! All of these are useful terms in histo-
ricizing liberal Anglo-America. Rather than being made in the image of a progres-
sive Lockean utopia, the Anglo-Saxon Atlantic in the 1880s was more decisively
shaped by illiberal ideas, specifically by racism. This world left no place for any
liberalism of rights that would divorce America, Britain or, indeed, Greater Britain
from its racialized Anglo-Saxon core.

The productive power of late nineteenth-century Anglo-Saxonism was mas-
sive.’® Churchill’s History of the English-speaking Peoples, recall, was basically a story
of how an “island race” overcame various challenges, including regional tensions
and civil wars, to achieve trans-oceanic “reconciliation.” The trajectory was not
simply a triumph of the “liberal peace.” By declaring themselves the origin and
evolutionary engine of civilizational progress, those at the helm of the American
and British empires justified all sorts of racial hierarchies at home and abroad, while
simultaneously defusing intramural political clashes.*® Though tensions, confu-
sions, contradictions, and non sequiturs always abounded in the idea that the
English are biologically and/or spiritually continuous with the Saxon immigrants
from the fifth and sixth centuries, the notion of the “Anglo-Saxon race” withered
and died rather slowly. Whites-only, European stock-preferred immigration laws
and policies introduced in the 1880s were duly enacted until the mid-1960s.
Differences in implementation and formulation notwithstanding, the anti-racist
policy shift first occurred in Canada (arguably, 1962) and the USA (1965), then in
Australia (1972). In South Africa, as Audie Klotz explains in the previous chapter,
racial supremacy in fact solidified, surviving until 1994.

In a backward reading of history, we can see how liberalism survived its
nineteenth-century dalliance with Anglo-Saxon supremacism. As Mandler puts it,
“while the universalist creed came under stress, was inflected, even bent, it did not
break.”** The ebbs and flows of this particular history fall outside the scope of this
chapter, but it is important at least to point out the plurality of liberal knowledge-
claims at the time. For one, circulating in parallel to Anglo-Saxonism were more
universalist historical discourses penned in the spirit of the Enlightenment by schol-
ars like Hume, J.S. Mill, Tocqueville, Gibbon, and Macaulay. These thinkers
rejected ideas of inherent superiority — humans rise, but empires fall — and pointed
to the record of racial mixings. Here, the British peoples were at the very least part
Britons, part Saxons, part Danes, and part Normans, while Americans were all that
plus much more. For example, David Hume’s On National Characters (1754) and
History of England (1754-61) famously denied the idea of fixed races, as did the
hyphenated term Anglo-Saxon itself.*® Good Enlightenment skepticism also applied
to the non-hereditary claims of continuity, such as those concerning the links
between constitutional liberties, the House of Commons, and the rule of common
law on the one side and the Witan — that mythical assembly of self-ruling male
patriarchs in the mythical Saxony — on the other. In short, the main conclusion
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reached by the skeptics was that nations ought to be differentiated by their constitu-
tions and other institutions, not by their biological and spiritual lineages.

It was the same spirit of the Enlightenment that compelled liberals to accept that
a commitment to liberalism was a commitment to equality and inclusion of
all people, not just certain white propertied men. The so-called mid-twentieth-
century human rights revolution — a product of the war against Nazism,
decolonization, civil rights movements, second wave feminism, and many other
forces — overturned the ideas of racial purity and natural inequality on a global
scale. As I show next, by the 1980s, cultural differences that were once unaccept-
able to state authorities began to gain constitutional recognition and make a major
impact on the political life of Anglo-America.

The rise of multicultural politics

If racism defined liberal Anglo-America in the late nineteenth century, then mul-
ticulturalism might describe it in the late twentieth. For theorists of “diversity lib-

5

eralism,” multiculturalism relates to the idea that the cultural contexts in which
individuals operate shape individual capacity to act autonomously — hence the need
for “differentiated citizenship.”®® The first state to declare itself multicultural was
Canada. On 8 October 1971, Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau argued before the

House of Commons thus:

Every ethnic group has the right to preserve and develop its own culture and
values within the Canadian context. To say that we have two official lan-
guages 1s not to say that we have two official cultures, and no particular
culture is more “official” than another. A policy of multiculturalism must be
a policy for all Canadians.

It was official: Canada’s existing brew of “bilingualism and biculturalism” received
a dose of something new — the notion that Canadian citizens ought to revel in
cultural heterogeneity and even cosmopolitanism.*’

What did Anglo-American liberalism mean in this context? To examine this
question, I now turn to what might be called the politics of official multicultural-
ism in the naive era, my focus being the discourses and practices of the patriation
of Canada’s constitution in 1982 and Australia’s bicentennial in 1988. Many nations
have gone officially multicultural since Trudeau first spoke about it, but few have
been able to keep up with Canada and its Anglo-American sister Australia.*®

In the first instance, the patriation and the bicentennial both show how people-
hood is constructed — and contested — through public spectacle and spectatorship.
What is remarkable is the similarity with which the central governments and the
mainstream media protagonized and performed the doctrines of multiculturalism.

3

In each event, official scripts produced Australians and Canadians as “unique”
nations — deeply diverse in cultural terms, yet tightly bound by shared values and

institutions.> The audiences were mostly unimpressed. Key constituencies — the
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indigenous organizations, opposition parties, and, in Canada, the powerful govern-
ment of the province of Quebec — rejected unity-in-diversity claims as fantasies
and political traps. More important, the events showed that even the most sym-
bolic recognition of cultural rights could not avoid a resolute engagement with the
myths of race, ethnicity, and nationhood as well as with the problem of racialized
hierarchy that liberals thought they had left far behind.

Let us begin with the “patriation” of the Canadian constitution, an event that
officially began as a conversation between the parliaments in Ottawa and
London in the fall of 1980. Prime Minister Trudeau sent the draft of the
constitution to Queen Elizabeth IT and Canada’s First Nations lodged legal actions
against Trudeau’s government with British judges, while Quebec’s Premier René
Lévesque queried Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher on the best ways to preserve
his province, a “distinct society, enveloped in an Anglophone culture dominant in
the entire North American continent.”* Then, between December 1981
and March 1982, Westminster parliamentarians duly took “Canada Act, 1982”
through several rounds of debate. The majority of speakers praised the former
colony, but not all. Thatcher’s disgruntled backbenches, left-leaning Labour MPs,
Ulster Unionists, and Scottish Nationalists rose to carp about Canada’s aboriginal
rights record and even requested a delay of the constitutional reform on behalf of
Quebec. In those months, London replayed the role of Canada’s capital, with
the federal government’s envoys attempting to outwit First Nations and Quebec
lobbyists.*!

The Canadian media, also heavily represented in London, covered these devel-
opments with a mix of puzzlement and ridicule. How could those Brits (especially
those unelected peers who had never set foot in Canada), judge us?! Yet the same
(English language) media expressed nothing but excitement about the arrival of
Canada’s “very own” queen at Ottawa’s Parliament Hill on 17 April, where she
signed off the “constitutional proclamation” before thirty thousand delighted
Canadians. The royal family spectacle has long been central to the production of
Anglo-American peoplehood. The global dimensions of the House of Windsor
were decisively demonstrated in 2011, when (by some accounts) more than two
billion — one-fourth of all humanity — watched (parts of) the broadcast of the wed-
ding ceremony of Prince William and Kate Middleton.** Within Anglo-America,
however, the royal spectacle 1s amplified by a long, continuous history that goes
back to 1860, when the teenaged Prince of Wales — who would later (briefly) rule
as King Edward VIII — crossed the Atlantic to tour North America. Civic and
officially unofficial in the republican USA, but very official in the British half of the
continent, this visit was one of the major events at the time, mediated as it was
every step of the way for nearly five months by both the metropolitan and the local
press.®

The patriation party was carefully choreographed as a chance to celebrate
Canada’s complex diversity: its federalism, its dual democratic and constitutional-
monarchical political identity, its Anglo-French duality, and its recent immigration
record. The government and the media both played up the latter two themes by
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publishing photos of young people carrying conspicuous pro-Canada texts in
French alongside Asian and African families, all spontaneously unified in one happy
crowd. The US state, too, was invited and it quite hovered over the party —
literally so: the spectators could enjoy the sight of two US Marines standing on
the balcony of the nearby American embassy, saluting the proceedings under
large Canadian and American flags.

In a parallel reading, it appears that the organizers of Australia’s 1988 bicenten-
nial had tried to adopt parts of Canada’s patriation ceremony (demonstration effects
are likely given that Australia’s two-hundred-year anniversary had been continu-
ously planned since 1980). Here, too, the same “very own” queen came to the
capital city of a former colony to celebrate unity-in-diversity themes. By Canadian
standards, the party was a flop. On 9 May, the queen proclaimed Australia’s new
Parliament building open for business; but the crowds were missing. Attention paid
to political institutions in the normally dull national capital probably subtracted
from the rather official attempt to emphasize sunshine, leisure, and “fun” — the
ingredients that made Australia into a tourism superpower in the first place. The
Australian government was not terribly embarrassed. The queen’s visit to Canberra
was neither the biggest show of the bicentennial, nor its only royal event: Brisbane
hosted the World Expo and Sydney hosted everything else, including Prince Charles
in January.

The bicentennial catered to a global audience. Luckily for Australia, its two
“great and powerful friends” had much to celebrate themselves. Britain celebrated
the Glorious Revolution (and the victory against Spain) and the USA its glorious
Constitution (and the victory against Britain). Both nations sent official birthday
gifts Australia’s way: Britain dispatched a sailing ship thoughtfully named “Young
Endeavor,” while America invested $5 million toward a maritime museum in
Sydney. Like the patriation, the bicentennial produced — and was produced by —
Anglo-America, simply because no other community in the West or the East could
ever come close to matching the intensity, longevity, and breadth of these exchanges
for most Australians. In Britain, the USA, and Canada, public television and radio
stations aired special programs about the bicentennial, and arts and history institu-
tions sent their performers and exhibitions to Australia.

This was one lavish party, but not everyone was cheerful. National unity, the
basic script of the Australian bicentennial, faced a major counternarrative from the
beginning. The rags-to-riches story according to which the nation arose from a
nasty and brutish convict colony to a prosperous multicultural nation uniting
people from 120 countries was criticized as naive, even in the mainstream press.
What defined the bicentennial on this front was a gigantic protest — between sixty
and eighty thousand strong — against the Australia Day: January 26, argued the
indigenous groups and their supporters, should more properly be called the Invasion
Day.** According to one official newsletter:

We could see the entire, diverse Australian community — including
Aboriginal people, many of whom did not celebrate the Bicentenary but
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whose successful march on 26 January showed the world that their spirit had
survived 200 years.*

Various attempts to explain away the protest did not stick with the intended
audiences, much to the embarrassment of authorities, including the ruling
Australian Labor Party (ALC). The right-of-center Liberals and Nationals, led in
the official opposition by John Howard, voiced strong concerns about official
multiculturalism. In this discourse, which then had an aura of novelty, multi-
culturalist policies perpetuated stereotypes (and therefore prejudices) and caused
social isolation (or “ghettoes,” “balkanization”) among citizens. To minimize the
damage done to the country, Howard publicly called for the review and reform
of the government’s immigration policies. (In the polls, the Liberal-National
coalition was ahead of Labor on the question of immigration.) Critics to the left of
the ALC point to the presence of lasting inequalities and divisions and therefore

[T

to the ironies of the official mottos “living together,” “celebration of a nation,”
and “one land, one people.”**

Perhaps the greatest challenge to the legitimacy of the bicentennial came from
the left-wing coalitions for “racial justice,” which mostly meant recognition of
indigenous land rights. Recently published histories of Australia — mainly Henry
Reynolds’s The Law of the Land (1987), but also Robert Hughes’s Fatal Shore (1986)
— brought home the notions of conquest, invasion, occupation, internal armed
conflict, martial law, forced displacement, and even genocide. This discourse went
well beyond the critiques of unity-in-diversity as the referent object of the bicen-
tennial and questioned the very moral and legal foundation of the Australian state.
Among the critics, Australian republicans were perhaps the most coherent, calling
for the end of the monarchy and the beginning of a new, post-national Australia.
In this context, racial justice variously referred to an official apology, a new consti-
tution, recognition of the spiritual status of the land, or full-blown territorial
autonomy. The Barunga statement, the main contemporary manifesto for
Aboriginal sovereignty, went virtually unaddressed by the ALC government that
year.*

Much like Australia’s bicentennial, Canada’s patriation was defined by resistance
to central authority. This was not surprising considering that the patriation process
was initiated in reaction to the Quebec independence referendum of 1980. The
Parti Québécois (PQ) government failed in its bid to win “sovereignty-
association” with Ottawa, but the affair made Canada look like an improbable
failing state. The patriation worsened the problem of national unity, a key issue
being Trudeau’s principled refusal to recognize the PQ’s demand for making
Quebec distinct in the constitution.*® Viewed from the French-speaking province,
it appeared that Trudeau was itching to kill the “Two Founding Nations” model
that was foundational to the original Canadian confederation. The federal—-
provincial conference that came up with a workable draft of the new constitution
in 1981 was dubbed the “night of the long knives” — a reference to a decisive bar-
gaining session that took place behind the back of the Péquiste (PQ) negotiators.*’
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The result was another rump party. Like the bicentennial, the patriation had its
own promotional campaign, which, too, skirted over the fact that a key part of the
nation refused to celebrate.®® The queen noticed the problem. In her Parliament
Hill speech, she first expressed regret that the “government of Quebec” was absent
from the festivities, then tactfully added that the patriation was only ever about
bringing the constitutional process home, not about defining Canada once and for
all. The Canadian government adopted this line, but only half-heartedly. Its picto-
rial story of the event, published a year later under the title “Constitution 1982,”
acknowledged the “intense” and “stormy” nature of the constitutional debate,
adding a small side note: “Further negotiations will be needed to obtain the
agreement of Quebec.”" As Louis W. Pauly and Chris Reus-Smit explain in
Chapter 6, that agreement is still missing.

Central to the patriation was the adaptation of the Charter of Rights and
Freedoms, a document Trudeau later described as an expression of “purest liberal-
ism.”2 Canada’s version of the US Bill of Rights came with a set of clauses regard-
ing differentiated citizenship. The Charter thus codified Canada’s “foundational”
Anglo-French duality through official bilingualism and minority language rights
(Articles 16-23), but it also gave nods to three aboriginal groups (“Indian, Inuit
and Métis,” in Articles 25, 35) as well as to the “multicultural heritage of Canadians”
(Article 27). These moves were consistent with Canada’s existing institutions as well
as with Trudeau’s own theories of Canadian federalism: “In terms of real-
politik, French and English are equal in Canada because each of these linguistic
groups has the power to break the country. And this power cannot be claimed by
the Iroquois, the Eskimos, or the Ukrainians.”>?

What Trudeau was articulating was a view that each application of diversity
liberalism as policy must first bow to politics and history. The Charter oftered an
early recognition that Canada’s multicultural politics operated in what Will
Kymlicka later metaphorized as three “silos” of Canadian diversity, each building
upon different, and occasionally competing, sets of institutional codes and prac-
tices.>* The Anglo-French “foundational” equality thus led to federalism, bilin-
gualism and minority language rights; official multiculturalism accommodated the
Ukrainians and similar “immigrant groups”; and aboriginal rights went for the
“Iroquois and the Eskimos.”

Among the three silos in 1982, only the first one was meaningful and it appeared
to be falling apart yet again. Canada’s version of the Invasion Day was the Marche
du Québec, between fifteen and twenty-five thousand strong, held in Montreal on
the day of the Ottawa ceremony.>® The atmosphere smacked of another Quebec
independence campaign, but what the protesters officially took umbrage to was the
constitutional silence on French Canadian right to self-government as well as
the way in which minority language rights protected the Anglophone minority in
the province at the expense of the language of the Québécois majority.>® Premier
Lévesque went on radio and television to explain the concept of “cultural
insecurity” to Quebeckers, while Le Devoir and other French-language newspapers
dedicated full pages to the end of Canada’s deux nations model. The appearance of
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the term multiculturalism in the Charter was added to the history of Trudeau’s
trickery — as yet another political move designed to dilute Quebec’s nationhood.
This argument resonates to this day in the province, in large part because Ottawa
has so far failed to establish the terms of interaction among the laws and policies
designed for each of the three silos.

The “Iroquois and the Eskimos” also staged protests concerning the patriation,
albeit in remote places and in numbers small enough to be safely ignored by the
mainstream media. The indigenous peoples had none of the country-breaking
power which Trudeau sought to tame in the province of his birth, but their claims,
too, demonstrated the limits of compartmentalizing diversity. The notion that First
Nations had special rights beyond federalism or multiculturalism had prima facie
support in the Royal Proclamation of 1763 and had also been affirmed by a Supreme
Court ruling (the Calder case in 1973). However, no national political party or
mainstream media outlet at the time went to question the continuity of the Indian
Act, a nineteenth-century statute that empowered Canada’s federal government to
legislate on behalf of the indigenous peoples and manage them through the reserve
system. Even the best liberals in Trudeau’s Liberal Party were unwilling to erase the
colonial line between peoples who have the capacity to govern themselves and
those who require assistance.

Against the shrillness of Ottawa—Quebec relations, which the media so
often personified as the clash of Trudeau and Lévesque, official multiculturalism
lived a politically vestigial life. At the federal level, multiculturalism enjoyed
bipartisan support precisely because it was regarded as a “symbolic” policy. If it
was Trudeau’s multiculturalists who in 1971 decided that Canadians should
have “no official culture,” then it was their Progressive Conservative opponents
who solidified this idea by describing the country as a “community of

communities.”>’

Outside Quebec, provincial and municipal governments
followed with further praise of the Canadian “mosaic.” But there is another reason
why Canadian elites were attracted to this discourse and it directly relates to
Self=Other relations in Anglo-America. Much like “peace, order, and good
government” and peacekeeping, to name two familiar symbols of the Canadian
identity at the time, multiculturalism was useful in distinguishing Canada from its
towering neighbor to the south. Arguably, without an image of America’s
assimilationist melting pot, Canada’s love affair with its accommodationist mosaic
would be mostly meaningless. So while the idea of multiculturalism had its
share of critics among journalists and academics, many of whom associated it with
national fragmentation, class segregation, and other public ills, most Canadians in
fact found succor in the way it differentiated them from Americans.’® A similar
politics of identity explains the failure of Canadian leftists to articulate an argument
their Australian counterparts made in 1988 with considerable ease — that monarchy
contradicts multiculturalism in principle because it rests on medieval ideas of
blue blood and belonging to a special white European family. The “Republic
of Canada” is impossible precisely because of its closeness to the American
republic.
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That multiculturalism can serve as an important point of identification was also
obvious in the rhetorical dance between Quebec and Ottawa. On the day of the
constitutional proclamation, the PQ made sure that the provincial fleurdelisé was
flown half-mast, at once symbolizing Quebec’s displeasure with Ottawa and the
long-standing victimhood and vulnerability of the Québécois. Another interpreta-
tion was that the Péquistes preferred history over liberal progress. If one were to
judge by Lévesque’s letter to Thatcher, Anglo-French relations seemed as discrete
and as irreconcilable in the 1980s as they had been in the times of ancient New
France. Predictably, the federalist side-jumped at an opportunity to tar the PQ as a
nasty, archaic party and its supporters as old-fashioned bigots. Cultural minorities,
one argument went, would always be better off in multiculturalism-loving English
Canada than in a province bent on preserving its racialized settler identity.
Eventually, the Quebec governments, separatists and otherwise, have found a
response. While Ottawa has retained its commitment to multiculturalism, the prov-
ince developed an alternative known as interculturalism, which seeks to strike the
diversity balance away from the mosaic model and toward the preservation of the
Francophone majority culture.>

The interactions between the Canadian mosaic and the American melting pot,
or between the intercultural Quebec and the multicultural “rest of Canada,” are
indicative of a larger political trend that has come to distinguish Anglo-America
anew. In evaluating their own policies for achieving civic integration, the English-
speaking peoples are constantly comparing themselves to Others, such as France’s
republicanism or Germany’s Leitkultur. Diversity models made in Anglo-America
are sometimes put forward as a standard for good governance to which other com-
munities should strive, in ways not unlike those in which “civilization” used to be
set as a standard for good governance in the nineteenth century. “It does not seem
accidental that Canadians,” suggests Michael Ignatieft (who led Canada’s Liberals
between 2008 and 2011), “have been so centrally involved in the struggle to con-
tain inter-ethnic war.”® Whether diversity models can or should be promoted as
an exportable commodity on a par with liberal democracy or the rule of law is of
course questionable,®! but the point is that pride in multiculturalism easily slips into
claims of moral superiority similar to those examined in the previous section of this
chapter. If good government once arose from the centuries of struggle for liberty
against tyranny, it now continues in the form of struggle for equal recognition amid
cultural diversity; either way, Anglo-America can position itself as the planetary
leader.

The limits to differentiating peoples

In historicizing liberal Anglo-America, this chapter has taken several snapshots. In
the first set, we have seen how English-speaking liberals once argued that human-
ity was at once universal and unequal. What connected these two abstractions in
an elegant rule of thumb was a racialized idea that Anglo-Saxons ruled the world,
while everyone else followed. For these American and British liberals in the 1880s,
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Anglo-Saxon supremacy was necessary for global leadership and therefore for the
progress of humankind. In advancing this argument, they legitimized Anglo-
American expansion against various imperial and colonized Others, and thus helped
sustain the old political, social, and cultural hierarchies against new democratizing
forces. As a result, the majority of the human populace living under disparate
Greater British authorities ended up being governed by illiberal means well into
the twentieth century.

In the second set of snapshots, we have seen how late twentieth-century multi-
cultural scripts in two Anglo-American societies challenged not only past notions
of cultural superiority and democracy, but also the regnant forms of postcolonial
memory. Both the Canadian patriation in 1982 and the Australian bicentennial in
1988 saw no shortage of political struggles among competing versions of multicul-
turalism, most typically pitting the official unity-in-diversity models against a vari-
ety of national and sub-national alternatives. These changes were deeply
interconnected with the dramatic shift in liberal doctrines. In the 1880s, liberals
inscribed social inequality onto the human body with the help of science, but in
the 1980s they worked to dismantle the hierarchies of unequal opportunity by
recognizing the significance of culture with the help of liberal constitutions.

Contemporary Anglo-American societies are sometimes described as “color-
blind,” “post-racial,” or “raceless”; but these should be read primarily as program-
matic statements about the future, not as descriptions of the present. The
continuation of systematic discrimination against racialized groups of people in
Australia, Britain, Canada, and the USA is evident from any number of recent
national and international policy reports and scholarly studies. Laws cannot cover
all discriminatory practices, and racism has the ability to perpetuate itself through
social problems such as poverty cycles. These problems are often invisible. Already
in the 1980s, many Australian and Canadian liberals were ready to congratulate
themselves on building equitable societies, even while virtually every representa-
tive of the indigenous groups pointed fingers at the writhings of racialized oppres-
sion, showing those who wanted to see just how closely the inequities of
opportunity followed the lines drawn by old-fashioned racisms.

Further, the mainstreaming of anti-racism has had the paradoxical effect of rei-
fying racialized structures of meaning. Instead of erasing race, new and old racial-
ized categories expressed in decennial censuses, education policies, and civil rights
laws have kept it politically alive. For example, “visible minorities,” the term
Canadian policymakers introduced in 1984 to replace race (and coexist with “eth-
nocultural groups”) gave new wind to the old skin-color game without much
helping with anti-racist efforts. The paradox is strengthened by the inability of any
liberal societies to protect difference against unwarranted calls for universality
without privileging essentialist — and therefore reifying — categories of identity.

The political contestations over whether modern societies ought to be orga-
nized along cultural lines such that various cultural minorities — whether visible,
invisible, ethnic, or ethnocultural — can protect their distinct values, histories, and
territorial spaces has continued unabated since the 1980s, the general difference
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being that the critics of official multiculturalism are beginning to hold the upper
hand, at least in some parts of the liberal world.®* Viewed from the political and
cultural left, official multiculturalism has perpetuated both racialized identities and
racialized hierarchies. Already in the early 1980s, British sociologist Chris Mullard
predicted that in official multiculturalism, “saris, samosas, and steel bands” would
dominate over the actual politics of cultural recognition (and redistribution) or, as
he put it, “resistance, rebellion, and rejection.”® In the subsequent decades, this
criticism has become standard for many leftists. For one, it resonates in Stanley Fish’s
famous provocation that official multiculturalism is “boutique” in the sense that it
“stop[s] short of approving other cultures at the point where some value at their
center generates an act that offends against the canons of civilized decency as they
have been either declared or assumed.”®*

Judging by the attempts to curb select Islamic practices in Europe circa 2010,
Mullard and Fish were prescient; the notion that “equal recognition” of cultural
Others can and does clash with the basic principles of liberal polities has long gone
mainstream. But there was another message in their critique: by consigning diver-
sity to entertainment and commerce, official multiculturalism works to depoliticize
radical differences as well as to obscure the persistence of old hierarchies. Rather
than going mainstream, this point has mostly stayed within the confines of aca-
demia. According to the histories and ethnographies of Australian and Canadian
multiculturalisms penned by several astute observers, all policies devised to “manage”
cultural diversity tend to draw racialized boundaries.®

This effect is most clearly evident with respect to immigration control. After
dismantling their racist immigration laws and policies, Canada and Australia have
been at the forefront of developing the so-called immigration point systems that
aim to match immigrant skills from a single global pool to the needs of the labor
market at home. (Indeed, economic liberalizations contributed to a shift in the
immigration debate, from whether or not immigrants are welcome, to which
immigrant skills we most need.) The new immigration regimes have created new
categories of people. Migrant status has now become a hierarchical and nested
category that has highly skilled professionals on the top and asylum-seekers and
undocumented migrants at the bottom. That this type of management of peoples
can have explicitly racialized dimensions was dramatically illustrated by Australia
under Howard’s government, which in 2000 instigated armed naval patrols and
offshore detention centers — the infamous “Pacific Solution” — to prevent “unau-
thorised arrivals” from Asia.®

Immigration control is but one realm of policies and institutions that constantly
intersect with official multiculturalism, but it is central to the problem of managing
diversity. From the perspective of liberal doctrines on differentiated citizenship, the
easy way in which official policies partition society into racialized groups can be
troubling. Consider the seamless conflation of immigrants with “ethnics” — groups
that are identified as neither indigenous nor “founding,” but (visibly or invisibly)
ethnocultural. Australians with British origins are not regarded as ethnic, at least
not in the way ethnicity is applied to Australians of Colombian, Lebanese, or
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Vietnamese descent. For “ethnics,” this rhetoric undermines not only official
multiculturalism, but also the principle of equal citizenship. Even more problematic
are racialized differentiations at the level of practices, as opposed to the level of texts,
policies, laws, institutions, and other elements that make and break Anglo-American
peoplehood. From this perspective, while Anglo-Saxonhood long ago became
de-ethnicized and flattened as “whiteness” or as the colorless “mainstream,” it still
constitutes the standard against which the value and extent of diversity is measured.
This standard comes with the official language or languages, which every state must
codify, as well as a myriad of practices that conform to, or deviate from, assumed
cultural norms, whether in speech, eating, dress, shopping, or recreation. And if race
operates mainly as productive power, a collective property that affects individual
action in both conscious and unconscious ways, then racialized inequalities can
endure even in contexts in which the entire society subscribes to anti-racism.®’

In the late twentieth century, racial supremacism is no longer possible, but the
need to manage peoples can and does lead to racialized inequalities and hierarchies.
Indeed, analytical constructs such as “cultural racism,” “raceless racism,” and
“racism without racists” have been recently developed precisely for the study of
these unhappy connections.®® For some, the problem lies with liberalism. Critical
social theorists, feminists, postcolonial historians, and many other scholars have
long argued that liberal ideologies are unable to deal with the problem of member-
ship in a political community without double standards, double visions, and dou-
blethink. One of the more far-reaching critiques comes from the philosopher
Charles W. Mills. The notion of the social contract, Mills contends, should be read
as coexistent with, and even posterior to, the political, moral, and epistemological
“racial contract” that structures white human subjects as more universal and more
sovereign than nonwhites.®” To go back to one of the themes discussed in this
volume, classical liberal ideology foregrounds Locke’s idea of the state of nature
characterized by morals and private property, but it forgets that Locke conceptual-
ized property as a function of industry and rationality. On this view, the liberal idea
of responsible land use emerged as a normative rationale not only for the expro-
priation and colonization of the New World by the Old, but also for slavery.”’ My
comparison of two Anglo-Americas separated by a century indicates that modern
liberal states, nations, and societies were able to rewrite the racial contract and
expand their definitions of peoplehood. But it also shows that the “universal creed”
tends to lend itself to abuse by political actors searching for further specifications of
who gets to enjoy freedom and equality, when, how, and in what proportion. Put
provocatively, as long as the historical line between terra nullius and certain “silos
of diversity” appears at least somewhat continuous, the Anglo-Saxon Atlantic will
not fully dry out.

Notes

1 For written comments and criticism, I thank Richard French, Andrew Gamble,
Alexandra Gheciu, Ronald Krebs, Patricia Lenard, Justin Massie, Jennifer Mitzen, Cindy
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NEGOTIATING ANGLO-AMERICA

Australia, Canada, and the United States'

Louis W. Pauly and Christian Reus-Smit

Introduction

At the core of the Anglo-American West, what some still imagine to be the cutting
edge of modernity, lie unfinished cultural conflicts and persistent practices of polit-
ical accommodation. Contests over collective identities, over the extent of commit-
ments to the autonomy of the individual, and over the standing of distinct cultures
within single polities — all are hardwired into the most basic social and political
processes of a still promising and still potentially global project. Larger systemic
implications may be drawn from the essentially pluralist practices, including open-
ended negotiation, through which unique cultures defined, defended, and inte-
grated themselves within Anglo-America. One promising way to draw out those
implications is to look comparatively at the evolution of such practices within key
bilateral relationships constitutive of something that may rightly be remembered as
Anglo-American civilization.

This chapter compares and contrasts US—Canada and US—Australia relations
over a long period of time. Conservative politicians, scholars, and political com-
mentators place these three states at the heart of the “Anglosphere,” attributing to
them a robust cultural unity — one that is said to explain numerous political out-
comes, from unparalleled levels of intelligence sharing and common assessments of
diverse geopolitical challenges to remarkable economic openness and the diffusion
of similar policy reforms.? Yet these two bilateral relationships have also been used
to highlight differences, particularly in connection with aspects of complex inter-
dependence in world politics. In what follows we take this emphasis on difference
and variation one step further. We examine the deeper cultural and political histo-
ries of Canada and Australia, and their respective relationships with the United
States, to show how processes of economic, security, and ideological linkages cor-
relate with far-reaching internal political reconfigurations, which we contend are
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best captured in the concept of “complex sovereignty.” Today, changes within these
two bilateral relationships combine with unique geographies and histories
to place Canada and Australia at the eroding psychological boundaries around
Anglo-America itself, and at the fulcrum of the emerging global civilization of
modernity.

From complex interdependence to complex sovereignty

Australia and Canada are longstanding allies of the United States; prior to the for-
mation of those alliances, both constituted essential parts of the British Empire.?
Even before the United States took on the role of systemic leader and the Empire
began to recede, each had sought ever deeper integration into the American econ-
omy and into world markets eventually anchored in that economy. Each, moreover,
haslong professed a strong affinity with the liberal values championed by Washington.
Yet these relationships, in some ways located at the cultural and geographic limits
of the Anglo-American world, are marked as much by diversity as by similarity. In
Power and Interdependence, Keohane and Nye drew a distinction between relation-
ships characterized by complex interdependence — in which military power has
become less relevant, there is no clear hierarchy of issues, and multiple channels
connect societies — and those that come closer to realist expectations, in which
military security dominates and social linkages are few. While the realist concept of
“hegemony as dominance” applied to neither the Canada—US nor the Australia—US
relationship, the former was a microcosm of complex interdependence, while in the
latter “the protective role of military force has remained crucial, and distance has
limited the multiple channels of contact.”*

Much has changed in the two bilateral relationships since the original publica-
tion of Power and Interdependence in 1977. The Australia—US relationship, in par-
ticular, subsequently developed many of the attributes that Keohane and Nye
associated with the complex interdependence of Canada—US relations, suggesting
a degree of convergence between the cases. While the Australia, New Zealand,
and United States (ANZUS) alliance remains central to the relationship, webs of
interdependence now enmesh both societies, and no clear hierarchy of issues exists.
Not only do Australia and the United States now engage across a broad spectrum
of'issues, from combating transnational terrorism to managing economic globaliza-
tion and limiting climate change, but Australia must today balance efforts to pre-
serve the alliance relationship with its key commitment to economic engagement
with China.

Clearly, the bare architecture of complex interdependence is still apparent in
both the Australian and the Canadian cases — military force is no longer central,
multiple channels connect societies, and a plethora of issues compete for attention.
But Keohane and Nye emphasized the “reciprocal effects among countries and
among actors in different countries.”® The degree to which states were affected
by interdependence, positively or negatively, was determined by their relative
“sensitivity” and “vulnerability,” the former referring to “how quickly changes in
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one country bring costly changes in another,” the latter to a state’s “liability to
suffer costs imposed by external events even after policies have been altered.”® The
underlying model treated states as relatively stable entities responding as rational
actors to the incentives and constraints of interdependence. Although useful in
terms of analytical brush-clearing, such a model fails to capture much of the actual
contemporary complexity of the two bilateral relationships. More than this, the
continuing convergence it suggests is now misleading.

Seen over time through alternate lenses, these two relationships evince consid-
erable diversity. To begin with, if the concept of hegemony is to play any useful
analytical role, the idea of dominance that provided the backdrop to Keohane and
Nye’s critique and analysis needs to be replaced by a more nuanced conception,
one that integrates ideas of leadership, followership, and shared social purposes.
Hegemony-as-dominance did characterize the prior relationship between the early
English settlers and the earliest occupants of the two landmasses, namely aboriginal
peoples in both cases and French settlers in the Canadian case. The troubled legacies
of that original contact can hardly be denied; they certainly underlie current debates
on indigeneity and its implications in both Canada and Australia. With regard to
bilateral relations with the United States since the late nineteenth century, however,
even the concept of structural hierarchy sheds little light. In fact, both Canadian and
Australian elites from then on have shown inconsistent and often ambivalent atti-
tudes toward political influence from abroad in the processes of defining their own
novel senses of nationhood. In reality, both Canada and Australia have constantly
renegotiated their relationships, first with the United Kingdom and then with the
United States. Within frameworks characterized by increasingly diffuse hierarchies
of power, these relationships have evolved to accommodate ongoing and regionally
distinct reconfigurations of political authority.

The processes through which Canadians and Australians have built their poly-
glot nations and, in turn, been constrained by diverse geographies and cultural
expectations, are dynamic. The idea of “complex sovereignty” today evokes these
processes, this persistent, complicated, and never-completed negotiation over
legitimacy. The need for effective problem-solving and risk-mitigation measures,
combined with commitments to maintaining the maximum feasible degree of col-
lective political autonomy, has by now taken policymakers in Canada and Australia
to many places — some below, some alongside, and some above the analytical cat-
egory of the nation state. The key observable feature of institutional adaptation and
innovation in this regard is an increasingly difficult search for robust solutions to
problems of collective action. It now often includes quiet acquiescence in tradeoffs
among governing principles that are competing or even contradictory.” In bilateral
relations with the United States, such tradeoffs today suggest much more than
“complex interdependence.”

Facing problems often but not always shared with their American counterparts,
Canadian and Australian societies find themselves drawn more deeply into non-
hierarchical and non-majoritarian modes of conflict resolution. To adopt Slaughter’s
language, they are embedded in networks that facilitate bargaining.® In short, their
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polities have lost the monopoly position to which they once aspired when it came
to defining the common good of their citizens and making collectively binding
decisions; they are profoundly engaged in a spatial and functional reconfiguration
of public authority; and they are actively experimenting with new measures to
endow that process with procedural and substantive legitimacy.’ Although the
United States faces particular and deeply rooted problems in publicly acknowledg-
ing its own engagement in such processes, the histories of Canada and Australia
have long been marked by sometimes explicit and often implicit negotiations over
the meaning and content of legitimate and effective political authority in both its
internal and external dimensions. Indeed, those histories reflect a persistent effort
to reconstitute sovereignty-in-practice through continual, multidimensional, often
opaque negotiations.

In analytical terms, complex sovereignty is every day becoming more evident
within the United States, Canada, and Australia as well as within their bilateral
relationships. Does an increasingly militarized series of fences around the continen-
tal United States really protect American citizens from terrorist attacks, or is the
threat already deeply internalized? Do freer trade and capital flows among the
United States, Canada, and Australia really depend upon formal treaty arrange-
ments, or in practical terms has deep integration of many regulatory standards and
supervisory structures already superseded conventional inter-state legal agreements?
Are joint military and intelligence operations involving the three countries seri-
ously dependent on agreements dating back to the 1940s, or are habits of com-
munication, interoperability, and burden sharing now deeply routinized, indeed
rendered quite “special” in the sense used by Bow and Santa-Cruz when they
discuss Canada—US diplomatic cultures in Chapter 7 in this volume? The most
plausible answers to such questions suggest the ebb and flow of much more than
sensitivity or vulnerability interdependence. Underneath contemporary relations
across the territorial borders of three still formally separate states, a more funda-
mental working out of a shared social and political legacy now profoundly influ-
ences the day-to-day work of political leaders, government officials, businesspeople,
travelers, and even citizens staying close to home.

