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1992 are seen as the first official documents making reference to SIDS as a special
group of countries, requiring the attention of the international community in
promoting sustainable development (Agenda 21, Chapter 17, section G, 1992).
Recognising the vulnerability and challenges faced by SIDS, UNCED called for a
global conference on their sustainable development and this led to the conference in
Barbados in May 1994, which produced as its outcome what was called the

“Programme of Action for SIDS”.

Conclusion

Definition and classification of small states has been a problematic exercise for many
IR scholars. The inherent diversity and accompanying disparity make the task of
definition formidable and elusive. Nevertheless, small states and SIDS have survived
in the literature offering conceptual and analytical frameworks for researchers who
seek an understanding of their political, social and economic development and the

role played in IR.

Four approaches have been used in defining small states: quantitative; qualitative;
mixed approach; and social constructionist. The classification of small states is based
on four characteristics that were common to all, including special features that
characterise their condition and behaviour. These characteristics are smallness,
weakness, openness, resilience and dependence. They are characteristics resulting

from intrinsic factors over which small states have little, if any, control.

It is argued that SIDS form a unique group within small states due to the peculiar
distinguishing features of ‘acute smallness’, ‘environmental vulnerability’, ‘insularity’
and ‘underdevelopment’. These specific features merit SIDS to be considered as a
special sub-grouping within small states. They also possess distinctive features that
exhibit varying causes and effects on their international behaviour, and which do not
conform fully into models of generalised behaviour of small states in IR. SIDS have
been largely neglected in the study of small states in IR. Nevertheless, they have been

an indispensable part of the international community for more than 30 years.
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The definition and characteristics of small states and SIDS were reviewed in this
chapter in order to provide the basis for developing a theoretical framework in
Chapter 3 for empirically studying SIDS in IR in Chapters 6 and 7. However, in the
absence of suitable IR theories to analyse the international role of SIDS in IR (which
is a conceptually different group than that of small states), small states theories are
examined in order to develop a theoretical framework for analysing the factors that

determine their international behaviour in IR.
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Table 2.1: UN List of SIDS

UN LIST OF SIDS

AFRICA

1) Cape Verde, Population: 436,000 (1995)
2) Comoros, Population: 550,000 (1995)
3) Mauritius, Population: 1,127,000 (1995)
4) Sao Tome and Principe, Population: 140,400 (1995)
S) Seychelles, Population: 77,400 (1997)
ASIA AND THE PACIFIC

6) Babhrain, Population: 580,400 (1996)
7) Cook Islands, Population: 19,400 (1995) **
8) Fiji, Population: 773,000 (1996)
9) Kiribati, Population: 79,000 (1995)

10) Maldives, Population: 245,000 (1995)
11) Marshall Islands, Population: 56,000 (1995)

12) Micronesia, Population: 123,000 (1995)
13) Nauru, Population: 10,200 (1995)

14) Niue, Population: 2,300 (1994) **
15) Palau, Population: 16,700 (1995)

16) Papua New Guinea, Population: 4,295,000 (1995)
17) Samoa, Population: 165,200 (1995)
18) Singapore, Population: 2,987,000 (1995)
19) Solomon Islands, Population: 399,000 (1995)
20) Tokelau, Population: 1,690 (1986) *
21) Tonga, Population: 105,600 (1995)
22) Tuvalu, Population: 10,000 (1995)
23) Vanuatu, Population: 177,400 (1997)
EUROPE

24) Cyprus, Population: 737,000 (1995)
25) Malta, Population: 375,000 (1995)
LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN

26) Antigua and Barbuda, Population: 67,500 (1995)
27) Aruba, Population: 79,800 (1996) *
28) Bahamas, Population: 284,000 (1996)
29) Barbados, Population: 257,000 (1995)
30) Cuba, Population: 10,998,500 (1995)
31) Dominica, Population: 83,000 (1995)
32) Dominican Republic, Population: 7,823,000

33) Grenada, Population: 94,500 (1995)
34) Haiti, Population: 7,325,000 (1996)
35) Jamaica, Population: 2,528,000 (1996)
36) Netherlands Antilles, Population: 204,000 (1995) *
37) St. Kitts and Nevis, Population: 41,000 (1995)
38) St. Lucia, Population: 156,000 (1995)
39) St. Vincent & Grenadines,  Population: 118,000 (1995)
40) Trinidad and Tobago, Population: 1,272,000 (1995)
41) U.S. Virgin Islands, Population: 97,300 (1995) *
* Non-self governing territory ** Not a member of the UN

Source: UN Division for Sustainable Development, 2000
Website: http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/sidslist.htm (24 January 2002)
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Table 2.2: Members of Alliance of Small Island States (AOSIS)
MEMBERS OF ALLIANCE OF SMALL ISLAND STATES (AOSIS)

MEMBERS

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)
1)
12)
13)
14)
15)
16)
17)
18)
19)
20)
21)
22)
23)
24)
25)
26)
27)
28)
29)
30)
31)
32)
33)
34)
35)
36)
37)
38)
39)

Antigua and Barbuda
Bahamas

Barbados

Belize

Cape Verde
Comoros

Cook Islands

Cuba

Cyprus

Dominica

Fiji

Federated States of Micronesia
Grenada
Guinea-Bissau
Guyana

Haiti

Jamaica

Kiribati

Maldives

Malta

Marshall Islands
Mauritius

Nauru

Niue

Palau

Papua New Guinea
Samoa

Singapore
Seychelles

Sao Tome and Principe
Solomon Islands

St. Kitts and Nevis
St. Lucia

St. Vincent and the Grenadines
Suriname

Tonga

Trinidad and Tobago
Tuvalu

Vanuatu

OBSERVERS
40) American Samoa
41) Guam
42) Netherlands Antilles
43) U.S. Virgin Islands

Source: AOSIS website: http://www/sidsnet.org/aosis/members.html (22 April 2005)
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Chapter 3
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Introduction

The overarching research question this thesis asks is, how can the small states
paradigm in IR be strengthened to better explain the rising importance of the role of
SIDS in contemporary IR? In searching for answers to this question it is imperative to
begin with a literature review in the field of IR, in order to become familiar with the
existing theories that describe not only the international behaviour or the role of small
states in IR but also the explanatory variables that account for that behaviour or role.
Therefore, this chapter aims at understanding the theoretical assumptions and
explanations made for small states, like SIDS, as to their role in IR and the underlying
factors that determine their role. It also reviews the criticisms levelled against these
assumptions and scrutinises their limitations in order to find a theoretically informed
proposition(s) for understanding the international behaviour or the role of SIDS in
contemporary IR. It is this proposition that is explored as to its validity in the
empirical investigation of SIDS relating to two diplomatic negotiations in chapters 6
and 7.

Notwithstanding the vacuum existing in IR scholarship for locating suitably fitting
theories that account for the rising importance of SIDS in contemporary IR, this study
avails itself of the closest available theoretical framework, which I call the Small
States Paradigm. This paradigm was derived by combing through some of the broader
studies undertaken on small states within the perspective of IR or foreign policy
behaviour. Although researchers and scholars who have undertaken studies on small
states do not call the body of knowledge a paradigm, they have been referred to as
Small States Theories (Holl, 14, 1983; Papadakis, and Harvey, 431, 1987).
Nevertheless, Moller vaguely made a reference to what he calls “Vital’s paradigm of
small states”, which could be taken as a sporadic reference (45, 1983). The small
states theories began to appear in IR scholarship in the 1960s (Fox, 1959; Vital, 1967;

Benedict, 1967) and focused mainly on comparative foreign policy studies of large
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states versus small states. Those small European states were in no way comparable to
the SIDS described in Chapter 2. The explanations for the international behaviour of
small European states were heavily influenced by the prevailing dominant IR theories
known as Idealism and Realism where large states were considered more worthy of

scholarly research than small states (Hey, 5, 2003; Waltz, 1979).

