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Introduction

     This paper will be a review of material read in week’s one thru the end of this course, CARD 7040 DL1, by authors Ritzer and Goodman, Wallerstein in Lemert, Jeong, Schellenberg, Hook, and others as they may relate to the information presented here. It will highlight the major point(s) each author made regarding conflict causation (sources of conflict) in international theory, as well as, outline assumptions used to defend these arguments/theories. Conclusions will attempt to be drawn based upon international trade and trade unions, global order and governance with respect to embargoes, sanctions, and boycotts, and other criteria as they relate to international conflict causation. Critical reflection will be used to assess these readings as a whole, with specific interest directed toward pointing out whether or not international conflicts can be lessened or resolved through better understanding of various global cultures or manipulation of other variables associated with those conflicts.

Conflict Causation in International Theory

     Plato once said (Schellenberg, 1996, p.89) “…..societies will always be plagued with conflict and misrule until either philosophers become kings or kings become philosophers”. Plato saw the structure of society much like the theatre. Actors follow the lead of their directors. Each party need know their specific role and adhere to that plan such that the play unravels as directed, scripted, and anticipated. This arrangement allows the directors to exert power/control over the actors in their subservient roles. Direction like many things is a subjective experience that may differ between directors. Therefore, the roles of the actors may be required to change with each directors differing perspective. Conflicts come about due to these differing perspectives or imbalances in power structures. Should any actor decide he/she may want to take the power from the director conflict could be a logical outcome. The power struggles and potential differentiation of perspectives associated in this example do not differ much from those in the international sector except that those person’s titled director or actor assume their equivalent in establishment structures instead. 
     Jeong (2000, p.122) notes that depending on what is at stake and what one hopes to achieve there are many instances where governments have opted to employ economic or trade policies/sanctions instead of waging war to effectuate changes or desired behaviors in other governments they deemed to be of import. Measures previously employed between governments or nations as leverage over another can include; boycotts, embargoes, or other capital restraints. Boycotts can be issued to curtail or control demand for export of material goods or resources on the object nation. Most favored trade status has been used as a tool to move governments into compliance when circumstances have so dictated. Capital sanctions serve to retract lending to, or investment in, the sanctioned country/nation. Capital sanctions may also freeze foreign property or resources, and/or restrict international payments for certain possessions. Conflict under these circumstances may hinge on power differentials (actual or perceived) or other differing things between those nations. Can any or all of these tools be employed such that peace can reign supreme? Or are they merely temporary means that enforce temporary compliance or subordination, but negate address of the underlying causes of such power differentials?

     It is worth noting that sanctions, embargoes, and boycotts, traditionally harm the most vulnerable groups who are the least culpable in these cross-governmental frays leaving those that could be influenced by such measure immune to its effects. (Jeong, 2000, p.123)  As an example I offer up when China joined the WTO, World Trade Organization, in December of 2001. This WTO membership for China was contingent upon the fulfillment of numerous promises still to be performed well into the year 2010. (Hook, 2005, p.324) Overseas trade between China and the rest of the world grew rapidly between 2001 and 2003 largely due to China’s affiliation with the WTO. The increase in trade as result of membership into the WTO bolstered China’s ailing economy and made them the single largest country for foreign direct investment. During that same time, imports of Chinese products and resources increased within the USA, and elsewhere, while exports from the USA to China lagged behind creating the largest trade deficit on record. Jeong (2000, p.110) states that international relationships between nation states are dictated by maximizing power. This power is welded by one nation over another in order to effectuate certain behaviors or align strategies. Order, he says is maintained by balancing (imports with exports) and counterbalancing (emerging trade markets with required regulations or lack thereof) these things with regard to other nations same. 
     Many international organizations have singled out China as a nation that cares little for human rights, religious freedoms, nor clean air regulations. (Hook, 2005, p.322-23) Or in other words, China does not hold the same belief system that some of the other organizations do. Differing perspectives in one nations approach to business, and/or trade can be a source for potential conflict. When these imbalances in perceptions  cannot be rectified nations or nation groups may flex their muscles with embargoes, sanctions, and boycotts, before taking the next step. Does enacting such measures even the playing field? Does leaving things status quo ensure peace and tranquility? Why should one nation be able to control what another does? Is this the beginning of one global society? Does one global society ensure there will no longer be conflict?
     Sanctions, embargoes, and boycotts can all be included in basic tacticts outlined in Homan’s (Ritzer and Goodman, 2004, p.211) exchange theory. Homan believed that interaction between people and nations was conducted based upon exchanges of benefits/rewards and/or costs. If this relationship between them is beneficial the relationship is likely to continue. Using the above mentioned example between China and the WTO, China stood to benefit the most from this association with the WTO and as such China is likely to continue this affiliation as long as they continue to benefit from it. Conversely, the markets within the USA have suffered somewhat because of this relationship. If the benefits of the relationship between China and the USA fail to remain constant or turn costly the relationship may end or conflict may ensue. If membership in this club (WTO) comes with certain criteria and all of those are not being met does this relationship continue to be a benefit or a cost? At what point does one decide to cut the cost in order to maintain the maximum benefits? Can balance of costs and benefits create a peaceful and prosperous relationship between China and the USA?
     Emerson (Ritzer and Goodman, 2004, p.418) added to Homan’s line of logic with regard to the theory of exchange. He believed that there can be both positive and negative outcomes depending on whether the relationship was power dependant or not. Therefore, the use of sanctions, embargoes, or boycotts can work for or against the nations using them as weapons to effectuate change or balance their power. Take for instance the embargo with Cuba. I believe this relationship reflects a negative power outcome because of the following. When President Eisenhower in 1960 failed to overthrow Fidel Castro from power in Cuba he (President Eisenhower) created an embargo prohibiting trade of any kind with Cuba. The United States, naively, believed it was just a matter time and Fidel Castro’s would succumb to their requests or come into compliance of their wishes. Fifty plus years later he (Fidel Castro) has still not succumbed. The embargo between the USA and Cuba has been anything but static since its inception. Over the years this embargo remained in flux, stronger/tougher at times, depending on who was in the oval office. At other times keeping the embargo in place appears to almost negate its intended purpose because fewer and fewer other nations have been willing to keep it going. In more recent years it has been the stance of the United States to not issue diplomacy with Cuba as means for working toward more peaceful relations with them or ending this long standing embargo. This half plus century long duet has not helped the relationship between Cuba and the USA. Because of this hard line stance taken by the government of the USA Cuba has been aided and supported by many other neighboring nations (Venezuela, Russia, Argentina, Korea, etc.) around the globe. Would removing the embargo mean peaceful (and prosperous) relations between the USA and Cuba? Would removing the embargo and beginning an open dialogue with Cuba bring our friends and separated allies back into the safety net of the USA? Is it worth weighing the costs over the years of maintaining this embargo against the benefits of it’s removal?  
     Wallerstein, in Lemert (2004, p.391), states that international world order is a combination of “…boundaries, structures, member groups, rules of legitimization, and coherence.” Each nation has boundaries or borders, governmental structures, member groups (i.e. congress, WTO, AFL-CIO, OPEC, etc.), and laws that govern our lives and tie us to one another. However, not all nations have the same sets of boundaries, governmental structures, member groups, or laws. These differences can either cleave them to their neighbors (coalition building) or tear them apart from them. Case in point might be the embargo with Cuba. In the beginning of this embargo other nations supported the USA. However, as time marches onward the support for this embargo is waning. People and business organizations anxious to enter this pristine marketplace that has so long been tabu are pressuring our government to stop this embargo. 