Globalization

Australia’s and Canada’s relationships with the United States have been profoundly
conditioned by processes of social, economic, and security globalization. Global
webs of trade, production, and finance have produced new integrative dynamics,
both within the bilateral relationships and beyond. Similarly, patterns of human
migration have reshaped all three polities, pushing and pulling in directions often
at odds with economic pressures. Lastly, significant changes have occurred in the
global security environment, with the state-centric security challenges of the Cold
War replaced by a far more complex mixture of traditional and non-traditional
threats. Together, these forces have driven the simultaneous reconfiguration of
Australian and Canadian self-understandings and their relations with the United
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States. Globalization, in sum, is reconfiguring Canada and Australia as sovereign
polities in ways unanticipated in early studies of interdependence.

Canada

Canada and the United States have been moving beyond interdependence for
some time. Neither right-wing nor left-wing nationalists desire North American
confederation, but their fears concerning just such an end-point are well grounded
in Canadian history. As Cox cogently summarizes it, at the outset a competition
between two visions of the future decisively shaped Canada’s politics, an east—west

vision and a north—south vision.!”

Creighton’s commercial empire of the
St. Lawrence articulated the former; it helped to rationalize both a foundational
pact between Anglophone Upper Canada and Francophone Lower Canada, and an
expansionist thrust to the Pacific.!! Simultaneously, however, along with English
business elites, Anglo-liberal intellectuals nurtured deep if complicated economic
and cultural ties with the United States. Some, like émigré Cornell professor
Goldwin Smith, even anticipated a future continental federation based on liberal
principles and the idea of a wider union of Anglo-Saxon peoples.'?

Although party politics would be influenced from the beginning by such antith-
eses, with Conservatives until the 1980s supporting the east—west vision and
Liberals variants of continentalism, in 1867 the fathers of Canadian Confederation
consciously stopped a North American political union from emerging in the after-
math of the American Civil War — a war in which nearly 50,000 Canadians fought
on the Union side. They and their successors, at least until World War II, mainly
aspired to build a country mindful of a fundamental British heritage but neverthe-
less durably distinct from the United States.!*> The founding policy line counte-
nanced moderate protectionism in the cause of building a coherent east—west
economy, accommodation of the culture and rising political demands of French
Canadians, and continuation of essentially imperial strategies with regard to aborig-
inal peoples. In a basic sense, from the Quebec Act of 1774, to the failed American
invasion of 1775, to the Constitutional Act of 1791 that divided Upper and Lower
Canada, to the Act of Union in 1840, to the establishment of Confederation in
1867, a continuous struggle played itself out to establish a viable compromise
among these three basic objectives.!* Indeed, after assimilationist dreams were
finally abandoned, that struggle focused ever more intently on the internal work of
finding a viable modus vivendi between two distinct European cultures and many
pre-existing aboriginal cultures, and on the external work of redefining ever more
nuanced differences of identity and interest with the United States.

After 1945, and after the British connection had become mainly sentimental in
many sections of the country, Canadians across the internal cultural divides still
aspired to a high degree of political autonomy, but also to a level of economic
prosperity reasonably close to the average in the northern section of the United
States. In both Quebec and the rest of Canada, leaders favored the construction and
maintenance of a fairer and safer society than the one widely perceived to exist to
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the south. In order to achieve such objectives, the more practical-minded among
them knew that the country needed a novel kind of border with the United
States.

Ideally, if not always in practice, that border would restrict the inflow of many
kinds of problems, mainly problems associated with poor people, with guns, and
with cultural influences unwanted by the national elite. It would have to be
designed, however, in such a way as not to impede the inward flow of the people,
money, goods, and ideas deemed desirable by most Canadians. In addition, such
a border would have to accommodate certain kinds of outflows, not just of
prosperity-creating exports and investments, but also of people. Some of those
people — like students, skilled workers, and “snowbirds” seeking warmer weather
in the winter — might eventually return home, but others would need to find
opportunities in the United States that they could not find in Canada. Certain
pressures potentially disruptive of the social and political balance sought release; the
right kind of border then would provide a helpful sort of safety valve. Very impor-
tantly, that ideal physical boundary would also have to be porous enough to allow
Canadians to benefit from American military preparedness, and for good policy
ideas and artistic creations occasionally to filter out of Canada into the right
American circles. But it would have to be not so porous as to render vacuous the
historical claim of Canadians to legal sovereignty over a given territory.

This unique kind of border had to have an irreducible psychological dimension,
what Gwyn evoked with the phrase “nationalism without walls.”"® It might be
more accurate to call it deeply contested nationalism behind a well-constructed
kind of fence. We return to the culturalist debates below, but in this regard even
the idea behind a “common security perimeter’” currently being discussed may be
taken to represent the latest attempt to reconceive and rebuild such a fence.

Despite the end of the Cold War, Canadians remained willingly within a US-led
security community. In the continuing absence of their own external spy service,
for example, they were reliant on extensive intelligence-sharing arrangements with
the United States.'® Through the 1988 Canada—United States Free Trade Agreement
and the 1994 North American Free Trade Agreement, moreover, they deliberately
integrated themselves more deeply into a continental economy. Perhaps by then,
even though they retained all the trappings of independent citizenship, many
Canadians did not really view themselves as entirely alien in the territory of the
United States.!” In any event, they were apparently unwilling to commit themselves
to large-scale national projects that might seriously lessen their deepening eco-
nomic and social links across the border.'8

Canadians continued, nevertheless, to have no formal standing in US legislative
and regulatory processes. As an organized interest group, moreover, Canada had
no more clout inside the US Congress than any other foreign country. But General
Motors, Chrysler, Ford, Dell, Apple, and other business firms operating on both
sides of the political border did have such clout, and so did the governors of border
states sharing crucial interests with neighboring provinces. By the opening of the
twenty-first century, many cross-border understandings had taken the bilateral
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relationship to new levels of complexity. At one level, economic union within
Canada was arguably strengthened by shared prosperity, while at another level, the
possibility of ultimate political dis-integration from the United States continued to
recede. Where the interests of residents of border towns in Ontario ended and the
interests of residents of their analogues in New York and Michigan began was less
clear than ever. The concept of straightforward interdependence lying behind
comparative economic and social indicators seemed quaint in such a context.

Australia

Prior to the late 1960s, it was plausible to cast the US—Australian relationship in
conventional alliance terms. The wartime collapse of British power in the Asia-
Pacific and Australia’s embrace of the United States as its principal security guaran-
tor were recent developments. Geostrategic competition and the use of military
force in the pursuit of national ends were still prominent features of the Southeast
Asian political landscape. The “China threat” was as yet undiluted by economic
incentives for engagement. In this world, Keohane and Nye correctly character-
ized Australia’s relationship with the United States as one in which military secu-
rity issues dominated, and conventional state-to-state relations were uncomplicated
by webs of society-to-society interaction. Since the early 1970s, however, Keohane
and Nye’s characterization appears less and less applicable to the relationship.
Australia’s ties with the United States remain both close and strong, with the lead-
ers of both countries frequently stressing the “special” nature of the relationship,
the common interests that bind them together, and the importance of their shared
identities as liberal democracies. Yet the relationship, “special” as it is purported to
be, has been transformed by three dimensions of globalization: economic, cultural/
demographic, and security.

Over the past three decades, the center of gravity of Australian trade has shifted
from the traditional centers of Europe and the United States to Asia, with China
recently emerging as Australia’s largest trading partner, displacing Japan and the
United States.!” Much of this has been trade in strategic commodities, binding
Australia’s economic fortunes to key sectors of the Chinese economy. Trade in
services has grown significantly as well, however. Selling education to overseas
students has become a key national industry, contributing some 19.1 billion AUD
to GDP annually, with 31 percent of outbound students returning to Asia.?® These
economic trends have been matched by continued high levels of immigration, and
by significant growth in immigration from Asia and Africa. Immigration from
China is now the second largest component of the annual intake, only slightly
behind immigration from the United Kingdom.?! Meanwhile, economic global-
ization and changing patterns of migration have been matched by shifts in the
global security environment. Since Keohane and Nye wrote, Cold War security
challenges have been replaced by issues of transnational terrorism, failed states, and
new threats to the nuclear non-proliferation regime, all of which have distinctive
manifestations and expressions in Australia’s primary region of concern, the
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Asia-Pacific. Added to this, the ambiguities associated with the conjunction of
America’s post-Cold War ascendance and China’s rise have generated a complex
geostrategic environment deeply interconnected with the dynamics and impera-
tives of economic globalization.

These interconnected global processes have had a profound impact on Australia’s
relationship with the United States. The formal architecture of the ANZUS
alliance remains, as does the bipartisan rhetoric of closeness and specialness. Dense
networks of military and intelligence cooperation bind the two countries, and
successive Australian governments have maintained the longstanding practice of
providing moral and material support for Washington’s overseas interventions.
Ever deeper integration with the US economy has been pursued with persistent
vigor, despite equally vigorous domestic debate about the merits of particular
bargains, especially concerning bilateral free trade. Yet it is not at all clear that the
old characterization of Australia as “a dependent ally” adequately captures the
complexity of the relationship. In 1980, Joseph Camilleri wrote that “Nearly thirty
years after the establishment of the ANZUS alliance, the American connection,
reflected in a wide range of formal and informal arrangements, remains the
single most important factor in Australia’s integration into the capitalist world
economy.”?? It would be difficult indeed to write this today.

Thirty years ago, Australian governments clung to the alliance as a solution to
existential security fears bred of the Cold War. Over time, however, the connec-
tion between attachment to the alliance and actual security challenges has become
increasingly attenuated. The role that the alliance plays in addressing the plethora
of new security challenges that have emerged since the end of the Cold War (and
the events of 11 September 2001) is either unclear or deeply contested, and as
prominent commentators have observed, the alliance may well be an obstacle to
Australia responding effectively to the rise of China.?* Not surprisingly, defense of
the alliance has been couched less in terms of its concrete contribution to amelio-
rating threats, and more in terms of deeply rooted friendship, commonality
of values, and the benefits of living in the orbit of a unipolar power. For Labor
governments (Hawke and Keating 1983—96, and Rudd and Gillard 2007 to the
present), the emphasis has been on the first two of these, with the alliance being
nested within broader commitments to multilateralism and augmented forms of
global governance. For the Howard Conservative government (1996-2007), an
argument about America’s enduring primacy and the viability of war-fighting
responses to transnational terrorism was alloyed to a nostalgic romanticism about
Australia—US relations.?* Oddly, the most heated subject of security debate in
Australia over the last decade has been in an area almost completely disconnected
from the alliance — the securitized debate about asylum seekers arriving by boat.

If changes in the security environment forced a recasting and relegitimation of
Australia’s relationship with the United States, economic globalization had an
equally transformative effect. Drawn by the economic dynamism of East and
now South Asia, the region has become the focus of Australia’s political and
economic attention. At the center has been Australia’s determined, if ambiguous,
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engagement with China. For the past decade and a half, China’s rise has featured
as a persistent security concern for Australian governments, standing alongside
globalization as a primary structural condition framing national policy. Yet, this
concern has coexisted with a bipartisan commitment to tying Australia’s economic
future to the rapid development of the Chinese economy, a relationship that helped
shield Australia from the worst of the global financial crisis. Australia has been
positioned as a principal supplier of China’s natural resource demands, with the
supply of “strategic” energy and mineral resources at the center of the relationship.
In the non-resource sector, Chinese students now constitute 23 percent of
Australia’s international education market. In addition to simply representing
growth areas in Australian trade, the imperative of vigorous economic engagement
with Asia — and China in particular — has transformed the nature of the Australian
economy itself, fueling the development of the resource and service sectors and
undermining innovation in manufacturing. As a result, Australian governments
have been forced to balance and hedge their relationships with Washington and
Beijing, an artful dance that succeeds only so long as tensions between these two
powers can be contained.

One consequence of the above processes has been a significant reconfiguration
of Australian understandings and practices of sovereignty. Prior to the 1970s,
Australian sovereignty was “compromised” along two relatively simple axes. First,
while Australian governments vigorously asserted Australia’s international legal
sovereignty and equally vigorously defended Australia’s territorial integrity,
Australia retained constitutional ties with Britain that formally bound Australia to
the British Parliament, monarch, and Privy Council (ties that ended in 1986 with
the passing of the Australia Act). Second, less formally, Australian governments
regularly compromised Australian decision making in military—security relations
with the United States. The most notable example was in the nuclear strategic
realm. While nuclear weapons have never been stationed on Australian soil, key
command, control, and communication (CCC) facilities were maintained at North
West Cape, Pine Gap, and Nurrungar. American warships and submarines were
also frequent visitors to Australian ports. In both cases, Australian governments
deferred to US decision making, accepting US control over the CCC facilities
and Washington’s policy of neither confirming nor denying the presence of
nuclear weapons on its naval vessels (a position contrary to that adopted by
New Zealand).

By the 1980s, a far more complex form of sovereign reconstitution was under-
way. As noted above, Australia gained constitutional independence from Britain in
1986, but almost immediately ratified a series of international legal instruments that
“unbundled” its sovereignty (the 1980 ratification of the First Optional Protocol
to the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights being the notable
example). Similarly, as successive Australian governments sought to enmesh
Australia ever deeper within globalized economic processes, national sovereignty
was renegotiated to accommodate a variety of multilateral and bilateral free trade
instruments that bound Australia not only to the United States economy but also
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to key Asian economies. Lastly, as Australia grappled with the political implications
of a greatly diversified immigration pool, Australian governments played political
tootball with the issue of refugees, formally excising parts of Australian territory
from the immigration zone and establishing offshore detention centers in nearby
small island states, effectively creating new centers of extra-territorial authority.
The partial sovereignty of the early post-independence period, and the compro-
mised sovereignty of high Cold War, have thus been replaced in recent decades by
a distinctively Australian variety of complex sovereignty in which both territorial
and jurisdictional authority have been crafted to the diverse imperatives of multi-
faced globalization.

Identity and engagement

As a legal principle, sovereignty allocates power and authority in distinctive ways
as it defines bounded and independent political units. Organizing political life in
this way, however, requires justification. It requires discourses and practices that
make its political implications appear legitimate, even natural. In the context of
rapid economic and social change, the task becomes more difficult, as actual polit-
ical autonomy becomes attenuated. Because the Australia—US and Canada—US
relationships have always demanded the artful calibration of the junior allies’ sov-
ereignty, changes in legitimation discourses and practices adopted by Canadian and
Australian elites have had a significant impact on those relationships. They have
worked at two interconnected levels: at the level of internal, corporate identity,
and at the level of modes of international engagement.

Australia

Since the mid-1970s, Australia has undergone a profound shift in corporate iden-
tity, in the many ways in which Australians imagine themselves as a people and a
sovereign polity. Indeed, it would be difficult to find another state — certainly an
advanced Western state — that has undergone a greater revolution in self~under-
standings and attendant institutional structures and processes. Despite the fact that
Australia was a country forged through mass migration, until this period Australia
was culturally defensive, a society dominated by white Anglo Protestants. It main-
tained an explicitly “White Australia” immigration policy and denied its indige-
nous peoples full political rights and membership of the polity; Catholics met
systematic, if informal, discrimination in the workforce and in their access to polit-
ical power. After 1970, however, in response to a variety of factors (including
actual changes in the composition of the Australian population over time and polit-
ical pressure for indigenous rights), a revolution in social policy occurred.?® In the
mid-1960s, key elements of the White Australia policy were dismantled, opening
the door to a wide range of new immigrant groups; later in that decade, Australian
Aborigines gained full citizenship rights.? From the mid-1970s an explicit and
vigorous policy of multiculturalism was adopted, a policy promoted most notably
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by the Conservative Fraser government through town hall meetings across the
country. Over time, as well, the old divide between Protestants and Catholics dis-
appeared, becoming little more than a curious historical fact most Australians
would no longer recognize or identify with.

While sweeping in the scope and the depth in which they transformed Australian
society, these changes have not been without ongoing challenges or contestation.
Multiculturalism is now the deep norm of Australian society, a norm few politi-
cians openly challenge, with debate confined to its meanings rather than its merits.?’
That indigenous peoples are, and ought to be, full rights-bearing members of the
polity is also taken for granted, as is Australia’s “color” blind immigration policy.
Nevertheless, a series of “culture wars” erupted, principally after 1996 under the
Howard government. Howard himself was a cultural conservative with a romantic
attachment to the Australia of the 1950s. Earlier in his career he was roundly con-
demned for questioning the pace of Asian immigration, and while he never explic-
itly sought to reverse multicultural policy, he personally preferred “multiracialism,”
the idea that Australians celebrate their diverse origins while focusing on what
unites them as a people. His was thus an ambivalent multiculturalism with strong
assimilationist overtones, a view that rubbed up against prevailing pluralist interpre-
tations and the complex institutional practices that had evolved to support such
pluralism. Similarly, the rights of indigenous peoples had gained greater recognition,
taken further with the High Court’s “Mabo” decision on land rights; but the degree
to which Australians should atone for violent and discriminatory past practices
became hotly contested. How the new National Museum of Australia told the story
of that past became a focal point for this contest, as did the issue of a formal apology
to the indigenous peoples for the practice of forcibly removing aboriginal children
from their families.?8

It is important to note here that these debates came to the fore in a permissive
environment cultivated by the Howard government, and the extent to which they
reflect deep or profound divisions within Australian society is questionable.
Australia’s preferential voting system amplified the voice of the minority uncom-
fortable with the transformation of Australian society, providing a resource for less
than scrupulous politicians to exploit. Furthermore, while the treatment of asylum
seekers arriving by boat has been a focal point of such politics, it is noteworthy that
the anti-refugee case has not been made in racial or ethnic terms (even if these
were the underlying motives). Those seeking to turn back such refugees have made
their case in the language of fairness: “the boat people are jumping the queue.”
Moreover, when the Rudd government made its highly publicized apology to the
indigenous stolen generations, it received almost universal endorsement across
Australian society.

These transformations in, and contestations over, Australia’s corporate identity
have been paralleled by a shift in Australia’s modes of international engagement.
There have been two dimensions to this shift. First, the old focus on military—
security ties with the United States has been replaced by an oscillating foreign
policy stance, in which Australian policy has moved between phases of strong
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liberal internationalism (generally, though not exclusively, under Labor govern-
ments) and a more traditional, alliance-focused stance. The Fraser government
(1975-83) adopted the second of these, casting the alliance with the United States
as crucial to the maintenance of a central, systemic balance of power. Under the
Hawke and Keating governments (1983-96), the alliance receded into the back-
ground, displaced by an emphasis on cultivating global order and justice through
international institutional development. Howard reversed this trend, reasserting the
centrality of the alliance (with a number of notable exceptions, such as its support
for the International Criminal Court). The Rudd/Gillard government has since
returned to a more internationalist stance. Second, since the 1970s successive
Australian governments have sought deeper engagement with Asia. This
engagement has had political, economic, and cultural dimensions, but again there
have been shifts in temper, an integrationist mode vying with an instrumentalist
mode. The integrationist mode, most notably seen under the Hawke and
Keating governments, has cast Australia as part of Asia, a move evident in everything
from projects of regional institution building (the Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation [APEC] for example) through to Keating’s insistence that Australia “is
an Asian country.” This contrasts with the instrumentalist mode seen most
prominently under the Howard government. Howard had no sentimental
attachment to Asia, but had a strong sense that Australia’s interests lay in deep
integration with the burgeoning Asian economies, particularly China. The
foreign policy of the Rudd/Gillard governments is an admixture of these two
tendencies, producing at times a clumsy mode of engagement with regional
powers.

While these shifts in corporate identity and international engagement have
occurred in parallel, they have also been deeply interconnected. One of the great
weaknesses of the literature on Australian foreign policy has been its near complete
failure to recognize and explore this relationship, with the domestic and interna-
tional realms treated as hermetically sealed social and political universes.?” In real-
ity, how Australian governments have sought to navigate changing global conditions
has been inextricably entwined with the reconstitution of the Australian polity and
its broader social and economic structures. Indeed, these two processes ought to be
seen as different faces of a four-decade-long struggle to reconstitute the cultural,
institutional, and economic nature of the Australian polity. Moreover, different
phases of domestic transformation correlate with different phases of international
engagement. Less internationalist approaches to global governance, and more
instrumental approaches to engagement with Asia, map on to more conservative
approaches to multiculturalism and indigenous reconciliation. Similarly, more
internationalist and integrationist approaches have coincided, by and large, with
more progressive and ambitious social policies. Seen from this perspective, Keating’s
narration of Australia as an “Asian” nation articulates with the construction of a
multicultural Australia, as does Howard’s sentimental re-embrace of the West’s

13

political heartland with assimilationist “multiracialism” and rejection of critical

reinterpretations of the history of white colonization.
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Canada

The decline of the old notion of Canada as a key element of the British Empire,
and even of the more recent idea that the country represented the joint project of
“two founding peoples,” left Canadians after World War II with the task of
reimagining the nature of their political community and the rationale for its
distinctiveness in an economic and social context increasingly shaped by continen-
talist impulses.®® The vast majority of the population remained in Ontario and
Quebec, formerly Upper and Lower Canada. But just as raw political power was
shifting westward and new patterns of immigration began changing the country’s
demographic profile, especially in big cities, the claims for justice of indigenous
peoples throughout the land became ever more assertive. The task of reimagining
an identity capable of sustaining the legitimacy of a separate polity within North
America was, and remains, daunting. Anti-Americanism could still be a vote-
getting palliative, as in the federal election of 2011 when the victorious Conservatives
made much of the Liberal leader’s lengthy prior residence in the United States; but
no Canadian leader would try to extend such emotional reactions to actual policies
designed to stop their constituents from seeking access to US private healthcare,
connecting to US telecommunications systems, vacationing in Florida, or sending
their children to American universities.

Still, basic structures of collective identity and individual autonomy were in
motion across the bilateral relationship, even if shared traditions of liberal democracy
obscured fundamental political issues. In the new environment, questions of identity
and autonomy pointed to sites of tension and contestation within which that rela-
tionship was, and is, being redefined. Even pro-American leaders had now to seek
new characterizations of, and rationalizations for, deeper continental integration.

“Responsible government” came to Canada in a long process beginning with
rebellions in Upper and Lower Canada in 1837, the British North America Act of
1867, and the Statute of Westminster in 1931. But the very idea would be mean-
ingless in the absence of the concept of autonomy.?! Only individuals and groups
possessing some requisite degree of autonomy can make decisions for which they
will themselves henceforth be held responsible in any practical sense. Embedded
mainly in two distinct but conjoined communities, Canadian elites in the modern
period imagined themselves to be in a position to shape the conditions of their
existence to the fullest extent possible and without external interference. Over
time, the original “federal” division of powers along linguistic and cultural lines was
supplemented by a dispersal of power along territorial lines as population expanded
in the west.>? Although the original Canadian constitution came home from the
UK in 1982 with the assent of the descendants of New France —indeed, Francophone
federalist leaders were prime movers in the process — later events developed in a
manner that left Quebec’s leaders unable to affirm political support for a fully
elaborated settlement.®

The technical issues here are important in understanding the specific Canadian
version of “complex sovereignty.” The British North America Act, renamed the
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Constitution Act 1867, was patriated and became the foundational Canadian law.
In addition to the final act of patriation, provincial and federal leaders sought to
address the need for an explicit charter of rights and for a constitutional amending
procedure. They proposed, therefore, a new act — the Constitution Act 1982. The
first 34 clauses contained the Charter, section 35 specified the rights of indigenous
peoples, section 36 covered regional disparities and equalization (transfer) pay-
ments across provinces, and sections 37—52 contained the amending procedure and
other items. Nationalists in Quebec were not opposed to the Constitution Act
1867, but the separatist government then in power in Quebec was upset by the
Constitution Act 1982. Even though key concessions had been made to their
cause, their stated aim was “sovereignty,” or what later evolved into the idea of a
formal “sovereignty-association” with the rest of Canada. Despite the defeat of
related referenda in Quebec in 1980 and 1995, and despite frustrated efforts
to accommodate demands for explicit acknowledgment of Quebec as a “distinct
society” within Canada, the issue of Quebec’s political assent to the Constitution
Act 1982 remains unsettled. So, too, are many issues related to the place of
indigenous peoples within the confederation, the legacy of imperialism and
failed assimilationist experiments, and subsequent differences of views on precise
measures to transcend that legacy.>*

Meanwhile, economic and social integrationist pressures continue to build along
a north—south axis. This has created new options for local populations looking
simultaneously for new markets for their resources and production, not least in
Quebec. As cooperation with the United States across a range of associated issues
has deepened, the east—west pressures once binding the Canadian provinces have
weakened. Continentalism is today being driven by various and coincident inno-
vations in critical technologies, in communication and transportation systems, and
in artistic and literary realms of social reimagining. Even for a cohesive group of
human beings, such forces could in principle change quite profoundly perceptions
of the common good and, since human beings exist as individuals-in-community,
encourage basic transformations in social identity. But Canadians have never really
constituted a cohesive people. Their state has therefore always been in the business
of trying to construct a common identity adequate to the task of holding itself
together and preventing complete envelopment by the United States. That task has
lately become more difficult.

A few phrases evoke a set of practices through which successive national gov-
ernments have approached it. These practices include: preservation of the idea of
“the Crown” at the core of a parliamentary democracy; respect for the rule of law
and the civil rights of the individual; tolerance of social difference across a vast
landmass that supporters call openness and cynics can easily depict as indifference;
an instinctive urge to avoid open conflict and a willingness to make tacit compro-
mises in the name of collective cohesion; fiscal transfers to offset regional inequali-
ties; an often deliberate draining of emotion from public policy debates; open-ended
and often opaque bargaining among organized interests; a widely shared belief that
many important social problems have no near-term solutions; a commitment to
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economic growth; a sense of irony. Therein lies the obvious inheritance from the
past, a pluralist inheritance that simultaneously reflects the traditions of British
pragmatism, abiding cultural diversity, and leaders determined to maintain the
maximum feasible degree of political autonomy on a continent populated mainly
by citizens of the United States.

In 2011 the Conservative Party won a majority of the seats in the federal
parliament. A political coalition originally organized as the R eform Party of Alberta,
and expressing both western alienation from central Canada and an American-style
neoconservatism, superseded the old Tories, who had been out of power since
1993. The Liberal governments that followed finally collapsed in 2006. With
social-democratic and Francophone nationalist parties now taking most Quebec
seats, the rising power of energy-rich Alberta combined with the rightward move-
ment of voters in Ontario to create the conditions for a pragmatic Alberta—Ontario
alliance. On offer was a looser confederation, continued continental integration,
and a vague kind of multiculturalism (discussed further below). Given the relative
economic decline of Ontario, the traditional champion of pan-Canadian national-
ism and perennial source of fiscal transfers, the challenge of holding the country
together became more complicated. No alternative strategy, however, was oftered
by any of the country’s main political parties.

The shifting limits of Anglo-liberal bonds

If the US—Australia and US—Canada relationships no longer strictly fit Keohane
and Nye’s ideal-type, and if internal and external environments have encouraged
the development of complex sovereignty and malleable identities in both Canada
and Australia (albeit in different specific forms), then what holds these relationships
together? One possibility, hinted at above, is that it is their common Anglo-liberal
heritage. Indeed, this, as we have observed, has become an increasingly important
theme of those seeking to relegitimate these relationships under conditions of pro-
found international and domestic change.® In reality, however, the common
Anglo-liberal heritage of these states is as internally contradictory as it is coherent,
and its causal and behavioral implications less straightforward or well varnished.
The distinctive and constantly evolving cultural identities of Australia, Canada, and
the United States stand in dynamic tension with a set of dominant Anglo-liberal
norms that are themselves sufficiently broad to allow very real disagreements over
the nature and development of a liberal international order, and equally significant
differences in the evolution of their respective liberal democratic institutions.

Canada

As politics and effective decision-making became much more complex, the Anglo
identity at the core of the post-1945 US—Canada relationship became more
attenuated. In truth, it was never so simple, since Canadian identity was bicultural
at its start, and even that was complicated by the nature of early contact with
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indigenous peoples. Tenuous from the beginning was the idea that Canada was
ever an entirely coherent element in the effort to establish what Bell, in his seminal
assessment of nineteenth-century British imperialism, labeled a global society
centered on a powerful Anglo-Saxon bond.*® As MacDonald and O’Connor in
Chapter 8 of this book note in a comparison of New Zealand and Canada within
Anglo-America, the existence of very significant non-Anglo ethnic groups, and
their steadfast refusal to assimilate, ensured a mixed cultural foundation for future
nation-building.

The French fact has long deeply influenced Canada’s externally oriented policy
decisions, most recently, for example, Canada’s decision to oppose the US invasion
of Iraq in 2003. What is involved here is the rearticulation of an internally already
complex Canadian identity. Especially in the wake of new immigration flows, the
broad label now commonly used to suggest the social foundations of contemporary
Canadian politics is multiculturalism. That ideology needs further unpacking in the
larger continental context.

Traditional Anglo-American — not to say, imperial or hegemonic — understand-
ings are still evident in the bilateral Canada—US relationship when it comes to
security, intelligence, and many economic issues. They are, however, increasingly
obscure in issue areas in which a broad commitment to maintaining distinctiveness
from the United States remains. Some, for example, see the widely shared interest
of Canadians in publicly funded healthcare as defining one such issue area, and
upon it today rests one attempt to revive a pan-Canadian nationalist vision.

Political institutions codify and make routine the creation of a public sphere and
arrangements for governing activities within it. Over time, Canadian political insti-
tutions developed ever more complex and functionally differentiated organiza-
tional structures. When most people today refer to “society,” they typically think
about the populations of bounded and autonomous states. And the ideological
foundation of most bounded states is nationalism, whether manifested in civic or
ethnic forms. The evolving Canadian polity, from its beginning to its present, rests
uneasily on both forms.

Anglo-Canadians traditionally considered their collective sentiments liberal or
civic, not ethnic, a preference rendered ever more plausible over time with the
deliberate admixture to their society of immigrants from all over the world. In the
Ontario heartland, the very word “nationalism” applied to itself seems as alien as
the word “imperialist” sometimes applied to it by Quebecers or by indigenous
peoples. In contrast, notwithstanding demographic pressures associated with low
birth rates and significant immigration flows, old stock Quebecers remain in con-
trol of their province and continue to assert the legitimacy of that control, some-
times subtly and sometimes not so subtly, on a distinct ethnic claim.

Indeed, since the Battle of the Plains of Abraham in 1759, the central political
struggle for Canadians as a collectivity has been to find a way to accommodate
the deep cultural distinctiveness of the descendants of New France. The two-
founding-nations thesis and confederalism eventually provided a kind of answer.
Until the late 1960s, various iterations of the British-derived discourses and
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pragmatic practices noted above sought to keep ethnic nationalism within Quebec
contained. With the unexpected rise of Pierre Trudeau to the federal prime
ministership in 1968, however, a radical reversal occurred as Parliament united
around a strategy of “confronting and undermining Quebec nationalism.”?’
This son of a Scottish mother and French Canadian father committed himself to
bringing Quebecers out of ethnic, hierarchical, and territorial mindsets. He wanted
them to see all of Canada as their own.

In 1971, reinterpreting a key recommendation from the report of the Royal
Commission on Bilingualism and Biculturalism, Trudeau finally articulated a
policy toward which he had been moving all of his adult life — the embrace of
bilingualism from sea-to-sea-to-sea combined with a decisive rejection of bicultur-
alism, which in his view was narrowly collectivist, unjustifiably historicist, and
unnecessarily restrictive. The policy came to be labeled “multiculturalism.” As
Trudeau originally put it in Parliament: “although there are two official languages,
there is no official culture, nor does any ethnic group take precedence over any
other.”* Leaving aside the debate between those who wanted to imagine the fire
of 1759 still burning or to reinforce the later image of “two founding peoples,”
Trudeau asserted that “the individual’s freedom would be hampered if he were
locked for life within a particular cultural compartment by the accident of birth

(¢
or language.”?

[In sum,] a policy of multiculturalism within a bilingual framework com-
mends itself to the government as the most suitable means of assuring the
cultural freedom of Canadians. Such a policy should help to break down
discriminatory attitudes and cultural jealousies. National unity, if it is to mean
anything in the deeply personal sense, must be founded on confidence in
one’s own individual identity; out of this can grow respect for that of others
and a willingness to share ideas, attitudes and assumptions. A vigorous policy
of multiculturalism will help create this initial confidence. It can form the
base of a society which is based on fair play for all.*’

The argument over the success or failure of Trudeau’s policy continues, not least
in referenda on the question of Quebec separation in 1980 and 1995, in subsequent
failed efforts to amend the federal Constitution through a formula acceptable to
Quebec, and in the rising assertiveness of aboriginal groups. Recently expanding
immigration from the Caribbean, Africa, the Middle East, and Asia, moreover,
changed the context for policy debate, partly by highlighting race in a country that
had long sought to insulate itself from deeply racialized social problems in the
United States.*! Cox captured well the optimistic multiculturalist vision of the
country’s future: “A coexistence of cultures, not by assimilation to one standard
model, but for the mutual enjoyment of diversity, is the emerging form of the
pan-Canadian idea; this is the domestic counterpart to the geopolitical evolution
of a plural world.”*? Nationalist Quebecers, on the other hand, saw the matter
differently. It undercut their identity as a people with prior and irrevocable claims
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on power within a given territory, and it threatened to reduce them to the assimi-
lated status of other French-speaking populations in the Anglo sea of North
America. Although their fears failed to culminate in outright secession from
the rest of Canada, separatist leaders from Trudeau’s time to the present could
count on near-majority support. They could also count on a reluctance from
the rest of Canada to push Trudeau’s project aggressively. As Ignatieff put it, “Since
the 1995 referendum...the fervent desire to find either common ground
or the terms of divorce has been replaced by a tacit contract of mutual
indifference.”®

To leading Quebec intellectuals, that indifference represents contemporary
acquiescence by the rest of Canada to what some call “interculturalism.” Rejecting
multiculturalism as an attempt to deny Quebec a heritage that preceded the arrival
of English-speakers, but also seeking to move beyond a simplistic and outmoded
biculturalist vision of Quebec and Canada, in 2008 two prominent scholars from
either side of Quebec’s language divide, Gerard Bouchard and Charles Taylor,
proposed interculturalism as a viable alternative to Trudeau’s vision. In a report
commissioned by the Government of Quebec, they characterized their central idea
as at least applying in Quebec in such a manner as to: (a) institute French as the
common language of intercultural relations; (b) cultivate a pluralistic orientation
that is concerned with the protection of rights; (c) preserve the necessary creative
tension between diversity, on the one hand, and the continuity of the French-
speaking core and the social link, on the other hand; (d) place special emphasis on
integration and participation; and (e) advocate interaction. The main implication
they drew for policy was the need for “reasonable accommodation” of the desires
of non-dominant groups in Quebec, now including many new immigrants, as long
as such accommodation did not undercut “the continuity of the French-speaking
core” or broader social cohesion.**

The debate remains unfinished, and contemporary Canadian society in fact
remains influenced by biculturalist, interculturalist, and multiculturalist ideas.
Ethnic nationalism in Quebec has not been decisively overcome, and Canada as a
whole is hardly bilingual. At the same time, the economic opportunities spawned
by deeper continental integration have nurtured visions in Quebec of sovereignty-
association in practice if not in law. In this light, Anglophone Canada and
Francophone Canada remain caught up in a supreme irony, for Trudeau’s founda-
tional anti-nationalism provided a key building block for a new and more complex
kind of nationalism. As Forbes explains:

[Sleen from the perspective of its founder, [multiculturalism is] an experi-
ment in creating a nation designed to show the world how to overcome
nationalism and war. The confusing difficulty Trudeau faced was the need to
foster a certain nationalism in the very act of trying to overcome it. Given
the prevailing national organization of political life, any appeal to Canadians
to embark on the experiment he favoured had to be cast as an appeal to their

national pride and ambition.®
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An uneasy federal union continues to rest on contested and diverse nationalist
ideologies, but also on persistent and pragmatic practices of cross-cultural negotia-
tion.*® Charles Taylor himself many years ago diagnosed this as fundamentally rep-
resenting a tense but persistent conversation between two incompatible views of
liberal society, one based on proceduralism and the fundamental rights of
individuals, the other respecting such rights within an overarching framework that
accommodates the enduring identity of a distinctive and dominant group within
a given territory.*’

Beyond the perennial issue of reaching a final understanding between English-
and French-speaking Canadians on the nature of their union, another incomplete
conversation involving contradictory premises and much hypocrisy today centers
on indigenous peoples, or “first nations.” Debate on the actual political and cul-
tural status of indigeneity is gathering force, having long been suppressed, most
recently under the rubric of multiculturalism. Indigenous peoples in Canada
received the right to vote only in 1960, but many would later come to see a fuller
set of rights as grounded in claims to dignity and self~government pre-dating the
establishment of Canada — or Anglo-America. In 2010 the Canadian federal gov-
ernment ratified the 2007 UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples
and seemed to accept that fundamental point. What this actually means for con-
temporary political practice, in policy arenas under federal and especially provincial
jurisdiction, remains to be seen.