The small states paradigm does not provide readily available analytical frameworks
for understanding the role of SIDS in IR because it embodies very loosely described
and open-ended propositions and concepts that reflected the realities of the immediate
post World War Two period ahead of the sweeping changes that gave rise to the
contemporary international system. Nevertheless, this paradigm does provide useful
and applicable ideas, propositions, and concepts for extracting explanatory variables

for determining the international behaviour and the role of SIDS in IR.

Theoretical Background

Having been influenced by the major IR schools of thought that were prevalent in the
post World War Two period and sandwiched between the deepening East-West divide
that rooted the international structure of the time, the small states paradigm appeared
in the 1960s and 70s in an effort to understand the causes and effects of the
international behaviour of the world’s neglected or relegated small states (Handel, 3,
1981). Two important factors motivated IR scholars to begin analysing the position
and the role of small states in IR. Many European small states survived the onslaught
of the Second World War without losing their integrity and statehood, while a number
of formal colonies of disintegrating European empires began to assert independence
under the decolonisation movement spearheaded by the newly established UN (see
comments of Reid, 5, 1974). The behavioural approach to political science inquiries
that gained currency in the 60s and 70s were also catalytic in building interest in small

states (Holl, 15, 1983).

The pioneering study by Annette Baker Fox in 1959, entitled the Power of Small
States: Diplomacy in World War Two, set the stage for development of what could be

called the small states paradigm. It presented an account of the interrelations between
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great and small powers in Europe at the time of the Second World War and how lesser
states had manoeuvred to master their destiny without falling either prey to, or
becoming pawns of, great powers. The study was heavily influenced by the
predominant paradigm of IR at the time known as realism and its surgical precepts of
power politics. David Vital (1967), another leading small states theorist of IR,
presented a similar account in his comparative analysis of large and small states,
while identifying the causes and effects of international behaviour. He outlined the
characteristic behaviour of small states arising from their smallness of size and the

lack of capacity to act in defence of their interests.

Both scholars based their analyses on traditional power politics equating the national
goals of small states to those of larger states and concentrating on structural
constraints that small size imposes on lesser states. Thus, the realist paradigm could
be regarded as the launching pad of the small states paradigm (see comments by
Moller, 37, 1983). As in realism, the small states paradigm assumes that power is the
key element that determines the course of international destiny for independent states.
The international environment, or the world system, within which states have to exist
is said to be an anarchical system where there is no order. For the international system
lacks an authoritative body to regulate affairs of states and so the weight of power of
individual states shapes the international order, or the structure of the international
system. In such circumstances, each state is forced to employ self-centred national
attributes to survive in the system and to seek power maximisation to that effect. The
capacity of power is determined by the size of the state. In other words, the more
resources a state has, the better its capacity to act in defence and promotion of its
national interests in IR. The two major analytical concepts that determine
international behaviour of small states are ‘size’ and the ‘capacity to act’. They are

derived from power politics as presented in the dominant IR theory of realism.

The behavioural role of small states in IR as described in the small states paradigm
reflects propositions present in the second dominant theory of IR, known as idealism.
In describing the behavioural outcomes of small states, it was posited that they opted
for cooperation rather than conflict, and promoted international organisations and
international norms and laws as a mainstay of world peace and development. Idealism

and realism therefore, had a profound effect on the small states paradigm. As
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precursors to the small states paradigm, it is thus imperative to examine in more detail
these two dominant theories of IR. These are the long-standing, pioneering and
competing theoretical paradigms in IR, which gave birth to IR scholarship as an
independent discipline. The key premises underpinning each theory are summarised in
Table 3.1

Idealism

As the pioneering IR theory, idealism provided the analytical skeleton for IR
scholarship after the First World War. It rested on moral principles and prescribed an
idealist view of the world by setting optimistic characteristics for the behaviour of
world states. Interchangeably referred to as utopianism or liberal internationalism
(McCraw, 18, 1994), idealism stems from moral values and legal norms. In relating to
world politics, this theoretical perspective bases its account on normative judgements
and wishful thinking, for it characterises state relations as harmonious and
cooperative, which can avoid wars and conflicts. It also advocates for international
disarmament and promotes international trade as an avenue for building friendship
and understanding. One of the leading proponents of this perspective, Woodrow
Wilson, former President of United States of America, asserted that the First World
War resulted from human greed for power (Carr, 1939 [1946]. He asserted that
constructing a democratic world and facilitating cooperation among states towards
common interests could avoid such tragedies. The envisioned cooperation was to be
based on international law and sovereign equality of states and provision of collective

security.

According to McCraw, idealists believe that “laws of nature dictate harmony and
cooperation between peoples” (18, 1998). Similarly, if democracy is propagated and
human rights upheld in the world’s states, idealism asserts that peace can be promoted
and wars avoided (McCraw, 1998). Idealists advocate that international organisations
are the best vehicles to facilitate collective security to all nations and regulate world
order. The League of Nations came into being in 1920 as a result of this idealist trend.
However, credibility and practicability of such idealist thinking came into question
when the League of Nations failed to stop Hitler’s expansionist ambitions and

subsequent break out of the Second World War.
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Realism

Realism has been the foremost dominating school of thought in IR since the Second
World War. It was conceived in opposition to the forerunning theory of idealism,
which made its initial appearances in the 1930s. The realist perspective gained
prominence among IR theorists as a direct response to failure of idealist theories to
answer many questions left behind by the Second World War. The realist perspective
hatched from a scientific or behaviouralist approach to the study of international
politics and the external behaviours of states. Realists looked at the world in a more
critical manner and based their assumptions on facts and the nature of state systems.
Their views stood in opposition to the idealistic thought of harmonious interests of

states and their adherence to international norms.

Thus, realists drew a pessimistic world outlook. The international system was
described as an anarchical system where states would compete for power. Power and
security were adjudged as overarching national interests for which military capability
was sought and advanced. Inquiries made through the realist perspective often
examined the causes of war and conflicts (Jackson and Sorensen, 1999) with
explanations made in terms of power politics. A leading proponent of the realist
school of thought, Morgenthau says, “statesmen think and act in terms of interest

defined as powers” (5, 1985).

The realist perspective also contends that sovereign states are the principal actors in
the international system. However, no one entity can command authority in the
system to regulate the interactions of states. Thus, relations among states become
competitive as each is tempted to maximize its national interests to the fullest
advantage on a self-help based approach. States’ capability to acquire power for
advancing their interests in IR is determined by the size of the country, military
strength and wealth. Realists assume that states are selfish and security will be their
prime concern. Conflicts would be a natural phenomenon as states attempt to
maximise power for survival. Realism does not believe in the ability of international

organisations to regulate the international behaviour of states (McCraw, 19, 1994).
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Table 3.1: Key premises in idealism and realism theories

Key premises in idealism and realism theories

Idealism Realism
- Idealistic and optimistic worldview | - Pessimistic worldview & self-help
approach

- Basis on moral, ethical & legal

principles - Basis on power capacity & promotion

. .. of national interests
- Normative or traditional outlook

. ) . - Behavioural or scientific outlook
- Promotes international cooperation

& interdependence - Believes in conflicts as natural

i i Lo phenomenon
- Supports international organisations

- Promotes defensive & military capaci
- Advocates for liberal democracy ry capacity

. - Believes in states as principal actors
- Safeguards human rights princip

- Portrays international system as

- Promotes disarmament and trade anarchic

- Advocates for collective security
& equality of states

Small States Paradigm

Until the 1960s, IR scholarship failed to pay attention to small states even though
these states had existed long before the discipline took root after the First World War
(Holl, 14, 1983). Even in recent times, according to Wagner, the published works on
small states are country-specific, issue-specific and descriptive in nature (Wagner, 2,
1989). Little has changed since then. Thus, the author of this thesis had to comb
through a wide body of literature on small states in order to cluster the underlining
concepts, theories, and models under one heading: the small states paradigm.
Information on small states has appeared under various names, such as small states
theories (Holl, 14, 1983), small states studies (Goetschel, 9, 1998), and small states
literature (Hey, 2, 2003; Hindmarsh, 4, 1996).