     Policy or governmental differences (like the embargo between Cuba and the USA) between nations forms the basis for much international conversation and possible conflict. When one country oversteps their boundaries other countries may enact a variety of measures to bring them back into compliance. For instance, when Iraq invaded Kuwait in August of 1990 (Lantis and Moskowitz, 2005, p.91) President G.H. Bush sent troops into Saudi Arabia to counteract this act. Deadlines were set to force Iraq back into their own territory, air-campaigns were launched, and within a short period of time Iraq backed down and left Kuwait. Does compliance of Iraq in exiting Kuwait equate to peace? Or was this merely conflict avoidance? Can any one country truly control another? Does control or submission of one nation over another mean freedom from conflict?

Conclusions

     Do embargoes, sanctions, and boycotts serve to bind or sever international communities? Could a single international political system lessen conflict between nations? What purpose does war have in this scenario? 
     The international community is made up of multiple nations with various religions, beliefs, norms, and cultures. Merton (Lemert, 2004, p.232) states that social order is shaped via cultural patterns. These patterns emerge as shared values created by interactions between those cultures. Interactions can either be beneficial or detrimental (see above examples). If these interactions create a beneficial relationship they will likely continue. If the cost of maintaining these relationships is too great or differences too severe then there always remains room for conflict or even perhaps war. Maybe the ideal would be to minimize those differences such that conflicts are small scale instead of full blown war. Possibly an answer can be found in balancing the benefits of maintaining our international relationships such that the differences never rise to the top, but instead flow below the surface and do not create manifest conflicts. Whatever the result of conflicts or the mitigation thereof they are likely to produce new cultural patterns that are in turn shaped by social order and so on. Is peace merely a utopian concept or does it stand a chance in a real world sense?      

Reference(s):

Folger, Joseph P., Poole, Marshall Scott, and Stutman, Randall K. (2005). Working Through Conflict: Strategies for Relationships, Groups, and Organizations. (Fifth Edition) Pearson Education, Inc., Boston: MA

Hook, Steven W. (2005) Sino-American Trade Relations: Privatizing Foreign Policy. Part of a collection of articles published in the book edited by Ralph C. Carter (2005) titled Contemporary Cases in U.S. Foreign Policy: From Trade to Terrorism. (Second Edition) CQ Press: Washington, D.C.               

Jeong, Ho-Won. (2000). Peace and Conflict Studies: An Introduction. MPG Books: UK

Lantis, Jeffrey S. and Moskowitz, Eric (2005) The Return of the Imperial Presidency? The Bush doctrine anad U.S. Intervention in Iraq. Part of a collection of articles published in the book edited by Ralph C. Carter (2005) titled Contemporary Cases in U.S. Foreign Policy: From Trade to Terrorism. (Second Edition) CQ Press: Washington, D.C.               

Lemert, Charles. (2004) Social Theory: The Multicultural and Classic Readings. (Third Edition). Westview Press: CO

Ritzer, George and Goodman, Douglas J. (2004). Social Theory. (Sixth Edition). McGraw-Hill: NY

www.historyofcuba.com 