Pragmatic practices for governing a society fundamentally marked by such abid-
ing cultural differences undoubtedly provide distinct groups, and sometimes
Canada as a whole, with useful tools for extracting benefits from economic and
social integration across the North American continent. Surely helping to render
such an outcome politically acceptable to the United States is the observation that
the actual process of managing Canada’s cultural struggles correlates with policies
favoring a high degree of economic openness. Providing Americans with ever-
expanding access to vast natural resources certainly helps Canadians counter an
ancient external threat to their political integrity. The internal challenge remains.

Australia

Unlike in the Canadian case, where claims to common Anglo roots are compli-
cated by the culturally divided nature of Canadian society, both the United States
and Australia grew out of dominant British settler societies, English has remained
their predominant language, and their societies have been culturally diversified by
waves of post-1945 immigration. Similarly, both states embrace their identities as
liberal democracies, maintain (with several notable lapses) robust democratic insti-
tutions, and remain committed to the preservation and development of a liberal
international order.

The picture with respect to Australia is considerably more complicated, how-
ever. Australian democracy was not the product of revolutionary struggle —
Australians gained their independence, as well as their democratic institutions,
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incrementally and with more than a little ambivalence and anxiety. If John Stuart
Mill was correct that a people must struggle for their liberties if they are to under-
stand and appreciate them, the absence of struggle has left Australians with neither
a strong sense of ownership of their democratic institutions nor deep identification
with their democratic rights. Fortunately, aspects of the Australian Constitution,
such as compulsory and preferential voting, foster robust democratic practices. But
the Constitution provides no explicit guarantees of individual rights, it falling to
the High Court to identify a number of “implied rights.” (This is clearly apparent
in the Victorian state government’s recent ban on swearing in public.) The policy
and practice of multiculturalism is constructed on liberal norms of toleration and
pluralism, but this domain of social policy has, if anything, been a vehicle for the
articulation and diffusion of such norms, rather than a product of them. Current
government statements about what Australian multiculturalism means state that
what binds Australians of diverse cultural backgrounds together is respect for
Australia’s democracy and laws, and the rights and liberties of all individuals.*® The
nature and existence of such rights and liberties is generally not a matter of public
discourse or debate: Australian liberalism lives in the realm of habitual practices,
not self-conscious values, resulting in a notable (and laudable) general absence of
preaching about political values. On the downside, it is hard to stir Australians in
defense of fundamental liberties, as evident in the near total lack of public concern
about elements of recent anti-terrorist legislation and the torture of Australian citi-
zens in the conduct of the war on terror.

In addition to the distinctive nature of its liberal democracy, Australia’s engage-
ment with the Anglo-world has, since World War II, worked in moving concen-
tric circles. After 1945, despite the shift in Australia’s military—strategic dependence
toward the United States, its closest ties were with Britain, reinforced by the per-
sistence of imperial structures for the next two decades. During this period, the
United States was the ally of necessity, but in terms of Anglo attachments it was
one step removed from Britain. The complexities of these Anglo attachments were
clearly apparent in the politics of postwar decolonization, where Australia often
equated Anglo bonds with imperial bonds and found itself in an ambiguous rela-
tionship with the United States as Washington’s position on decolonization oscil-
lated between rhetorical support for colonial peoples and practical opposition to
the self-determination movement in the United Nations. Since the mid-1970s —
with the multicultural transformations of Australian society and identity and greater
engagement with Asia — the romantic attachment of Australian elites to the Anglo-
world, so evident in the Menzies era, has declined. While Howard’s personal
expressions of Australia’s relations with the USA echo such romanticism, justifica-
tions for close ties have appealed either to strategic imperatives or to a history of
friendship and common endeavor. As suggested earlier, the increased appeal to the
latter kind of legitimation has coincided with the end of the Cold War and the
decline in established justifications for the alliance relationship. Ever more frequent
references to common liberal democratic traditions and values have accompanied

this shift.
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The rhetoric of shared liberal democratic identity, and the implication that this
can inform shared foreign policy positions, is belied by the fact that liberal democ-
racy can have multiple meanings and multiple institutional expressions, as can a
“liberal international order” constructed and sustained by liberal democratic states.
The relationship among the individual, society, and the state is central to liberal-
ism, but there is no consensus among liberal democrats about what this means in
concrete institutional terms, and “real existing” liberal democracies exhibit consid-
erable political cultural and institutional variation (as evident in the differences
between Australia and the United States). Similarly, the rights of the individual, a
commitment to multilateralism and international law, and peace through free trade
are emblematic liberal internationalist values. Yet how this translates into concrete
policies and practices is open to considerable disagreement among liberal states. If
mutual respect for sovereignty and sovereign equality undergirds a multilateral
order and the rule of international law, can this be compromised to protect indi-
vidual rights, for example? These inherent contradictions within the ideational
complex of liberal internationalism have produced substantial policy divergence
between Australia and the United States since the early 1980s, with the two states
moving in and out of step with one another, particularly on key issues of global
institutional development. While a baseline commitment to supporting the United
States is a persistent feature of Australian foreign policy, a clear pattern has devel-
oped of Australian Labor governments (Hawke and Keating, then Rudd and
Gillard) pursuing ambitious programs of international institutional development
well ahead of Washington’s consistent institutional ambivalence.*” There have also
been a number of key differences under Conservative governments, the Howard
government’s strong support for the International Criminal Court being the most
notable example.

What, therefore, binds the US—Australia relationship together? If the geostrate-
gic necessities of Cold War have gone, if economic engagement with China is
pulling Australia in new directions, if discourses of friendship, specialness, and lib-
eral democratic brotherhood have come to the fore in the context of weakening
traditional bonds, then what undergirds the relationship? Conventional arguments
hold that new security challenges have replaced the old ones, giving new life to the
alliance. They also emphasize the military—technological and intelligence benefits
that Australia gains from close, trusted relations with Washington. And, finally,
these narrowly instrumental factors are often linked to arguments about the impor-
tance of common Anglo-American bonds.>® Yet these things seem insufficient, and
need augmenting with at least two other factors. The first has to do with recogni-
tion. For Australian political leaders, as well as senior bureaucrats, the close
relationship with the United States has provided social recognition of Australia’s
identity and standing internationally. Indeed, it may well be that the pursuit of
social recognition accounts for much of the emotion that appears to characterize
Australia’s discursive engagement with the United States. Second, the US—Australia
relationship is now deeply institutionalized, and has become embedded in habitual
practices. Like all institutions, even when they prove less than optimal on purely
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functional grounds, the costs of change can outweigh the benefits; without a cata-
lytic crisis forcing change (the way the fall of Singapore prompted the turn from
Britain toward the United States), institutionalized relationships can persist, with
incremental evolution taking the place of revolutionary change.

Conclusion

At first glance, the relationships between the United States and Canada, and the
United States and Australia, may appear to reflect a common and uncomplicated
inheritance from the Anglo-American “West.” Yet as the case histories surveyed in
this chapter suggest, the actual legacy of Anglo-America is complex and fluid. In
their pioneering work, Keohane and Nye tried to capture some of this complexity.
Their distinctions between relations characterized by traditional power and secu-
rity dynamics and those marked by deep interdependence nevertheless cannot
adequately capture the enduring impact of the practices through which that legacy
has been transmitted over time.

Canada and Australia have, over the past half-century and in explicit or implicit
dialogue with the United States, struggled to reconstitute their sovereign identities
through quite distinctive discourses and policy practices. The Anglo heritage,
always contested, remains — but in forms much attenuated. The term “complex
sovereignty” suggests the variegated nature of those discourses and practices, which
by now have themselves globalized. Although similarities continue to exist across
the Canada—US and Australia—US relationships, both have faced different impera-
tives and adjusted in unique ways. The contrasting imperatives posed by distance
and proximity are clear: Canada is navigating the complexities of physical close-
ness; Australia those of regional dislocation from the United States. Yet contrasts
also exist in areas of seeming convergence, the politics surrounding multicultural-
ism providing the most prominent example. If multiculturalism is understood as
more than a synonym for cultural diversification — as a distinctive kind of policy
practice — then Canada and Australia are among the very few states to have adopted
such practices, systematically and persistently. Their multicultural policies and prac-
tices are very different, however, for they arise out of different social conditions and
address different challenges. Canadian multiculturalism was a response to the fact of
biculturalism and bilingualism, a still-incomplete attempt to incorporate Quebecers
within a culturally pluralistic polity. Australian multiculturalism took inspiration
from the Canadian experiment, but in response to a very different set of impera-
tives. With the demise of the White Australia policy, a new policy regime was
required simultaneously to provide a new narrative about Australian society and to
set in place an array of practices acknowledging the increasingly diverse immigrant
base of Australian society while fostering the development of a peaceful pluralism.
But because of Australia’s weakly developed sense of substantive national identity,
this has mainly become a multiculturalism of the market place, where government
sets in place policies and practices enabling cultural diversity with no mandated
sense of “commonness.” (The Gillard government’s talk of shared rights and values
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is, as noted, a recent innovation.) In short, these contrasting forms of multicultural-
ism lie at the heart of Canada’s and Australia’s very difterent expressions of complex
sovereignty.

In describing civilizations, the intellectual historian William Goetzmann writes:

They are syncretistic, chaotic, and often confusing information mechanisms. . ..
Civilization advances beyond the set prescriptions of culture into a broader
eclecticism, and to identify both the individual and the social is harder to
discern. ... Beneath the surface of apparent chaos and contradiction lies great
efficiency in absorbing, organizing, and distributing the world’s information. ...
Cultures and systems of idea are then, figuratively speaking, temporary
bulwarks, stopping places, organizational makeshifts in the path of on-
rushing civilizations that are the inevitable products of history in the same

sense that learning is the inevitable product of individual experience.’!

Canada—US and Australia—US relations remain embedded within something like
what Goetzmann describes as a civilization. Nevertheless, our analysis casts doubt
on his notion of cultures as “temporary bulwarks” eventually to be swept away by
larger forces. It also suggests remarkable fluidity within and around the traditional
core of Anglo-America. Even as the pressures of globalization now most clearly
associated with the United States increase, the distinctive cultural and political
identities within Canada and Australia continue to adapt and not to disappear.
Idealists and economists remain convinced that they will ultimately be hollowed
out. Our comparative overview casts doubt on any such expectation, even as
it highlights successful means of taking some of the political sting out of
cultural diversity. Those distinctive identities underpin commitments to political
autonomy, commitments that continue to influence the scope of bilateral relations
with the United States.

Complex sovereignty remains an apt descriptor of the overall situation. In
Australia, expanding economic, political, and cultural engagement with Asia, and
the associated and continuing transformation of Australian society through waves
of non-Western immigration, have produced a collective identity in constant flux
and renegotiation. This is entwined with an unresolved search for a stable liberal
social identity within the international system, and particularly within the Asia-
Pacific region. These processes of self-constitution draw in part on the cultural
heritage of Anglo-America but take place in the liminal space between this civili-
zational complex and the wider global social and cultural processes in which
Australia is embedded. Similarly, Canada relies on the practical legacies of Anglo-
liberalism to manage its domestic contradictions and to influence the nature and
meaning of its territorial border with the United States. Even as power shifts within
its confederal political system, open-ended cultural negotiation and distinctive
internal compromises continue to condition the process of economic and
social integration with the United States and the broader engagement of Canadians
internationally.
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Over the long sweep of modern history, Canada and Australia have often proven
themselves to be less sensitive and less vulnerable to developments within the
United States than to their own internal cultural dynamics. The discourses and
policy practices through which they have held their distinctive polities together
remain visible to all with eyes to see them. As the world’s leaders seek practicable
ways to protect common goods and address common challenges in an era when
systemic power seems to be dispersing, an awareness of such practices and their
enduring rationales may be instructive. Cultural distinctiveness and commitments
to political autonomy place limits on deep integration, even among the inheritors
of Anglo-American legacies. But the idea of complex sovereignty they embodied,
and the practices they developed to sustain it, can provide an excellent starting
point for thinking through pragmatic policy responses to the challenges humanity
now faces at the global level. Immobilism remains an imaginable outcome, but our
brief case histories suggest that cultural diversity and joint problem-solving can go
together. The politics of complex sovereignty remain as open and open-ended as
the psychological boundaries around and within polities still shaped by the memory
of Anglo-America.
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DIPLOMATIC CULTURES

Multiple Wests and identities in US—Canada
and US-Mexico relations

Brian Bow and Arturo Santa-CruZz'

What difference does the “Anglo-American” connection make to relations between
states, and how exactly does it make that difference? Others have looked for
answers by starting with the US—UK relationship and moving on to compare with
other pairs.> We think we can get new perspective on the way the United States
relates to the world, and more specifically about how the USA fits into “the West,”
through a focused comparison of the US—Canada and US—Mexico relationships.
On the face of it, the comparison is straightforward: Canada and Mexico are both
next-door neighbors to the USA, both dependent on the USA for security and
economic growth, and both deeply interspersed demographically with American
society. But whereas Canada shares in the same “Anglo-American” heritage as the
USA, and US—Canada relations have historically been close and cooperative,
Mexico comes out of an entirely different tradition — “western,” but not “Anglo”
— and US—Mexico relations have historically been distant and mutually exasperat-
ing. This first-glance characterization does capture some of the essential differ-
ences, but it misses some of the most interesting aspects in each of these complex
and subtle diplomatic relationships. Each is characterized by both attraction and
repulsion, and in each case, these conflicting impulses are reflective of underlying
tensions within each society’s concept of itself and its place in the world.

In this chapter, we explore the very different “diplomatic cultures” governing
US—Canada and US—Mexico relations, in historical and comparative perspective.
From its adversarial beginnings in the nineteenth century, the US—Canada rela-
tionship has evolved into one of the world’s closest and most cooperative partner-
ships, characterized by consultation, self-restraint, and extensive and often deeply
integrative policy coordination and collaboration. This “special relationship” seems
to have become less so since the high point of bilateral relations in the 1950s
and 1960s, but it is still generally extraordinarily “easy” and rewarding for
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both countries. US—Mexico relations, on the other hand, have historically been
characterized by a sense of distance and mistrust. Though the scale and complexity
of bilateral connections have grown immensely over the last twenty years, overall
the US—Mexico relationship is still far less close and cooperative. These different
modes of diplomacy are partly attributable to the different levels of economic
development in Canada and Mexico, but they also stem from very different ideas
about national identity and international relationship within each pair, and those
ideas have evolved over time.

Diplomatic culture and national identity

We see the comparison of the US—Canada and US—Mexico relationships as espe-
cially useful for exploring one of the core problems in International Relations
theory: understanding the bases for stable peace and cooperation between strong
and weak powers. The conventional approach is to think about this in terms of a
strategic bargain: the United States, as the dominant power in the international
system, secures the compliance of less powerful states like Canada and Mexico by
accepting limits on its own power and/or by opening up pathways for the smaller
partners to influence collective decision-making.?> This arrangement is often
described by academics in terms of a transaction, based on sterile, free-floating
interests — that is, the calculating and re-calculating of a quid pro quo. But policy-
makers tend to think about relations between states in terms of relationships,
grounded in ideas about friendship, trust, and obligation, or the absence or viola-
tion of these elements.

These ideas about the nature of the relationship are rooted in the
structural realities of the pairing, the history of the states’ previous interactions, and
each society’s underlying beliefs about identity, community, and political and
social “compatibility.” The working out of grand bargains between strong
and weak thus always takes place within a larger social context, and these structures
shape the process and outcomes of bilateral bargaining.* The United States, as the
stronger state, seeks to cultivate a sense of partnership with Canada and Mexico,
and the recognition of an obligation to compliance, based on supposed common
values and purposes. Canada and Mexico also try to play up shared identity and
purposes in their dealings with the USA, to encourage it to accept an obligation to
self-restraint. Where those arguments resonate with the other state’s ideas about
its own purposes and place in the world — as they often do in the US—Canada
relationship — we see the development of a richer framework of bargaining
norms, both in the sense that there are more norms in play and that compliance
with those norms is more reflexive. Where they do not resonate — as in US—Mexico
relations — they provoke a skeptical response and may reinforce a sense of
difference and distance. Yet even where there is no mutual identification or obliga-
tion, states can still work out tacit understandings about how to avoid unintended
provocations and where to look for acceptable trade-offs.
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We refer to these relationship-specific bundles of bargaining norms as
“diplomatic cultures,” and our main aim in this chapter is to describe and
explain the differences between the diplomatic cultures in which the US—Canada
and US—Mexico relationships are rooted, and their evolution over time.?
Scholars like Hedley Bull, Adam Watson, and James Der Derian have employed
the phrase, but usually to refer to what we might call “the culture of diplomacy (or
of diplomats)”: a framework of diplomatic norms and practices that connects (and
defines) the members of “international society” as a community of “civilized”
states or (in some formulations) as the global community of states.® We also think
about diplomatic culture as a framework of norms and practices; but whereas
English School theorists are interested in the diplomatic community, we are inter-
ested in the variety of diplomatic communities across different groupings of states
and in the way those cultures are grounded on wider notions of identity. Previous
studies have outlined important differences in the diplomatic cultures of West
and East, and the resulting frictions between them;’ here, we highlight some of
the variegation within the West, as a refraction of multiple traditions within western
societies.

As in the pioneering work by Bull and Watson, we see diplomatic cultures as
defined by practices, and thus closely related to what Emanuel Adler and others
have called “communities of practice”® — in this case a set of shared bargaining
norms and rituals that have been identified as supportive to the proper “manage-
ment” of the bilateral relationship. Diplomatic culture is more encompassing (and
so analytically slipperier) than Adler’s communities of practice, because it refers not
only to the specific practices that define and reproduce the relevant network of
negotiators, but also the underlying conceptions of national identity and the
broader symbolic landscape that informs their arguments and counter-arguments
about practice. Diplomatic cultures are shaped by inter-state interaction, but
because they ultimately depend on policymakers’ ideas about national identity and
community, they are also influenced by domestic political debates about national
identity and the country’s place in the world.

Conventional rational choice treatments of international relations tend to set
diplomacy aside, and to see inter-state interaction as taking place in a social vacuum.
But, as Harold Nicolson describes in his study of diplomacy’s evolution, even soci-
eties with virtually nothing in common can develop common diplomatic practices,
like raising a white flag to call for a ceasefire in war;’ these are the most basic sorts
of diplomatic cultures. Where diplomatic cultures are very “thick,” as in US—Canada
relations, negotiators share not only a store of common experiences that rationalize
and reinforce specific diplomatic norms and practices, but also an overarching sense

”

of common purposes and values. Where diplomatic cultures are “thinner,” as in
the US—Mexico relationship — and indeed in most international relationships —
there is no such feeling of commonality and trust. Yet, through experience,
diplomats may learn enough about one another’s priorities and sensitivities to
anticipate their responses to certain bargaining “moves,” and thereby develop a

set of tacit understandings about how to manage the diplomatic relationship and
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avoid conflict. The US—Mexico relationship is not like all others, or even exactly
like US relations with other Latin American states: though bilateral relations are
characterized by distance and mistrust, the two countries’ diplomats have learned
to signal their commitment to certain forms of self-restraint through discourse and
practice.

Though there have been few attempts to parse it out, the diplomatic culture
that has governed US—Canada relations is an especially rich and complex one,
which has had important effects on bilateral bargaining outcomes over the last sixty
years. Among the core elements are an expectation of continuous, informal con-
sultation; a strong attachment to “quiet diplomacy”; and a norm against making
coercive “linkages” between issues.!” These follow from a general tendency to
think about bilateral differences as common problems, and a shared inclination to
seek “technical” (that is, not “political”) solutions, either through informal coordi-
nation or via more formal kinds of integration. US self-restraint in relations with
Canada is based in part on enlightened self-interest, but it also seems to reflect a
genuine sense of obligation. In US—Mexico relations, there are far fewer of these

s

diplomatic “rules of the game,” and very little sense of mutual obligation. The
“thinner” diplomatic culture that prevailed through most of the twentieth century
was predicated on a tacit quid pro quo: the USA held back from blatant meddling
in Mexican affairs and put up with Mexican criticism of US decisions, with the
expectation that Mexican leaders would maintain domestic political stability, not
interfere with US investments and other interests in Mexico, and refrain from chal-
lenging the USA on important regional issues.!" US diplomats recognize that their
arrangement takes this particular form because of Mexico’s deeply rooted anxiety
about foreign intervention; but the real basis for US self-restraint seems to be cal-
culations about how best to avoid problems that would follow from instability on
the southern border.

As an “exceptionalist” power, the USA has historically been torn between
liberalism and empire, and the resolution of this apparent tension has been one of
the defining themes in American diplomacy.'? Students of US foreign policy often
mistakenly see this as one dilemma, or assume that the USA responds to it in the
same way in all contexts. But a comparison of the US—Canada and US—Mexico
relationships helps us to see that the United States reconciles these conflicting
impulses in different ways within the context of different international
relationships, and the way that these differences are at least partly anchored in
domestic debates about the nature of America’s national identity and purposes. It
can also help us with the more specific problem of the United States’ place in
the West, and the “Anglo-American” community as a pivotal grouping within it.
As Peter Katzenstein explains in the introductory chapter to this volume, the
West is both plural and pluralist, and the United States “fits” into the West in a
variety of different ways, revealing diftferent sides of itself in the process. In
the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Americans tended to think about
the West in much the same way that Europeans did, as a community of
countries with (“western”) European traditions, and in terms of “white” race and
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Christian religion. But the USA also imagined itself as part of a new West: the
western hemisphere, often referred to then as “the New World.” In his farewell
address, Thomas Jefferson expressed the hope that the countries of the hemisphere
would coalesce “in an American system of policy”; a few years later, he wrote that
the governments to be formed in the nascent states “will be American govern-
ments, no longer to be involved in the never-ceasing broils of Europe...America
has a hemisphere to itself. It must have a separate system of interest which must not
be subordinated to those of Europe.” The defining characteristic of this “separate
system of interests” would be the form of government for its constituent units:
republicanism.” Jefferson’s statements were, according to Arthur P. Whitaker,
“the first flowering” of the Western Hemisphere Idea (WHI)." Thus, when the
Monroe Doctrine was formulated a decade later, it was received by Mexico’s
first president, Guadalupe Victoria, as a “memorable promise” on Washington’s
part.’®

There was, however, a deep fault line running through the hemisphere, between
the United States and the Latin American states. For the latter, the principle of
non-intervention was of equal or greater importance to the lofty ideals and com-
monality of interests that Washington emphasized. The USA came to uncondi-
tionally accept the non-intervention principle only in the second half of the 1930s.
It was this composite understanding — as reflected, for instance, in the 1948 charter
of the Organization of American States (OAS), which emphasizes both representa-
tive democracy and the sovereign independence of the American states — that has
constituted the WHI.

Canada, on the other hand, was seen as a part of the other West — of
“western civilization” — as defined by race, religion, and “shared history.” As a
fellow “settler” society, Canada was viewed as different from the European mem-
bers of the community. Many Americans, especially the advocates of “manifest

s

destiny,” saw that shared experience as an important link with the USA.'® But
because Canada did not break away from the British empire, it was still seen by
most Americans as an outpost of Europe in the New World and therefore separate
from the rest of the hemisphere. By the time Canada emerged as an independent
international player in the middle of the twentieth century, US and UK elites were
struggling to build “western” alliances for World War II and the Cold War, and
Canada was eager to support its two most important partners. Canada’s member-
ship in NATO helped to reinforce the alliance’s claim to be a genuinely “transat-
lantic” community, and Canada hoped to serve as a bridge between the USA and
its European allies. Though this arrangement sometimes put Canadian foreign
policymakers in an awkward position — as during the tensions between the USA
and UK during the Suez Crisis — for the most part they prized Canada’s emplace-
ment within the “transatlantic” community because it created opportunities to
influence US strategy and diplomacy, increased the country’s international stature
and opened doors to influence in the UN and G8, and — equally importantly —
served as a basis for national pride that appealed to both anglophone and franco-
phone Canadians.
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The end of the Cold War shook up US policymakers’ map of the world, and
regional dynamics became much more salient. Canada (reluctantly) joined the
OAS, and Mexico began to experiment with democracy and freer markets. Since
the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) came into effect in 1994,
both Canada and Mexico have been increasingly recognized by their common
neighbor as partners within a distinct subregion of the western hemisphere: a newly
imagined, tri-national “North America.” The consolidation of a robust North
American regional community would be a historical development comparable
with the integration of Europe, in the sense that it would depend on building
sturdy bridges between several different, partially discordant “western” traditions.
So far, however, those divergent worldviews have mainly been a source of tensions
among the three governments, and have tended to work against meaningful
regional integration.!’

Americans have historically had a tendency to overestimate their
similarities with Canadians, and their differences with Mexicans — not just in terms
of their economic and political development, but also in terms of the more
fundamental “civilizational” traits in which these second-order differences are
thought to be rooted. In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, these
differences were usually talked about in the language of race and religion, and since
then more often in the language of “values.” When Americans think about
Canadians (which is not very often), they tend to imagine them as white,
Anglo-Saxon, Protestant, individualist, liberal-market, and democratic; when they
think about Mexicans, they often imagine them as not-white (“Hispanic”),
Catholic, collectivist/corporatist, authoritarian, and corrupt. Those perceptions
are grounded in real differences between the two countries, of course, but they
gloss over the great diversity and contradictions in Canadian and Mexican
societies. There is more going on here than simple stereotyping. Over-drawing
those similarities and differences helps to reinforce a particular way of
thinking about what defines the United States and its place in the world. The idea
of a special relationship with Canada supports the image of the USA as an
instinctively benevolent leader, bilaterally and within a larger Anglo-American or
transatlantic community. Imagining that special relationship as one predicated on
“shared values,” echoing past formulations of the “Anglo-Saxon” idea,
can — depending on the context — reinforce libertarian arguments about America’s
self-defining commitment to free markets and small government, and/or
nativist arguments about the USA as a country defined by European (racial) origins
and cultural traditions. And the image of Mexico as alien, backward, and
dangerous serves to reinforce a traditionalist conception of the United States as a
unitary society, defined by white, Anglo-Saxon, Protestant (WASP) values,
and more generally supports a “clash of civilizations” view of America’s place in
the wider world. As we will explain below, however, there has been some
rethinking of these old images of Canada and Mexico, and contention over those
images has become more explicitly entangled in the United States’ domestic
culture wars.
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Like their US counterparts, Canadian and Mexican diplomats have to be careful
to reconcile what they say about the nature of the bilateral relationships with their
own national identity narratives, and with domestic demands for the assertion of
national distinctiveness and autonomy. Of course, the stakes are much higher (at
least with respect to these particular bilateral relationships) in Ottawa and Mexico
City. Both countries are naturally deeply concerned with their autonomy in the
face of overshadowing American power; but Canadians are also worried about
defining and reinforcing what makes Canada separate and distinct, and Mexicans
are perpetually preoccupied with recognition and respect.

Canadian elites have long seen a special connection between their
country, Britain, and the United States, based on language, religion, and ethnicity.
In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Canadian policymakers were
mainly concerned with improving their position within the empire, and their
relations with the USA went through London. Many were receptive to
arguments coming out of the USA and Britain during this period, about a natural
community of “Anglo-Saxon” nations destined to play a leading role in world
politics. But because of its substantial francophone population and the mythology
of “two founding nations,” the new country’s leaders had to be careful
about openly embracing this way of thinking about the relationship. During and
after World War II, Canadian elites embraced the idea of a special relationship with
the United States, as part of their efforts to secure US foreign direct investment
(FDI) and gain influence on US foreign policy. The Cold War reinforced the per-
ception of shared (“western”) values and purposes, but it also brought about diplo-
matic clashes which tested it, particularly the war in Vietnam. Yet even after the
end of the Cold War, bilateral tensions have always given way to an impulse
to “restore” the relationship, and a renewal of narratives about shared values and
purposes.

Yet there is also a powerful and enduring impulse in Canada to maintain difter-
ence and distance from the United States. Since the American Revolution, “English
Canadian” elites have often fanned the flames of anti-Americanism, casting the
USA as a threatening external Other, in order to reinforce their own particular
conception of national Self — be it imperialist or nationalist, liberal or Tory, isola-
tionist or internationalist. (Francophone Canadian elites have of course always had
in mind an entirely different national Self, and for them it was English Canada that
was the relevant Other, not the United States.) Since the 1980s, demographic and
political changes in Canada seem to have attenuated the impulse to strike indepen-
dent poses; yet US personalities and policies — like George W. Bush’s rush to war
in Iraq — can still trigger outbursts of anti-Americanism.

Mexicans have deep but conflicting feelings about their relationship with the
United States. Some have seen the USA as a model for what Mexico could be, and
as the natural leader of a broader hemispheric community. But the predominant
view of the USA is as a threatening and disdainful external Other, whose
aggressiveness and excesses help to define Mexico’s more conservative and com-
munitarian national Self.
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After Mexico’s devastating defeat by the USA in the 1846—48 war and the
failed experience of a French-supported emperor (1863—67), its leaders hoped to
establish a distant but cordial relationship with the United States, based on mutual
recognition. After the Mexican revolution (1910-20), the USA did exercise some
self-restraint in its dealings with Mexico (in marked contrast with many other
Latin American states) — but only as a strategy to reinforce domestic stability in
Mexico and avoid the disruptions that might follow from any serious weakening of
the post-revolutionary regime. In the Cold War context, with Washington’s
aggressive anticommunist crusade in the continent, the tension between the two
constitutive principles of the hemispheric normative structure was evident — and
the Latin American states became highly sensitive about US intervention. As a
Mexican diplomat and scholar on foreign relations put it ten years after the OAS
had come into existence, “[w]hile this fear exists...the cornerstone of the [I|nter-
American system, its guiding principle, will not be democracy, but intransigent
non-intervention.”!® However, Mexican diplomats also tried to play up the two
countries’ common membership in the western hemisphere community, as when
president Aleman referred to the United States as a “strong and prosperous” coun-
try that struggled with the “immense responsibilities” it had to bear “under the
moral sign of democracy.”? Over the last twenty years, Mexican leaders have
struggled to reinvent the relationship and to try to secure greater influence and
autonomy. There are some signs that their efforts might eventually pay off, but for
now there is still a sense of estrangement and mutual frustration, which has
seriously undercut efforts to tackle transnational challenges like immigration and
organized crime.

US-Canada relations: rethinking the special relationship

The best place to begin thinking about the evolution of US—Canada relations is
with US-UK relations. As the original “special relationship,” the US—UK is some-
times touted as a model for others, having evolved in less than a century from
enmity and violence into stable peace and close partnership.?’ But Americans’
thinking about their relationship to Britain is much more subtle and complex than
that, a fact that we must grasp before we can understand the United States’ rela-
tionship with Canada. Before the American Revolution, most residents of the
thirteen colonies identified with a very broad “British” or Anglo-Saxon commu-
nity, made up of “mother England” and her far-flung settler “daughters” (that is,
the territories that would become the USA, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand),
often referred to collectively as a single, world-spanning “nation.” Many colonists
felt little attachment to the empire per se, and most had grievances of one kind or
another against the crown; but their sense of a separate “American” identity was
still unformed and directionless.”! Unlike most subsequent national revolutions,
the American Revolution could not be predicated on ethnic differences, so it had
to be driven entirely by philosophical and institutional or legal claims. R evolutionary
leaders focused most of their anger on crown and court, but there was also a stirring
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of animosity against the British people, and the depth of this estrangement was vis-
ible in the subsequent popular opposition to the Jay Treaty. After the war of 1812,
US anxiety about another British attack faded, giving way to strategic rapproche-
ment and formal demilitarization of the US—Canada border.?? Though latent
rivalry and diplomatic tensions endured through the century, by the close of the
Venezuela Crisis in 1895 the prospect of war had dissipated, and the two powers
had begun to forge a lasting partnership. This reconciliation made possible, and was
in turn fueled by, growing enthusiasm for “Anglo-Saxonism” in both countries,
and by elite support for the idea of some sort of Anglo-American union or asso-
ciation.?

Even after Canada was constituted as a (virtually) independent entity in the
1860s, most Americans tended to think of it simply as an extension of the
British empire, and some of their new aftection for Britain in the late nineteenth
century was transferred to Canada. Because Canada remained in orbit around
Britain, it was not until World War I that the USA and Canada began to
develop a meaningful diplomatic relationship. World War II compelled the two
countries to work very closely together, particularly with respect to joint produc-
tion and transport of war matériel. Officials from the two governments found it
exceptionally easy to work with one another, based on common language, priori-
ties, and perceptions of major global issues. And politicians in both countries were
generally inclined to allow career officials to work closely with their cross-border
counterparts with relatively little political interference, fostering the creation of
informal inter-bureaucratic and military-to-military networks across a wide variety
of agencies and offices. These connections were extended and deepened in the
early Cold War years, as Britain’s decline forced Canada to actively pursue the
USA as a security guarantor and source of FDI. Between 1945 and 1970, the share
of Canadian exports going to the USA went up from about 50 percent to
just under 70 percent; by 1966 the US share of all FDI in Canada had reached a
staggering 82 percent.?*

Reliance on Britain had been one thing, but deep interdependence with
the United States was something else entirely, and Canadian elites made it known
in Washington that they and their constituents were uneasy about this new
arrangement. They therefore pressed their American counterparts for frequent
demonstrations of self-restraint, through verbal reaftirmations of and practical
adherence to a set of informal “rules of the game”: continuous consultation, quiet
diplomacy, and foreswearing of coercive issue-linkages.”> Americans were recep-
tive to these calls for reassurance, because they resonated with and reinforced their
own national self-image as a generous and fair-minded alliance leader and trade
partner. At the same time, Canada was taking a place within the newly imagined
“transatlantic” community, anchored in NATO, and the framework of bargaining
norms that undergirded it, including strong expectations of consultation and
compromise.>

Within this set of shared understandings, US and Canadian officials were able to
put together extraordinarily extensive and intensive forms of policy coordination.
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Most of the strictly bilateral cooperation between them was informal, taking the
form of negotiated “gentlemen’s agreements” and special exemptions, predicated
on flexible compromises and diffuse reciprocity. Other issues were managed
through joint panels of experts such as the International Joint Commission, which
could pass non-binding judgments on the governments’ adherence to past agree-
ments. A few were resolved through highly integrative formal regimes, such as the
Auto Pact and the Defense Production Sharing Agreement — the most extraordi-
nary of them being the North American Aerospace Defense Command (NORAD),
which features an integrated “bi-national” command structure, with US officers
serving under Canadian commanders, and vice versa.

Most of the American officials that dealt most often with Canadian issues had a
good understanding of the basic political and developmental challenges that drove
Canadian policy choices, but few really understood Canadian political culture or
the differences between the two societies. American elites have always tended to
oversimplify Canada and take it for granted, seeing it as pretty much the same as
the United States. They do not do this out of disrespect; as Charles Doran has
explained, “when Americans assert that Canadians are just like Americans,
Americans think they are conferring an honor, or at least sharing something that is
distinctive and valuable.”?” But the effect is nevertheless to deny Canadians the
thing they are most insecure about: a coherent and distinctive national identity.
When it comes to the diplomatic management of the bilateral relationship, this
presumption of similarity has been a double-edged sword. On one hand, it has
encouraged US policymakers to assume that the two countries’ interests are natu-
rally convergent, and therefore to give Canada the benefit of the doubt on contro-
versial new initiatives and grant it special exemptions from US foreign and
domestic policies. On the other hand, that same presumption has sometimes made
them indignant and vindictive in response to divergent Canadian policies, particu-
larly with respect to investment policy and international diplomacy. When Canada
tried to play an active role in brokering a diplomatic compromise prior to the 2003
war in Iraq, for example, many in the Bush administration were genuinely
surprised (despite Canada’s track record of support for the UN system), and tended
to interpret Canada’s choices in terms of disloyalty and domestic political oppor-
tunism. Successive US governments have been supportive of Ottawa in its ongoing
struggle to hold the Canadian federation together, since that is obviously in
the United States’ interest; but they often fail to understand the forces behind the
sovereignty movement in Quebec, as well as the importance of provincial politics
in driving Canadian trade and investment policies.