Similarly, except for sporadic references to the UN and its indispensability to small
states, nothing much has been analysed about the role of small states in multilateral

politics or international diplomacy, which is the focus of this study. Also, most studies
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were concentrated on regional settings, providing less universal applicability of
derived hypotheses. For example,e see Fox (1959), Rothstein (1968), Mathisen
(1971); Goetschel (1998) and Holl (1983) on European small states, Pettman (1976)

on South East Asian small states, and Fauriol (1984) on Caribbean states.

Most accounts of small states focused on security, economic concerns and
manoeuvrability against great powers. The European small states occupied the focus
of early small states theorists and their analyses were measured by weighing the
national goals of larger states and their characteristics in IR without categorically
treating small states with independent and compatible traits. The position of a state in
the international system was determined by its capacity to influence international
politics and to impose its will on other states. The main bedrock for obtaining this
power is assumed to depend on the resources a state possesses (Papadakis and
Harvey, 420, 1987). Consequently, the predominant concerns in the small states
paradigm were their security and viability in the international system (Goetschel, 9,
1998; Holl, 15, 1983). Security became the main concern because small states were
said to be vulnerable to foreign aggression as they lacked capacity to defend
themselves. This was a predominant concern because the realist paradigm over-
emphasised the dimension of power politics (Hey, 5, 2003). Similarly, the question of
viability emerges as a severe resource constraint that bars small states from fulfilling

their obligations in the international system as independent states.

Protection and security were, therefore, seen as the greatest concerns of small states,
as they were perceived to be militarily weak and defenceless. A number of studies on
small states thus addressed the question of security and viability in various volatile
situations and at times of war. (For examples, see the works by Annette Baker Fox
(1959); David Vital (1967); Robert Rothstein (1968) and Michael Handel (1981).
Rothstein contends, “small powers are preoccupied with their autonomy and

security”, which ill-afford their energy and meagre resources to allocate for other

needs (4, 1968).

Two clear trends were exhibited in the literature. One was comparative assessment of
the foreign policy behaviours of small states with that of larger states (Fox, 1959;

Vital, 1967; East, 1973); and the other was strategy for small states to seek security
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and manoeuvrability against predatory powers (Rothstein, 1968; Mathisen, 1971). In
other words, the focus ranged from inter-state relations between great and small
states, to similarities and differences in foreign policy behaviours between great and

small states.

Notwithstanding these shortcomings, the small states paradigm presents explanatory
accounts for analysing factors that determine the international behaviour of small
states and the subsequent role they play in IR. These are, however, largely based on
inherent or internal national factors and overlook the potential afforded by extra-
national external factors (Walker, 270, 1987).

Explanatory Variables

What then, are the explanatory variables or factors given in the small states paradigm
for explaining the international behaviour or role in IR of small states? They are
conceptualised as the physical concept of size and the structural concept of capacity.
These concepts are considered in the small states paradigm as main inputs that
determine the international behaviour of small states. They are theorized as
independent variables that explain the causes of the international behaviour or role of

small states in IR.

Physical Concept of Size

The foundation of the small states paradigm is based on the analytical concept of size,
which is regarded as a key explanatory variable (Reid, 9, 1974). Physical size of any
given country is assumed to determine the width and the breadth of the international
role it can afford to play (Barston, 1973; East, 1995). It is therefore, the major
explanatory variable given in the small states paradigm as the determinant of
international behaviour. Size is described as the aggregate sum of natural, human and
material resources with which a country is endowed (East, 1995). In other words, the
amount of territory, population, and natural resources determines a country’s size
(Vogel, 56, 1983). Pettman mentions two other criteria as characterising the size of a
state: size of resources and level of dependence on the international system (Pettman,

8, 1976). For Fauriol, it was resources and power base (population, territory, military
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resources) along with other national development issues (GNP, per capita income,

industrialisation, energy use) (cited in Hampton, 12, 1998).

Size-based analyses of states in theorising about the distinctive patterns of foreign
policy behaviour or characteristic roles in IR are the most commonly found in
literature on small states. Maurice East says, “the concept of size has received an
increasing amount of attention as a factor affecting foreign policy” (556, 1973). He
cites Rosenau and Rummel to further emphasise the important correlation between
size and international behaviour of nation-states. Size determines the constraints and
opportunities available for foreign policy behaviour. It is hypothesised that small size
resembles lack of capability, resource-poorness, and military-weakness. Therefore,
size is perceived as manifesting multiple problems or challenges for small states,
which cannot be overcome on their own. It can practically hold a state hostage
depriving development and placing its viability in question. It incapacitates small
states to attain economies of scale, robs them of a domestic market, and makes them
dependent on outside sources of aid and investments or trade incurring high risks
beyond control of the state. These attributes largely reduce the choices small states
have towards crafting prudent policies in domestic and international affairs. East
contends that small states “have a small proportion of already small resource base to
devote to the international sector” (East, 550, 1973). Vital (1967), stressed the
physical size as the overriding determinant of international behaviour of small states.
The greater the size, the better the advantage it offers in IR and vice-versa (see
comments by Baehr, 1975, 456-7; Papadakis, et al., 420, 1987). Therefore, size is
assumed in small state theories as the underlying bedrock for understanding the role

or behaviour of small states in IR.

Differences of size have political consequences for both large and small nations. All
things being equal, the state with greater economic resources and a larger population
has more influence on events outside its frontiers, greater security from pressure and
attack, more prestige, and a larger element of choice in respect of the national policy it
pursues (Vital, 3, 1967). Thus, Vital asserts that size “sets the limit to what can be
attained and fixes the international role and status of the nation more securely than
any other [factor]” (4, 1967). If states are resource-rich they are attributed to have the

capacity “to reward and punish other states” (Jensen, 223, 1982). This is because the
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physical size of resources enables them to possess power which is supposed to be the

main diplomatic instrument to protect and advance national interests.

The impact of size on a small state goes beyond the foreign policy mechanism. It
discourages leaders of small states from being proactive and ambitious in the pursuit
of their national interests. According to Vital, leaders are haunted by intrinsic
weaknesses, making them indignant, apologetic and lacking in perseverance (33-38,
1967). Pettman says leaders see their predicament as “basically unalterable”, bringing
a ray of hopelessness in the belief of their inherent weaknesses (157, 1976). The
pessimism elicited by intrinsic vulnerability is well demonstrated when Rothstein
quoted the diplomat of a small state saying “nothing we do matters very much” (28,
1968). Vital contends that a small under-developed state is developmentally
challenged due to absolute limitations of size, a high degree of vulnerability, and a

high degree of incompatibility between economic, political and military requirements
(56, 1967).

Like the relative concept of smallness, the size of a state is assessed by comparison
with other states. Similarly, their place and rank in the international system is
ascertained by their political influence weighted by power. Therefore, it is a popular
practice among IR theorists to arrange states in an international hierarchy determined
by power capacity. The states with the smallest size lie at the lowest end of the
international hierarchical order. The size is a concept derived from internal or
inherent factors of states, which is unalterable. In other words, fixed natural assets
help determine the course of international affairs for any given state. Size is therefore
assumed to be the principal determinant of a state’s freedom to manoeuvre
independent foreign policies and to advance interests in IR. The smaller the size of a

state, the greater the limitations it brings to international behaviour and vice versa.

Structural Concept of Capacity

While the concept of size provides a skeleton for the small state paradigm, capacities
10 act, adds muscles and blood into its life. It is the second most important concept
presented in the paradigm as providing inputs that determine the international

behaviour of states. Capacity to act is defined as the power to deter threats and to
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advance national interests overseas. Incapacity to act is known to be a function of the
inherent characteristic of small size. Rothstein hypothesises three factors that
highlight small states’ incapacity to act: the need for outside help; the narrow margin
of safety; and leaders that see the country’s weakness as unalterable (Rothstein, cited
in Koehane, 293, 1969). The concept, therefore, denotes the limitations and
weaknesses that small size imposes upon small states (Papadakis and Harvey., 421,
1987). Overall, the small states’ incapacity to act is meant to be lack of self-defence
and self-sufficiency. Vogel says that the capacity concept is defined in terms of
economic and military capacities (56, 1983). Leaders of small states see such
predicaments as “basically unalterable” (Pettman, 12, 1976). This phenomenon
makes them apologetic, psychologically inhibited (Vital, 157, 1967), and dependent

on the mercy of security alliances.