Just as the US presumption that the two societies were essentially similar was
awkward for Canada as a country desperately secking a rationale for its own
separate existence, so too were early American allusions to a world-spanning
“Anglo-American” nation — or to the US—Canada relationship as one cemented by
WASP values — for a country with a large and politically coherent francophone
population that was neither Anglo-Saxon nor Protestant.”® These arguments
became even more inflammatory in Canada in the 1960s, with the integration of a
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new cohort of talented francophones into the federal civil service, and the eruption
of a radicalized independence movement in Quebec. Over the next couple of
decades, moreover, Canada changed its immigration policies to admit more non-
European immigrants and adopted official multiculturalism, recently moving to
emphasize the importance of its native population within the multicultural mosaic.
As Pauly and Reus-Smit argue in Chapter 6 in this volume, multiculturalism was
useful for Ottawa as a way to deflect and submerge Quebec’s claims to special
rights and privileges, and to encourage the integration of new immigrants, without
undercutting the social and political predominance of established “Anglo-Saxon”
values. Whatever the domestic political rationale behind these policy choices,
the diplomatic effect was to further undercut overtly racial and religious rationales
for bilateral partnership with the USA, and to sublimate them in a new discourse
referring to shared values. Whereas “English Canadian” elites had been receptive
to arguments about racial and religious compatibility in the nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries, by the early Cold War years they had begun to downplay
these arguments, preferring instead to talk about a bilateral relationship predicated
on partnership and “good neighborliness.” But even these new rationales were
almost always underpinned by themes and images rooted in the old symbolic land-
scape, in references to family and kinship or to common values that had previously
been touted as distinctively “Anglo-Saxon” (for example, individualism, rule of
law, and free markets).

Many of the diplomatic frictions between the USA and Canada in the twentieth
century stemmed from the two countries’ different ways of thinking about the role
of the state in the economy and in society. Like the United States, Canada is a
generally liberal society, but historically Canadians have collectively been much
more receptive to state intervention to organize and stimulate economic develop-
ment, remedy regional inequalities, and protect the interests of minorities and the
less fortunate. There is controversy about whether this is traceable to Canada’s
geographical and demographic challenges, to its parliamentary institutions, or to
Tory or “Red Tory” influences inherited from the original British colonists.?
Whatever the reasons, this philosophical divide has generated policy divergences
that create the potential for diplomatic tensions. In the early Cold War years these
differences were brushed under the carpet, to be “managed” through informal
compromises and exceptions; but they triggered severe tensions after the early
1970s, particularly over Canadian investment regulations. After the clashes of the
early 1980s, Canadian elites’ worldviews moved to the right, following the shifts
already going on in the UK and the USA, and with an eye to the implications of
economic globalization, subsequent Canadian governments undertook a variety of
policy changes designed to minimize or prevent these frictions. The divide seems
to have narrowed, but it has not yet been closed, and we still see these kinds of
differences in economic and social policies. This is jarring for some American pro-
ponents of the Anglosphere idea, who want to argue that the “English-speaking”
societies are joined by their shared commitment to free markets and small govern-
ment, and yet are often confronted with Canadian (and British and Australian and
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New Zealander) policies that seem to contradict this reading of what is distinctive
about “Anglo” societies. Nevertheless, conservatives in both the USA and Canada
still find such “shared values” arguments to be useful as a rationale for closer
bilateral connections and for their own favored domestic policies.

The tensions of the 1970s and early 1980s opened the door for the free trade
agreement and to even higher levels of economic and social interdependence. But
they also undermined the “special” quality of US—Canada diplomacy. America’s
relative decline made it less tolerant of free-riding by allies and partners, and more
likely to begrudge Canada for the “sweetheart” deals signed in the early postwar
years. The post-Watergate fragmentation of foreign policy decision-making in the
USA disrupted transgovernmental networks and made it harder for central foreign
policy officials to “manage” the relationship according to the old norms and prac-
tices. There were also growing doubts — on both sides of the border — about the
old rationales for partnership. The Trudeau government’s efforts to strengthen the
tederal government through greater intervention in the economy triggered hostile
responses in Washington. And the war in Vietnam and Reagan’s “peace through
strength” strategy provoked strong negative reactions from Canadians more
committed to multilateral diplomacy. These shocks prompted many in Canada to
second-guess their close relationship with the USA, and to wonder whether they
might have more in common with Europeans or even with potential partners in
the developing world.?

The recession of 1981-83 and the resulting wave of Congressional protection-
ism crushed Trudeau’s interventionist ambitions and drove Canadian elites to think
about how they might renew their partnership with the United States. The
Mulroney government, in pursuing friendlier relations with the Reagan adminis-
tration, returned to the language of shared values and purposes, citing “a common
heritage of individual liberty, shared democratic values of freedom and justice, vast
commercial links, and...an open and undefended border.”?! Mulroney’s efforts
were well received in Washington but raised suspicion at home, with critics argu-
ing that his pursuit of free trade with the USA was a Faustian bargain that would
undermine Canada’s political autonomy and cultural distinctiveness. Opponents
condemned Mulroney’s pro-market agenda as a “parroting” of American ideas,
and supporters were compelled to try to make the case that theirs was a legitimately
“home-grown” free market liberalism. Even mainstream opposition to free trade
was tinged with classic anti-American themes and sentiments, including portrayals
of the USA as inherently lawless, rapacious, and domineering. Mulroney ultimately
won re-election in 1988, however, and the free trade agreement was quickly rati-
fied. The economic expansion that followed seemed to wipe away popular anxiet-
ies stirred up by the prospect of free trade, and some observers thought that debate
might be looked back on as the “last gasp” for anti-Americanism in Canada.?? Yet
new outbreaks during the Iraq war and missile defense debates proved that anti-
Americanism in Canada might be somewhat diminished, but it was not dead.*

American attitudes toward Canada are also in flux, with potentially profound
implications for bilateral relations. After Canada scaled back its contributions to
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NATO in the 1970s, American policymakers were less inclined to think of it as an
important member of the transatlantic community; the winding down of the Cold
War and subsequent tensions between the USA and European allies only rein-
forced that tendency. After the signing of the free trade agreements, US officials
increasingly thought of Canada as part of the western hemisphere, and more par-
ticularly as a “North American” country. In 1998, the State Department formally
pulled its Canada desk out of the European Affairs Bureau, shifting it to the Western
Hemisphere Bureau, specifically into the Canada, Mexico, and NAFTA issues
desk. This did not necessarily imply any weakening of the diplomatic relationship
or any diminution of mutual identification between the two countries. But it does
seem to reflect Canada’s relegation to America’s regional “backyard,” and could
mean that Canada can expect to be treated less like a transatlantic friend and more
like a hemispheric neighbor. Some foreign policy figures in Canada have therefore
urged their government to try to break out of the “North America” box, by reject-
ing trilateralism and trying to revive the old bilateral “special relationship,” and/or
by rebuilding Canada’s profile as an international player.** Proponents of these
strategies — especially advocates of bilateralism — have justified their positions, and
recommended that Ottawa seek closer relations with the USA, with familiar refer-
ences to a “special relationship” based on shared values and purposes.

At the same time, US elites have begun to recognize significant cultural differ-
ences between the two societies, as reflected in Canadian domestic policies.
American conservatives have expressed deep frustration with Canadian policies on
gun control, same-sex marriage, medical marijuana, and universal health care.
These policy divergences, in combination with Canada’s supposed “disloyalty” on
Iraq and missile defense, prompted many to question whether Canadians were
really “just like” Americans, and a few even to condemn the northern neighbor as
a degenerate anti-model for the USA.% Ironically, some of those spouting this kind
of “anti-Canadianism” have also been among the most prominent backers of the
“Anglosphere” concept, and of the myth of a unified “Anglo-American” world-
view and historical mission. Thus the question of what Canada represents, and
how it relates to the United States, seems to have become more deeply entangled
in America’s own national identity debates, and that will no doubt have important
effects on the long-term evolution of the bilateral diplomatic relationship.

US—Mexico relations: the other continental divide

The United States saw Mexico’s independence in 1821 mainly as an opportunity
for territorial expansion — one that was realized in 1845, 1848, and 1854 — but also
as the emergence of a troubled neighbor that would require US tutelage and
direction. By the late nineteenth century, although Mexico had largely ceased to
be thought of as an opportunity for further aggrandizement, it continued to be
perceived as a backward country in need of US guidance. In 1914, President
Wilson noted that his government intended “to show our neighbors to the south
that their interests are identical with our interests,” and told a British diplomat that
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he planned to “teach the South American republics to elect good men.”® Mexico,
on the other hand, has from its inception as an independent country had a national
obsession with the United States, an overshadowing figure, both feared and
admired. By the end of the 1910-20 revolution, however, it had become clear that
the USA also represented an opportunity — as a market for Mexican products, as a
source of investment, and as a destination for migrants looking for work. The post-
revolutionary regime therefore developed a pragmatic approach to its economic
policy, undertaking a highly protectionist economic model while at the same time
pursuing close contacts and cooperation with US economic authorities and
investors.

The ideological and civilizational links between the United States and Mexico
have been evident since the latter’s establishment. US elites saw their country as
naturally suited to be the nucleus of an emergent hemispheric community, united
by republicanism and close economic relations. As Henry Clay put it in 1820: “It
is in our power to create a system of which we shall be the center....In relation to
South America, the United States will occupy the same position as the people of
New England to the rest of the United States.” The idea that the United States
should be at the center of the New World was at the core of the above-mentioned
“Western Hemisphere Idea” (WHI). Washington’s condescending attitude, a
republicanism that was both “emancipatory and imperial,” was part and parcel of
the emerging hemispheric diplomatic culture.® In Mexico, on the other hand, as
in other countries of the hemisphere, there was a tenuous sense of identity based
on separation from Europe and the sharing of a distinct political space: (the)
America(s). Moreover, the USA soon became a role model for some Mexican
elites. Many influential independence leaders not only found its political system
alluring, but also perceived the United States as a natural ally in their emancipatory
struggle. Although Mexico indeed adopted the US constitution “as [its] model,
and copied it with considerable accuracy” the problem was that, as de Tocqueville
noted in 1839, Mexican leaders were “unable to create or to introduce the spirit
and the sense which give it life.”

The cultural divide between Mexico and the United States was not all that
surprising; it was a “transplanted frontier,” a replay of the political-religious con-
flict that had plagued Europe two centuries before.*® The fact that Catholicism
remained the only valid religion in Mexico for decades after independence had a
profound effect on the bilateral relationship, mainly because Catholicism was
largely abhorred in the United States during the nineteenth century.

The racial element was also present in the New World context, with a range of
white supremacist discourses becoming hegemonic both internally and in US rela-
tions with its hemispheric neighbors.*! Though both conservative and liberal
Mexican elites’ perceptions of the indigenous population ranged from the conde-
scending to the blatantly racist, miscegenation was widespread in mid-nineteenth-
century Mexico. At the time of the 1846—48 war, the Richmond Whig described the
hostilities between the two countries in terms of “the Caucasian and Anglo-Saxon,
pure white blood, against a mixed and mongrel race, composed of Indians, Negroes,
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and Spaniards, all three degenerated by the admixture of blood and colors.”*? As
John Calhoun noted in Congress in 1848, “Ours, sir, is the Government of the
white race.”*

Since the mid-nineteenth century, Mexico and Mexicans had become inter-
twined with domestic cleavages in the United States. As the New York Gazette
warned in 1847, “[w]hen the foreign war ends, the domestic war will begin.”** The
annexation of Mexican territory thus deepened the political struggles that would
lead to the Civil War, particularly through its impact on the slavery issue. In addi-
tion to the Mexicans already in the USA, the prospects of increased Mexican
immigration were perceived as a threat to the US body politic.*

The war, however, had other effects on the US character and practices that
were bound to impact the emerging diplomatic culture. As President Polk noted,
“the results of the war with Mexico have given the United States a national
character which our country never before enjoyed”;* this newly gained self-
confidence, in turn, contributed to the adoption of a more overt use of Anglo-
Saxonist discourse in US relations with its southern neighbor.*’ As Theodore
Roosevelt stated in 1896: “It is to the interest of civilization that the English
speaking race should be dominant in South Africa, exactly as it is...that the United
States...should be dominant in the Western Hemisphere.”*®

The divide between the USA and Mexico was also echoed in domestic politics
within Mexico. The profound upheavals in Mexican society were driven by deep
political and ideological cleavages — to some extent a reflection of the “great
American dichotomy” between Anglo-America and (what would later came to be
known as) Latin America.*” While Mexican conservatives looked “back” to Spain
for inspiration, liberals advocated constitutional republicanism and looked to the
USA as a role model and ally. Even Mexico’s devastating defeats in the mid-
nineteenth century did not dissuade liberals from their admiration for the
USA. The liberal government of Juarez (1858-64), for example, sought US
support in its war against the conservatives, and was prepared to grant Washington
unprecedented concessions at the Tehuantepec Isthmus.>® During the Porfiriato.
(1876—-1910), the ascendancy of “conservative liberalism” largely put an end to the
fierce conservative—liberal battles of the past five decades. Diaz’s approach to the
United States was both distant and pragmatic: while diplomatic relations were not
warm, US economic activities in Mexico increased exponentially during his three
decades in power.

It was during the Potfiriato that the discourse on the mestizo as the synthesis of
what it meant to be a Mexican was developed; but it was not elevated to official
ideology until after the revolution. Although Indians were a pervasive presence
in the political tumult of the revolution, the movement contained no Indian
“ideology” or “Indian” political project. Rather, the revolution brought forth an
indigenist discourse whose goal was to incorporate the Indian into the body politic.
Notwithstanding their deep misgivings about miscegenation in Mexico, American
elites came to accept the Indian component — particularly the mestizo character — of
its neighbor’s much-cherished (new) identity.>! As journalist and politician Ernest
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Gruening put it in the early 1930s, the USA was still assimilating the “discovery”
that Mexico was “an Indian land” next to which “[w]e are to live side by side.”>?

The revolutionary leaders — like Diaz before them — adeptly avoided alienating
the American people or their government by refraining from blatant anti-
American discourse. However, some provisions of the 1917 revolutionary consti-
tution, particularly those limiting the rights of foreigners to own land in Mexican
territory and those establishing the subsoil as national patrimony, not only caused
concern in the United States but also contributed to Washington’s withholding of
recognition of the post-revolutionary regime. For the new Mexican government,
obtaining US recognition was paramount, for two reasons: the need to establish
solid diplomatic and economic relations with the wider international community,
which generally awaited a signal from Washington to bestow its recognition on the
new Mexican government; and the need for a guarantee that the USA would
not sell arms or give refuge to rebel revolutionary factions.

Diplomatic relations were reestablished in late 1923. By then, Mexico City had
clearly shown its willingness to accommodate US interests, while Washington
demonstrated that it understood its southern neighbor’s need for dignified treat-
ment. The United States recognized as well the great strides the post-revolutionary
regime had made in achieving social stability, and had come to realize that this
stability was its primary interest in relations with its southern neighbor. From then
on, the bilateral relationship would be defined by Mexico’s recognition of some
fundamental US interests and its regional ascendancy, and the United States” hands-
off policy on Mexican political affairs. Thus, while many observers expected the
USA to take forceful action when President Cardenas nationalized the oil industry
in 1938, Washington instead adopted a prudent, measured attitude, which kept the
ensuing diplomatic conflict contained. Secretary of State Hull publicly affirmed US
self-restraint in formal terms: “This government has not undertaken and does not
undertake to question the right of the Government of Mexico in the exercise of its
sovereign power to expropriate properties within its jurisdiction.”> Franklin
Roosevelt’s government even referred to Mexico as a model for other poor
countries, especially with respect to its agricultural sector.>*

The fact that the post-revolutionary regime possessed all the trappings of democ-
racy, including regular elections, was important — in terms of the WHI — to the
peaceful coexistence the two countries had achieved by the early 1940s. But
for Washington what was undoubtedly more important was Mexico’s emergence
as a pivotal arena for US regional security designs. US strategic planners were
concerned about Nazi influence during World War II and then Soviet influence
during the Cold War, and about securing Mexico’s support (or at least avoiding its
overt opposition) in deflecting extra-regional interference in the hemisphere.>
In the longer run, though, the crucial consideration for the USA was the post-
revolutionary regime’s capacity to guarantee domestic political stability, and
thereby guard against the extraordinary dislocations that might follow from a
breakdown of order on the United States’ southern flank. This combination of
elements — formal democracy, tacit diplomatic support, and political stability — led
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US policymakers to see Mexico’s post-revolutionary regime as an asset, if not
necessarily an ally or a real partner. Mexican negotiators played up the need to
maintain the post-revolutionary regime’s steady grip on power, and were thus able
to persuade their US counterparts to refrain from (openly) intervening in Mexican
affairs. Many in Washington continued to harbor condescending attitudes toward
their southern neighbor, but gave up the practice of bluntly telling Mexico what
was best for it.

Bilateral cooperation increased substantially during the war years and then lost
steam, but the diplomatic relationship became more stable and predictable. The
implicit understandings outlined above coalesced into a clear quid pro quo, which
both sides came to accept as a set of (conditional) bargaining norms: the USA
would refrain from (conspicuous) interference in Mexican domestic affairs as long
as Mexico maintained political stability, and Mexico would accept US leadership
on the continent as long as it was exercised within certain limits — for example,
without violation of the norm of non-intervention. Indeed, Mexico became one
of the hemisphere’s staunchest supporters of the non-intervention principle. In the
early 1930s, it promulgated the Estrada Doctrine, by which Mexico pledged to
make no pronouncement regarding the granting or withholding of recognition to
other governments, because that practice “hurts the sovereignty of the nations”
whose regimes are being granted (or denied) recognition. Decades later, the non-
intervention principle was formally enshrined in the constitution.

A bilateral diplomatic culture was taking form, but a very “thin” one, without
a real sense of partnership or extensive compatibility of interests; yet it was clearly
acceptable for both countries. And it was one that not only “fit” with the particu-
lar demands of the bilateral relationship, but also reflected the key premises of the
WHI and helped to conceal some of the contradictions between those premises.
There were, however, limits to public acknowledgment of these understandings,
and of the bilateral cooperation that they enabled. For instance, although Mexico
and the United States were in basic agreement on the threats that communism
posed for the hemisphere, and collaborated fairly extensively in regional and inter-
national diplomatic forums, this cooperation was not openly talked about. Mexico
thus maintained a nationalist rhetoric, a formally democratic regime, and a
relatively independent foreign policy, while guaranteeing the USA a stable, non-
communist neighbor.>® Washington, for its part, replied in kind. In 1964, in the
midst of a Mexican election, US Secretary of State Thomas Mann reminded his
ambassador of “the magic words™: “we do not intervene in Mexico’s internal
affairs.”®’ Stability thus trumped democracy.

Mexico, however, remained suspicious and sensitive to the policies of its
northern neighbor. The United States’ 1969 “Operation Intercept” — which was
ostensibly designed to stop drug trafficking at the border, but mostly created havoc
in the movement of legal goods — and the 1971 “Nixon Shocks” undoubtedly
contributed to mounting tensions within the bilateral relationship. When in the
late 1970s the USA turned to Mexico for its recently discovered oil deposits,
President Lopez Portillo rebuked President Carter, noting that his country had
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“suddenly found itself in the center of American attention — attention that is a
surprising mixture of interest, disdain and fear, much like the recurring vague fears
you yourselves inspire in certain areas of our national subconscious.”®

The already tense bilateral relationship was tested even further in the early and
mid-1980s, when the Mexican economic model suddenly imploded. When it
became known that the country was in dire straits, the Mexican finance minister
was summoned to Washington. There, Treasury Secretary Regan warned him that
Mexico faced a “serious problem,” to which the Mexican official replied: “No, we
[Mexico and the USA] face a serious problem.” With Washington’s help, Mexico
was able to cope with the financial crisis, but it had become evident that its
protectionist economic model had come to an end. A new group of government
“technocrats” in Mexico began to push for a new paradigm, which emphasized
exports, scaled back state intervention, and greater engagement with international
economic institutions. US officials commended this change in the economic realm,
and once more touted Mexico as a role model for other less developed countries.
However, the United States’ overall perception of its southern neighbor, and its
foreign policy, were not substantially altered.

Another breakthrough came in the early 1990s. In a veritable about-face,
President Salinas proposed to President Bush that their countries begin negotia-
tions leading to a free trade area. This historic reversal was not driven by any new
sense of closeness with the USA, but rather by fear that the opening of central and
eastern Europe would draw western investment, and foreign capital would evapo-
rate from Mexico. Surprisingly, though, Salinas’s adventurous proposal was not
poortly received domestically; for most Mexicans, signing a trade agreement with
the northern neighbor meant first and foremost more investment and more jobs.
The Bush administration was receptive to the Mexican initiative, considering it a
“geopolitical priority” and hoping it might bring Mexican foreign policy more
closely into line with that of the USA.> Given the historical legacy of mutual
suspicion, the expediency and pragmatism with which both governments dealt
with the new joint project was remarkable. As a European diplomat commented
during the initial stages of the negotiation: “Call it the advantage of a special
relationship, call it a double standard, but the United States clearly does treat
Mexico differently [from other Latin American countries].”%"

The USA and Mexico, however, were to remain “distant neighbors.”®! As the
Mexican ambassador at the time would later admit, “The fact is that we will always
be neighbors, we are partners now, but we will never be friends. For them, we do
not have the stature to be treated as equals. That is the difference when they look
north: they find the Canadians, who speak their language and reason like them;
they are therefore offered the respectful treatment amity demands.”®? Indeed,
during the debates surrounding the negotiation and ratification of NAFTA, oppo-
nents on the right and the left drew on a populist discourse which often portrayed
Mexico as profoundly incompatible with the USA, in cultural or racial terms.

This historic restructuring of the bilateral relationship also raised difficult ques-
tions about Mexico’s sense of national identity. The post-revolutionary regime’s
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efforts to adapt to the transformation of the global economy by overhauling the
relationship between state and market clearly conflicted with some of the Mexican
Revolution’s core ideals, undercut the corporatist institutions that kept the party in
power, and threatened to intensify the deep tensions within the country between
north and south, urban and rural, rich and poor. Even the question of race, long
pushed out of view in Mexico, came again to the forefront on the very day that
NAFTA came into effect, as the Zapatista rebellion in Chiapas state raised new
demands from the indigenous peoples in the southern part of the country and chal-
lenged the “mestizaje” myth that the post-revolutionary regime had built decades
before.

Economic relations became more institutionalized with NAFTA. The 1995
Mexico bailout was justified in the United States partly in terms of the new part-
nership, but also raised questions in the USA about Mexico’s capacity to be a real
regional partner. The advent in 2000 of the first government not to come from the
post-revolutionary regime created great expectations for a broadening and deepen-
ing of economic, social, and political integration, but these did not materialize,
creating frustration on both sides of the border. Mexico’s standoftish position on its
security relationship with Washington continued even after 9/11. And both the
general public and the Mexican government refused to support Washington’s push
for military action in Iraq — even when the country was in the delicate situation of
holding a temporary seat at the UN Security Council. In 2002, Mexico and the
United States signed a “smart border” agreement, and in 2005 the two countries
plus Canada entered into the rather modest if controversial Security and Prosperity
Partnership (SPP). The 2007 Mérida Initiative does constitute a significant step in
bilateral collaboration — including the transfer of financial resources from
Washington to Mexico City — but it is nevertheless mostly confined to issues
pertaining to drug trafficking and does not really address the broader security
relationship.

Conclusion

This brief review of two very complex diplomatic relationships draws out at least
four main insights. First, comparison of the US—Canada and US—-Mexico relation-
ships helps us to appreciate the multiplicity of “the West” as a civilizational cluster-
ing, both in the sense that there is more than one “western” community in play,
and that there is great debate over the constitutive premises of each of these com-
munities. As a settler society, the United States has (for the most part) always been
torn between where it came from — Europe, and more specifically Britain — and
where it found itself — the Americas. When Americans look north to Canada, they
see a New World neighbor and junior partner, a “transatlantic” ally, and a fellow
member of a more intimate club of like-minded “Anglo” societies. When they
look south to Mexico, they see a potential partner struggling to catch up politically
and economically, a bubbling cauldron of security challenges like crime and drugs,
and a demographic and cultural threat to traditional ideas about American identity.
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These images of Canada as compatible with the USA in civilizational terms, and
Mexico as incompatible — or only partially compatible — help to reinforce the way
in which many Americans think about the United States’ defining features as a
political community and as an international actor: constitutionalism, limited gov-
ernment, free markets, and international exceptionalism.

Second, state decision-makers’ ideas about identity, community, and place
matter, because they are the foundations for diplomatic cultures, and diplomatic
cultures shape bargaining practices. We find that the US—Canada relationship,
which is characterized by perceived cultural similarity and trust, is governed by a
very rich and robust diplomatic culture, and the US-Mexico relationship, which is
characterized by perceived difference and mistrust, is governed by a much “thin-
ner” set of understandings. The result is not simply that US—Canada relations are
“good” and US—Mexico relations are “bad.” The identity-driven presumption of
shared values and purposes in the US—Canada relationship has made possible the
formation of a much more expansive latticework of bargaining norms, more con-
fidence in one another’s compliance with those norms, and therefore greater
opportunity for more extensive and intensive forms of policy coordination.
US—Mexico relations have also been powerfully imprinted by historical memories,
their diplomatic engagements are charged with symbolism, and there is a clear
recognition of interdependence on some issues. But within the US—Mexico rela-
tionship there is a lack of mutual identification, understanding, and trust, which
make it more difficult to initiate or sustain bilateral cooperation.

Third, diplomatic cultures are not just “given” by structure or culture, but
shaped over time by discourse. Diplomats reproduce the existing diplomatic cul-
ture by reaffirming established norms and practices in what they say and do. And
the political elites who are the “carriers” for diplomatic cultures do not operate in
a social vacuum. Their norms and practices are rooted in popular discourse about
national identity, international community, and the obligations that go with them,
which may also evolve over time. Canadian and American elites have frequently
referred to the sheer scale of bilateral trade and investment and (prior to 9/11) to
the “world’s longest undefended border” as emblematic of the relationship. These
dinner party and press conference clichés actually serve an important purpose, as
affirmations of the established diplomatic culture. There are similar clichés in the
US—Mexico relationship — for example, the frequent affirmation that the USA does
not interfere in Mexico’s domestic politics — and they serve similar purposes. When
new circumstances raise questions about the relevance of the old diplomatic cul-
ture, policymakers and negotiators can try to defend the old norms and practices,
adapt them to fit the new challenges, or pursue a more radical overhaul. As with
international norms in general, change comes about when old ideas are challenged,
and new ideas proposed that still resonate with underlying core premises.®

And finally, because the social context is responsive to changing circumstances
and rhetorical pressures, diplomatic cultures can evolve over time. World War II
and the Cold War pushed the USA and Canada together, and the diplomatic cul-
ture we recognize today took shape very rapidly in the late 1940s and 1950s.
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Canadian officials improvised and learned by trial and error in developing a set of
bargaining norms that worked for them, and in socializing their US counterparts to
habits of self-restraint. After the fragmentation of US foreign policy-making in the
1970s, this network was disrupted and displaced, no longer able to manage the
relationship the way it once had. But the core premises of the post-war diplomatic
culture remained in place, and continue to shape the bilateral agenda even today.

The underlying rationale for partnership between the USA and Canada has
changed over the last thirty years or so. In the early Cold War years, close relations
were predicated on the perception of shared values and purposes stemming from
their common origins as “Anglo-Saxon” societies. Thus both societies were seen
to be genetically programmed for liberal democracy, free markets, and “open”
diplomacy. Today the partnership is still predicated on these shared values, but
those values are no longer explicitly attached to race and religion. In recent years,
American conservatives have become increasingly frustrated with Canadian poli-
cies on issues like same-sex marriage, gun control, and health care. These policy
divergences, in combination with recent diplomatic frictions over Iraq and missile
defense, have shaken the longstanding American presumption that the two coun-
tries” values and interests are naturally convergent, thereby seriously undercutting
the very idea of a coherent “Anglo-American” civilizational community.®*

US—Mexico relations have been stubbornly resistant to change over the last
hundred years. When Ralph Waldo Emerson warned that Mexico would “poison”
the USA, his concern was that war with Mexico and the annexation of Texas
would undermine American democracy and upset the domestic political balance
on the issue of slavery. After the war, there was growing concern that the people
living in the territories taken from Mexico and the subsequent influx of Mexican
immigrants might “poison” the USA with different racial groups and religious
practices. As suggested above, the inclusion of Mexicans in the US body polity did
have an effect on domestic cleavages, some of which would in time contribute to
the outbreak of the Civil War. Since that time, many Americans have continued
to think of Mexico as culturally and politically incompatible with, and inherently
disruptive to, American traditions and institutions, and to see Mexico as irretriev-
ably backward and corrupt. The debates surrounding the NAFTA negotiation
brought these old anxieties to the surface, but also raised hope for a transformation
of bilateral diplomacy.

Some have argued that the sheer number of Mexican immigrants, and the antic-
ipated “hispanicization” of the USA, might pave the way for a transformation of
bilateral diplomacy. It is worth noting, however, that the sustained growth of the
Hispanic population in the USA has been going on for a few decades now, and it
is hard to argue that this has so far had an effect on the way bilateral diplomacy has
been conducted. In any case, what seems more likely is a transformation of atti-
tudes and practices at the elite level, with Mexican decision-makers adapting to a
new set of negotiating practices that accommodate the American approach. As in
Europe and Asia, regional dialogue in North America has been driven not only by
a pragmatic effort to resolve policy frictions, but also by a search for common
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norms and practices. There has been a significant expansion of bilateral and trilat-
eral diplomatic engagement since the signing of NAFTA, particularly after the
negotiation of the post-9/11 border security accords and the 2007 Mérida Initiative.
There is still a sense of distance and mistrust, and progress on key issues like immi-
gration and crime has been held back by popular prejudices, bureaucratic rivalries,
and Mexico’s lack of state capacity. But regular summit meetings, more extensive
and independent consultations among bureaucrats and military officers, and grow-
ing recognition of the real interdependence seem to have undercut the old pre-
sumption of political and cultural incommensurability, and to hold out the prospect
of closer, more cooperative relations.

Committed regionalists have argued that North America is in the process of
becoming a distinct and coherent regional community, held together by transbor-
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der flows of people, ideas, and commerce.® They do not deny the deep and endur-
ing differences between these societies, but rather argue that these are — or must
eventually be — superseded by common interests. But deepening interdependence
is not enough by itself to make the US—Mexico relationship more like the tradi-
tional US—Canada relationship. Shared policy challenges may create “demand” for
new diplomatic norms and practices; but the emergence and consolidation of a
more robust, cooperative diplomatic culture depends upon underlying perceptions
of mutual identification and obligation. Regional integration does not necessarily
depend on the three countries becoming much more alike, but it does depend on
their creating and sharing in new narratives of (regional and national) identity,
which reject old markers of difference and mistrust. Just as Germans and French
came to think of themselves as Europeans, so the USA and its neighbors may even-
tually come to think of themselves as “North Americans,” perhaps based on some
reworking of the core themes of the Western Hemisphere Idea. But for now, the
“great American dichotomy” remains firmly in place.
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SPECIAL RELATIONSHIPS

Australia and New Zealand in the
Anglo-American World'

David MacDonald and Brendon O’Connor

In this chapter, we argue that the extensive range of Australia’s and New Zealand’s
(NZ) foreign policy activities — including their involvement in numerous foreign
wars since the Boer War — can be best explained by the special relations both
nations have maintained with the broader Anglo-American world. Strong bonds of
shared interests, history, culture, and other commonalities have proven durable and
demonstrably influential in determining the priorities and actions of both
Antipodean countries. The “imagined community” of the Anglo-American world,
strengthened by regular economic, military, and diplomatic interactions, possesses
significant ideational power. Such bonds have also been affected by emotional
beliefs, as Mercer puts it, “a generalization about an actor that involves certainty
beyond evidence.”? These beliefs are expressed either as positive sentiments towards
fellow members of the Anglo-American world, or as distrust of “others” like Japan,
Indonesia, or China.

The origin and nature of these emotional and ideational ties are key foci of our
chapter. Arguably, European settlement of both countries has had a long-term
impact, orienting both nations towards Britain, the USA, and other white settler
societies (and to a lesser extent non-white British colonies and ex-British colonies)
for most of their histories. The resulting strategic culture helps to explain the
extremely close security and cultural alliances with the USA and Britain, which we
will dissect in detail. Both of our case studies are clearly part of the “West,” even if
that West, to echo Peter Katzenstein, is a plural and pluralist entity, often difficult to
define as it is evolving and changing.?

Throughout this chapter, we find the distinctions between functionalist and sen-
timentalist special relationships helpful for our analysis. This distinction allows us to
highlight difterent aspects of the relations both countries maintain, at elite and pop-
ular levels. As we demonstrate, Australia’s and NZ’s relationship with the United
Kingdom (UK) began as both functionalist and sentimentalist. The relationship is
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now primarily sentimentalist for both nations, although NZ maintains more senti-
mental ties than does Australia. The US relationship for both countries has been
primarily functionalist, although in Australia it was imbued with significant senti-
mentalism during the Howard—Bush period. Both functionalist and sentimentalist
elements inform the relationship between the Antipodean nations themselves.
However, we also critique artificial divisions between these two distinctions, since
identities and interests are often tightly bound together and in practice nearly impos-
sible to separate. The best that can be said, then, is that functionalism and sentimen-
talism exist as two ideal types, with actors within the state expressing tendencies
toward one more than the other.

We also take into consideration the complex interdependent relationships
between NZ and Australia and other members of the Anglo-American world. As
Keohane and Nye observed some time ago,* multiple channels connect societies;
elite contacts are not all that count. In both cases, special relations occur between
different segments of the population at different times. We draw distinctions
between the national security apparatus — the political and business elites, and the
general population. Migdal provides a useful means of drawing distinctions between
the permanent or national security state and the general population or society.
Going further than Max Weber, he argues that “The state is a field of power
marked by the use and threat of violence and shaped by (1) the image of a coher-
ent, controlling organization in a territory, which is a representation of the people
bounded by that territory, and (2) the actual practices of its multiple parts.” Bearing
this in mind, when dealing with special relationships we ask: “special for whom?”
However, it falls beyond the ambit of this chapter to actively track public versus
elite desires, attitudes, and policy preferences and their periods of convergence and
divergence.

Our chapter proceeds as follows: in the first section, we present a theoretical
overview of special relationships and alliance building, establishing a framework
which we then apply to our case studies. In this section, we also engage briefly
with the emerging literature on emotions in international relations. In the second,
we highlight the importance of security in both Australia’s and NZ’s special rela-
tionships, with subsections on the UK and the USA. We follow this with a subsec-
tion on NZ’s break with the ANZUS alliance, another evaluating the significance
of NZ’s foreign policy turn, and a third on the role of Australian public opinion in
foreign policy. We conclude this section by examining the prospects for security
convergence between both countries and the USA. In the third section, we offer a
brief focus on economic relations (UK, USA, but also Asia). The final section con-
cludes our analysis with a look at Australia’s and NZ’s bilateral relationships.

Special relationships and alliance building

Martin Wight provides a useful definition of what is assumed to make a special
relationship: “associations between powers that seem to be deeper than formal
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alliances, to be based on affinity and tradition as much as interest.”® Bow and
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Santa-Cruz further define special relationships in their work on Mexican and
Canadian relationships with the USA, listing features such as “mutual understand-
ing, extensive and often informal policy coordination, and reflexive self-restraint
under stress.” Here, shared interests, as well as “a deeply-rooted sense of mutual
identification and common purposes,” play crucial roles.” In these definitions,
there are different levels of analysis. Wight writes about governments, but also
about affinities between populations. Bow and Santa-Cruz are more concerned
with high-level contact between bureaucrats, military leaders, and politicians. In
our case studies, we explore a range of relationships.

Measuring the “specialness” of a relationship between countries is not easy. It is
even more difficult in the case of America, with whom so many nations are said to
have a special relationship. As David Schoenbaum has written, the term has been
applied to US relations with “Canada, Mexico, and Panama, Britain, France, and
Germany, the Soviet Union and the Russia that reemerged from its ruins, at least
one Korea, one Vietnam, and two Chinas, Cuba, Guatemala, Nicaragua, and El
Salvador.”® As we outline later, the standard-bearer remains the Anglo-American
special relationship.

Specialness does not tell us much about the relative capabilities of those in the
relationship. It may infer equality among similar peoples (a “band of brothers”),
but it can also imply hierarchical relationships between imperial powers and colo-
nial administrations. The term thus evokes comparisons to relationships between
parent—child, husband—wife, siblings, or cousins, provoking a range of emotions
such as “loyalty and betrayal, agony and ecstasy, and yearning and spurning.”
Measuring why a “relationship” is special comes down to identifying which of the
many factors in a special relationship are potentially the most important, be they
cultural, military, economic, racial, religious, or linguistic. The question “special
for whom?” alerts us to the fact that while a free trade deal may be special for busi-
ness elites, or NATO special for military elites, neither may resonate with the
general population.

Further, “special” does not imply “identical.” Even in the UK-US relationship,
similar values are offset by differences in geography, capabilities, and communica-
tions. The classic image of the Anglo-American relationship is of a series of con-
centric circles, with Britain located within the Commonwealth, Europe, and an
imagined North Atlantic community. The UK operates as a “swing power” in
John Dumbrell’s phraseology, wielding power “as a fulcrum within a wheel.”!?
Bridge imagery also played an important role in this relationship during Tony
Blair’s administration, as he signaled the UK’s unique ability to act as intermediary
between Europe and the USA. UK foreign policy was oriented towards striking
the right balance, allowing one side to cross to the other bank, and back. The UK
thus figured as a sort of glue that bound the two halves of the West together, albeit
at an elite level.!!

In Table 8.1, we have measured the state-centered special relations in the
Anglo-American world by comparing eight key elements. This process helps
illustrate the overall strength or weakness of each relationship, rather than focusing
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TABLE 8.1 State special relations in the Anglo-American world

Country Former — Trade Military Intelligence Legal ~ Wartime  Political ~ Proximity

colony training  sharing system alliance  system  to either

UK or

USA
Canada Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Nz Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N
Australia Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N
USA Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y
UK Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
Mexico N* Y N N N N N Y
China N Y N N N N N N
Notes

* Quebec continues its civil law tradition while the rest of Canada is common law.
** Much of Mexican territory was incorporated into the USA in the nineteenth century.

on one strong aspect. For example, an emphasis on trade would make China appear
to have a very strong special relationship with Australia and NZ. Yet China shares
few significant commonalities in other areas, such as geographic proximity, system
of government, legal system, and sharing of military equipment or intelligence.
Conversely, while much further away from Australia and NZ, the USA, UK, and
Canada have far more in common with them.

In Table 8.2 we focus on societal commonalities such as culture, ethnicity, lan-
guage, religion, and other variables. These help isolate further similarities and dif-

3

ferences. In both tables we include “wartime alliances,” which refers to alliance
building during the twentieth century and after. We argue that wars connect elites
and society and have played a formative role in special relationship building. We
have also included a colonial/imperial dimension since, for our cases, these shared

histories and ties continue to be very important.

Functionalist and sentimentalist approaches to special relationships

‘What role do special relationships serve in a country’s foreign policy and identity?
The answer depends on whether you take a “functionalist” or a “sentimentalist”
viewpoint, although in practice, as we have noted, this is largely a chicken and egg
debate. In Danchev’s “functionalist” interpretation, realism of either the classical or
structural variety plays a key role: shared interests lead to negotiated compromise.
Friction often surfaces in the relationship because it is not based on emotions or
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TABLE 8.2 Social special relations in the Anglo-American world

Country ~ Culture  Ethnicity — Language Religion — Wartime alliance ~ Shared empire UK

Canada Y Y* Y* Y Y Y
Nz Y Y* Y* Y Y Y
Australia Y Y Y Y Y Y
USA Y Y* Y Y Y Y*
UK Y Y Y Y Y

Mexico N N* N Y N

China N N N N N

Notes

* We have asterisked some of the countries in Ethnicity and Language because of large
French-speaking populations in Canada, indigenous Maori in NZ, and European settlers in Mexico.
** Until the eighteenth century.

shared culture, or even on a shared worldview. Rather, the relationship is practical
and seeks to avoid reliance on mythology about shared culture, language, or, per-
haps at a subtextual level, race.!? Table 8.1 illustrates how these special relations at
the elite level converge and diverge, together with economic, military, judicial,
and other institutional arrangements. Why does such mythology exist? This 1s
where Table 8.2 enters the analysis. Danchev submits that imagery of shared values
is often ritualistic and liturgical without always having much substantive content.
Like many cliché-ridden rituals, the language can be superficial, as it attempts to
paper over complex and contradictory histories. As Danchev puts it, the Anglo-
American special relationship “has formidable assets, some of them well hidden.
One of the greatest is the stories it tells to sustain itself. The real strength of shared
values is in the soul of historiography. The truth lies somewhere between monu-
mentalized past and mythical fiction.”"?

Generally, politicians rather than scholars have talked up the Anglo-American
special relationship, as evidenced by its origin in Winston Churchill’s famous 1946
speech. David Watt notes the common trend for British prime ministers to rou-
tinely invoke “‘our joint aims,” ‘our common heritage,” and other emblems of ‘the
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unity of the English-speaking peoples’ to give such clichés “the patina of great
antiquity.”'* Official rhetoric has explained the rationale behind the closeness in
terms of common language, heritage, and history, as demonstrated in Table 8.2.
Many scholars, on the other hand, argue that common interests rather than shared
values sustained UK-US relations throughout the twentieth century, and thus
would see the specialness of the relationship primarily through the characteristics

listed in Table 8.1. Thus, the alliance between the two nations appeared in moments
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of necessity, such as the shared threat of the Nazis and the Soviets." It follows that
contemporary scholars such as David Reynolds view the “special relationship” as
largely a British diplomatic strategy to cope with and benefit from American
power. !¢

However, we are still left with the question of why clichés and shared
values provide public traction when rallying populations to support certain
policies and countries. In contrast to Danchev, Dumbrell has proposed that
sentiments do matter, and that the Anglo-American special relationship has
largely been based on beliefs about shared kinship, culture, symbols, and values
that people actually believe are important.!” The argument is then that the
general population finds these ties compelling and, to a certain extent, so do
elites. Recent proponents of this argument include Niall Ferguson, Andrew
Roberts, and Walter Russell Mead, all of whom see the Anglo-American world as
a sentimentalist and functionalist project, with shared culture, language, values,
legal, political, and philosophical principles as the core drivers of Anglo-American
unity. '8

We are presented with two overarching claims. The functionalist perspective
posits that politicians pay rhetorical lip service to well-worn phrases about
“the English speaking peoples,” without believing in such rhetoric themselves —
although there is the assumption that the populace feels these attachments
are meaningful. Shared values and moral causes are plot devices used by
politicians to sell wars and interventions abroad to populations who find emotional
resonance with such claims. McDermott describes this process as the “calculated
use of emotional entrepreneurship by leaders to create and craft particular kinds
of political identity.”" Sentimentalists, on the other hand, emphasize the
importance of commonalities derived from shared racial, ethnic, linguistic,
cultural, or historical attributes. For them, these shared attributes and the norms
that arise from them makes cooperation naturally easier between Anglo-American
states.?’ Thus both elites and the general population are included in these ties. We
see a clear example of this merging of sentimentalism and functionalism in the
Obama—Cameron summit in May 2011. Here the president and prime minister
released a joint statement, which proclaimed of the US-UK special relationship
that,

Yes, it 1s founded on a deep emotional connection, by sentiment and ties of
people and culture. But the reason it thrives, the reason why this is such a
natural partnership, is because it advances our common interests and shared
values. It is a perfect alignment of what we both need and what we both
believe. And the reason it remains strong is because it delivers time and
again. Ours is not just a special relationship, it is an essential relationship — for
us and for the world.?!

This merging of the two forms of special relationship, we suggest, also echoes
the idea of “International Society” introduced by the English School. Hedley Bull
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and Adam Watson’s classic definition describes well the broad outlines of the
Anglo-American world:

a group of states (or, more generally, a group of independent political com-
munities) which not merely form a system, in the sense that the behavior of
each is a necessary factor in the calculations of the others, but also have
established by dialogue and consent common rules and institutions for the
conduct of their relations, and recognize their common interest in maintain-
ing these arrangements.?

The focus on “solidarism” by some English School theorists like Nick Wheeler
works well towards explaining why black-letter legal sovereignty amongst
members of the Anglo-American world seems less important than cooperation
across a range of issue areas.?

Our chapter moves away from a strict dichotomy between functionalism and
sentimentalism. Such a dichotomy is artificial, we argue, since it is virtually impos-
sible to draw a dividing line between these forms of “specialness.” Foreign policy
decisions can be explained by both theories, to varying degrees, and at varying
times. In the cases of NZ and Australia, sentimentalist rhetoric has often been used
to achieve functionalist aims, while at the same time, polling data and anecdotal
information make it clear that sentimental ties are very important for voters and
decision-makers.?* In both Australia and NZ, as well as in Canada, political leaders
chose to reject full sovereignty. All three cases were marked by slowly evolving
gray periods in which a series of acts (the Treaty of Waitangi in 1840, the British
North America Act of 1867, and the Australian Constitution in 1901) seemed to
give sovereignty in a sense; but it took a very long time to achieve. In Canada, for
example, it only came with the Constitution Act in 1982.% The specialness of
these relationships defies the normal black-box model of sovereign states. Since the
nature of sovereignty differs considerably among these cases, so does the specialness
of their relations with the UK, the USA, and each other.

Specialness for us also connotes the role of emotions in alliance politics.
Sentimentalism in special relations implies a certain level of emotional attachment
to certain countries and peoples, as well as repulsion from others. Mercer, Ross,
and Crawford, amongst others, have argued that emotional beliefs can help cement
alliances and promote cooperation, or can lead to inexplicably high levels of
mistrust. Mercer, for example, has argued that emotions influence decision-making
behavior both positively and negatively: “A preexisting feeling that a relationship
is warm, or one that is characterized by empathetic understanding with the other,
may help actors frame ambiguous behavior as neutral, positive, or motivated by
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circumstances rather than hostile intentions.” “Conversely,” he argues, “fear and
antipathy may promote negative evaluations and make a neutral or positive
reception of ambiguous behaviors and events less likely.”?* Ross adds to this that
“empathy develops, exchanges are more effective, parties are more open to a range

of options that speak to each party’s interests, and viable agreements become more
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attractive to all.” Summing up, Crawford notes that emotions act to “influence
actors’ understanding of the past and sense of what is possible in the future in four
ways; emotions influence recall, the use of analogy, the evaluation of past choices,
and the consideration of counterfactuals.”?

Australia and NZ demonstrate in their respective histories how both affinity and
distaste played important roles in alliance building. Affinity with fellow members
of the Anglo-American club helped cement strong relations over and above any
purely rational considerations, while fear of Asian countries, such as China and
Japan, played a key role in the formation of Australia and NZ and helped create
domestic identity, while shaping foreign policy attitudes. Yet while we can trace the
military, economic, political, and diplomatic effects of emotional attachments, emo-
tional beliefs are not always obvious, and can sometimes be impervious to study
based on traditional social scientific methods. Reflecting Bleiker and Hutchison, we
argue that in examining special relations we may need to “accept that research can
be insightful and valid even if it engages unobservable phenomena, and even if the
results of such inquiries can neither be measured nor validated empirically.”

Security relationships in Australia and New Zealand

In this section, we begin by highlighting some of the salient similarities and difter-
ences between Australia and NZ in their relationships to the UK and the USA
from the nineteenth century through to the 1970s. This includes pro-British senti-
ments, Asia-skepticism, mutual attraction between the two countries, and ties to
the rest of the Anglo-American world. The 1970s saw the UK enter the European
Economic Community (EEC) and “push” NZ and Australia away, prompting the
two Antipodean nations to engage more strongly with Asia. With regard to the
USA, there are similarities but also divergence during the 1980s when NZ, for
domestic political reasons (as well as party politics), instigated a partial break from
the USA, pursuing (at least on the surface) its own foreign policy course. Overall,
a recurring theme plays out in Australia—NZ relations: NZ feels it has a less vulner-
able geographical position, which has allowed it the “luxury” of looser relations
with the USA and a smaller defense budget. Consequently, in 2007, NZ’s per
capita defense spending was 1.1 percent of GDP, mirroring Canada’s. In contrast,
Australia sat at 1.9 percent and the USA at 4.0 percent.?’

The British era

The nineteenth-century security environment was marked not only by external
challenges (with Asia as a common “Other” that helped glue the colonies together),
but internal ones as well. The empire was crucial in securing the rights and privi-
leges of settlers in its Antipodean colonies. Special relationships, expressed in ethnic
terms, were secured by military force. The colonists saw themselves as British and
expected British protection, but reciprocally expressed great willingness to defend
the empire in which they had common cause, not just in the Asia-Pacific but
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around the world, as Audie Klotz has noted in Chapter 4 in this volume. Ties were
not just functional but strongly driven by sentiments as well. Different interpreta-
tions of the British relationship may be in part influenced by NZ’s large Anglo-
Saxon population (primarily English and Scottish), which still predominate today.
By contrast, Australia had a larger proportion of Irish immigrants — 30 percent
versus 20 percent in NZ. Roughly 80 percent of New Zealanders have some
British ancestry, and an estimated 17 percent have the right to a British passport.>

While Australia was initially a penal colony in the eighteenth century and
only later became a destination for settlers, NZ began in the nineteenth century as
a planned settler colony. Edward Gibbon Wakefield, an architect of NZ’s
colonization, aimed, as he put it, to replicate “an entire British community”
that would include such elements as “the manners, the institutions, the religion,
the private and the public character” of the country they left behind.®! The process
of settlement continued well into the mid-twentieth century. Both Australia
and NZ instigated passage schemes to encourage British immigration during the
1940s and 1950s in an effort to “maintain the Britishness.”** Ethnicity and the
British special relationship went hand in hand because, until at least the 1970s,
most white New Zealanders saw themselves as British and saw Britain as their
homeland. The same held true for Australia, although for a smaller percentage of the
population.

NZ and Australian politicians avoided strident quests for independence during
the nineteenth century and even late into the twentieth century on some fronts.
Neither government saw this independence as the cue to take up autonomy in
foreign affairs, with both nations largely following England’s lead until the fall of
Singapore in 1942. Evidence of these deep emotional ties in the general population
comes in many forms, from the large number of New Zealanders and Australians
volunteering to serve in World War I, through to the fact that the Australian par-
liament did not formally ratify and pass into effect the 1931 Statute of Westminster
(which removed the British parliament’s power to legislate for the dominions)
until 1942. NZ left it until 1947. Further, until World War II, Australia and NZ
operated their embassies from within the British embassy. Arguably, the ultimate
link is the British monarch: Queen Elizabeth II is still the formal head of state for
both countries.

How British or English were NZ and Australian societies? The vaunted
Britishness of NZ has always been precarious, which has arguably influenced some
of the boosterism of the past. It was only in the mid-nineteenth century that British
settlers outnumbered indigenous Maori. Thus overt displays of “brotherhood” by
settlers betrayed a fear that such an identity could easily be diluted by a large indig-
enous culture, with strong symbols, a unified language, and a fairly unified political
movement in the North Island. Despite obvious efforts to strip Maori of their lands
and legal rights, they fared comparatively better than other indigenous groups. This
was due in large part to their numerical preponderance in much of the country,
their strong military traditions, and their cohesiveness and discipline; it had little if

anything to do with how “nice” the colonizers were.*
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The story of Britishness is complicated in Australia by the large number of Irish
immigrants who have been a feature of Australian immigration since the late eigh-
teenth century. Both countries maintained restrictive policies against Asian immi-
gration, and forms of Asia-skepticism continued well into the 1970s. Australia’s
White Australia policy, as it was known, operated from 1901 to 1973. NZ did not
formally mirror this policy; nonetheless, in practice NZ accepted very few Asian
migrants until the 1990s (and, unlike Australia, accepted few Southern Europeans
in the immediate post-World War II period).>* Through the mid-1980s, most of
NZ’s non-white migrants came from the Pacific Islands. The changing immigra-
tion patterns in the 1960s and 1970s intersected with shifting perceptions of Asia.
As Asian immigration and investment increased rapidly, so did the focus on Asia as
the locus of new relationships. This generally occurred first in Australia.

Until the 1940s, white Australians and New Zealanders did not see a special
relationship between sovereign countries as much as they saw themselves as British
and their countries as being part of a larger imperial system, even perhaps a “Greater
Britain,” a topic on which Duncan Bell lucidly elaborates in Chapter 2 in this
volume. This was a qualitatively different sort of special relationship than one later
sees, in the case of the USA for example, between sovereign, rational governments
seeking to maximize their national self-interest. Thus we are not dealing with
either sentimentalism or functionalism but something quite different — the lack of
clear sovereign borders between states. As independent nations, NZ and Australia
now have a sentimentalist special relationship with Britain. The idea of both coun-
tries as continued members of an Anglo-American “club” remains salient. One
difference, perhaps, is that pro-monarchical sentiment is lower in Australia than in
NZ, as witnessed in the (unsuccessful but fairly popular) push for Australia to
become a Republic in the late 1990s.

With the arrival of immigrants from a broader range of nations in the 1970s,
Britishness has lost some of its currency as a crucial part of Australian identity.?
Australia has, however, struggled to mold a clear new identity. Part of this is due
to a reluctance to break away from Britain as well as a natural skepticism about
grand national symbols and expansive political pronouncements about the state of
Australia.

The standard narrative about Australian alliance relations is that the Australian
government shifted from Britain to America during World War II. The war
undoubtedly strengthened Australia’s ties with the USA, but it is incorrect to claim
that relations with Britain soured. As we indicate in Table 8.2, for most Australians,
such relations continued unabated. While there was clear tension between Churchill
and Australian prime minister John Curtin over the return of Australian troops
from North Africa to defend Australia, both Curtin and his successor Chifley reaf-
firmed their commitment to Britain time and again.>® Through both the world
wars, Australians had seen themselves as “Australian Britons”; it is a similar story in
NZ. This support is borne out by the number of military casualties from these
conflicts. In World War I military casualties for the UK were around 2.2 percent
of the entire population; meanwhile for Australia about 1.4 percent of its entire
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population perished; and NZ was even higher at around 1.6 percent. Given the
distance and lack of direct threat to the two nations, these figures are astonishing.
World War II provides similar comparison — the UK lost close to 1 percent of its
population as war casualties; in Australia military deaths accounted for approxi-
mately 0.6 percent of the population; and in NZ it was 0.7 percent. Eventually
global events rather than a quest for independence pushed Australia and NZ away
from this self-identity and interdependence. The key factors were the demise of
the British empire, the concomitant rise of the USA, and the movement of the UK
towards Europe, culminating with British entry to the EEC in 1973.

The American era

The British special relationship is often described in terms of a mother—child rela-
tionship, with Australia and NZ showing dependence, respect, and loyalty in
return for economic, cultural, and military benefits. The US relationship with
Australia and NZ is seen more as an alliance, or perhaps as a relationship between
cousins.” In this section, we consider the evolution of the ANZUS security rela-
tionship but also contextualize it within a much larger intelligence framework.

In 1942, the British surrender in Singapore drew NZ and Australia into a close
alliance with the USA. Consequently, 100,000 American troops were stationed in
NZ and, by some estimates, up to a million in Australia. Japan had conquered
much of East Asia. It was moving into Papua New Guinea and had bombed Darwin
in 1942 and 1943, making this alliance grudgingly welcome for functionalist
reasons. During the Cold War, the deepening alliance flowered, not because of any
sentimentalism in either rhetoric or fact, but because of Australia’s and NZ’s
security concerns and fear of geographical isolation. Where possible, both coun-
tries pushed to balance their new and evolving US ties with their traditional anchor:
the UK. Australia and NZ signed up to the ANZUS Pact in 1951, as well as the
Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) in 1954, and participated in the Five
Power Staff Talks in 1955.% This deepening relationship with the USA did not sit
well with many New Zealanders. It is instructive that soon after signing ANZUS,
the NZ parliament passed a bill recognizing the British monarch as Queen of NZ.
A royal tour was also planned in 1953 to buttress these links to empire.>

In Australia, the push to embrace America was heavily promoted by what
Wesley and Warren call the “traditionalists” within foreign policy-making circles,*
associated with the sentimentalism of the Liberal Party and Prime Minister R obert
Menzies. During the 1950s and 1960s, Australia and NZ hoped to establish a
four-member alliance with the USA and the UK. Cabinet discussions and other
documents from the time reveal this was a high priority for Menzies and other
leading Liberal politicians, as it was for Keith Holyoake’s government in NZ.
Although a formal alliance that included the UK and the USA was not achieved
under Menzies or Holt, Australia did became part of a special “Anglosphere” club
(which included the USA, the UK, Canada, and NZ), particularly in intelligence
sharing. We feel the word “club” is appropriate, as this group shared similar values
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and cultures which led to the larger players (particularly the USA) trusting the
smaller players such as Australia and NZ with sensitive intelligence sharing. These
smaller players reciprocated by hosting spy bases on their territory, which were
critical to America’s intelligence network during the Cold War.*! Again there
are emotive or sentimental elements to this relationship that cannot be explained
by functionalism alone.

In March 1946, the BRUSA or UKUSA agreement was signed between the
USA and UK or “the two partners.” Further negotiations brought Australia, NZ,
and Canada into the alliance as “second parties” in 1956. The National Security
Agency put this in somewhat sentimentalist terms: “These relations evolved and
continued across the decades. The bonds, forged in the heat of a world war and
tempered by decades of trust and teamwork, remain essential to future intelligence
successes.”* This high level of trust arguably demonstrates how sentimentalism
and functionalism are often inseparable. The history of such close intelligence shar-
ing indicates an extremely high level of trust, as a document released in 2010 out-
lines: “Such exchange will be unrestricted on all work undertaken ... Except when
specifically excluded from the agreement at the request of either party and with the
agreement of the other.” This, as the principal records specialist at the UK National
Archives concludes, “represented a crucial moment in the development of the
special relationship between the two wartime allies (the UK and the USA) and
captured the spirit and practice of the signals intelligence co-operation which had
evolved on an ad-hoc basis during the Second World War.”* Certainly, the
so-called “Five Eyes” arrangement became an important staple of Cold War
alliance building and continues due to a combination of sentimentalist and
functionalist considerations.

NZ’s suspension from ANZUS

Until 1985, NZ decision-makers remained committed to ANZUS and subscribed
to the “domino theory,” sending troops to fight in Vietnam as in Korea.*
Overall, NZ expressed common cause with the Americans, maintaining extremely
close intelligence and military links. Nevertheless, NZ Foreign Minister Frank
Corner observed during the 1970s that New Zealanders were “still old-style British
in their instincts.” This implied “a certain style of British superciliousness towards
Americans and American culture and foreign policies.”* The Australian percep-
tion of the alliance was in some respects quite similar. Their interest in closer
relations with the USA was functionalist; nonetheless, over time, relations grew
much closer.

Australia’s security relationship with the USA held firm during the 1980s, in
contradistinction to NZ, which broke from ANZUS in 1985. The reasons for this
break, we suggest, were largely political. However, the foreign policy divergence
was not as great as some have alleged. Indeed, NZ’s vaunted independence over
the nuclear issue obscures the reality that their foreign policies over other matters

did not diverge significantly from the USA. Further, the government’s economic



188 David MacDonald and Brendon O’Connor

policies became far more “American” during the Lange years, and defense
cooperation and coordination with Australia actually became closer.

In NZ, perceptions of the USA were broadly positive until the Vietnam War,
when large-scale anti-war demonstrations rocked the country.* Australia, too,
developed a very strong anti-Vietnam War movement. However, it was not anti-
war sentiment that caused the decline in the relationship between NZ and the
USA, but rather the issue of a US nuclear warship in a NZ harbor. America tested
nuclear weapons in the Marshall Islands until 1962, and in the outback of South
Australia and the Gilbert Islands in the 1950s.*’ The anti-nuclear movement in NZ
and Australia also grew in response to French testing in the Pacific. Indeed, the
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament engaged in organized opposition after France
began testing on its island colonies of Mururoa and Fangataufa.*® There were sec-
ondary effects in terms of NZ-US special relations, and permanent repercussions
on the ANZUS alliance.

In the “special relations” of Anglo-American societies, the circulation of
ideas across the member nations is an important aspect highlighted by the anti-
nuclear movement. In fact, it was US criticism of nuclear weapons that helped
fuel the NZ anti-nuclear campaign. Only after a NZ tour by the Harvard
University-based Australian physician Helen Caldicott, who screened a documen-
tary made by the National Film Board of Canada, did Labour’s anti-nuclear
initiative became enshrined as party policy.* Responding to a high level of public
support, in 1984 the Labour Party under David Lange proclaimed a strict anti-
nuclear policy, forbidding the docking of ships with nuclear technology or
weaponry. This conflicted with the American policy of neither confirming nor
denying that its vessels had nuclear technology on board. This anti-nuclear stance
helped Labour secure election from a moribund National Party government
in 1984.

In February 1985, the “Port Access Dispute” presented a test case for the
new policy. The US government made a public request for a navy destroyer, the
USS Buchanan, to dock at a NZ harbor. Lange was on a tour of the Pacific. His
foreign minister was in favor of the ship docking, but his acting prime minister,
Geoffrey Palmer, was not, on the grounds that it might have nuclear weapons or
power. Lange supported Palmer, and a standoff ensued.>® Support for anti-nuclear
policies was further galvanized in July 1985 when the French secret service blew
up the Greenpeace ship Rainbow Warrior in Auckland Harbour, killing a crew
member. NZ saw this as an act of war by France, but found little support for this
proposition from either the UK or the USA. This incident galvanized support for
the anti-nuclear position and led to a further breakdown in public relations with
the USA.

The Lange government pressed on with its anti-nuclear legislation, eventually
passing the “Nuclear Free Zone, Disarmament, and Arms Control Act,” which is
still official policy. It was during this period that negotiations broke down, and the
USA suspended its treaty obligations under ANZUS.>' By August 1986, the USA
forged stronger bilateral ties with Australia, and NZ-US relations entered into
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an “indefinite coma,” a clear example of what one might call “small power
idealism.”® In theory, the USA withdrew its obligations to defend NZ in the
event of attack. Lange, however, and all other subsequent prime ministers, felt
that the USA would indeed come to NZ’s aid if attacked, if only to defend its
own security interests.>?

Why did NZ take this path? The break had long roots in domestic politics,
especially in the aforementioned opposition to French nuclear testing. The period
from 1960 to 1984 saw 148 visits by US warships, 13 by nuclear propelled ships.
As part of the broader anti-nuclear movement, which primarily targeted France,
the USA became seen as part of the problem. A core activist faction within the
Labour Party, which included Jim Anderton and Helen Clark, had vocally pro-
tested against the Vietnam War and were keen to prohibit nuclear weapons and
nuclear power. The decision to ban nuclear ships occurred at a time when the
Labour government was riding a wave of popularity and the globally unpopular
Reagan administration had created the almost perfect “David and Goliath” set-up.
Yet, those who would argue that NZ made a decisive break from the Anglo-
American world need to acknowledge a number of ironies, which we elaborate
below.

The first irony of the anti-nuclear position is that it was driven not by anger at
the Americans, but by objections to French testing of nuclear technology.
This fueled the movement that led to the ban on American ships. A second irony
concerns Lange’s populist poll-oriented politics. Lange has admitted to little
personal interest in the nuclear policy, reiterating in his memoir that he never saw
nuclear propulsion as equivalent to nuclear weapons. As he put it, “weapons are
made to destroy people and we have to learn to live without them. The rest
[nuclear power] may be useful if properly managed.”>* Nevertheless, public senti-
ment against nuclear power was strong, and Lange did not believe NZ would
be ejected from ANZUS. Indeed, no NZ prime minister before Lange seriously
considered that ANZUS membership would be imperiled by an anti-nuclear
stance.

A third irony was Lange’s swing to the right in economic terms. While playing
up the nuclear issue as a form of Goliath-bashing, Lange launched his country on
a sharp neoliberal course of privatization and a decrease in controls on foreign
investment. His government initiated one of the most revolutionary neoliberal
reform packages of any western country — spurred on by Finance Minister Roger
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Douglas.”>> “Rogernomics” promoted one of the world’s freest and most deregu-
lated regimes, “unmatched internationally, except in former communist bloc
countries after 1989.7%¢ This apparent dichotomy was not by accident. Lange was
playing to both wings of the party, thus NZ simultaneously developed a nuclear-
free policy and one of the most open economies in the OECD.%’

A fourth irony is that while the NZ public was clearly anti-nuclear, it did
not see its anti-nuclear stance as consonant with an anti-ANZUS stance. Polls con-
ducted in 1986 demonstrated a paradox: while 71 percent of the public backed

ANZUS, 73 percent also backed NZ as a nuclear-free zone, and 80 percent of
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the population wanted to have it both ways: to be nuclear free within ANZUS.
Caution is thus warranted in drawing too much from the policy divergences of
the Australian and NZ governments during this period. Both wanted very much to
remain part of the ANZUS alliance, and both sought close ties with each other.

A fifth irony is that, seemingly unbeknownst to Lange, NZ’s intelligence
cooperation with the USA actually increased following the break. Certainly, Lange
was punished. US military intelligence was curtailed, but other intelligence
continued to flow in. Journalist Nicky Hager puts it that “The United States
government wanted other countries to see New Zealand punished for its nuclear-
free policies, but the UKUSA alliance was too valuable to be interrupted by
politics.” The intelligence break was partially a stage show. For example, for a brief
period, the “routing indicators,” showing the destination and origin of intelligence
within UKUSA, were removed from incoming reports. Once the bilateral
situation calmed down, they were quietly put back on overseas documents.>> A
second slap on the wrist was the denial of weekly intelligence summaries formerly
provided to NZ under ANZUS; but while the summaries ceased, access to all
the intelligence on which they were based continued to flow freely.®

The supposed break between NZ and the USA brought an increase in intelli-
gence coordination during this period, largely through the auspices of the
Government Communications Security Bureau (GCSB).®! Key advisors in the
GCSB, more interested in NZ’s long-term security interests as part of the western
alliance, managed to keep their operations largely in the dark from Lange as well as
later prime ministers Geoftrey Palmer and Jim Bolger.®> Hager’s analysis, supported
by Lange — who penned the foreword to his book — suggests that many of the
functional aspects of the special relationship continued, despite legislative ignorance
and even potential opposition.

NZ'’s foreign policy turn

Despite the obvious continuation of NZ’s ties within the Five Eyes alliance, the
anti-nuclear decision changed the orientation of NZ foreign policy over time.
The US decision to cut NZ from ANZUS training missions, military cooperation,
and intelligence sharing forced NZ to develop a more independent and multilateral
approach to its foreign policy. By the 1990s the anti-nuclear position, as well as
ambivalence toward ANZUS, were viewpoints accepted by all major parties. NZ
became an active player in UN-mandated interventions from Cambodia to Angola
and Somalia. In 1992, NZ also became a temporary member of the UN Security
Council. Support for the anti-nuclear policy remained relatively constant at 52
percent in 1989 and 54 percent by 1991. Support for a defensive alliance with the
USA, by contrast, dropped from 47 percent in 1986 to 39 percent by 1989.%
There is little chance that even a coalition center-right government, as NZ now
has, will see fit to reverse Lange’s policy. Prime Minister John Key has argued that
the stance has become “hard-wired into the New Zealand DNA,” a crucial symbol
of national identity.®*
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Overall, NZ policymakers have adopted a more publicly responsive foreign
policy than has Australia. On matters close to home, like Pacific security, nuclear
testing, and relations with Pacific Island neighbors, the government at times defers
to public opinion when it is politically expedient to do so. In part, this reflects the
small size of NZ and the changing ethnic composition of the country. Foreign
Minister Murray McCully describes his country as a “bridge between Asia and
Europe,” with national identity as a melding of three identities: “European,
Polynesian and Asian.”% In line with this evolving identity is a “tri-polar approach
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to the world”: a focus on Asia and the Pacific for “reasons of geography,” and a
European focus for cultural reasons.®® Current demographic trends indicate that
the ethnic underpinning of this bridge identity will be accentuated. Based on 2008
projections, NZ’s non-European populations will sustain the highest annual growth
rates over the next 20 years to the extent that by 2026, almost half of NZ’s popula-
tion will be non-European.®” When considering the social relationships expressed
in Table 8.2, we feel the public will continue to push for NZ engagement with the
Pacific.

How much successive governments respond to these demographic changes will
be influenced by politics. There is little reason to suggest that NZ decision-makers
will pursue a major reorientation of foreign policy, although the pro-Asia rhetoric
has become more pronounced in recent years in elite circles. Certainly NZ’s anti-
nuclear position and its non-involvement in the Iraq War have created tensions
with the USA. However, these should be seen merely as brotherly arguments within
the Anglo-American family, not as signals of a permanent break in relations.
Beneath these occasional spats, the deep (and enduring) trust and connection is best
illustrated by the continued closeness of intelligence relations.

Australian public opinion and foreign policy

Australian perceptions of ANZUS have been different: the alliance was embraced
in Australia at precisely the same time that NZ policy on nuclear ship visits put that
nation’s US alliance at risk. For Australia, the sense of living in a dangerous security
environment has made the US alliance seem far more necessary.®® History and
geographic insecurity have created a security culture, supported by both sides of the
political spectrum, in which special relations with Britain and now America are
very highly valued. At the same time, due to its larger economy, territorial base,
mineral wealth, and larger population, Australia feels less economically vulnerable
than NZ. Opinion polls in Australia show high levels of public support for the
US—Australia alliance (reinforcing the security culture/special relations argument).®’
These views have created a situation in which each new prime minister (and most
new leaders of the opposition) feel compelled to make a speech affirming support
for the US alliance.

For Australia, the strengthening of its US alliance has been its key foreign policy
goal, since at least the drafting of ANZUS. Australia’s “American alliance” was
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never seen as a temporary solution to such passing threats as international commu-
nism or Japanese revanchism. Rather, it has been viewed as a central pillar of
Australian security policy. The desire to secure US loyalty largely explains Australia’s
involvement in Korea, Vietnam, and Iraq, and its strong ongoing commitment to
the US-led war in Afghanistan. During the Howard era, Australia moved rhetori-
cally to the heart of the Anglo-American world, while NZ sided with France,
Germany, Canada, and other Bush critics. Howard was a traditionalist, an
“Anglosphere” booster, and a strong believer in the view held by Menzies that
Australia needs “great and powerful friends.” Unlike NZ, which under the Labour
government of Helen Clark refused to support the war, Australia was an enthusi-
astic member of the Coalition of the Willing. The official reasons Australia went
to war were similar to the arguments presented in the USA and UK — principally
to rid Iraq of Weapons of Mass Destruction. However, in Australia, most com-
mentators also saw the decision as being significantly about alliance politics. Further,
it could be argued that it was entirely in keeping with what could be called

Australia’s ongoing Anglospheric “strategic culture.””"

Security convergence with the USA?

Arguably, assertions about the divergent paths of Australia and NZ can easily be
overdone: both countries abide by longstanding multilateralist traditions, which
have been pursued very actively at times by leaders within both the Australian
Labor Party and the NZ Labour Party. In Australia this involvement in multilateral
forums has been balanced (and at times compromised) by a desire to seek close alli-
ances with strong and powerful nations. NZ has also largely adopted this balancing
act for much of its history since World War II. The decision to pursue an anti-
nuclear policy created a schism in this tradition but, as we have pointed out, no one
expected NZ to break with ANZUS — including Lange — and aspects of the
NZ-US special relationship continued throughout this period, at times indirectly
through the mediating influence of Australia, the UK, and intelligence institutions.
A recent US embassy memo prepared for Hillary Clinton’s trip to NZ in 2010
makes clear that “New Zealand remained a member of the Five Eyes intelligence
community” after 1985, and that “Our intelligence relationship was fully restored
in August 29, 2009.”7!

Recent events may reduce these differences still further. Under Prime Minister
Key and President Obama, the NZ-US relationship has become increasingly cor-
dial. While Bush was roundly unpopular, New Zealanders were very supportive of
Obama, who received a 65 percent favorable rating amongst respondents, com-
pared with 11 percent for McCain.”> This more open atmosphere may lead to a
renewed special relationship. In mid-2010, Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian and Pacific Affairs Kurt Campbell emphasized a “very deliberate effort” by
the new administration to develop closer relations with NZ. This includes areas of
joint concern like climate change, security in the Pacific, and economic and other
opportunities and challenges in Asia. This may also translate into joint military
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training exercises and a closer security relationship, although it is unlikely that NZ
will join a formal military alliance with the USA.”

Economic relationships

In gauging the evolution of special relationships, economic relationships also merit
consideration. As we have already argued, both countries were forced to reorient
their trading patterns towards Asia in the 1970s. In this section, we argue that
despite closer functional relations with Asian countries, the specialness of the UK
and US relationships have changed little over the past three decades.

In both Australia and NZ, we can observe a three-stage process in developing
relations with Asia. This evolution is classically presented as first, a narrow xeno-
phobic view of Asia as “alien” and dangerous; second, acceptance and engagement;
and finally, third, interdependence. From 1940 to 1960, as was typical for other
Anglo-American states, Asia was seen as a homogenous “Other,” with Australia
and NZ western-oriented and “unequivocally not part of Asia.” This perception
shifted by the 1970s, due to two oil shocks and Britain’s membership in the EEC.
Asia now became a regional economic opportunity. From 1968 to 1980, NZ
doubled its exports to Asia, with the region becoming almost as big a market for
New Zealand as Europe.”*

Growth in the Asian markets was even more pronounced for Australia, and
this continues to be the case. During the third phase of relations from the 1990s,
Australia and NZ increasingly saw themselves as interdependent parts of Asia, both
economically and, to a degree, strategically. This has since developed into the view
that both nations need to be “Asia-literate.””> ASEAN, APEC, and a number of
organizations became useful in grouping NZ and Australia with Asian economies
to promote a greater degree of interdependence.”® It would be easy to believe that
Australia has had a more fraught relationship in this period than has NZ, given the
history of the White Australia policy and rhetorical exchanges between Australian
and Asian leaders. However, both NZ and Australian decision-makers realized that
their future prosperity rested significantly on increasing not just exports, but a
whole range of economic exchanges such as fee-paying students, business migra-
tion, and foreign investment from Asia.