The power-capacity of a state is measured in terms of the impact that it can have on
the external environment (Thakur, 245, 1991). This power comes from levels of
economic, political and social development of the state. If a state lacks natural and
human resources and its economic and bureaucratic institutions remain undeveloped,
its capacity to act is severely constrained. In such conditions, the state becomes highly
vulnerable to external threats and increases dependence on foreign sources, which
leads to erosion of sovereignty and freedom. Small states are prime victims of this
situation according to the small states paradigm. The viability of small states in the
international system is often raised in the small states literature due to this incapacity
to withstand pressures from the external environment. For Mathisen, the international

hierarchy of states is determined by states’ “capability to avenge war” (13, 1971).

Vital hypothesised that the survival of small states depended on their capacity to act in
response to external stimuli. Accordingly, “it is the capacity of the state to withstand
stress on the one hand, and its ability to pursue a policy of its own devising on the
other” which give them life (Vital, 4, 1967). The viability and stability of a state is
commonly viewed in IR in terms of power or military strength. The power is the
decisive factor that provides the diplomatic and political instruments to win bargains
or to wield political influence in international decision-making. Power-wielding states
can afford to exercise diplomatic instruments such as rewarding (giving development

aid) or punishing (imposing coercion, and sanctions) on states that do not co-operate
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with them or become hostile to their interests. Power is the phenomenon that ranks
states in the international hierarchical order, which privileges them with status and
prestige. Burton says, “state interests are like the basic needs of individuals. They
expand with the ability to acquire” (114, 1968). He asserts that the distinctiveness of
the behaviour of small states was seen as a result of impediments their size imposed

upon their capacity to possess power.

On the economic front, small states’ incapacity to act stems from economic
weaknesses resulting from their limited resources. Basically, the lack of human and
natural resources inhibit national developmental efforts on every front. This leads to
incapacity to generate national wealth and to acquire military strength, let alone
resourceful diplomacy overseas. Industrial capacity is shrunk as well as making small
states too dependent on foreign markets and external manipulations, raising the
question of not only economic viability but also political viability. Thus, small states
are quite open to foreign penetrations. Larger states may attempt to exploit their
natural resources under unfair terms of trade, exert pressure to join military alliances
or win political favours by disguised means of aid. Burton illustrates the influence
great powers have on small states in this way: “The greater states can always export
unemployment, control terms of trade, export ideologies, and use aid and capital loans
as bargaining weapons and, if necessary intervene directly in the affairs of other
states” (30, 1968).

The concept of capacity to act is not only confined to economic and military spheres,
but also diplomatic as well. Lack of economic wealth inhibits states’ interactions
overseas and incapacitates the exercise of important functions, such as intelligence
gathering and negotiations. Such states can ill-afford many diplomatic missions
overseas and the few they have are under-staffed. This reduces their ability to perform
an active role in international diplomacy, thereby restricting their participation and
involvement in IR. Overall, such incapacity disallows states from making informed
foreign policy decisions. Small size-led budgetary constraints also restrict them from
exploiting prospective avenues and opportunities to protect and advance their national
interests. As East says, the “reduced organisational capacity” in this regard makes
small states “slower in perceiving events and developments in the international

system” (559, 1973).
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Table 3.2: Summary of Small States Paradigm

Summary of Small States Paradigm

Inputs of Behaviour

(Explanatory Variables)

Behavioural Role

(International Behaviour)

- Small physical size

- Incapacity to act

Pawns and objects for great powers
Passive, reactive and marginal profile
Security and viability is national priority

Economic assistance and development aid are the
next priorities of foreign policy

Powerless and insignificant in terms of world
politics

Lacks diplomatic manoeuvrability and limited
choice for action

Opts for non-monetary but verbal commitments
Promotes collective security through the UN

Promotes international  organisations  and
international norms and laws

Politically immature and has little experience

Prefers ad hoc approach to issues and selectivity
in interests pursued

Foreign relations are merely administrative in
nature

Prefers regional approach to address issues within
regional groupings

Summary

It is assumed that the structural concept of capacity together with the physical concept

of size, profoundly impacts upon the behaviour of states and limits the courses of

action that they can pursue in IR. Table 3.2 summarises the two explanatory variables

given in the small states paradigm and corresponding behavioural outcomes or the

role. Finally, the gloomy perspective provided in the small states paradigm as to the

international behaviour or role of small states makes the target group of this study, the

SIDS redundant in IR. Nevertheless, the pressing question is, do these descriptions
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and theories fit into the realities of contemporary IR, or do they call for revisit of the

small states paradigm? That question is addressed in the next section.

Discussion

The broad-based and open-ended discussions within the IR perspective found in the
literature on small states was reviewed in the preceding sections in order to identify
the explanatory factors that determine the international behaviour of small states and
the corresponding role they play in IR. The theories or concepts conceived in this
regard have been clustered and presented under the title of the small states paradigm.
Its description of causes and effects of international behaviour paints a bleak future
for small states. A close scrutiny of this paradigm reveals, however, that the
explanatory factors are all based on inherent structural features of small states that are
restrictive in nature. In other words, the analytical frameworks of the small states
paradigm seem unalterable and lead small states into a dead end. This is because it
appears to shut all doors of opportunity for small states to play a meaningful role in
IR. Their projected outlook is pessimistic, severely restricting their scope for worthy
action in IR. They are regarded as security consumers and incapable of fulfilling
international obligations and responsibilities. The behavioural outcomes of these
states were described as passive, reactive, inactive, marginal and low profile. Also,
they were observed as pawns and objects at the mercy of great powers to be utilised
for their advantage. Explicitly put, small states were characterised as a liability for the
international system and as having no concern in world politics. The capacity to
participate in and to contribute to IR is largely a function of a states’ size measured in
terms of resources and power. Therefore, size is regarded as the main yardstick or
denominator of the international role or behaviour of small states: the smaller the size,

the lesser the choice for international action.

Notwithstanding these claims, the primary concerns of security and viability raised in
the small states paradigm have proven to be unsubstantiated. No small state that
gained independence and statehood since the UN came into existence in 1945 has
disappeared or withered away. On the contrary, proliferation of small states has

continued and their prominence in IR has hastened. The emergence of SIDS is a
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classic example of small states worthy of mention in this regard. The international
community has recognised SIDS as a special group that requires world attention. To
this effect, the UN held a global conference on SIDS in 1994 and established an office
at its main headquarter known as the SIDS Unit. Moreover, SIDS themselves have
formed a political alliance (AOSIS) to defend and promote their interests in
international environmental negotiations. They control today one-fifth of the voting
power at the UN and have been highly visible and active in Law of the Sea
Negotiations and Climate Change Negotiations. Undoubtedly, small states have risen
to importance and gained higher visibility in contemporary IR than ever before in
world history (Keohane, 1969; Hey, 2003).

The small states paradigm as it stands is incapable of explaining these changes. What
factors or variables, therefore, better explain this significant SIDS’ development in
IR? It can be argued that the small states paradigm is inherently flawed and its vision
narrowly focused, because when its concepts are applied to understanding the
behaviour of SIDS, it raises more questions than answers. The small states paradigm
may not, however, be totally obsolete, but it appears that revisiting it with respect to

the behavioural inputs and outputs of SIDS is warranted.

The dynamism of the international system and changing face of IR help explain the
shifts in the international behaviour of SIDS. The changes include: increasing
importance of international organisations; onset of pragmatic trends, such as
decolonisation; arrival of a global change era and interdependence; arrival of new
non-state actors, such as NGOs and epistemic communities; international
restructuring, such as the demise of the cold war; shifts in the world agenda, such as
increasing prominence of environmental issues and international terrorism; and rapid

development of telecommunications for diffusing knowledge.