In Australia, there has been a perception that the Labor Party has embraced a
pro-Asia stance more than the Conservative parties, which have focused on the
Anglo-American alliance. This is true at the rhetorical level; the Keating Labor
government backed up its talk by being a key player in the establishment of APEC
and signing a security treaty with Indonesia in 1995. Although the Howard
government rhetorically pulled back from this engagement and talked up its desire
to “reinvigorate” the Australia—US alliance, the reality is that both major parties in
Australia wanted to, and largely have, increased integration into Asian markets
while maintaining a strong security alliance with the USA.

NZ would arguably have taken a similar approach if it had still been an active
member of ANZUS. However, rhetorically cast out of a close alliance by the USA,
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it became more adventurous in its foreign policy. This has made it more creative
in its policy approach to China and led to its unprecedented free trade agreement
with the PRC. However, the NZ tendency to oversell the significance and unique-
ness of its achievements, and to highlight differences with Australia, means that any
analysis should proceed with caution. For example, the NZ—China FTA could be
less about NZ ingenuity than it is about China’s desire to send a message to Australia
and other pro-China FTA trading partners.

Bilateralism: Australia and New Zealand

In this section, we focus on the relationship between Australia and NZ. Anglosphere
theorist James Bennett observes that the Anglo-American world contains
many double acts: “Britain and Ireland, the U.S. and Canada, and Australia and
New Zealand.” He notes an obvious fact remarked upon by Seymour Lipset
and others: “In each, the smaller partner has found close trade relations and
some aspects of union with the larger partner to be desirable but also has harbored
resentments and concerns about being swallowed and assimilated by its larger
partner.””” This mixture of cooperation, resentment, and concern characterizes
NZ perceptions of Australia. In psycho-sociological terms, New Zealanders often
resent being ignored by the Australian press and Australians in general, especially
given that New Zealanders tend to be much more knowledgeable and familiar
with Australia. In Freudian terms, this is a classic case of the narcissism of minor
differences playing out in bilateral relations. This makes sense when one considers
the history of these two countries. In the nineteenth century it was assumed that
NZ would eventually merge with the Australian colonies, which were as different
from one another as NZ was from them. Indeed, the 1900 Australian constitution
provides for NZ to join the Australian commonwealth at any time upon
application.”

In this context we need to understand claims that the two countries are polar
opposites. Devetak and True, for example, see them sitting on opposing ends of a
spectrum, with NZ’s identity as: “an independent and principled player on the
world stage, whereas Australia’s is asserted most strongly through its self~image as a
regional great power and close ally of the United States, and its decidedly realist,
sometimes unprincipled, foreign policy.””” Australian defense expert Hugh White
contends: “But Australians need to realise that our trans-Tasman cousins do see the
world differently from us. Australians are from Mars, Kiwis are from Venus.”®
Devetak and True overstate matters, but their first point does highlight a common
self-perception held by New Zealanders, while the second is the view of many crit-
ics of Australian foreign policy.

More sensibly, if one looks at the relative size of NZ and Australia and their
geographical locations, it is hardly surprising that their foreign policy priorities
have differed in recent years. In truth, these differences have come from the same
catalysts for both nations: a growing independence in thinking and less attachment
to Britain from the 1970s onward, and a greater move towards Asia in matters of
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trade and regional cooperation. It would be incorrect to argue that the “Port
Access Dispute” entirely defines NZ’s relationship with the USA. As we have dis-
cussed, intelligence networking and coordination actually increased during the
1980s and 1990s (including NZ’s entry into the ECHELON surveillance project),
and NZ’s break with ANZUS was mired in a number of ironies which suggest that
events did not have to transpire as they did, and were not as narrowly “path depen-
dent” as subsequent political commentators have suggested.

Indeed, many similarities characterize the self-identity and world outlook of
both countries. The enduring (and increased) importance of the ANZAC tradition
in Australia and NZ highlights the ongoing power of militarism and mythology.
Australian commentators have frequently claimed that the increased importance
accorded to the ANZAC national memorial day in the last decade was in part the
result of efforts by the Howard government to boost militarism in Australian life.
Such claims, however, fail to account for the rise of similar sentiments in NZ,
amongst both Labour and National supporters. Reflecting something deeper than
the political manipulations of symbols in the cultures of both societies, the memory
of the World War I battle at Gallipoli evokes powerful emotions that straddle the
Tasman and point to the strong influence of military history. Australia and NZ
offered incredible loyalty to Britain during both world wars, but the nations’ expe-
riences of war are often described as the founding points in developing their own
independent national character.

In terms of bilateral arrangements, the 1944 Australian—New Zealand Agreement
or Canberra Pact was signed to create a separate sphere of influence over the south-
west and South Pacific. It also paved the way for regular meetings between Canberra
and Wellington, for common planning in defense, external relations, industry, and
81 Australia and NZ later set up a
Consultative Committee on Defence Co-operation in 1977. NZ followed this a

commercial policy, even social programs.

year later in its Defence Review by seeing the two countries as a “single strategic
entity.”®?
and Australia became members of the Five Eyes and participated in ECHELON.

And, as we have already discussed, relations continued to strengthen as NZ

Ironically, while Australian leaders took exception to Lange’s posturing during
the 1980s, relations with Australia became closer. This was due in part to Bob
Hawke’s fear that if a strong bilateral relationship was not maintained, NZ might

fall out of the western orbit.?

Certainly NZ seemed to follow suit on many
Australian decisions thereafter. For example, NZ followed Australia in creating a
Defence Electronic Warfare Data Base (DEWDAB), even adopting the same name.
Both countries also coordinated an increase in the deployment of specialized SAS
personnel for intelligence missions, shared research in towed arrays for anti-subma-
rine surveillance, and converged on many aspects of “signals intelligence intercep-
tion and analysis.”3* There was also the adoption of the Close Economic Relations
(CER) agreement in 1983, which created something akin to the EEC in
Australasia.

Until the Clark Labour government in 1999, Australia and NZ still maintained
that they were a “single strategic entity,” meaning that an attack against one would
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pose a security risk against the other, thus necessitating collective action. By 2000,
the term was dropped. While the phrase did not indicate any sort of joint foreign
policies, the Clark government felt it impeded the assertion of an independent
foreign policy.®® Nevertheless, the two countries cooperate on defense matters.
During the conflict in East Timor, NZ and Australia formed the bulk of the
UN-mandated UNIFET force sent there in 1999.%¢ Both countries worked
together to achieve a peace settlement in Bougainville and responded in a coordi-
nated manner after George Speight overthrew Fiji’s first Indian prime minister in
a 2000 coup, jointly imposing “smart sanctions” on the coup leaders. Both coun-
tries have also been instrumental in making RAMSI peace-building initiatives
effective in the Solomon Islands.®

The most recent indication of NZ’s intentions come from the National
government’s 2010 White Paper, which puts the Anglo-American alliance into
perspective. It highlights historical ties, but also alludes to potential divergence in
the future. Regarding the past, the other four members of the Anglo-American
world are described as being part of “longstanding and close security partnerships,”
which are in turn “grounded in common traditions, experiences, and values” and
“maintained and strengthened by dialogue, personnel exchanges, training,
exercises, technology transfer, intelligence sharing, and the application of military
doctrine.” These relationships are presented as being at the core of the NZ defense
strategy.®® The differences in perception as well as size will continue to have an
effect on the relationship. The White Paper is clear that “Australia will remain
New Zealand’s most important security partner,” but while there 1s a search for
common interest, divergence will become more obvious in the future because
NZ’s defense budget is small, while “Australia continues to invest more heavily in
high-end military capabilities.”’

In outlining the NZ—Australia special relationship, the idea of a bridge identity
between Asia and Europe is common. Both see themselves as having a common
heritage, common democratic norms, common security interests in the Pacific,
and common economic interests in trading with each other, with Europe, and,
most importantly, with Asia. For all of the rivalry between the two nations (much
of it relating to sports), there is significant affection and cooperation. They afford
each other’s citizens special treatment from immigration through to welfare, edu-
cation, and generous health benefits.

A key difference, again tied to domestic politics and state attributes, concerns
the importance of domestic identity politics to each case. In NZ, small size,
historical vulnerability in economic terms, and a sense of a benign security
environment have all contributed to its porosity in terms of trade, migration, and
new ideas. Australia provides a puzzling mix of a far more multi-ethnic society.
More open immigration policies to South Europeans in the post-World War II
period, and the entry of a diverse range of migrants since the early 1970s, have
led to many migrant success stories and a good deal of integration. Still, many
Australians have struggled to shed traditional Anglo-Celtic understandings of
who they are as a people. Politicians have zeroed in on this concern in their
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federal politics rhetoric. The populist debate over the supposed “flood” (in actual-
ity a tiny proportion of the total immigrants to the country) of illegal refugees
arriving by boat is a case in point. Their subsequent treatment in detention
centers reflects the policy outcomes of this tension. Nonetheless, Australia’s
substantial annual intake of migrants from around the world asks Australians to
integrate with new peoples every year. They largely do, but the impact in the
medium- to longer term of shifting demographics on Australian foreign policy is
difficult to judge.

At present, a more obvious conclusion is that politicians are still most comfort-
able taking a traditional approach to alliance relations (in other words, embedding
security relations with the Anglo-American world). Immigration has undoubtedly
had a noticeable impact on NZ in the last two decades and has led to the develop-
ment of a tripolar identity forged amongst the mix of Europeans, Polynesians,
and Asians. At this stage, the Asian dimension is more rhetorical than deeply felt,
but it builds on a foundation of biculturalism that has long rejected open ideas of
multicultural citizenship. Both countries face a chasm between the elite’s discourse
on integrating migrants and popular “shock jock” announcements, which are
frequently xenophobic. NZ’s recent touting of its tripolar identity and how this
might allow “special relations” with China is not that different from rhetoric used
in the 1990s by the Keating government towards Asian economic integration.
Another example is provided by the claim that the Chinese-language ability of
former Australian prime minister Kevin Rudd would create closer relations
between China and Australia. Ultimately these predictions of closer ties are func-
tional. Relations with Asia are not cemented nearly as strongly as the sentimental
ties NZ and Australia enjoy with each other and with the wider Anglo-American
world.

Australia and New Zealand: torn and tripolar Identities?

Samuel Huntington sharpened Australia’s evolving post-Anglo identity to the
furthest extreme when he called Australia a “torn country” pulled between its
traditional position as part of “European civilization” and its desire to become part
of “Asian civilization.”® For a number of reasons his claim rings untrue. All
Australian elites wanted greater entry into Asian markets and Asian regional institu-
tions. But they were divided on whether this meant distancing Australia from its
British heritage. And no significant political leader talked about making Australia
part of Asian civilization. As for public opinion, it was firmly against the notion.
Lastly, Asian leaders were not particularly supportive of Australia joining regional
forums and certainly did not see Australia as Asian. Describing Australia in the
1990s as anywhere close to a “torn” country — caught between the East and the
West — was thus a serious misreading of the politics and policies that simultaneously
sought more independence from Britain and more opportunities in Asia.

Blame for the confusion and misunderstanding can be laid at the feet of the
at times hyperbolic debates over Australia’s future as a Republic and over
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immigration levels from Asia. The key figures in these debates were prime minis-
ters Keating and Howard, and an independent Member of Parliament from
Queensland, Pauline Hanson. The Labor Prime Minister Paul Keating set off both
the push for greater Australian economic and political integration into Asia and the
call for Australia to become a Republic. His rhetoric on a range of issues was often
colorful and blunt: he regularly chided Conservatives for being too closely wedded
to Britain and the USA, lacking sufficient pride in Australian achievements or the
courage to pursue a more independent and forward-looking foreign policy that
was open to new opportunities.”! Even though he pursued a policy cultivating a
close alliance with the USA once he came into office in 1996, Prime Minister
Howard disagreed strongly with Huntington’s claims about Australia. But he
blamed Keating for having left himself open to misunderstandings, and saw the
entire episode as the unfortunate by-product of a foolish and needlessly introspec-
tive debate about Australian identity and foreign policy.”

A lightning rod for this stormy debate was Pauline Hanson, who was elected to
Parliament in 1996 and subsequently made her One Nation Party a force in
Australian politics. Hanson opposed Asian immigration and what she saw as the
breakdown of Anglo-Australia. Although she received limited support, through
the use of exaggeration and the stoking of moral panic she gained enough publicity
for her name and arguments to become well known, not only across Australia but
also with Asian neighbors. John Howard sought to distance himself from both
Keating’s Asian engagement and Hanson’s anti-Asian rhetoric, but he conveyed
clearly that he understood the concerns of Hanson supporters and has often been
accused of courting One Nation voters with his very tough policies on refugees.”
Australia’s struggle for a foreign policy vision and identity has been ongoing ever
since British entry into the European Common Market in 1972. Former Malaysian
leader Dr. Mahathir once jibed that, “When the British were rich, Australia wanted
to be British. When the Americans were rich, Australia wanted to be American.
Now that Asia is rich, Australia wants to be Asian.”®* Since the 1980s Australia’s
foreign policy shows the continuing pull of Anglo-American sentimentalism. Seen
positively, since the late 1980s Australia has fashioned a pragmatic multicultural
policy at home that breaks with its racist past and facilitates the growing impor-
tance of Asian markets and influence in Australia. Seen negatively, Australia has
thought too little about developing a new approach to foreign affairs. Instead, it has
instrumentally traded with Asia while neglecting to learn much about Asian societ-
ies and cultures. Although neither interpretation comes close to a definition of

3

Australia as a “torn country,” what exactly Australia’s foreign policy identity is
remains significantly unknown, even to itself.

New Zealand illustrates with even greater clarity such a domestic reorientation.
Demographic trends illustrate important shifts in New Zealand’s ethnic composi-
tion and identity politics. Chinese had been considered “friendly aliens” who could
be naturalized as British subjects, but policy changed in 1908 and Chinese immi-
gration virtually ground to a halt. Well into the 1950s there existed a highly restric-

tive quota system targeting Asian immigrants.”® The changing immigration patterns
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in the 1960s and 1970s intersected with more open perceptions of Asia, as policy-
makers moved from outright hostility to the pursuit of interdependence.”® Over
time, New Zealanders saw themselves less as British and more as something dis-
tinct. This is not to deny that the relationship between New Zealand remained
close. But with the non-European population growing rapidly, a new kind of mix
between the declining Anglo and the growing Maori, Pacific Islanders, and Asian
populations will give non-Europeans a majority in a few decades’ time.”” Even
more than Australia, New Zealand is forging ahead into a tricultural future.

That future has roots reaching back into New Zealand’s past. The 1840 Treaty
of Waitangi is the country’s founding document. It provides the basis of an endur-
ing myth of equality between Maori and white New Zealanders. In return for
loyalty to the British Crown, Maori were to receive sovereignty over their lands and
resources, and legal protection.”® Currently, Miori have their own political parties
(the Maori Party), widespread influence in other parties through the mixed member
proportional representation (MMP) system, a national television station, and fund-
ing for Maori culture and tradition. The Maori language is an official language.
Although ethnic relations are far from ideal, New Zealand’s track record compares
quite favorably with that of other western settler societies.

In the future, Asian influence will surely grow and further transform New
Zealand’s society. In fact, China sees itself as having a special relationship with
New Zealand and promotes the idea of the “four firsts” in New Zealand’s diplo-
macy: recognition of the PRC in December 1972, the first western country to sign
a bilateral agreement with China after it joined the WTO in August 1997, the first
western country to recognize China as a market economy in April 2004, and the
first developed country to pursue free trade negotiations with China, a process
announced in November 2004.” New Zealand’s relations with China and Asia
epitomize an evolution in its identity expressed in terms of emotional beliefs, from
a fairly narrow and at times xenophobic outlook, to acceptance and engagement,
followed by a hopeful interdependence. Sharp increases in Asian immigration are
continuing to make the Asian population a larger part of New Zealand society.
New Zealand’s foreign policy will continue to be shaped by its emerging tricultural

identity.

Conclusion

Understanding the importance Australian and NZ leaders and the general public
attach to special relationships helps clarify some enduring elements of the foreign
policy of both countries, in particular towards the USA and UK. We conclude
with several points. First, the special relationship primus inter pares has been with
Britain. This relationship with NZ and Australia was not at first a relationship
between states, between equally sovereign entities. To a certain extent, Watson

13

and Bull’s work on “world society” helps us to understand some of the shared
values and beliefs that allowed an imperial center and a collection of colonies, and

later dominions, to exist in a closely interconnected web of cultural, economic,
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and military relationships. The solidarist view, which sees sovereignty as less impor-
tant than shared norms and forms of cooperation, also slots well into our work on
special relationships. Similarly, constructivist observations about norms help us to
understand how former colonies in NZ and Australia retained their special
relationships to the UK as they evolved into dominions and then, eventually,
sovereign states.'” At the level of popular opinion, ties to the UK remain very
salient.

Second, for both cases, the US special relationship began as primarily function-
alist, but developed sentimentalist overtones with time. These stemmed from the
very real benefits the US alliance brought to western countries in the Asia-Pacific
after 1942. These benefits continued during the Cold War. Both NZ and Australia
had a tendency to play off one special relationship against another, choosing the
UK over the USA or vice versa, depending on the time period and political event.
NZ has been more prone to this than Australia, especially in cultural terms, where
most things British are still perceived as being superior. The level of functionalism
in the US—Australian special relationship has changed little with time, while levels
of sentimentalism tend to vary. In both cases, the specialness of the US relationship
exists primarily at an elite level.

Third, the evolving relationships with Asian countries, particularly China, offer
some fascinating contrasts. For both countries, China offers the possibility of a
special economic relationship rooted in very close trading ties and a level of eco-
nomic interdependence that will rival the US—Canada, NZ-Australia, or
UK-Australia—NZ trade relationships before the 1970s. These ties will continue to
be functionalist for the foreseeable future, although a rhetoric of sentimentalism 1s
evolving, at least in NZ. Again, as with the USA, such ties are primarily between
political and economic elites, rather than the general population.

Fourth, the relationship between Australia and NZ is extremely close: probably
the closest of all in the Anglo-American grouping. While there are obvious differ-
ences, it is easy to downplay the enduring history of cooperation between these
two longstanding allies and friends. Critics tend to underemphasize the continued
circulation of immigrants, tourists, businesspeople, conference attendees, and
students from one Anglo-American society to the other. New Zealand’s single
most popular destination for resettlement is Australia.

Finally, both countries, at both elite and society levels, remain closely tied to
the larger Anglo-American world. Tourism to Canada and the UK remains high
amongst New Zealanders and Australians. For all of their changing trading
relations and new immigrants, Australia and NZ remain, at least into the medium
term, firmly part of the Anglo-American “civilization” as it changes and evolves
in the new century. This will continue to be the case because most politicians
and senior foreign policy bureaucrats, and much of the public, see both countries
as part of an Anglo-American club. At the everyday level, this ideational power
is supported by the fact that most television shows, films, popular music,
magazines, newspaper and media stories in NZ and Australia are from the
Anglo-American world.
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In alliance and security relations, this clubbishness has led to the two nations
seeking close relations with the UK for much of their histories, later turning to the
USA. This new relationship has been less sentimental and more based on elite con-
nections, but clubbish nonetheless, particularly in the area of intelligence sharing,
an activity whose daily cable rewards make senior politicians and their staffers in
Australia (and even NZ) complicit in, and often addicted to, American power.
Anti-nuclear policy was undoubtedly a challenge for the NZ relationship. It caused
tensions and led to more a multilateral instinct in NZ than Australia but, as we
opined earlier, these are best seen as disputes within a family, a view which pertains
both at state and society levels. There seems little to indicate that the alliance is in
danger of receding. Indeed, the opposite is arguably the case, and as trade and
security relationships become more interconnected and interdependent, we expect
the ties between Anglo-American states to retain an enduring appeal, in both func-
tionalist and sentimentalist terms.
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MANY WESTS AND POLYMORPHIC
GLOBALISM'

Peter |. Katzenstein

Anglo-America, this book argues, is one important part of the West. There exist
other parts, most importantly in Europe (in its French and Germanic variants) and
in the Americas (in its Hispanic, Caribbean, and other variants). The relationship
among these parts of the West is neither parallel, in the form of amicable coexis-
tence, nor hierarchical, in the form of clear subordination. Rather, it is layered.
The historical trajectory of this manifold West has no fixed point of destination, as
I shall argue at the end of this chapter.

As for its origin, Greece and Rome were not the foundation of European and
Western civilization. Rather, Western civilization mixed important Graeco-
Roman with other civilizational influences. Athena was neither black nor white,
but brown.? To regard Greece, Europe, and the West as set apart from their Islamic,
Semitic, African, and Orthodox-Christian roots strains the historical record. For
almost a millennium, Islam’s contributions to science, technology, and the arts
were much more important than that of Western Europe. Much of Aristotle’s
work, for example, would have been lost without the Islamic scholars who trans-
lated, preserved, and developed it. Arabic science, Jim al-Khalili argues, made the
European Renaissance possible.® John Jackson argues similarly that by transporting
them into the realm of Ancient Greece, European scholarship has either ignored
African civilizations or Europeanized African achievements, especially Egypt’s.*
Judaism is arguably European, and so is the strain and stain of Western anti-
Semitism. And Constantinople rivaled Rome as the second center of Western
civilization. Between 1458 and 1821, Greece was incorporated into the Ottoman
empire. This left a profound mark on the fiscal incapacities of the Greek state.
Freed from the grip of a military junta in 1974, Greece rode a wave of European
civilizational sentiment to full membership in the European Economic Community
(EEC). Europe’s enfant terrible has since exploited a system of financial largesse,
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helping to trigger Europe’s sovereign debt crisis in 2010. From beginning to end,
Greek history offers a perfect illustration of the existence of many Wests.

After briefly giving a conceptual overview of civilizational analysis, I discuss the
West with specific reference to America and Europe and Americanization and
Europeanization. I then turn to multiple modernities reflected in Islam and Anglo-
America as two bridging civilizations, and end with a discussion of a polymorphic
globalism that encompasses both of them.

Civilizational analysis: a conceptual overview

Civilizations provide us with the broadest social context and worldviews in
both space and time; they equal “culture writ large.”® Civilizations do not act;
political entities act within civilizations. More specifically, as Lydia Liu writes,
“civilizations do not clash; empires do.”® In a similar vein Ian Morris insists that
culture “is less a voice in our heads telling us what to do than a town hall meeting
where we argue about our options.”” It thus helps to shape everyday practice and
policy through the exercise of power in institutions. As Gary Hamilton argues,
“world images have decisive effects on how such spheres of activity are actually
interpreted and organized as going concerns.”® Actors in all civilizations engage in
the illusion that they are singular and thus blind themselves to the existence of
other ways of imagining and living life. It is, however, undeniable that we live in
a world of plural and pluralist civilizations. The illusion of singularity is often
fostered by intellectual and political entrepreneurs who seek to serve particular
interests through discursive moves and political strategies. Under the cold light of
evidence, past claims to singularity do not hold up.” Civilizations are distinctive
and differentiated, not unique or unified. As for the future, it is conceivable that
we will witness a clash between Civilization, capitalized and in the singular, and
Nature. To survive that clash a new kind of singularity may evolve — lodged in
what Jeremy Rifkin calls an empathic civilization — that would transcend East and
West. A successor to the contested traditions and modernities of plural and
pluralist civilizations, such empathic civilization may be humankind’s best hope
for avoiding global nightfall.!” For now, however, it exists only in embryonic
form.

Civilizations are indelibly bound up with political power — in both its visible—
behavioral as well as its invisible—symbolic dimensions.!! Materialist accounts of
civilizations are inclined to stress the former, ideational ones the latter. In reality,
both play their parts. Civilizational politics is partly driven by the interests of elites.
Seeking to expand their power and prestige across geographic and symbolic spaces,
these elites rely on civilizational imageries in an instrumental fashion. More char-
acteristic and less straightforward is a second civilizational dynamic in which elite
interests are defined by civilizational discourses and practices that impose their own
logic over material structures, incentives, and the interests derived from them.
Power in civilizations is primarily social, revealed in identities and interests and in
the processes, policies, and practices that flow from them. In short, the broad social
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context that civilizations provide shapes how political actors, not civilizations,
mobilize power.

Language and religion

The two most important and distinctive characteristics of a civilization are its reli-
gious and literary traditions. Separately and together, they provide ample raw
material from which to fashion the multiple traditions that constitute civilizational
life. Language is a central element of civilization. In Japan, Korea, and Vietnam for
millennia Chinese was used for writing, even though these countries retained their
indigenous languages and in some cases their own scripts.!? In the eighteenth cen-
tury, French language and court manners were epitomes of civilization emulated
in polite society throughout Europe. Frederick the Great spoke German — but only
to his dogs.

In India, language is also a central marker of civilization.!” The very choice
between “Hindu” or “Indian” civilizations poses a central question. “Hindu civi-
lization” suggests religion as the one overarching cultural component that over-
rides all others. “Indian civilization” makes space for numerous cultural components
and for healthy contestation among them. Susanne Hoeber Rudolph chooses the
composite over the coherence view. The Indian subcontinent encompasses states
that are divided in terms of religion but share linguistic, literary, and other cultural
characteristics, thus giving credence to the concept of Indian civilization.
Furthermore, Rudolph argues, India invalidates the distinction between civilized
and uncivilized based on the existence of a written language. With Brahmins
trained in an oral tradition of reciting the Vedas, Sanskrit survived for hundreds of
years under the social convention of oral transmission; writing would have violated
the sacred. Yet, the emphasis on language and elite culture, Rudolph also points
out, overlooks the importance of language as a vehicle of xenophobic nationalism
and, in the case of India, of imperialism and colonialism.

Bruce Lawrence argues similarly that Islamic civilization arose in the context of
nomadism with strong oral traditions.!* The absence of a written language at the
origin, as in Islam, or over prolonged periods, as in India, shows that in the evolu-
tion of civilizations, language plays important though varying roles. Indian scholars
continue to debate the question of what is the language of Indian civilization. As a
practical matter, Indian elites rely widely on English. However, while this permits
India’s service sector to leap-frog over other developing economies, nobody thinks
of it as India’s language. Here, as in other linguistically fluid situations such as the
Philippines, English is accepted as a lingua franca but not as a mother tongue.!®
‘What, then, is the precise status of English as the latest in a long history of world
languages? Nicholas Ostler argues that the world is moving not to a monolingual
but to a multilingual future, without a successor to English as a lingua franca.'® For
now, at least, that primacy is beyond doubt as English presents the lion’s share of
all published translations.!” Still, Ostler’s detailed analysis of the use of mother
tongue and of English as a lingua franca suggests a world of linguistic diversity.!®
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Indeed, as a lingua franca English is experiencing a limited process of differentia-
tion into distinguishable varieties.!” English will not displace the diversity of mother
tongues in a multicivilizational world marked by linguistic regionalism.?* And it
may itself be undermined or displaced by the evolution of language technologies
that is now beginning to revolutionize processes of translation.

Religion is a second marker of civilization. Samuel Huntington, for example,
refers to “Western religion” rather than “Western Christendom” as the successor
to “Latin Christendom,” the term of choice before the Enlightenment.?! Western
Christendom was in fact a deeply divided religious tradition. In the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, that division was revealed in Protestant and Catholic mass
slaughters during the Thirty Years War. As late as the turn of the twentieth cen-
tury, Protestants viewed Catholics with much suspicion as a subversive transna-
tional religion, just as many Catholics and Protestants today regard Muslims. James
Kurth builds and elaborates on Huntington’s argument about the importance of
Reform Protestantism for the origin and evolution of Western and American civi-
lization.?? Especially provocative is Kurth’s argument that the Protestant core of
the American Creed has come to include the civil religion of a secularized
Protestantism — what he calls the heretical, neo-pagan religion of America’s secular
elite. Religious diversity rather than universal religion marks the resurgence of
religious vitality in many contemporary civilizations. Multiple traditions of secular-
isms, in the plural, point to the intensification or persistence of religious conscious-
ness and politics with which these secularisms must engage. While Christianity and
Islam have expanded in the twentieth century, so have various forms of nonreli-
gious and atheistic belief systems. Varieties of religious and secular belief
systems thus continue to exist side by side. African civilizations illustrate clearly this
pluralist theme.

Africa®

The West has frequently been likened to an Uber-civilization with global reach. It is
not, however, as classical theories of Eurocentrism suggest, the fountain of civiliza-
tion. Africa, not the West, is the world’s Ur-civilization. It merits attention because
of the deep connections between Western liberalism and the issue of race.?*
Although modern humans spread from Africa, people are pretty much the same
wherever we find them.?® This is not necessarily to argue that African civilizations
emerged as self-contained entities with crystallized values which subsequently
spread. Rather, they developed at various crossroads of a complex mosaic of differ-
ent peoples and a bewildering array of language communities. African civilizations
are defined by and evolved at the intersections of other civilizations.?® Africa’s
name has variously been traced to Berber, Graeco-Roman, Phoenician, or Arab
origins.?” And geographically, like other civilizations, Africa is not easily delimited.
North Africa, for example, can be regarded as a Western extension of the Arabian
peninsula, a northern extension of Sub-Saharan Africa, or a southern extension of
Europe.
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Salah Hassan has argued that our understanding of Africa has been marked by
three different African trajectories.?® The first was shaped by colonial and oriental-
ist thought and by the racialized hierarchies and arbitrary divisions within African
histories, societies, and civilizations that it helped produce. The second trajectory
took a continental view of Africa in two characteristic forms. It included the inter-
nalization of Western perception, for example of North Africa’s presumed separa-
tion from the rest of Africa, the Arabian peninsula, and the rest of the Islamic
world; and it expressed a region-wide consciousness of Africa that emerged in the
context of the encounter between Africa and Western colonialism. Finally, a third
diasporic trajectory has encompassed different strands of pan-Africanism and
Afrocentrism, covering both internationalist and nationalist visions. What unites all
three trajectories is the fact that in its various dimensions, Africa has always been
closely connected to the West, Islam, and the world beyond.

V.Y. Mudimbe traces the idea of Africa as a story of European philosophical,
literary, and cultural invention.?” Even in the most explicitly Afrocentric analyses,
interpretations of Africa have largely relied on a Western epistemological order.
European explorers brought back from Africa a wealth of descriptive evidence that
supported reified categories of thought distinguishing between civilized Europeans
and savage natives. European soldiers fought often brutal military campaigns that
presumed the existence of that divide. And the language of missionaries expressed
a clear normative discourse grounded in the same distinction. Only after World
War I and with the beginning of the negritude movement did the possibility of
African discourses of “otherness” become relevant. Yet even that movement
reflected multiple Western traditions as much as authentic African intellectual cur-
rents. Furthermore, in the interest of continued British colonial rule, a group of
civil servants, missionaries, and social scientists contributed to the creation of an

730 In the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the British

ideology of “Africanity.
system of indirect rule in both East Africa and Nigeria relied on the creation of an
African continental narrative designed to facilitate the colonial project and legiti-
mate British rule. In nineteenth-century Yorubaland, in East Nigeria, British colo-
nial administrators reinfused with new political meaning an old social cleavage
along ancestral city lines. They also reestablished traditional kings, in the interest of
creating an aura of legitimacy for the social order they were shaping. And in the
interest of efficiency, they hoped to rule indirectly.>’ During the interwar period,
British colonial administrators invented in Tanganyika a largely fictitious narrative
of Africa’s past, culture, and social structure. They sought to co-opt some social
sectors of the colonized population in the hope of bolstering Britain’s position,
weakened by an ideological crisis of Britain’s “civilizing mission” after World War
I and confronting widespread resistance.

In contrast, told from an African perspective, the history of African civilization
unfolded in five phases. In its earliest phase, North Africa was constructed as part
of the European world, leaving southern Africa as a barbaric and “dark” conti-
nent.*> While “black” was a descriptive category in “Sudan,” meaning “the Black
ones,” in European and Arab usage that term was judgmental and pejorative. In the
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second phase, Africa was shaped to the North through its interaction with Semitic-
speaking peoples (Phoenicians and Hebrews) and classical Greece and Rome, and
to the East, at the Horn of Africa, through its interaction with Black Semites such
as the Amhara and the peoples of Eritrea and Ethiopia. The third period was
marked by the spread of Islam in Africa. Facing persecution in Mecca, the earliest
Muslims fled across the Red Sea to seek refuge in Ethiopia. East Africa subse-
quently developed a dynamic Swahili mercantile civilization linking Africa to
Asia.>® West Africa, well before European colonization, also evolved at the inter-
section of two civilizations: indigenous Africanity and Islam. The city of Timbuktu
became the most celebrated intellectual center in the Black world. In the fourth
phase, Africa emerged as a product of the dialogue among three civilizations —
Africanity, Islam, and the West. And in the fifth and final phase, Africa is now seen
as the historical origin of the human species. With a singular lack of good
intentions, Europeans did a great deal to Africanize Africa. Their cartography
created a space for territorial imagination. And their racism created a feeling of
fellowship among many Africans.* Specifically, the slave trade tied Africa indelibly
to the Americas. Today, one of every five people of African ancestry lives in
North America and the Caribbean. By looking at Africa in a global context and at
the history of the world from an African perspective, Afrocentricity has replaced
the idea of a triple civilizational heritage. The human species had its origin in
Africa, and humankind can now be conceived of as one global African diaspora.®
If the concept of America incites the imagination because of what it promises for
the future, Africa incites because of what it recalls from the past.

Pluralist civilizations in one civilization of multiple modernities or
unitary civilizations in the international state system?

Civilizational analysis should avoid being trapped by the illusion of singularity.
There are two basic views on civilization. This book takes a pluralist view that sees
civilizations as embedded in a more encompassing context. It thus extends further
the perspective of pre-modern civilizations as a Eurasian or Afro-Eurasian
ecumene.’” Civilizations are grounded in and encompass the material infrastructure
of world affairs — cities, commerce, travel, trade, alliances, and warfare. Scouring
the scattered testaments of long-forgotten collectors of Indian and Egyptian arti-
facts in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, Maya Jasanoft is able to track
“how much the process of cultural encounter involved crossing and mixing.”*® lan
Morris has argued similarly that over the long course of human history, all large
groupings of peoples have been endowed with similar inherent capacities; under-
stood in geographic terms, West and East have enjoyed variable ecological advan-
tages leading to shifting advantages of one over the other; the recent lead of Western
over Eastern civilizations will either reverse during the coming century or, more
likely, be rendered irrelevant by transformative changes that will eliminate the
significance of territory in the universal explosion of knowledge.** Today’s civili-
zation of modernity stands for the known world and the manifold connections
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between different civilizational complexes. Although it retains for now territorial
roots, it is defined also by non-territorial processes that express a forever changing
historical consciousness. And it constitutes a universal system of knowledgeable
practices that are characteristic of contested, multiple modernities. The history of
civilizations is one of mutual borrowing that does not endanger a civilization’s
character.*” The movement of peoples between hills and valleys and across conti-
nents and oceans, as well as the tensions within and between religious and literary
traditions, account for the plurality and pluralism of civilizations.

An alternative view of civilizations holds that they are unitary cultural programs,
organized hierarchically around uncontested core values that yield unambiguous

criteria for judging good conduct.*!

This view was a European invention of the
eighteenth century. In the nineteenth century, it was enshrined in the concept of
one standard of civilization. That standard was grounded in race, ethnic affiliation,
religion, and a firm belief in the superiority of European civilization over all others.
The distinction between civilized and uncivilized peoples, however, is not specific
to the European past. It enjoys broad support today among many conservative sup-
porters of Huntington’s thesis of the clash of civilizations — a book that was trans-
lated into 39 languages.*? Paradoxically, it is also held by many liberals who are
committed to improving the rule of law and global standards of good governance.
Furthermore, the unitary argument is widely used by non-Europeans in their anal-
ysis of civilizational politics. Everywhere and at all times, so-called barbarians have
knocked on the doors of civilizations.*

Where civilizations appear to cohere around uncontested core values, we are
witnessing political and intellectual innovations created for particular purposes
rather than inherent cultural traits of unchanging collective identities and practices.
Samuel Huntington’s Clash of Civilizations restates the old, unitary thesis for our
times. For Huntington, civilizations are coherent, consensual, invariant, and
equipped with a state-like capacity to act. Huntington succeeded brilliantly in his
objective of providing a new paradigm for looking at world politics after the end
of the Cold War. His correct anticipation of 9/11 gave the book a claim to validity
that helps account for its continued relevance. Less noticed in public than in aca-
demic discourse is the fact that Huntington greatly overstates his case. Numerous
analyses have established beyond any reasonable doubt that clashes occur primarily
within rather than between civilizations.* Furthermore, the book’s appeal has not
been undermined by the failure of the second of its two main claims. Since the
end of the Cold War, the relations between Sinic and American civilizations are
summarized best by terms such as encounter or engagement rather than clash.

A very similar, anti-Western counter-discourse, also steeped in Western reason-
ing, has long existed in Asia. Lee Kuan Yew and his advisor Tommy Koh are
outspoken supporters of the Asian values view.* Another well-known public
intellectual in Singapore, Kishore Mahbubani, is a champion of Asia. His recent
book details a seismic shift in power from “West” to “East.”*® And then there is
the dialogue between Mohammad Mahathir and Shintard Ishihara, which develops
the same point more stridently.*’” The voices proclaiming the dawn of Asia’s
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civilizational primacy may shift from yesterday’s Japan, to today’s China and tomor-
row’s India. But these voices are growing louder. Like ‘“Orientalism,”
“Occidentalism” characterizes East and West in the singular.*3

Primordialism as political construction

The widespread use of East and West in the singular creates a discursive category
that is endowed with actor-like dispositions. It is then deployed under specific
political conditions and for specific political purposes.* It is not the category, but
the act of reification or construction that is politically consequential and that
requires political analysis. In convincing ourselves and others of a specific mental
map, and aligning our identities and interests with that map, we rely on rhetorical
constructions to impute meaning that otherwise eludes us.

Primordialism is a simplifying crystallization of social consciousness. It can focus
on civilization as it does on gender, kinship, territory, language, or race. The specific
collective identity invoked is defined either in terms of “civility” (drawing boundar-
ies between “us” and “them” with a specific focus on rules of conduct and social
routines) or in terms of sacredness (drawing boundaries between “us” and “them”
with specific reference to the transcendental, defined as God or Reason).>® We need
to understand both: how civilizations become, and what they are. Indeed, in primor-
dial constructions of Self and Other, action and speech are deeply entangled with one
another rather than existing side by side. Our analysis thus needs to encompass both
to capture the broad and deep consensus about the very term “civilization.”!

Samuel Huntington’s unitary conception of civilization illustrates this point. For
Huntington, civilizations are competing in an international system rather than con-
stituting one global civilization of multiple modernities. Hence, Huntington articu-
lates as a policy maxim “the commonalities rule,” pointing as an urgent need to
something that exists already in abundance: the search for values, institutions, and
practices that are shared across civilizations.>? In his view, civilizations balance power
rather than reflecting open-ended processes and a broad range of human practices.
Neglecting all the evidence of a restless, pluralist, and at times seething West,
Huntington’s analysis sees the West as a civilizationally reactive status quo power
that reluctantly engages the upsurge of revisionist non-Western civilizations.
Rather than focusing on actors such as states, polities, or empires that are embed-
ded in civilizational complexes, in Huntington’s analysis civilizations themselves
become actors. And, implausibly, he measures civilizational power solely by mate-
rial capabilities such as population, GNP, and military expenditures. His clash of
civilizations thus looks remarkably similar to a clash of large states or empires. In
my view, instead, civilizations are the broadest cultural context for world politics.

Civilization of multiple modernities and a balance of practice

A civilization of multiple modernities as an encompassing context for all civiliza-
tions enhances the pluralism that inheres in a world of civilizations. That context is
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not the international system or global markets, frequently deployed concepts that
suffer from excessive sparseness and abstraction. Recognition of the importance of
this context is central to the trenchant self-critique that William McNeill wrote of
in his brilliant The Rise of the West, more than a quarter of a century after he had
completed it and six years before the publication of Huntington’s book.>® For
McNeill, civilizations are internally variegated, loosely coupled, elite-centered
social systems that are integrated in a commonly shared global context. He argues
that his earlier path-breaking book was wrongheaded, based on the faulty assump-
tion of the existence of civilizations conceived as separate groupings whose
interaction was the main engine of world history. Instead, McNeill now insists that
an adequate account must give proper consideration to the broader context in
which all civilizations are embedded. Since civilizations are internally differenti-
ated, they transplant selectively. And since they are loosely integrated, they
generate debates and contestations that tend to make them salient to others. What
historically was true for South Asia and the Islamic world, under the impact of
modern communications technologies is even more true for all contemporary
civilizations. All of today’s civilizations are embedded in one all-encompassing
civilization of modernity.

Civilizational politics is therefore syncretic in blending global and international
processes with religious, secular, and national ones.>* For Fernand Braudel, at first
sight “every civilization looks rather like a railway goods yard, constantly receiving

and dispatching miscellaneous deliveries.”>

Deeply meaningful to many members
of the cultural elite, as self-conscious and lived identities, civilizations do not rank
at the top for most people and typically do not manifest themselves in an everyday
sense of strong belonging. Making civilizations primordial is arguably a political
project aimed at creating a taken-for-granted sense of reality that helps in
distinguishing between Self and Other, and between right and wrong. It requires
elimination of the awareness that civilizations exist in plural forms and are consti-
tuted by multiple traditions creating diverse processes, policies, and practices.

In sum, the conceptualization I offer here is attuned to both the emergence of
new political forces that reflect the richness of the political repertoires made avail-
able by various civilizations, and the political backlash that novelty and change will
frequently create. Closely tied to political power, shifting balances of policies and
practices are thus producing and reproducing behavioral and symbolic boundaries
within and between civilizations.

Civilizational identities: America and Europe

Unitary and single-tradition theories do not help us to accurately understand either
the West or Anglo-America. At the same time, however, the concept of the West
continues to receive support from its use by “outsiders” who invoke the concept
in complex ways to construct their own identity and thus prolong the existence of
the West as a unitary category.>® K.M. Heller argues that the unitary West is a
political construct that “gathers an imaginary geography, geopolitical being, an
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historical destiny, and a commitment to a unique set of values....Naming some-
thing Western thus tends to take the form, however truncated, of a theory of the

world-historical.”%’

America

In his analysis of democracy in America, Tocqueville offers an analysis of one
national experience in light of the broader civilization to which it belongs.>® Within
that civilization Michael Lind sees different strands of nationalisms: left-wing mul-
ticulturalism, right-wing democratic universalism, and centrist liberal (stressing
language or culture) or populist nativist (stressing race or religion) nationalism.>’
Both multiculturalism and democratic universalism contain elements of political—
constitutional universalisms and cultural-racial localisms, thus creating an affinity
with the global civilization of multiple modernities that embeds the West and
other civilizations. But they also contain strands of American exceptionalism, cel-
ebrating America’s “Obama-nation” as the most successful racial and ethnic melt-
ing pot of the contemporary world, as well as the incarnation of democratic
institutions that are morally superior to all others. These two visions, Lind argues,
“have almost monopolized recent discussions...[and] agree that the United States
has never been a conventional nation-state.”® Lind disagrees with this assessment
as he builds his case for a liberal nationalism that blends heterogeneous subcultures
and political and religious dogma into a concrete historical community defined by
a common language, folkways, and a vibrant vernacular culture. For Lind it is
noteworthy that American nationalism was dominated by ideas expressing impor-
tant civilizational notions such as the American way of life — not to the exclusion
of national sentiments, but as quintessential components of America’s collective
identity.®! The historical mutations of America’s collective identity from Anglo-
Saxon (1789-1861), to Euro-American (1875—1957) and Multicultural (1972 to
the present) put the basic building blocs of race, culture, and citizenship in different
configurations, with a successive broadening and blending of racial, religious, and
ethno-cultural boundaries of exclusion. Considering the intensity of conflicts over
its history,®? and on the evidence of the contested multiculturalism that marks
Anglo-America as discussed in this book, it is unlikely that Lind’s preferred cosmo-
politan liberal “Trans-America” will ever come to pass.®® If it did, however, it
would overcome, finally, the divisions between multicultural liberalism and pluto-
cratic conservatism, offering its own distinctive blending of civilizational-national
identities that are color-blind, gender-neutral, and expressive of a strong
commitment to individual rights and socioeconomic equality.

On the strength of Lind’s analysis of America’s numerous contested identities, it
is implausible to view America as being endowed with one central set of values and
one overarching tradition. In the area of foreign policy as well, America has numer-
ous traditions.®* The most recent reassertion of Jacksonianism under the presidency
of G.W. Bush must be seen against the background of alternative Jeffersonian,
Hamiltonian, and Wilsonian traditions. Until the middle of the twentieth century



Many Wests and polymorphic globalism 217

these traditions were tinged with a racism that was readily apparent in the different
approaches the United States took to the construction of NATO and SEATO in
the late 1940s.%

Woodrow Wilson exemplifies America’s multiple traditions in domestic and
international politics.’® A man of the South, he was a consistent advocate of racial
difference. As Stephen Skowronek argues, as politician and statesman, Wilson was
consistent. His racial ideas made him rework received ideals and promulgate prin-
ciples now associated with liberal democracy.®” Wilson was a strong opponent of
Congressional despotism over the South which, he believed, made a travesty of the
doctrine of states’ rights. His conviction that the South should have a right to self-
determination in effect sanctioned the rule of the Ku Klux Klan. But since the
system of institutional checks and balances had been overturned, Wilson became
an advocate for strong presidential leadership based on direct popular appeal. At the
same time, Wilson and Wilsonianism took a page from Edmund Burke’s insistence
on the centrality of organic evolution over contrived constitutional principles.
Lacking a proper system of checks and balances and operating under the rule of a
strong president, in the United States political self-restraint was the most important
virtue. Abstract plans were less important than established norms and habits and the
functioning of a contentious pluralism. Hence, Wilson resisted the leveling ten-
dencies of concentrated power and opposed women’s suffrage.

Internationally, too, Wilson favored an activist foreign policy and the spreading
of American values. He is best known in Asia for supporting the veto of the racial
equality clause at the Versailles peace conference at the end of World War 1.
Wilson was less interested in the universal application of his doctrine than in get-
ting great powers to agree on stabilizing compacts. Since Wilson saw the League of
Nations as a conservative force, many Republicans in the Senate opposed his
policy, fearing that in a refurbished Concert of the Great Powers the USA might
strengthen the forces of repression rather than act as a force of liberation. Their
fears were not totally unfounded. Wilson made Burke’s criticism of Britain’s level-
ing rule in India his own. And since he held firmly to an organic view of progress
toward independence — in which the more civilized can help the less civilized to
accelerate their journey toward eventual self-rule — Wilson supported America’s
tutelary empire in the Philippines and the South’s tutelary rule over black
Americans. For him collective security was not static, as was the balance of power,
but organic and evolutionary. Thus Wilson supported both the mandate system
and a system constraining war in Europe.

Anatol Lieven argues that America’s journey from “Herrenvolk democracy”
to “civilizational empire” required shedding the tradition of racism that character-
ized America’s first Wilsonian phase at the outset of the twentieth century.®®
At the end of World War II between the late 1940s and the mid-1960s, under
the experience of the Holocaust and the decolonization movement, American
leaders made a significant break with America’s deeply entrenched racist legacy.
Eventually this shift has been embraced widely, transforming the political role of
the South as the pivotal region for different Left-of-Center and Right-of-Center
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internationalist strategies. America’s civilizational empire thus is not merely a
military empire steeped in racist doctrine, as was true to varying degrees of the
Mongolian continental and European maritime empires. Instead, it follows closer
to the tradition of Islamic and Sinic civilizational empires — and perhaps also of the
Roman empire after it granted full citizenship to all of its free subjects in 221 cg.%

The new politics of multiculturalism points to related developments in some of
America’s other traditions and the influence they have had on America’s civiliza-
tional empire. One of those developments is the strong impulse of America’s
religious fundamentalism on faith-based, human rights diplomacy, complementing
the secular human rights movement.”® Similarly, since the beginning of the repub-
lic, economic liberalism has both battled intensely and lived symbiotically with
economic protectionism, in an unending contest between competing political

71" At home, America’s

ideologies and traditions with a strong sectional base.
multiple and dueling traditions find expression in the victories of different political
coalitions and the institutions that emerge over time. Abroad, they have helped
create processes of Americanization that have contributed to the shaping of
contemporary world affairs.

In his genealogical account of the history of the West, James Kurth tracks suc-
cessive Classical, Christian, and Western phases that merge into a contemporary
global civilization.” The American roots in the Reform Protestantism of English
Puritans and Scottish Presbyterians as well as the British Enlightenment created a
distinct offshoot that differed from developments on the European continent and
made it a genuine alternative to nineteenth-century European conceptions of
Western civilization. American political development furthered rule by contract
and constitution, thus defining institutions of liberal democracy and market capi-
talism. Crystallized, in Kurth’s view, as the American Creed, it has had a strong
influence on one emerging global civilization of multiple modernities without,
however, fully imprinting it. Ruthless Americanization of successive waves of
immigrants at home and — with the decline of the European great powers — active
international leadership abroad were both integral parts of this process. The unity
of the American nation state and the Western alliance that marked the global con-
frontation with Fascism and Communism during the second half of the twentieth
century are now giving way to new political coalitions and developments: fragile
and contested multicultural arrangements inside America in competition with a
reconfigured American Creed, and the establishment of a global civilization
supportive of individual human rights and unfettered global markets furthering
and undermining individual well-being.

One implication of the centrality of America’s multiple traditions and the polit-
ical conflicts they have engendered is to let go of the cherished myth of American
exceptionalism.” Instead, it makes more sense to underline American distinctive-
ness, especially when viewed comparatively and in a global context.”* America is
not cut from one cloth. It is constituted instead by various traditions — liberal and
illiberal, secular and religious. In the past, the toleration of religious differences was
a critically important precondition for America’s ascendance in global politics.
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Today, greater ethnic and racial tolerance has coincided with America’s position of
global preeminence after 1945.7

Europe

Although in a very different political context, a similar blending of civilizational
and national identities is also characteristic of the European version of the West.”®
There is rarely any doubt that in Europe the primary locus of identification is
national rather than European. And where they exist, European sentiments are
more often instrumental than emotional. As an emerging multilevel polity, the
European Union (EU) attracts some political allegiance — strongly from Europe’s
elites, and weakly from Europe’s mass publics. But these expressions of political
allegiance typically complement rather than replace existing national sentiments.
Most Europeans feel themselves as members of both their national communities
and of Europe. Dying for Europe is not an issue for the average European. Not
killing Europeans is.

Viewed against the backdrop of persistent strong national identification, the
increasing politicization of identities in the process of European enlargement has
created two very different European identity projects — one outward-looking and
cosmopolitan, the other inward-looking and national-populist. Cosmopolitan
conceptions are driven by elite-level politics, reflect the winners of market liberal-
ization and integration, and focus on political citizenship and rights. Populist con-
ceptions respond to mass politics, reflect the losers of economic liberalization and
integration, and are concerned with social citizenship and cultural authenticity.
Furthermore, the politicization of religion and religious identities reinforces the
politicization of collective identities during the process of European enlargement.
Toward the East, Christianity or Catholicism is regarded by many Europeans as an
intuitively plausible dividing line, crystallized politically in the issue of Turkish
accession to the EU. Furthermore, European civil societies try to come to terms
with a rapidly growing Muslim minority that is itself divided in its allegiance
between Islam, Euro-Islam and a global umma. At the same time, many Europeans
also subscribe to the notion of a non-confessional and secular European identity
that clashes with a religious fundamentalism often seen as defining the extreme,
American fringe of Western civilization. In Europe, as in America, civilizational
and national identities are thus intermingled. To deny one or the other would
simplify unduly the complex reality of a civilizational complex that links America
and Europe.

In the case of Europe, it is “the idea of Europe” that provides the uniform
veneer for its multiple traditions and the different political practices that idea
entails.”” That veneer conceals diversity. Karl Deutsch has argued that medieval
BEurope was extremely variegated.”® It featured six separate civilizational strands:
monastic Christianity around the Mediterranean; Latin Christendom in Western
and Central Europe; and Byzantium in South-eastern Europe. These three major
civilizations were connected by the Afro-Eurasian trade networks of Islam, which
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for more than half a millennium took hold on the Iberian peninsula, as well as
elements of two smaller trading civilizations, the Jews and the Vikings. Europe’s
multiple traditions constitute important sources for its collective identities.”’
Insisting on Europe as a historically unified civilization is not easily squared with
this historical record. When contemporary European civilization, in the singular,
is invoked today, it is typically in contradistinction to Islam and the presumed
binary between Occident and Orient.

Gerard Delanty, whom I am following here, writes in the opening sentence of
his book, “every age reinvented the idea of Europe in the mirror of its own iden-
tity.”®" Europe is not a self-evident entity but a construction that changes over time
and expresses different political processes, policies, and practices. The idea of
Europe has often been deployed as a unifying cultural frame and a universalizing
projection. In this view Europe is a fantasy homeland besieged by external ene-
mies. Such primordial constructions, however, confront stubborn facts on the
ground that suggest otherwise. Europe is, by its very nature, a deeply contested
concept evoking profoundly ambivalent reactions and often contradictory political
impulses. At its core lies the tension between exclusive and inclusive collective
identities.®! There is no immutable European idea and set of political practices
linked indelibly, as many of Europe’s leaders and media elites argue today, to
humanist values and liberal democracy. Imperialism and genocide, both inside and
outside of Europe, are as much part of the European idea and practice as are its
Graeco-Roman legacies, Latin Christendom, the Renaissance, and the
Enlightenment. Europe’s traditions have encompassed ideas and practices that have
been used for good and ill.

Europe incorporates more than one civilizational constellation. The Orthodox
and Islamic parts of Europe make Gerard Delanty talk of contemporary Europe as
a constellation of three civilizations.?? In an era of cultural pluralization, Europe
contains three religious communities and traditions, which exhibit in their
variegated practices both political contradictions and convergences. In a longer
historical perspective, Europe is larger than its Graeco-Roman legacy. Specifically,
such historical understanding overlooks the intermingling of Greek with Semitic
and African influences at the outset of the European odyssey. It also neglects the
fact that other parts of Europe’s civilizational constellations, located further to
the East, came to cultural rationalization later and perhaps with less enthusiasm. In
the form of Communism and Republicanism, Eastern European states imposed
Western European forms of political rationalization on agrarian and religious
populations — in Russia with and in Turkey without a social revolution.

Europe is becoming more open, especially on its Eastern border. It is moving,
in the words of Delanty, from postnationality to a potentially transformative
encounter with Russian—Orthodox and Ottoman—Islamic civilizations.®*> Enlarge-
ment is not just about Europe growing bigger. It is also about Europe’s reconfi-
guration, rooted in a civilizational encounter with its suppressed or forgotten parts.
Today, the consequences of that encounter are far from clear. They may consoli-
date a European identity defined more clearly against “the Other” in the East.
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Or they may redefine Europe’s “Self” as it is expressed in social purposes and laws
that give room to a looser sense of cultural association. Arguably, religious diversity
will increase with the incorporation of two additional religious communities.®*
Political friction is likely to increase also, as the European periphery resists and
seeks to redefine Europe’s core.® It remains nonetheless true that today’s battle
lines are less clearly drawn than they were more than three centuries ago at the
gates of Vienna.

Europe is a political model that differs from the United States. Emanuel Adler,
for one, dissents from both an America-centric view of the West, and from the
view of the emergence of a new global civilization of multiple modernities stamped

80 In the United States, militarism and multiculturalism are

in America’s image.
locked in an unresolved domestic conflict that is reflected also in the ambiguous
American influence on an emerging global civilization of multiple modernities.
Under the impact of a catastrophic thirty years war that started in 1914 and ended
in 1945, since the middle of the twentieth century Europe has meanwhile shed its
militarist legacy. European civilization is in the midst of profound change. It is the
first civilization, Adler argues, that has reinvented itself as a postmodern security
community. This European civilization is providing a context that supports the
development of novel practices seeking to sidestep and overcome traditional power
politics. In comparison to those living in American and Islamic civilizations,
European actors tend to practice political self-restraint.

Dennis Bark points out some profound differences that separate Europe from
America. These differences are “not of principle but of practice.” He writes that
the difference is historical: Europe was built from the top down, the United States
from the bottom up.®” While Bark makes his essentialist argument in the context
of an overarching shared collective identity, Robert Kagan goes one step further.®
In the run-up to the Iraq war, he and other neoconservatives favoring the invasion
contrasted America’s military might and masculinity with Europe’s political paci-
fism and femininity. Within a few months, as Mars was battered and bloodied in
Iraq, supporters of Europe lost little time in articulating more fully the notion of
Europe’s civilian and normative power.? Mark Leonard, for example, argues that
Europe, far from being weak, wields a new kind of power, with more than a bil-
lion people now living in a European sphere of influence that transforms itself not
by spectacular displays of military power but by laws, regulations, and the attraction
of doing things the European way.”

This political duality is both new and old. The apostles of power politics in the
United States are retracing the path of Rome by forcefully projecting a unitary
conception of sovereignty backed by military might. The new Europe, by contrast,
is returning to the Holy Roman Empire of segmented sovereignty and consensual
decision making in and around networks. At its core, this Europe now constitutes
a security community marked by predictable expectations of peaceful change and
an often self-consciously stylized “Self” that is seen to differ from the American
“Other.””! Although American neoconservatives like Kagan and his European
critics differed sharply in their politics, they tended to agree on the underlying



222 Peter ). Katzenstein

assumption that Europe stood for one set of uncontested values — be it unmanly
pacifism or good moral norms informing an ethical foreign policy. Yet it is plainly
wrong to define Europe in terms of a single value or consistent set of norms.
“‘Europe’ cannot really be defined in terms of a single culture at all ... a definition
that embraces the whole continent — such as respect for human rights, the rule of
law, care for the poor and love of liberty.”*?> Europe’s normative power is rooted
today in the fact that the new Europe subscribes to the same values as did the old
USA, and that the new USA holds firm to the same values as did the old Europe.
The simple fact is that Europe and America have switched places as the balance of
power and contested values have changed over time. For both Europe and America
contained advocates of the value of power and of weakness. “Deeply embedded
within Western civilization,” writes David Hendrickson, “through some mysteri-
ous process bearing providential overtones, Europe has ended up where America
began.”® This switch was made possible by the existence of multiple civilizational
processes, policies, and practices.

Americanization and Europeanization

Civilizational processes are typically self-chosen and imposed. Even when they
radiate outward from one center, processes of diffusion of best civilizational
practices typically affect actors in the civilizational center.”* At the same time,
actors in the civilizational periphery recombine and absorb civilizational influences
into effective ensembles of routinized practices. Profoundly interactive, two-way
processes thus can have positive and negative consequences for both civilizational
center and periphery.

Americanization

Best conceived of as a two-way street, Americanization covers a broad range of
practices through spontaneous diffusion in social networks and markets as well as
through planned corporate and state policies. Contrary to Amy Chua’s argument,
Americanization is not only a source of opposition to but also a glue for America’s
imperium.” On the North American continent, Americanization has had a pow-
erful assimilationist impact that has shown multiple political faces — liberal, creedal,
sociocultural, and genocidal. Coupled in the second half of the twentieth century
with its military might, America’s cultural and economic dynamism has helped to
build a civilizational imperium beyond its borders.

Susan Strange once remarked that globalization is nothing but polite party talk
for what in fact is a process of Americanization. Perhaps. But in tracing the
approximation of these two processes, Akira Iriye notes important variations.”
At the outset of the twentieth century, both the mechanical, physical, and material,
and the spiritual, mental, and ethical aspects of Americanization fascinated
observers.”” Even though the influence of American ideals persisted, during the
first half of the twentieth century the importance of the material outstripped
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the ideational. In the second half the temporary conflation of globalization and
Americanization was problematic, as the Cold War split the world into difterent
parts experiencing Americanization, Sovietization, and a surge of Third World
nationalism. The geopolitics of the Cold War elevated greatly the military (and
militarist) features of America and pushed into the background both the materialist
culture and the idealist aspects of processes of Americanization. Indeed, Iriye argues
that the international society of states became less tied to Americanization processes
and more to the expanding tasks of international organizations which, over time,
ceased to be mere mouthpieces of America’s geostrategic interests. The difference
between the two processes has at times created a chasm so broad that it can no
longer be bridged — illustrated by the fact that, on a number of salient political
issues, the United States is now being outvoted repeatedly in the United Nations
by the overwhelming majority of states.

Americanization has a domestic and an international face. Its domestic face — the
process of making foreign influences American — consists of three parts. The first is
to make immigrants of different class and ethnic backgrounds American, a conten-
tious process as illustrated by the political conflicts surrounding illegal immigration.
A second part refers to the modularity of American practices. According to John
Blair Jr., across a broad range of life (including education, industrial assembly,
architecture, music, sports, law, and religion), practices in nineteenth-century
America revealed modular structures.”® Modularity is an integral part of the process
of modernization. It makes it possible, Blair argues, to conceive of organic cultural
repertoires as the sum total of parts that can be combined and recombined in novel
ways. John Kouwenhoven makes a related argument, abstracting from a list that
includes the architecture of skyscrapers, the gridiron town plan, jazz, the
Constitution, Mark Twain’s writings, and Walt Whitman’s Leaves of Grass.”
American civilization is about simple and infinitely repeatable units, process not
product, and open-endedness in time and space. A third part is the Americanization
of modernism, of anti-traditional movements that established themselves in
European art in the late nineteenth century. It, too, is central to processes of
Americanization.'”

In its international face, Americanization refers to a broad range of empirical
phenomena spanning economic, social, cultural, political, and military affairs.!"!
Elsewhere I have tracked Americanization empirically in the domains of popular
culture and technology.'™ Shopping malls and intellectual currents illustrate
the range of American cultural exports and the importance of cross-fertilization.
As it commingles imports and exports, Americanization exhibits a complex mix-
ture of hierarchical and egalitarian elements. Immigrants brought foods that
American ingenuity in mass production and marketing converted to commodities
with global appeal. Other products — some harmless such as the cartoon Peanuts,
others harmful such as Marlboro cigarettes — succeeded by meeting consumer tastes
and needs through marketing the appeal of America the imagined. In popular
entertainment, American idioms, often fed by foreign sources as in the case of rap
music, have had energizing effects on other parts of the world. In the area of
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technology, the observable pattern is not cross-fertilization, as in popular culture,
but co-evolution. With the exception of some areas of advanced technology, the
era of America’s unquestioned technological supremacy has passed. Instead,
piecemeal borrowing and selective adaptation are the norm. Americanization,
when successful, refers more to the learning capacities of local actors than to the
diffusion of standardized American technologies which foreign producers and
consumers copy wholesale. Even in the basic sciences, Asia and Europe are closing
the gap that existed a generation ago. Seattle and Detroit are two cities that illus-
trate the full range of the economic and political consequences of technological
co-evolution.

In sum, Americanization refers to processes and practices that are widely admired
(democratic capitalism, affluent modernity, enlightened tolerance) and widely
despised (culturally inferior, superficial, materialist, profit-hungry, religiously zeal-
ous) traits.!® Whatever the American reality, the American dream has managed to
entice the human imagination, ever since the discovery of the New World.!™* It
offers an idiom to debate both American and non-American concerns. And this
capacity to entice is enormously consequential for the political salience of American
civilization.

Europeanization

According to Norbert Elias, Europe experienced a civilizing process, in the singu-
lar.1% But it is also the origin of a multitude of Europeanization processes that differ
from Europe’s regional integration.!” At a maximum, Europeanization leads to
structural change that affects actors and institutions as well as ideas and interests.
The actors involved in Europeanization can be individual, corporate, or collective.
At a minimum, Europeanization involves responses to the policies of the EU. It has
a dynamic quality that is inherently asymmetric and relational. It varies by degree,
and it is not necessarily permanent or irreversible. Typically, Europeanization is
incremental, uneven, and irregular across both time and space. Johan Olsen
characterizes Europeanization as “a multitude of coevolving, parallel and not nec-
essarily tightly coupled processes.” %

Social historian Hartmut Kaelble has mapped a whole series of emerging
common European practices, among others in family relations, employment
systems, consumption, and urban life.'”® Some of these have grown weaker, others
stronger. Together, they define an ensemble of distinct European practices that
have not — at least not yet — had a strong effect on a still embryonic European
identity. In the second half of the twentieth century, decreasing national differ-
ences and increasing European commonalities were accompanied by growing
intra-European connections and exchanges in areas such as occupation, education,
marriage, consumption, cultural exchanges, and rising foreign language compe-
tences. Johan Olsen’s trenchant analysis of Europeanization shows similarly that, in
contrast to the past, most of the components of contemporary processes of

Europeanization are inward-looking.!%
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Europeanization also has an external dimension. Historically, the Europeanization
of the world has meant the wholesale export of Europe’s institutional patterns and
practices.!!'® Many scholars have developed long inventories of the forms of every-
day life and habits, production and consumption, fads and fashions, religion and
language, principles and organizational forms that Europe has exported. This aspect
of Europeanization generated mutually profitable economic exchange and one-
sided exploitation, welcome institutional modernization and unwanted military
conquest and occupation. The Old World conquered the New; only in the case of
America did the New prevail over the Old in permanently shifting not only the
balance of practice but also the balance of power. In the most recent past,
Europeanization has primarily come to refer to a set of interrelated processes that
are directed at Europe’s emerging polity. Going far beyond traditional intergov-
ernmental bargaining, these processes also include developments in civil society
and changes in elite identifications.!!!

Having lost its erstwhile hegemony over world affairs, European cooperation
since 1945 prepared the ground for an unprecedented period of exploration and
innovation after the fall of the Berlin Wall. As it seeks to wield its soft and at times
hard power, Europe is challenging established hierarchies in world politics.
Exporting its politics through the enlargement of the EU is the clearest manifesta-
tion of this shift. Changes in the territorial reach of Europe are enlarging the
scope of its rules through a variety of mechanisms, including a normative
discourse that has entrapped actors whose interests might otherwise be opposed to
enlargement.'?

The export of European models of organization results in the adaptation rather
than cloning of parts of the European model that fit local conditions. Contemporary
Europeanization processes are no longer violently coercive. Instead, they offer a set
of institutions for governance, including the welfare state and a security community,
that makes the application of violence among its members unthinkable. Concerns
for social justice, human rights, and environmental sustainability have found insti-
tutional forms that European states and the EU are seeking to advance in Europe
and in world affairs. Europe is gaining experience with consensual methods of
decision making in the form of its open method of coordination, soft law, and
various forms of informal consultations. It prefers diplomatic and political approaches
to purely military ones. These practices and policies put meat on what is a transat-
lantic bone of contention — Europe’s normative power.

Bringing the domestic and international dimensions of Europeanization together
in one framework, Kevin Featherstone distinguishes among four broad types:
historical process, cultural diffusion, institutional adaptation, and policy responses
centered on or around the EU.!"3 In the past, Europeanization referred to export-
ing Europe’s authoritative norms and practices to colonies all over the world. Who
constituted and stood for “Europe,” however, was highly variable, as region,
religion, class, and nationality all set Europeans apart from one another. A second
conceptualization focuses on transnational cultural diffusion of practices, ideas,
norms, identities, and discourses within Europe. Third, as institutional adaptation,
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Europeanization describes the pressures that are emanating from Europe. It oper-
ates through positive (with the EU prescribing institutional models or policies) and
negative integration (with the EU altering domestic legislation). Additionally,
affecting preferences and strategies and operating outside of the EU, European
policy can alter the beliefs and expectations of domestic actors. Finally,
Europeanization can also take the form of political responses that are shaped by the
public policy impact of the EU on the central governments, subnational authori-
ties, and policy networks of its member states. With respect to the EU,
Europeanization is thus the result of multiple processes that reflect national vulner-
abilities, the institutional capacities to respond, the fit of EU policies with national
policy legacies and preferences, and the policy discourses that influence national
preferences.!'* In its various manifestations, Europeanization captures processes
that flow downward from the EU in terms of policy, as well as those that flow
upward from spontaneously acting groups or individuals. In its various forms
Europeanization does not have to be in contradiction to, or tension with, self-
assertion. Instead, it can operate as an appropriate form of self-interested national
action.!™ In Featherstone’s words, Europeanization “can provide a gateway to

developments across the continent that are both current and complex.”!°

Conclusion

In the study of civilizations Oswald Spengler describes as Copernican the discovery
that Classical or Western civilization holds no privileged position compared to
other civilizations, which “in point of mass count for just as much in the general
picture of history as the Classical, while frequently surpassing it in point of spiritual
greatness and soaring power.”!'” The West is distinctive, but not superior or
unique. Furthermore, America and Europe, Americanization and Europeanization
point to the plural and pluralist character of the West. But it would be a mistake to
simply put Western civilization in its various forms side by side with other civiliza-
tions. Instead, all civilizations are embedded in a common context that is larger and
more encompassing than its constituent parts. Shmuel Eisenstadt calls this a civili-
zation of modernity, William McNeill a global ecumene, and Jeremy Ritkin
an empathic civilization.!!® Sharing Eisenstadt’s, McNeill’s, and Rifkin’s intuition,
I call it a global civilization of multiple modernities.

Multiple modernities and bridging civilizations:
Islam and Anglo-America

I argue here that one global civilization containing multiple modernities encom-
passes all civilizations. Specifically, it brings together two bridging civilizations,
Islam and Anglo-America, which have defied all attempts at political unification.

s

“The idea of pan-Islamic unity,” writes Ali Allawi, “as the realistic final goal of
Muslims’ political action is as chimerical as a union of; say, the English-speaking

world.”"" Grounded in different localities that can be found in both East and
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West, Islam is distinctive in its geographic spread from Senegal to Indonesia, as it
endows political actors everywhere with authority when they invoke their
civilizational authenticity. Anglo-America is also globe-spanning, but in a different
way. Democratic capitalism links the West to core aspects of a global civilization
containing multiple modernities. Islam in America gives a lie to the notion that
in America’s domestic affairs Islamic culture is somehow intrinsically different
from American culture, thus putting a fundamental challenge to the sharp
distinction expressed in the overused phrase “Islam and the West.”!? Islam
connects horizontally to the global civilization that encompasses it across various
world regions; Anglo-America connects vertically across different civilizational
levels.!?! In different ways, both Islam and Anglo-America are bridging East and
West.

Multiple modernities

Shmuel Eisenstadt argues that the global civilization is a product of the recent past,
starting with fundamental changes in demography, literacy, and the scientific and
technological revolution that the European Enlightenment helped bring about,
generating an unprecedented openness to novelty and uncertainty.'?> Fernand
Braudel calls this the “common heritage of humanity” in which all civilizations
share, however unequally.!? Youssef Courbage and Emmanuel Todd see in it a
fundamental driver of the “meeting of civilizations,” a rapid convergence of differ-
ent patterns of demographic change, including in the contemporary Muslim world
which is heading ineluctably toward a meeting point more universal than is com-
monly acknowledged.'?* Female literacy, not per capita GDP, is driving down
tertility. Religious belief systems cannot stop the demographic revolution; instead,
religious crises often precede declines in fertility rates. Where there are strong
impediments to the demographic transition, as was true of the Catholic world in
the past and is true in parts of the Sunni world today, they are rooted in specific
institutional arrangements.'?>

Eisenstadt’s comprehensive, comparative analyses of a number of civilizations
show how religious crises provide occasions for the continual reconstruction of
various traditions. The religious centers of civilizations thus continue to have a
strong impact on unending processes of reinventing civilizational traditions.
Furthermore, all world civilizations have generated proto-fundamentalist move-
ments. In the West, Jacobinism became an oppositional movement in Europe that
exploded in the twentieth century under the banners of Communism and Fascism.
In today’s America and Europe Islamophobic currents lead, for example, to the
burning of the Qur’an in Florida, battles over headscarves and mosque minarets in
Europe, and strong anti-Muslim and anti-immigrant movements throughout the
West. Similarly, modern fundamentalism in Islam and other non-Western civiliza-
tions combines the impact of Western Jacobinism with indigenous fundamentalist
movements. Jacobin impulses in modernity thus are not passing phenomena in the

history of civilizations. They are permanent features constitutive of modernity.!?
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Fundamentalism is an engine of change in all civilizations and a core aspect of the
global civilization of multiple modernities.

Early forms of modernities (between the sixteenth and the eighteenth centuries)
are a transitional phase that exemplifies and deepens the theme of multiple moder-
nities.'?”” Language offers a good explanation of this period of transition. The turn
to vernacular languages occurred in both Europe and India. In Europe, but not in
India, it was accompanied by the emergence of more clearly defined territorial
boundaries. In India, but not in Europe, vernacular languages complemented rather
than replaced the sacred languages of Sanskrit and Pali.!?® In China and Japan, clas-
sical languages and political orders survived those turbulent centuries. While
Chinese history records major breaks in the history of its various religions, such was
not the case for the civilizational state of Japan. Yet in both China and Japan a
public sphere evolved in early modernity — although one that was not tied, as in
Europe, to civil society. Instead, China’s public sphere became the world of aca-
demics and literati, which was tied closely to the official sphere.'? In Tokugawa
Japan, people and territory were united (kokka). But even in that holistic concep-
tion politically relevant distinctions emerged, between official and non-official and
between social and non-social. As in China, the realm of the private was denigrated
and widely regarded as undercutting the pursuit of the common good. In Islamic
law, Sufi orders constituted a dynamic public sphere that operated quite indepen-
dently from the political or official sphere. In charting this multiplicity of early
modernities, Eisenstadt’s civilizational analysis avoids Eurocentrism.!®® Europe
is, as Eisenstadt and Schluchter argue, an analytical ideal type, not a normative
reference point.!3!

Based on the Enlightenment and defined politically by the American and French
revolutions, Western civilization evolved in reaction to European Christianity. It
contained a bundle of cognitive and moral imperatives demanding more individual
autonomy, fewer traditional constraints, and more control over nature. The first
modernity was constructed and reconstructed in the specific context of Judeo-
Greek-Christian cultural universalism and in the political pluralism of its various
center—periphery relations and political protest movements. Subsequently, West
European modernity was reinvented in Central and Eastern Europe, North and
South America, and some other non-European settler territories. For Eisenstadt,
the global civilization is defined not by being taken for granted, but by becoming
a focal point of contestation, an object of uninterrupted conflict engaging both

pre- and post-modern protest movements.'*?