It was external threats arising from hostile elements that dominated security concerns
of small states in yesteryear, but the source of this insecurity today is global
environmental change. The issue of the viability of small states is also displaced today
as international organisations and international norms provide collective security for
all states. The following remarks of Jensen reflect the emerging influence of small

states in the international system.
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Small States have dominated in the context of United Nations General Assembly and

with coalescence and co-operation they can dominate the voting outcome particularly

since each state, regardless of size, has an equal vote (224, 1982).

These changes on the world stage call for a broadened perspective of the small states
paradigm. These changes constitute external factors that afford new opportunities for
previously marginalised and relegated small states to raise their profile in IR. Are
these external factors accountable for the proactive and visible role SIDS now play in
contemporary IR? If so, how can we contribute to enlarging and strengthening the
theoretical explanations of the small state paradigm as to the behavioural determinants
and outcomes of SIDS? To answer these questions, it is necessary to analyse the

limitations and weaknesses of the small states paradigm.

The small states paradigm can be argued as inherently flawed, narrowly focused and
outdated for various reasons. The paradigm’s foundation was first laid on the inter-
war experiences of small states in Europe, which had contrasting historical and
developmental conditions than newly independent small states in the developing
world. Small states in the developing world have been newly freed colonies whose
priority was not balancing of power but economic development. The inquiries into
small state behaviour were also made in comparison to great powers and seeing things
through their eyes (Papadakis, and Harvey, 423, 1987; Thakur, 241, 1991). There also
existed great diversity and wide disparity among so called small states (Mathisen, 17,
1972). Some states may be quantitatively small in size, but well-endowed in terms of
qualitative factors. For instance, Israel is very small in size compared with its hostile
neighbours, but far advanced and stronger in terms of military strength. As a matter of
fact some analysts regard Israel as “active and aggressive actor in terms of foreign
policy” (Hey, 2, 2003). These factors make small states paradigm less universally

applicable as European small states are a minority in the international system.

Some analysts also dispute the key independent variable of physical size identified in
the paradigm as an unreliable yardstick to assess international behaviour. Pettman
argues that many of the characteristics resulting from size are shared by small and

large states (157, 1976). Michael Handel also contends that many problems faced by
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the weak states are also to a lesser extent shared by the more powerful states (7,
1981). He says that new developments emerging under “a host of conditioning
factors” restrict the freedom of big powers while enhancing the manoeuvrability of
the small states (Handel, 7, 1981). With the advent of integration and globalisation,
Thakur argues that “attributes such as small or large are irrelevant” (cited in
Goetschel, 10, 1998). According to Vayrynen, “there is no one-to-one relationship
between the size of a nation and its external behaviour” (93, 1983). Another critic of
size-based theories, Thakur says, the concept of size “confuses more than clarifies”
(Thakur, 241, 1991). These scholars argue that states do not exist in a vacuum, but
rather each interacts with other states by capitalising on opportunities that arise from
other sources. Singapore has developed into a flourishing transhipment port and
regional hub for business development, while militarily weak Kuwait has generated
enormous wealth from its oil resources. Therefore, it could be argued that the
economic health of a country cannot be assessed only by the quantity of resources
available, but also by the quality of resources and strategic advantages with which a
country is bestowed. Thus, it cannot be taken as a straightforward yardstick for
assessments of foreign policy behaviour that small states are economically vulnerable

due to small territorial size (Handel, 48, 1981).

The small states paradigm could also be regarded as inherently faulty since one of its
premises, “smallness”, is a taken-for-granted problem. Small size is believed to
restrict the menu of choice in developing and executing foreign polices (Wagner, 7,
1989; Thakur, 242, 1991). This factor also contributed to the mythical question of
viability of small states in the international system. Thus Papadakis, and Harvey (430,
1987) and Thakur (280, 1991) argue that security of a state not challenged and
theories originating in the security dilemma of that country cannot explain the state’s
behaviour. Inter-state relations are today more governed by international norms and
rules than ever before and the UN Charter prohibits war (articles 2, 4, and 5, UN
Charter). Hey (8, 2003) says, the “problem in the current small states literature is its
outdated focus on state security”. Thakur (1991) further points out that security
dimensions have changed as well in recent times bringing new issues into focus, such
as ecological degradation. To address such security issues, it is not the strengthening
of military capability which is required, but co-operation of all states, big and small,

to make firm commitments to the security of the planet as a whole. Given the
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increasing interdependence and emerging new threats to stability of states, Thakur
says, “security and survival of nations anywhere have become hostage to policies and
practises everywhere” (280-1, 1991). These sentiments were reiterated by Hey who
argues that United States’ security is more under scrutiny than small states after the
September 11 (2001) attack on America (9, 2003). The overarching concern for

viability of small states in the small states paradigm is therefore ill-founded.

Besides smallness or size, the small states paradigm has been criticised for its
overriding yardstick of ‘power potential’, as an inadequate tool of analysis for the role
of small states in IR. This is because it is only one of a host of factors that determines
the behaviour of small states. Thus, military capability is not that critical compared to
other factors (Hoffmann cited in Rothstein, 400, 1966). Displacing the notion of
power, Rothstein asserts, “small powers have been as powerful as their capacity to
achieve intended effects” (3, 1968). Therefore, he argues that power-based
explanations of the role of small states in IR are inadequate. It ignores the potential
contribution they make in the area of non-military affairs of world politics. The
traditional definitions that stemmed out of the material dimensions of small states are
“simply unable to explain the influence small powers have come to exert in world
politics” (Rothstein, 21, 1968). Thus, Rothstein argues that the small state concept is
seen as a device to explain lack of influence, weakness and powerlessness and so is
inadequate to describe the comprehensive behaviour of small states. In a similar tone
of argument, George Liska, says, what constitutes a “small state might rest on primary
power differentials or derivatives” (cited in Rothstein, 22, 1968). Definitions of
power-relative dimensions in comparison to other larger states, therefore, fail to
incorporate broader parameters that could sufficiently explain the potential behaviour

of small states in IR.

Similarly, Handel points out the incompatibility of great and small states in military
terms by saying that “one should not compare apples and pears” given that military
capacities in weak and great powers were undisputedly obvious (36, 1981). He further
comments that the tendency to focus on measurable criteria arises from the desires of
theorists to arrive at precise and unquestionable definitions. Handel argues that the
power of a state is not best measured in relation to all other states, but its neighbours’

and individual states’ goals. He recalled the power exerted by the Organization of
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Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC), a coalition of small states according to him,
which successfully sanctioned an oil embargo in 1973 against the mighty industrial
countries. In a similar tone, Papadakis, and Harvey (420, 1987) argue, “that power can
emerge from factors other than material resources and that ‘non-power’ activity is
possible”. Therefore, there are avenues open for small states to overcome internally

derived size-based impediments to play a meaningful role in IR.

Having been conceived within the framework of power politics and influenced by past
interwar experiences of Europe and the cold war, the small states paradigm was a
rigid product of the prevalent circumstances and Western-centric view of the world.
The small states paradigm does not, therefore, represent a universal model readily
applicable to SIDS. Nevertheless, in the absence of suitable alternatives, small states
theories provide some analytical utility for examining the role of SIDS in IR with the
ulterior objective of enlarging and further developing the theories in the small states

paradigm.

Conclusion

All the analytical concepts of the small states paradigm were developed on the basis
of inherent, internal factors, which overlooked many external factors that provided
prospective opportunities for small states for international action. James Rosenau,
who is widely recognised as the father of foreign policy theory building, posited that
systemic or external environment factors are more fundamental in shaping the
international behaviour of small states than the internal factors (Rosenau, 1972). In a
similar tone, Michael Handel (1981) and J.W. Burton (1968) have asserted that the
interplay of internal and external factors necessarily mould the foreign policy
behaviour of any state whether small or large. While internal factors remain constant,
the dynamic external factors keep changing as time and events unfold, shifting the
structure of the system, its actors, and issues addressed. According to Handel, the
power of small states is derived from the external environment rather than
domestically (257, 1981). The institutional setting in the external environment offers
“plenty of opportunity to apply their qualitative virtues” (Goetschel, 22, 1998).
Moreover, the importance of the external factors on the international behaviour of any

state is well illustrated by the following comments by Jensen: “In a sense, if there
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were no external determinants, there would be no foreign policy, a state is largely

reacting to some condition or happening in its external environment” (231, 1982).

However, small state theorists fail to venture into the external factors outside states in
analysing the impact that they bring upon the international behaviour or the role of
small states. As Burton puts it, “the contemporary flow of ideas, universal changes in
values, the influence of technological advances and the widespread activities of
commercial enterprises” have brought notable changes to IR (28, 1968). These new
changes cannot be analysed within the traditional small states paradigm of IR, but call

for new analytical models and conceptual frameworks.

Small states are neither at a dead end nor victims of natural features. They are not
helplessly crippled by structural limitations, like small physical size and incapacity to
act. On the contrary, avenues that lie outside their states, that is external factors
arising from the international environment, provide them with better opportunities and
room to manoeuvre in IR. Undoubtedly, IR is a dynamic phenomenon that
experiences rapid changes often benefiting the smallest and weakest states in the
international system. They are not completely powerless in participating in and to
contributing to IR as recent history of the UN has demonstrated. Indeed, small states
are becoming highly visible in multilateral relations and gaining prominence in
contemporary IR, in a manner never previously seen. Therefore, the inability of the
inherent internal factors presented in the small states paradigm to explain the causes
and effects of international behaviour of SIDS suggests that it be revised to better suit
the current realities of rapidly changing IR. This may be achieved by paying attention

to external factors.

As recent history shows, SIDS play a disproportionate role in contemporary IR (see
chapter 4) in spite of their structurally constrained internal factors. Now the question
is what factors explain this rising visibility and importance of SIDS in IR?
Interestingly, the size and capacity to act for SIDS remain the same. Then what
explains this shift in their behaviour and what factors are responsible? Are not the
external factors that lie outside SIDS’ territories facilitative of this change? To
explore the answers to this question, this thesis adopts a proposition, which argues

that external factors outside states are facilitative of the proactive and contributory
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behaviour of small states in IR? To validate this proposition this study investigates
two case studies of SIDS relating to two multilateral negotiations at the UN in the
chapters 6 and 7. These case studies constitute the empirical investigation of this

thesis.
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Chapter 4

BACKGROUND AND RISING VISIBILITY
OF SIDS IN IR

Introduction

This chapter presents a background of SIDS in IR and their rising visibility in recent
times. It is meant to provide a pretext for the theoretical chapter (Chapter 3) and
context for the empirical investigation (Chapters 6 and 7) which tests the proposition
derived from the theoretical chapter. This Chapter therefore, begins with a brief
background to the historical evolution of SIDS and their significance to the
international community. Later it examines the reasons for their independence and
factors that facilitated statehood for their participation in IR. In this regard, it traces
the events, issues, trends, actors and circumstances that impinged upon the
international environment making it pregnant to give birth to SIDS. Finally, it gives
an account of the early role of SIDS in multilateral diplomacy at the UN and their

rising visibility in contemporary IR.

Inhabited small islands have existed on the earth since time immemorial and the old
admiral charts drawn by the pioneering explorers and travellers had them marked (see
comments of Davis, 1996). Organised life had prevailed in these islands as autonomous
entities before the arrival of European colonialists. The Republic of Maldives in the
Indian Ocean and the Kingdom of Tonga in the South Pacific, are good examples of
autonomous entities of small islands that have existed for centuries. Their insularity
resulting from remoteness, smallness, isolation and peripherality, were contributing
factors to their marginalisation in the world. In one sense, these features of island states
come as a blessing in disguise. Their geographical isolation gave them immunity from
plunders or exploiters and preserved their cultural and natural virginity, thus
contributing to global heritage. Of course, their intrinsic incapacity resulting from
smallness of resources disabled them from competing with the forces of economic and

political globalisation which tend to champion the survival of the fittest. Nevertheless,
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the relevance and importance of small island states to modern civilisation and their

relative contribution to world peace and development cannot be ignored.

Significance of SIDS to International Community

SIDS, the smallest and weakest group of all nations in the world, were virtually non-
existent as independent political entities until the wave of decolonisation broke out
after the Second World War. However, Crocombe says that island nations “existed
long before they evolved into modern nation-states, just like states in Europe and Asia”
(442, 2001). Nevertheless, historically they were under three European colonial
powers: United Kingdom (UK), France and Portugal. They were taken as pawns or
tools disposable at the discretion of the colonial powers to advance their strategic and
economic interests. A few island states were privileged not to fall prey to colonial
domination by virtue of lacking economic interests. They were the Kingdom of Tonga
in the South Pacific (Crocombe, 2001) and the Republic of Maldives in the Indian
Ocean. These states have had self-governance in most of their known history, but
surrendered foreign and defence affairs to the UK. Undoubtedly, SIDS were either
colonised or made protectorates because of their importance to world powers.
Therefore, it may be helpful to review the significance of these states to the world

community before embarking on the discussion of their political liberation.

As Russell King commented, “the islands hold a particular attraction, functioning as
small-scale spatial laboratories where theories can be tested and processes observed in
the setting of a semi-closed system” (quoted in Royle, 20, 2001). Similarly, Royle
(2001) says that the relevance of islands as laboratories can be seen most significantly
in the work of Charles Darwin. Observations on the Galapagos Islands helped Darwin
to develop ideas on biological adaptation and were significant also in his research on
evolution. Many Pacific islands, until the late 1990s, had been used for nuclear testing
and dumping of chemical wastes. Although these actions amount to abuse by powerful
countries, it adds to the dimension of their usefulness for isolated experiments. Finally,
their historical and circumstantial uniqueness to IR came to light with the sweeping
changes resulting from the Second World War, and the wave of decolonisation that

was institutionalised by the United Nations.
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SIDS offered multiple uses for world states. Geopolitical interests of islands and their
strategic location for military outposts were the most eye-catching interest. European
military expansions sought islands in strategic locations for the establishment of
military bases. For example, British forces used Gan Island of the Maldives during the
Second World War to fight against Japanese forces in the Indian Ocean. Similarly, as
Royle comments, “The Marshall and other Pacific Islands proved their strategic value
in this war [Second World War] as some of the bloodiest battles in the whole conflict
were fought over possession of tiny scraps of land, whose sole utility was their ability

to provide storage bases, shelter for shipping and landing strips for aircraft” (52, 2001).

Another interest in SIDS for the world community was demonstrated by their utility for
ocean travellers and inter-continental traders. They served as calling ports of major
sea-routes for refuelling, restocking foods, or as safe harbour from stormy weather.
When land transport was obstructed and risky, the sea has been used as a highway

where islands were viewed as the equivalent of service stations (Royle, 2001).

Besides the geopolitical interests of islands, they also offer economic benefits for cash
crop cultivation, such as sugar, tea and banana. Island waters have been the breeding
grounds of rich fisheries too. Their importance for tourism in recent times is another
economic attraction of islands. Tropical islands untouched by pollution and
undisturbed by explosives are seen to be heavens on earth for holiday seekers of the
world and proved to be assets for world tourism. Therefore, small islands, despite their
lack of resources and minute size, hold significant scientific research, geopolitical and

economic interests to the world community.

Gaining Independence and Statehood

Shifts of World Order

The sweeping changes that followed the end of the Second World War shook the
international order and power structure of the world. The devastation brought by the

war to European imperial powers was unspeakable. This had weakened their
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economies and shifted focus from colonial expansion to reconstructing of their battered
countries. Another development was the emergence of new countries to replace the
power vacuum created by war-torn declining European powers. The balance of world
power shifted and two new super-powers emerged in the post World War Two period.
The two new powers that emerged from the victorious side of the war were armed with
opposing ideologies known as capitalism led by the United States (US) and
communism led by Union of Socialist Soviet Republics (USSR). Their ideologies were
based on political and economic management of state affairs, namely public
management verses private management. They became immediate arch rivals and
began to compete with one another in every aspect of IR towards gaining more areas of
influence and securing more satellite states. These two political heavyweights did not
confront each other directly but backed a number of confrontations in the post World
War Two period, some of which came to the brink of nuclear war (e.g., the Cuba
missile crisis in 1962). The ideological rivalries that were often fought over the media
and international forums and between alliances, were dubbed the ‘Cold War’. This
ideological rivalry between two superpowers later gave rise to a bipolar world order
where IR came to be polarised between these two camps in world politics. No region or
country was unaffected by the Cold War, the heat of which was mostly felt by the
forums at the UN.