The global civilization thus embodies
a multiplicity of different cultural programs and institutions of modernity.
Modern societies thus do not converge on a common path involving capitalist
industrialism, political democracy, modern welfare regimes, and pluralizing secu-
larisms. Instead, diverse religious traditions are cultural sources for the enactment
of different programs of modernity. West European modernity was transformed in
the United States under the specific circumstances of a settler and immigrant
society. This has given fundamentalist religious movements a large weight in

the evolution of America’s multiple traditions and various dimensions of social
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structure, political institutions, and collective identities of the American state.
A second example is offered by Japan’s reconstruction of modernity. Japan is based
on specific patterns of emulation and selection that evolved a distinctive set of
sociopolitical structures and collective identities. Since the Meiji revolution, Japan’s
deeply anchored syncretism of religious belief systems has been highly eclectic in
the values it has adopted and flexible in the interpretation of the dramatic shifts in
political context it has confronted.

The legacies of different world religions thus create multiple modernities as
sources of cultural innovation. In the evolution of the socioeconomic, political—
legal and technical—scientific dimensions of the civilization of modernity, forces of
convergence are always balanced against forces of divergence. Modernity is ines-
capably multiple and undergoing a constant process of reinvention in which all
traditional elements that rebel against it have themselves a modern, Jacobin charac-
ter. Although the aspirations of actors in the world’s important civilizational states,
polities, and empires may be totalistic, they are pluralistic in their cumulative

impact on the multiple traditions that constitute one global civilization.'

Islam'34

Islam is an Afro-Eurasian complex that bridges East and West as well as North and
South. Stretching from West Africa to Southeast Asia, the tenth parallel marks a
faith-based fault line between forever changing Christianity and Islam. Eliza
Griswold concludes after years of travel that individuals defy easy distinctions
because they have complicated identities that are sufficiently capacious to accom-
modate the conflicting worldly labels foisted on them by outsiders. A long tradition
of religious coexistence has moved Christians and Muslims in their everyday lives
beyond the easy binaries of Saved and Damned, Us and Them. Life is marked by
both real and grim religious strife and the long experience of everyday encounter,
as believers of different faiths shoulder together many earthly burdens. “Their lives
bear witness,” Griswold concludes, “to the coexistence of the two religions — and
of the complicated bids for power inside them — more than to the conflicts between
them.”!%

Eighty-five percent of the world’s Muslims live outside of the Middle East, with
the largest concentrations in Indonesia and in India. Hyphenated Islam, as in Afro-
or Euro-Islam, speaks to the vitality of this civilization and its ability to ground
itself in both East and West.'*® It also leads to apparent incongruities, such as the
architectural absurdity of the Royal Mecca Clock. A kitsch rendition of Big Ben,
blown up to grotesque proportions and situated adjacent to the Grand Mosque in
Mecca, it anchors a gargantuan shopping mall, hotels, prayer halls, and apartment
complexes. Visually, it clashes more relentlessly with its environment than do
super-churches in America’s suburban sprawl.!?’

Two facts stand out about Islamic civilization. The Islamic world is global.
It consists primarily of networks of social relations, rather than nations or states.
The concept of Islam connotes, particularly in contemporary American political
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debates, a monolithic myth. Nothing could be further from the truth. Islam inhab-
its, as Ira Lapidus writes in the opening sentence of his magisterial history, “the
middle regions of the planet.”!® Lapidus builds on Marshall Hodgson’s path-
breaking work, a reformulation of world history in terms of the Afro-Asian
complex in which Europe, the Middle East, India, and East Asia emerged as loosely
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linked, identifiable civilizational spaces.
Europe after 1600, and all that followed in its wake, Islam was the shining exem-
plar of a pre-modern interregional civilizational complex. Persian and Turkish
complemented Arabic in giving Islam a profoundly cosmopolitan stamp. Islam’s
stateless ubiquity had enormous subversive potential, as testified to by its global
spread across the Afro-Eurasian landmass, encompassing China and the Far East,
Southeast and South Asia, the Middle East, the Balkans, Southern Spain, and North
Africa. All of that changed after the rise of states and empires based on the power
of the gun — Ottoman, Safavid, Mughal, and Western.

While Islam rarely sums to the totality of Muslim lives’ experience, it “perme-
ates their self-conception, regulates their daily existence, provides the bonds of
society, and fulfills the yearning for salvation. The relevance of Islam to Muslim
communities varies across the globe: as a religion, a political ideology, and a set of
social practices. Yet, for all its diversity, Islam forges one of the great spiritual
families of mankind.”!*® Islam transcends the modern state system that has spread
throughout the world during the last 350 years. The separation between mosque
(as a place of prayer and learning) and state, and between divine and human law has
been of fundamental importance.!*! This is not to deny the existence of multiple
competing perspectives and vigorous contemporary debate on the nature and
necessity of a secular state, the character of sharia law, the impossibility of imposed
religious adherence by the state, and the centrality of voluntary compliance with
sharia in various communities. While Islam and the state are separated, Islam and
politics are not.'*? Secularisms, in the plural, thus are not necessarily barriers to the
ideal, eventually to be realized, of one godly community that will live under Islamic
rule, governed by God’s law. The umma is both fundamentally apolitical and
united, at least in theory. It offers a neutral position or sentiment between East and
West. Pluralistic and multiform, it gives space to Arabic only as a unifying language
for prayer. In practice, the umma and Islam offer a common culture in which par-
ticular cultures coexist.'*® The umma’s division under pre-modern empires and in
today’s nation states has been and continues to be an enduring political fact of life.
Territorial pluralization is a deep legacy of Islam. At the same time, Islam remains
a bridging civilization. Between the tenth and the eighteenth centuries, Muslim
societies spread to far-flung corners of the globe. Variegated as these societies were,
they all interacted with Middle Eastern Islamic states, religious and communal
institutions, and local cultures. This created a world system of Islamic societies with
significant shared cultural idioms and traditions.!**

This unified community of believers had deep religious and political signifi-
cance. Under the prophet and the first four righteous caliphates, it was a commu-
nity both tightly knit in religious beliefs and endowed with imperial ambitions and
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universal claims. Thereafter, vigorous intracivilizational debate was the rule. “The
process of forming Islamic civilization was not a passive assimilation but an active
struggle among the proponents of different views.”!* Proponents of Arabic,
Persian, and Hellenic literatures sought to shape the identity of the caliphate.
Muslim urban communities stressed individual piety in the pursuit of Islamic life.
Courtly Islam developed instead a cosmopolitan identity and worldview. The two
would compete and collaborate for more than a millennium. Subsequent splits
between and within Sunni and Shi’a communities and among a series of Islamic
empires in Arabia, on the Indian subcontinent, and in the Middle East provided
additional grounds for sharp disagreements. Religious attitudes were, and continue
to be, varied — scripturalist, fundamentalist, conservative, puritanical, accommoda-
tionist, realist, and millenarian, each one the result of intense political debate and
conflict. In the last two centuries, Islamic revivalism and Islamic reformism were
political responses to intellectual and political tensions arising from within Islam.
This continues to be true now. “Today’s debates about the place and role of Islam
in the world,” writes Peter Mandaville, “are part of a complex genealogy of inter-
nal debates” that mark all of Islam’s history.!

Islam’s encounters with other civilizations have intensified such debates. In
modern times, Western states in particular have had profound and differentiating
effects on Muslim polities. One of these effects was to make the caliphate, as the
human representation of Islamic unity, the target of increasing rivalries before
Turkey finally abolished it in 1924. The territorial pluralism of modern Islam
replaced the original bifurcation between the Muslim (Dar al-Islam) and the
non-Muslim (Dar al-Harb) world; in contemporary thought these two concepts
continue to resonate as descriptions, respectively, of liberation movements and
colonialism.'” With the growth of state and nation, and often under the impact of
Western imperialism, hyphenated versions of Islam have sprung up as in Turkish-,
Afro-, and Euro-Islam. And a global Islam is having a profound eftect on the iden-
tity of the Muslim diaspora. As Muslims seek to attach themselves to a universal
umma, neo-fundamentalism is not so much a backlash against the West as a conse-
quence of Westernization that brings in its wake new forms of non-radical and
at times radical politics. The modern Muslim world has adjusted wearily and to
varying degrees — and on occasion not at all — to the world of states. And it still
remembers its very different point of historical origin and cherishes its hoped-for,
very different point of destination.!*® Muslim diasporic communities are far-flung
and today are growing rapidly in all parts of the world. Insistence on unity
thus clashes with the incontrovertible fact of diversity and the multiplicity of voices
and traditions that diversity entails.'* Lifting Islam out of the specific and manifold
contexts in which it evolved historically is an act of reimagination undertaken
by contemporary, at times extreme, factions that promote an essentialist view of
Islam as a unified civilizational context and political community.'™® This it
clearly is not. Instead, Islam is marked by internal contestations that can, but
must not necessarily, generate conflicts when encountering or engaging with other

civilizations.!>!
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The decentralized network character of Islam makes Islamicization a dynamic
set of interrelated processes. Indonesia’s Islamicization, for example, began around

1300 ck and has continued ever since. !>

It was helped by Indonesia’s position as a
way station for trade between Canton, the largest seaport of the Tang dynasty, and
the Muslim world. Islamicization was peaceful, the work of Sufi missionaries from
Gujarat and Bengal whose outlook was quite compatible with Hinduism. Although
almost 90 percent of Indonesia’s population today is Muslim, Indonesia is not an
Islamic state, and Islam is not the national faith. Yet it is in many respects an Islamic
country, as Islam acts as a unifying force on a fragmented archipelago.

From its inception, Islamic theology and religious practice spread rapidly.
Religious traditions, such as the Islamic revivalism of the eighteenth century artic-
ulated by Shah Walliullah and Muhammad Ibn Abdul Wahhab, extended to reli-
glous instruction and practices which are exported today from, and generously
supported by, Saudi Arabia. Islamic reformism in the middle of the nineteenth
century, and Jamal al-Din al-Afghani’s creation of a pan-Islamist movement as an
instrument to overturn colonial rule, are forerunners of current debates about the
relations among different branches of Islam and various modern secularisms.!'>®
Islamicization has included all forms of long-distance trade and migration — both
temporary, as in the haj, and long term.!® It also describes, as frequently noted
since 9/11, the activities of small sects of radical activists who are reacting to
Western interventions and domestic oppression as they seek revolutionary change
or a restoration of the caliphate.!% In its contemporary manifestation, Islamicization
encompasses not only the full gamut of consumption culture (such as food, dress,
and popular music) exhibited by any modern shopping mall, but also transnational
communication channels — radio in the era of pan-Arabism in the 1950s and 1960s,
Al-Jazeerasatellite television, and websites such as Islam Online today. Islamicization
is thus an integral and vital part of Islam marked by the movement of people,
goods, and ideas over long distances and across political borders: the first instance
in world history of a civilizational complex encompassing all of Afro-Eurasia.

Anglo-America

Anglo-America both resembles and diverges from Islam.!>® Kees van der Pijl’s
trenchant historical analysis offers us an insight of how this came to pass.!® Van der
Pijl does not regard 1648 as the watershed separating the pre-modern from the
modern period of international relations.'® Instead, since 1688 international poli-
tics has become first and foremost an English-speaking transnational sphere of
overseas settlement, with Britain and eventually the United States at its center.
Secured by maritime supremacy, this “Lockean heartland” of Anglo-America has
become the open center of the modern world order — not an agglomeration of
liberal states but a larger “hetero-cultural and translingual” structure that embeds
them." It is, in fact, the most consequential such structure that global history has
seen in the last three centuries. This liberal transnational society was only incom-
pletely unified, first by Britain and then by the United States. Its strength lies in a
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capacity for autonomous reproduction: in the emergence of constitutionally similar
states, through the military defeat and conquest of rival states, and by the peaceful
incorporation of states supporting and expressing other social purposes.

The Glorious Revolution symbolized the end of a long historical process by
which actors in civil society succeeded in constraining and containing the power
of the Crown, a sharp contrast to the victory of absolutism on the European con-
tinent. Preoccupied by its civil war, England did not look south, to Europe and the
Westphalian system of 1648. Instead it looked west, across the Atlantic toward
“New England” and later to its other settler societies in the Dominions. Along this
Atlantic, and later Pacific, axis, a self-regulating transnational Anglo-American
society evolved, forcing continental Europe and subsequently most other parts of
the world to rely on state sovereignty as the indispensible instrument with which
to negotiate the various modernization processes that were foisted upon them.
English language, property rights, the subordination of executive to legislative
power, scientific and technological discovery and innovation, the rule of law,
white racism, and Protestant religion became some of the most distinctive institu-
tions and practices enshrined by Anglo-America. In the Lockean heartland, a
chosen people was committed to maintaining maximum freedom from the state.
That people was endowed with ample doses of greed and generosity, as it aimed at
both exploiting and liberating others. Relatively autonomous settler colonies even-
tually spread those institutions and practices around the globe, from Britain to
Ireland, North America, South Africa, Australia, and New Zealand. This Anglo-
American heartland subsequently has contended with a parade of rivals in world
politics — France, Germany, Japan, and the Soviet Union among them — that have
been integrated, more or less successfully, into an expanding West that continues
to be internally vibrantly pluralist and externally connected to a global civilization
through transnational networks, international regimes, and mechanisms of global
governance.

This expanding West has relevance for many, if not most, contemporary policy
issues. That relevance expresses the most advanced form of the West’s cultural
domination over all of the states, including China and India, that are hoping to

160 The West creates complex sover-

chart an independent development trajectory.
eignty as well as developing mechanisms for coping with complex interdepen-
dence. In a prescient article, Samuel Huntington recognized the United States as
the contemporary center of this transnational Anglo-American structure.'®! The
United States has been powered by the spread of transnational organizations. Access
to foreign societies and economies, and the freedom to operate in this transnational
space, matter more to it than territorial control. By and large, in the international-
ized arenas of their own domestic politics Anglo-American actors practice what
they preach.

Beyond being receptive to and engaged in various transnational processes and
practices, Anglo-America has been connected closely, directly and indirectly, to
one global civilization of multiple modernities. It provides that civilization with its
lingua franca. English has displaced French as the language of diplomacy and
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German as the language of science. And it has spread far and wide as a global
medium of communication. Today, first, second, and foreign language users of
English total about 1.4 billion people, or about one-fifth of the world’s population.
The majority of English users now live in China and India. This is a substantial
number, especially if one considers that native English speakers number only about
400 million."*? The cultural, economic, and political advantages that the status of a
world language conveys are numerous and undeniable. Yet, the spread of English
may prove to be self-limiting. New varieties of spoken English are emerging
around the globe, such as Singlish (in Singapore), Estglish (in Estonia) and Chinglish
(in China). Because they express multiple identities and imaginations, these “New
Englishes” diverge greatly from standard English. Language is a living practice.
And as languages spread, they change.'®® At least to some degree, English may
eventually go the way of classical Latin, which was superseded by vulgar Latin and
subsequent linguistic fractionalization.

Extending the reach of Anglo-America, English may become increasingly sev-
ered from its roots, thus making it a characteristic only of the global civilization of
multiple modernities rather than of one of its constituent parts. Language will of
course always retain some of its social context of meaning and will not be reducible
simply to universal signs of signification.!®* However, computer-assisted translation
and voice recognition may make it quite possible that English will become some-
thing like “Globish.” Sooner rather than later, writes Nicholas Ostler, “everyone
will be able to express an opinion in his or her own language, whether in speech

or writing, and the world will understand.”!%

This would make English accessible
on a global scale and eliminate the need for English as a lingua franca. Although
innovations such as Twitter and text messaging make orthography and syntax less
important, American university students illustrate in their written work that lan-
guage is situationally specific; they are more respectful of spelling and syntax in
applications for openings at Goldman Sachs than in the world of new social media.
The new world of Globish will probably have its own form of stratification depend-
ing on the degree of expressiveness, fluency, and diction.!®® For now, the only
thing that is certain is that the multiplicity of languages and the ascendance of
English as a limited lingua franca connect Anglo-America closely to the global
civilization of multiple modernities.

Besides providing a common language, Anglo-America is linked closely in
other ways as well. Finding a shared conceptual language is an important achieve-
ment in the articulation of commonalities that are often experienced as differences.
Charles Beitz’s analysis of the human rights revolution offers a compelling view of
rights, not as the substantive embodiment of Western, liberal values that others
should emulate, now that the West itself has finally come to acknowledge the
existence of a common humanity. Rather, Beitz looks at human rights as a
“common idiom of social criticism in global politics.”'®” As an emergent discursive
and political practice, human rights operate as a form of practical reasoning that
consolidates several justifications of specific conduct. Engaging in that practice
reveals a set of norms that frame both agreements and disagreements among
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members of a discursive community inhabited by state and non-state actors.
The practice is not constituted by agreement on the content of norms or the
behavioral consequences to which an acceptance of such norms would point.
Encompassing different kinds of rights in different historical periods and contingent
on historical circumstances, the normative content of these practices is open-ended,
and its application to political practice is often contested.'®®

Like language and human rights, science and technology are a social process no
longer controlled either by Anglo-Americans or by any other set of actors. Over
the course of the twentieth century, Anglo-America has been a leading force in the
advancement of science and technology. And science and technology have had a
powerful effect on all societies. The speed and direction of technological and
scientific developments are increasingly governed by ever more competitive global
markets. As the preferred instrument for reaching goals of equity and efficiency,
science and technology thus are by their very nature now largely global and
publicly accessible. With limited success, some ministries of defense and police
agencies, as well as some corporate actors, continue to protect secrecy in the name
of national security and intellectual property. Worldwide availability of best
technological practice is, however, spreading far and wide. What has happened
during the last two centuries may be no more than a mild foretaste of what is to
come in the next two, well beyond the end of the era of American preeminence.
At the end of his analysis of East and West since the beginning of archaeologically
recorded time, Ian Morris peeks into the immediate future and sees a world in
which, for better and for worse, biology transforms humanity and its environ-
ment.'® It is improbable, though not impossible, that such a world would be based
on such weak hierarchies of power, knowledge, and prestige so as to warrant the
readaptation of China’s traditional “all-under-heaven” tianxia world order model,
as Tingyang Zhao has argued.'” Indeed, even though it contains the notion of
“barbarian,” this Chinese concept lacks, as Chih-yu Shih has argued, the notion of
“the Other.” Chinese theorists focus on self-rectification to chart a morally good
path in world affairs, thus approximating partially and incompletely rationalist

notions of “self-restraint.”!”!

For now, permitting considerable national and
regional variation, and without any one defining center, one global civilization of
multiple modernities provides a weak common context for world politics.

The popular culture industry points to still another avenue through which
Anglo-America is linked to that global civilization.!”? Throughout the twentieth
century, Hollywood’s dream machine has been iconic as it has fed the imagination
of the world. Hollywood is so powerful because American producers have enjoyed
a strong grip on worldwide outlets. Yet, it has not been able to stop India’s
Bollywood from passing it in terms of sheer size, if not yet in global appeal.
Non-American influences are important in Hollywood. A majority of America’s
major studios are foreign-owned, and many of Hollywood’s major directors
are foreign-born. Furthermore, particular markets, such as children’s television,
have proven highly receptive to foreign imports. And Hollywood movies are now
conceived and produced for a global DVD market and thus must transcend
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American specificities. Hollywood is both in America and of the world. In sum,
without pointing toward convergence, the direct and indirect connections between
Anglo-America and the global civilization of multiple modernities to which it
belongs are numerous and far-reaching.

East and West

Islam’s horizontal bridging of space and Anglo-America’s vertical bridging of levels
of civilizations illustrate the existence of manifold connections between East and
West. Invoking East and West in common language is a convenient shortcut that
conceals the obvious: multiple internal “Selves” typically contain important ele-
ments of the external “Other.”'”? This is true of the profound influence that Islamic
art, science, medicine, architecture, and literature have had on Anglo-America and
other parts of the West. And it is also true of the influence that some parts of the
West and Anglo-America have had on the internal debates of Islam, powerfully
illustrated by the 2011 Arab spring. As both Islam and Anglo-America illustrate,
civilizations come into existence and evolve through exchanges and relationships;
they do not come into being as self~contained, coherent systems of values and uni-
fied sets of practices. In their historical trajectories civilizations are open-ended.
They do not follow predetermined routes. But it is also true that the coherence of
the internal “Self” of a civilization can be imposed by an external “Other” that is
eager to articulate more firmly its own identity and thus contributes indirectly to
the persistent notion of a civilization’s coherence. Civilizational outposts can have
galvanizing effects, illustrated by Andalusia in the western Mediterranean in medi-
eval times and by Palestine in the eastern Mediterranean today. When flux and
openness become politically inopportune, confusing, or threatening, civilizations
thus can easily be imagined as something they are not, as the crystallization of
values.

Such acts of imagination are deeply political.'”* An interconnected world of
change and the yearning for stability thus can create the conditions that invite
intellectual and political entrepreneurs to generate a civilizational politics that
responds to felt needs but does not necessarily match empirical reality. The Federalist
Papers (No. 2) provide a telling example.

Providence has been pleased to give this one connected country, to one
united people, a people descended from the same ancestors, speaking the
same language, professing the same religion, attached to the same principles
of government, very similar in their manners and customs, and who, by
their joint counsels, arms and efforts, fighting side by side throughout a
long and bloody war, have nobly established their general liberty and

independence.!'”

As a matter of historical fact, in the late eighteenth century this description was
absurdly mistaken. But if we understand this invocation as a self-conscious political
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attempt to bring a united American people into being, then it makes a lot of sense.
Thus the empirical reality that John Jay purports to describe was very much a
deliberate political project for the future. The same politics can be deployed to
shape our images of the past. For example, in a 2004 interview, shortly before
being elected Pope, Cardinal Ratzinger stated that “Europe is a cultural continent,
not a geographical one. It is its culture that gives it a common identity. The roots
that have formed it, that have permitted the formation of this continent, are those
of Christianity....In this sense, throughout history Turkey has always represented
another continent, in permanent contrast with Europe.”!”® Ratzinger’s view of
European history 1s historically questionable and highly political. It overlooks the
prominent role Islam played on the Iberian peninsula for half a millennium; it
slights Islam’s influence in parts of Southeast Europe; and it affirms and reinforces
a linear view of history that often ends up labeling non-Western societies as
backward.!”?

Jay’s and Ratzinger’s views are highly political. More generally, transciviliza-
tional coalitions that advance the search for commonalities among differences are
opposed by backlash coalitions that feel threatened by such a prospect. Pluralist and
cosmopolitan coalitions, conceptions, and practices of world politics thus coexist
with unitary and nationalist ones. In dialectical fashion they both reinforce and
undermine each other. Extended forward into the future or backward into the
past, primordial politics is an integral part of all civilizational politics. It is, however,
far from defining its totality. A plural and pluralist world of civilizations is embed-
ded in an encompassing civilization of multiple modernities that differs from both
universalist liberal and nationalist conservative global orders. Internal plurality and
external encounters, engagements, and occasional clashes co-evolve. As is true of
all civilizations, the global civilization of multiple modernities is not rooted in any
one, specific origin, such as the Western Enlightenment or the global umma. Open
to both empirical and normative inquiry, it arises instead in different life worlds and
at the interstices of and crossroads between different civilizations.

Toward a polymorphic globalism'78

We live in a global civilization of multiple modernities marked by both conver-
gences around emerging practices and divergences derived from the enactment of
cultural programs grounded in different civilizational complexes. History tells us of
liberalism’s many struggles in finding commensurabilities among differences.
Jennifer Pitts, for example, has traced how a tolerant and pluralist liberal universal-
ism in the first half of the nineteenth century gave way in the second half to an
imperialist liberalism that insisted on interventionist policies in colonial societies.!”’
Uday Mehta has shown an analogous tension between two kinds of cosmopolitan-
isms. A cosmopolitanism of reason points self-confidently to generalizable certain-
ties that derive from its abstract logic and align an opaque world with its
paternalistic and progressive expectations; a cosmopolitanism of sentiment displays
a pragmatic humility and a hope for mutual understanding that does not falter in
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its quest for decoding the inscrutably unfamiliar in its concrete and singular mani-
festations.!®® This predicament of liberal cosmopolitanisms has lasted to this day.
Michael Barnett’s discussion of contemporary humanitarian governance captures
the tensions and contradictions that inhere in arrangements and practices that fall
short of an empire of humanity in sheep’s clothing, but that bear nonetheless
unmistakable imperial markings.'®!

Commensurabilities are not made impossible by either a monovocal liberal
tradition or the existence of diverging civilizational traditions and practices. They
emerge instead from the partial overlaps created by the multiple secular and
religious traditions that mark all civilizational complexes. Adapting Yasusuke
Murakami’s and Michael Mann’s terminology, that partial overlap creates space for
what I call here polymorphic globalism.'® This globalism exists at various intersec-
tions of secularisms and religions, generating never-ending processes of peaceful
negotiations and conflictual bargaining.

Two such intersections command our attention in particular. The first pits a
secular against a religious politics. With the desacralization of Christianity and the
rise of science and technology since the eighteenth century, the content of the
emerging global polity has become more secular than religious. The historical
foundations of the global polity and the continued or renewed vibrancy of several
of the world’s major religions have in recent decades made religious movements
once again integral parts of a secular world politics. Religion and secularism seek
to deny or undermine each other’s existence. And in the past, both have offered
radically different foundations for world orders.

Andrew Phillips inquires into the constitution, operation, and eventual decay of
two such world orders: Latin Christendom before the mid-seventeenth century,
and the Sinocentric world order in the nineteenth.!®* Latin Christendom and its
decaying canon law were undermined by the confessional splintering that accom-
panied the Protestant Reformation. Sectarian violence increased at the very time
that technological innovations increased the cost, scale, and destructiveness of war-
fare. After Habsburg had failed to shore up a unified Christendom along imperial
lines, Europe’s princes began enforcing confessional conformity in their own
realms. Religious heresy came to be equated with political treachery, and a century
of warfare ensued. At its end, the Westphalian system of sovereign states began the
attempt to separate an international, secular order from private, religious ones.

Nineteenth-century China watched a similar split between a religious and a
secular politics. The Sinocentric world order, however, confronted not only
endogenous but also exogenous shocks. Dynastic decline was accelerated by
millenarian peasant rebellions and an incipient military revolution that destroyed
the East Asian world order and plunged China and much of the region into a
century of upheaval. Emboldened by a revolution in naval warfare, imperialist
Western powers opened China by force to satisfy their commercial and cultural
interests. The Taiping rebellion was a puritanical millennial movement that incor-
porated evangelical Christianity into Chinese folk religion, thus creating a fero-
cious insurgency. Although it was ultimately defeated, this rebellion hollowed out
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China’s centralized state, thus opening the path toward the system’s ultimate
demise, Japanese occupation, and, after a bloody civil war, the Communist seizure
of power.

Is today’s international order likely to go the way of Medieval Latin Christendom
or the Sinocentric world in the nineteenth century? The intermingling of secular
and religious elements in contemporary world politics is not just a matter of the
different types of actors — state versus non-state, secular versus religious — vying for
primacy. It is also a matter of the principles that constitute contemporary world
politics. Do secular or religious elements provide the core organizing principles?!8*
Although the Westphalian system is organized along secular lines, the weakening
of scores of states in recent decades has given more political space to religious
actors. And in seeking to substitute religious for secular principles in the organiza-
tion of world politics, a small number of these actors pose a radical challenge to
secular authorities. The current wave of jihadist politics is one such effort. It does
not seek to advance its preferred outcomes within the existing Westphalian order.
It wants to create a new one. The secular state system is organized around multiple
sovereign centers of authority that respect territorial borders, subscribe to the sanc-
tity of law and the legitimacy of international organizations, and deny that there
exists one single truth governing world politics. A religious world order would
recognize only one center of authority, might not respect territorial borders, would
deny the sanctity of law and the legitimacy of international organizations, and
would insist on the existence of only one source of divine Truth. Calling for such
an order poses a systemic and total, not national and partial, threat. Today there is
no state seeking to affect such a dramatic change, and only a few non-state actors,

among them the Al Qaeda-led jihadist movement and possibly Hizb ut-Tahrir.!85

Polymorphic globalism exists also at a second and less familiar intersection. '8
Rather than dividing secularism from religion, Yasusuke Murakami underlines the
similarities in the transcendental tendencies of historical religions and modern sci-
ence in the West. Both science and religion are based on transcendental thought.
Religious politics holds to an unquestioned belief in the divine. Secular politics has
an unshaken belief in the attainability of ultimate truth. In their contrasting revolu-
tionary aspirations and impact, both are in tension with the conservative historio-
logical and hermeneutic tendencies of East Asian civilizations. The former is
possessed by the belief in various forms of religious redemption or secular progress.
The latter remains firmly grounded in the world of the profane, which lends itself
to limitless reinterpretations and existence in multiple realities.

In developing his argument, Murakami follows Weber in his sociological treat-
ment of historical religions. Distinctive of Christianity, and the Western civiliza-
tions based on it, is a transcendental orientation. Divided into a high-level,
intellectual and a lowbrow, popular form, Eastern religions and civilizations lack
this transcendental orientation. For Murakami, a decline in international liberalism
and a rise in polymorphic globalism would not end history. It would merely end a
historical era dominated by Western states — specifically two great empires, British
and American, that have shaped world politics during the last three hundred years.
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History will continue, sustained by the dialectical relations between these two
types of reflexive practices: transcendental, scientific—religious on the one hand and
hermeneutic, historical—practical on the other.

For Murakami the religions that are part of the Judeo-Christian tradition have
an absolute character, promise salvation in the afterlife, and are prone to violence.
In their highbrow, intellectual and lowbrow, popular forms, Eastern religions are
marked instead by syncretism, promise salvation in the earthly life, and tend toward
peaceful coexistence. The prospect for cultural commensurability in a polymorphic
globalism, according to Murakami, depends on a partial move away from universal
justice-based standards and a transcendental style of thought in a world dominated
by Western states, to accommodate contextual, rule-based standards and a herme-
neutic style of thought in a world inhabited also by East Asian and, we might add,
a number of other civilizational states.

An analysis of polymorphic globalism is enriched by the institutional analysis
that John Meyer has provided.'®” Meyer argues that the culture of Latin Christendom
has shaped the organizational form as much as the substance of a secular world
polity. Christianity brought together local mobilization of individual effort and gen-
eral, universalistic long-distance relationships. It offered an institutional model of
collective life that accorded political prominence to states as ideologically validated
units, thus avoiding global segmentation and disintegration. For many centuries, the
Church owned much of the world’s productive land and provided the ideology that
both defined the content of the political practices of princes and justified the man-
agement of the Church’s vast worldly affairs. Christianity offered a general frame for
Western civilization that brought together elites and mass publics as well as central
and peripheral organizations of the global polity. It thus helped create and sustain
the political and economic vitality and imperialist thrust of the West.

Karl Deutsch has provided a complementary and more materialist account of
why the civilization of Latin Christendom was able to unite, and why subsequently
it was fated to split apart.'®® He argues that the spiritual, linguistic, and cultural
unity of medieval Christendom — its common Latin language, the shared legal and
spiritual authority of the Pope, the common political leadership provided by the
Holy Roman Emperors, and the collective enterprise of the crusades — was a
transitory historical stage that was eventually destroyed by the very forces that gave
rise to it. In this view, scarcity was the economic foundation of the international
civilization of Latin Christendom — scarcity in goods, services, and skilled
personnel. Scarcity permitted the growth of a thin web of supranational trading
communities sharing in a common language, customs, spirit, laws, traditions, and
family connections. In this web, specialized nodes of productive skill-sets diffused
over long distances — provided, for example, by Irish monks, German knights,
Lombard traders, French master builders, and Flemish peasants knowledgeable in
advanced agricultural techniques. While at the local level the linguistic fractional-
ization of an immobile peasantry persisted, the thin web of supranationalism
created the conditions for a superficial internationalization of three major
civilizations — Christianity, Byzantium, and Islam — knit together by commerce,
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intellectual life, and politics. Over time, as the rate of national mobilization began
to outpace the rate of international assimilation, increasing contacts between
village, manor, and town eventually gave rise to the conditions that led to the
demise of Latin Christendom.

Deutsch ends his discussion with two scenarios, which I am adapting here to the
conditions of contemporary world politics. In the first, Nazi victory in World War
II would have created a world built upon the concepts of “master race” and “high
culture,” based on a rigid system of social and political stratification organized
around pan-European or global rules of exclusion of the diverse and unassimilated
vast majority of mankind. Allied victory in World War II set the stage for the
second scenario. The world has embarked on a prolonged period of international-
ization and globalization that is spreading the notions of human rights and human
economic well-being around the globe, while also permitting the flowering of dif-
ferent civilizations and national cultures. Eventually, these processes may return
world politics to conditions somewhat comparable to the thin internationalism of
medieval European unity or polymorphic globalism.

Rémi Brague’s historical analysis of the West provides an instructive analogy for
our understanding of polymorphic globalism.'®® For Brague, Rome, not Athens or
Jerusalem, has defined the West. He views Rome as an empty container lacking
substantive content. “Romanity” makes its main contribution by transmitting what
it receives rather than by making its own contribution. The Hellenization of
Roman culture shows that by transplanting Greek ideas, Rome’s innovation rested
on the very act of transmission rather than any act of cultural creation from the
many native, Etruscan, Anatolian, Punic, Hellenistic, and Egyptian influences that
it received. The transplantation from Greece to Rome and then from Rome to a
far-flung imperium was an act of replication and renewal. The same was true for
the Roman Catholic Church in its relations with Israel. The church was Roman,
but the novelty of the Christ on which it rested was not. Unlike Greek philosophy
and Hebrew prophecy, Roman culture was primarily processual. For Brague, a
Roman West invented nothing but transmitted much, comparing its pale self
critically against more full-blooded originals.

Japan’s popular entertainment industry offers a contemporary example from the
East that reinforces the same analogy. The industry’s huge success has rested on its
ability to rid itself of any specific Japanese cultural content or “color.” Instead, the
industry has developed a distinctive capacity to translate for Japanese and East Asian
publics Western and American leisure products and a lifestyle of urban consumer-
ism that is creating a new sense of commonality connecting Japan and other parts
of East Asia and beyond. Crossover markets and hybrid products lead to genuine
innovation in a sophisticated marketing strategy, managing production cycles that
can spin off thousands of individual products. Japanese success was grounded in the
self-conscious decision to act as a cultural intermediary that required an entrepre-
neurialism and imagination all its own.

Adhering to alternative arguments not focused on polymorphic globalism,
conservatives insist on a unitary conception of civilizations but accept multiple
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standards of proper conduct in a world of numerous civilizations.'”® Liberals follow
an inverse logic. They are often more willing to acknowledge the existence of
diverse cultural programs in a given civilization but have a difficult time letting go
of the notion of a single standard of good international and intercivilizational con-
duct. This is illustrated by vigorous and extended debates over failing states, stan-
dards of good governance, property rights, and transparent markets. On all of these
issues, and many others, liberal arguments often proceed from the unquestioned
assumption of the existence of a single standard of good conduct. In liberal American
and European public discourse, the West thus is widely referred to in the singular: a
universal, substantive form of perfectability that is integrating all parts of the world
based on the growth of Western reason.

This view is implausible. Polymorphic globalism expresses not a common stan-
dard but a loose sense of shared values entailing often contradictory notions of
diversity in a common humanity. This loose sense centers on the material and
psychological well-being of all humans. “Well-being” and the rights of all “humans”
are no longer the prerogative or product of any specific civilization or political
structure. Instead, science and technology, which serve these ends, are deterritori-
alized processes that have taken on a life of their own and provide the script for all
civilizations and polities. Polymorphic globalism does not specify the political route
toward implementation. It does offer a script, often not adhered to, that now
provides the basis for political authority and legitimacy everywhere. All polities
claim to serve the well-being of individuals, and all individuals are acknowledged
to have inherent rights. The existence of these processes enhances the pluralism
that inheres in civilizations. It also undercuts both the imperialism of imposing
single standards and the relativism of accepting all political practices.

Sigmund Freud reflected in his celebrated essay Civilization and Its Discontents on
the tensions created by the indissoluble bonds that link an internally variegated Self
to the external world. As part of a manifold West, Anglo-America exemplifies that
it is deeply intertwined with a forever changing global civilization. As is true of all
civilizational encounters and engagements, the intermingling that this global civili-
zation encourages can breed in the Self rigidity and willful ignorance. Alternatively
it can also lead to experiencing the Other openly and reexamining the Self criti-
cally. This is as true of Anglo-America as it is of Islam. Both encourage the bridging
of East and West through evolving practices that help bring about a polymorphic
globalism while grappling with the vexing problems of their multiple traditions.
Political actors can be fearful, risking to stumble again into a deep abyss of inhu-
manity; and they can be courageous, daring to step forward onto uncharted common
ground. Crossing the bridges that span East and West invites us to take journeys with
destinations we can only guess at and look further than the eye can now see.

Notes

1 Earlier drafts of this chapter were presented at the 2010 annual meetings of the
International Studies and the American Political Science Association. I would like to
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