As a new international order began to take shape at the end of Second World War, the
two superpowers out won what was then called the European great powers. These new
superpowers were non-imperial (Arnold, 1, 1994) and sympathetic towards
nationalistic struggles seeking self-determination. In compliance with the Monroe
Doctrine of US foreign policy (which was originally proclaimed by President James
Monroe in 1823 opposing European intervention in the Western hemisphere), it
continued to oppose foreign intervention in countries, particularly in Latin America
(Pearson and Rochester, 690, 1998). Pearson and Rochester argue that Monroe
Doctrine “officially established the US as an aspiring regional power with an activist
‘protector’ role” (Pearson and Rochester, 139, 1998). Similarly, its political opponent,
the USSR, was not keen on replacing European imperial powers, although its role in

domestic political interventions in Eastern Europe and other satellite states was

questionable.
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Overall, the international public mood was bent towards liberating colonies and their
people in order to avoid another human tragedy (see comments by Clarke and Payne,
ix, 1987). Giving peace a chance (Cassese, 35, 2001) and building trust and confidence
in IR was seen as the central goal of the international community immediately after the
Second World War. Many states under colonisation, including SIDS, saw the new era

of peace and stability as a guiding light to seek their rightful goal of self-determination
and independence.

Decline of European Empires

The fate of island states began to improve only after the Second World War. The
dreadful war shook the yoke of colonialism (Cassese, 36, 2001) and forced colonialists
to rethink of their hold on these militarily weak and economically vulnerable island
states. Nevertheless, to speak of facts, it should be mentioned that European imperial
powers began to relax their grip on many of the island states long before the Second
World War broke out. Self-governance and democratic elements were gradually
introduced to some of the SIDS of which colonial powers benefited very little. In other
words, SIDS with less economic or strategic value to colonial powers were allowed to
assume self-determination much earlier than other SIDS. For instance, in 1927,
democratic elements were introduced in Nauru by the colonial administrator and
eventually, in 1968, it became the second Pacific island state to gain full independence
(Kurian, 1410, 1987). Another classic example of gradual democratic liberalisation by
the British Empire can be traced in the Indian Ocean island state of the Seychelles. A
legislative Council and an Executive Council were established in the Seychelles back
in 1888 in order to introduce self-governance (Kurian, 1734, 1987). It attained full
political independence, however, in 1976 by opting to become a republic within the
Commonwealth of Nations. Likewise, political parties were formed and
institutionalised with relative political freedom as well in some island states long
before independence was granted (Crocombe, 441, 2001). For instance, in Western
Samoa, a political party known as the Mau Movement was formed which was opposed
to colonial administration, while in Fiji, two political parties known as the Fiji
Federation Party and Alliance Party were established 15 years prior to becoming fully

independent.
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Conversely, the colonial grip was hastened on those island states that had strategic
importance for colonial powers. For instance, many of the South Pacific island states
were drawn into the conflict when advancing Japanese forces attacked British
outposts on these islands during the Second World War. Crocombe comments that
Britain decided as early as in the 1950s to relinquish Pacific colonies but having felt it
unrealistic to give independence, it asked big neighbours, Australia and New Zealand,
to take them within a Pacific Federation. However, both countries declined the
proposal (Crocombe, 425, 2001). Regional integration of island states in the form of
confederation was another political strategy engineered by the British Empire to
streamline and economise the rising costs of colonial administration. This strategy
was a political manoeuvring exercise to prepare states for their own self-governance
as well as to avoid losing the grip on groups of island states in an uncertain world

political climate that was emerging in the post war period.

The tragic war cast a lasting spell on colonial powers, particularly Britain, which
controlled almost three-quarters of all SIDS. The economies of European colonialists
suffered heavily during the war (Arnold, 1, 1994) and their colonial network
worldwide was badly shattered. The one time great powers of Europe were torn down
to their knees during the war and consequently post war priorities shifted their attention
to drawing capital for reconstruction of their own battered cities rather than focusing
on overseas colonies. In fact, rising costs of maintenance of colonial administrations
and the coinciding “economic and political decline” (Cassese, 36, 2001) back home,
forced imperial powers to look for amicable alternatives for securing the future of
colonies without jeopardising their interests overseas. The public mood in these
colonial countries too began to change towards relinquishing colonial rule. Cassese
argues that colonial exploitations benefited a privileged few in metropolitan countries
whereas some military and welfare costs were rapidly rising to maintain the colonies, a
dilemma no longer acceptable to mass populations of colonial countries (36, 2001).
Therefore, colonial powers became incapable of holding onto their colonial tentacles in
the post war period and began voluntarily relinquishing the colonies. Fiji’s first Prime
Minster, Kamisese Mara was reported as saying for eight years British exerted pressure

to facilitate independence despite himself and the ruling alliance being opposed (Keith

Ried, cited in Crocombe, 424, 2001).
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Therefore, the shift of political and economic policies of colonial powers after the
devastating impacts of the Second World War led to the disintegration of European
empires. Britain’s resources became over-stretched in the period of reconstruction and
it was required to relinquish its imperial responsibilities. Such situations worked to the
advantage of many SIDS which opted to break free from foreign domination. Also with
the East-West division widening and the cold war intensifying after the Second World
War, some discretion was available to SIDS to exercise some bargaining power in
affirming self-determination. Moreover, the pattern of domination changed during the
20" Century when coercion was no longer used so freely and conquest was not so
easily condoned (UNITAR, 51, 1971). As a result, self-governing or autonomous small

island territories had a better chance to reaffirm their independence.
Decolonisation and the UN

The end of the Second World War and the winds of change that followed, marked a
new era of IR towards multilateral cooperation and collective decision-making. The
UN, a world organisation for multilateral diplomacy and for maintaining international
peace and security was established on 24 October 1945. In its charter, it was
guaranteed sovereign equality for all its members (see Article 2 Chapter I of UN
Charter). Its principles also included the need to settle disputes by peaceful means and

not to intervene in affairs of internal jurisdiction.

The UN became the most effective inter-governmental organisation in the history of
human civilisation that dealt with high politics in IR. It may not be the first of its kind
but it had been credited for addressing international disputes and world problems in a
timely fashion that avoided another world war since 1945. One of the success stories of
the UN is its role in the process of decolonisation and political liberation of many
colonies. The Trusteeship Council, one of the six organs of the UN was “charged with
facilitating the dismantling of colonial empires” (Pearson and Rochester, 695, 1998). It
supervised the transition of colonial territories to attainment of full independence in the
post war period which were previously administered by declining European empires as
‘trust territories’. These trust territories include mandates in the former League of
Nations, territories taken from defeated powers by victorious powers, and those

territories placed voluntarily by responsible powers (Arnold, 20-21, 1994). The “trust
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territories” comprised mostly island colonies of the European powers, for example

Samoa, Nauru, Federates States of Micronesia and Marshall Islands.

While the emergence of SIDS on the world stage can be accounted for by a number of
factors, the decolonisation process that was operationalised by the UN can be attributed
as the main impetus for the growth of independent SIDS in the post war period (see the
comments made by Arnold, 20, 1994; Clarke and Payne, ix, 1987, and UNITAR, 16,
1971). Many newly emerged independent states from the colonised world began to
gain a voice in the UN in the late 1950s and 1960s. The primary concern of these states
was to help fellow colonies to break free from years of colonial exploitation. Arnold
says the increasing desire of states for self-determination as enshrined and advocated
for by the charter of the UN generated more momentum towards the UN-led
decolonisation process (21, 1994). According to him, this resulted in the well
acclaimed UN resolution 1514 (xv) entitled Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, adopted on 14 December 1960 by
the UNGA. The operative paragraph 5 of this resolution reads as follows.

Immediate steps shall be taken in Trust and Non-self-Governing Territories or all
other territories which have not yet attained independence, to transfer all powers
to the peoples of those territories, without any conditions or reservations, in
accordance with their freely expressed will and desire, without any distinction as
to race, creed or colour, in order to enable them to enjoy complete independence
and freedom (quoted in UNITAR, 17, 1971).

The notion of self-determination institutionalised and executed by the UN set the stage
for the attainment of independence by the SIDS. According to Duursma, the term “self-
determination of people” was officially mentioned for the first time in the Charter of
the UN (Duursma, 12, 1996). Article 76 (b) of the Charter states, “progressive
development towards self-government or independence as may be appropriate to the
particular circumstances of each territory and its people and the freely expressed
wishes of the people concerned” (Chapter XII, Article 76 b of the UN Charter). A
number of resolutions adopted by UNGA in the 1960s stemmed from this principle of
self-determination, the most famous being Resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December

1960. However, the colonial powers abstained from this resolution fearing, as the

73



British delegate indicated, that colonial states might not long endure and if unprotected

may lose the political freedom which they now enjoy (cited in Duursma, 19, 1996).

The struggling independence movements in colonised small islands took refuge in the
decolonisation process that this resolution had set in motion. The resolution reaffirmed
their conviction that the question of territorial size, geographical isolation and limited
resources should in no way delay the implementation of the Declaration. According to
Duursma, the architect of the decolonisation process, the UN “Special Committee of
24” did not prescribe “as to the size of the colonial population or the territory” (49,
1996). Therefore, the UN, in facilitating independence to colonial islands, did not

recognise any numerical parameters for setting qualifying criteria of statehood for
SIDS.

A dramatic rise of SIDS since the 1960s can be credited to the role played by the UN
as mentioned above. The pivotal role played by the UN in paving the way for
independence of small states or SIDS was seen in the continued tasks carried out by the
Trusteeship Council and the General Assembly, through the annual examination of
reports and petitions, the dispatch of fact-finding missions and the facilitation and
supervision of elections and plebiscites in trust territories. The special arm of the
General Assembly (GA) that dealt with the political process of decolonisation, the
Special Committee of Twenty Four (1961) stated in its report of 1964 UNITAR ,18
1971), that it was convinced that the provisions of the Declaration were fully
applicable to smaller territories in the Atlantic or Pacific Ocean, and in the Caribbean.
Later on 20 December 1965, the GA resolution 2105 (XX) had the following request

made to the Special Committee of Twenty Four.

To pay particular attention to the small territories and to recommend to the
General Assembly the most appropriate ways, as well as the steps to be taken, to
enable the population of these territories to exercise fully their right to self-

determination and independence (quoted in UNITAR, 18, 1971).
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Viability of SIDS

In the prevailing favourable political climate, the 1960s saw a number of small states
or SIDS gaining independence and becoming members of the UN. Their dramatic rise
as independent states created political implications in IR especially for the UN. It
brought into the limelight the question of SIDS’ viability in the international system
and the potential adverse consequences of their membership in the UN. Some scholars
and states were sceptical of their capability to exercise sovereign equality in a
competitive and power-driven international system. For instance, at the Security
Council discussions on the application of the Maldives to the UN membership in 1965
(the first microstate to be admitted to the UN with a population of under 100,000,
according to Duursma (1996), the US delegate said that many of the small emerging
entities, however willing, probably do not have the human and economic resources at
this stage to carry out Charter obligations (cited in Duursma, 136, 1996). The Maldives
admission to UN, therefore, sparked a mini-state or microstate debate that ran for a
number of years in the UN circle. The existing dominant members of the UN were
worried about the proliferation of microstates, as they feared that the trend might lead
to loss of credibility and effectiveness of the UN if all potential applicants were to
become members, (Whitaker cited in Blair, 19, 1967). Another critic of the microstates
membership in UN commented that “if all potential microstates were admitted to the
UN, it was calculated that they would constitute a two-thirds majority in the UNGA,
cover 10 percent of the budget but only represent 4 percent of the world’s total

population (Ehrhardt cited in Duursma, 135, 1996).

Some existing powerful states feared relative decline of their influence, such as
election to office at the UN, should the enlargement of the UN continue with
membership of mini-states or microstates. Also, the imbalance between the capacity to
pay and votes in the UN led to mini-states and microstates being viewed unfavourably
as equal states alongside major contributors of the UN. Blair says additional mini-
states would clearly mean additional strains on UN facilities, while expenses would be
out of proportion to the additional revenue they bring in (15, 1967). Blair also
contended that it had long been recognised that states contributing 5 to 10 percent of
the UN expenses could theoretically pass appropriations binding on all members.

Elaborating further, he said that such a combination succeeded in adopting a disputed
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budget of the World Health Organisation in 1966 against the opposition of four major

contributors namely, United States, Britain, Soviet Union and France (Blair, 1967).

Ironically it was one of the developing countries, namely Nepal, which contested the
unfavourable arguments that dominated the microstates debate and which reflected the
Third World’s pro microstate stance. Nepal did “not agree with the assumption that
increase in membership of the UN as a result of the emergence of what are called
‘microstates’ would inevitably lead to weakening of the organization” (cited in
Duursma, 136, 1996).

It was the Secretary General of the UN, U Thant, who first raised the question of
viability of microstates at the UN in his annual report to the UNGA in 1965 suggesting

membership criteria for microstates be revised. He stated:

Their limited size and resources can pose a difficult problem as to the role they
should try to play in international life ...... [ believe the time has come when
member states may wish to examine more closely the long term implications of

present trends (quoted in Blair, 20, 1967).

According to UNITAR, from then on the problem of the “mini-states” or “microstates”
became a fashionable topic of discussion (UNITAR, 13, 1971). In the years that
followed, the question of the membership in the UN of microstates was raised twice by
the Secretary General (SG) but no specific guidelines were proposed by the UN as to
the lower limits for their membership (UNITAR, 13, 1971). In 1969, the Security
Council handed over the question of microstates to a “Committee of Experts” to study
the issue with a view to alternate membership in the UN. The Committee submitted its

report in 1970 but failed to serve amicable solutions to the microstate dilemma.

Nevertheless, two proposals were enlisted as recommended by Britain and the US.
Britain proposed renouncement of certain rights for microstates, in particular, voting
and election in certain UN bodies and nominal budgetary contributions. On the other
hand, the US recommended associate membership without the right to vote and hold
office. According to Duursma (137, 1996), these proposals failed to get adopted due to

serious obstacles, for instance they called for the formidable task of introducing
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amendments to the Charter if they were to be successfully enacted. The Committee,
however, felt that it would be undesirable to open discussion on the Charter, as the
opportunity would be seized upon to insert other matters into the Charter. According to
Gunter, such a move was feared to result in bitterest rancour and suspicion (cited in
Duursma, 138, 1996). Another contrary factor, adding to their failure, was the lack of
an agreed definition as to what constitutes a microstate. The French member of the
Committee remarked “that the Committee would have great difficulty in producing any
definition at all of a microstate, for this would necessarily be arbitrary” (quoted in
Duursma, 139, 1996).

In 1971 the United Nations Institute for Training and Research (UNITAR) published a
study concerned with the problems of very small states and territories. The study,
which was the first of its kind, could not arrive at a universally acceptable definition of
the small state. It says that the existence of small states as fully or partially independent
states was not a new phenomenon in international life. “They have emerged, survived,
disappeared, re-emerged throughout history in one form or another, and their right to
existence has not been challenged very often in the past merely on the grounds that
they are too small to merit a separate existence” (UNITAR, 11, 1971). The study
further stated that interest in the consequences of smallness was a relatively new area

of concern either in the academic world or in international organisations.

The controversies of the microstate debate were counter-weighed by more pragmatic
views as to the merits that could be achieved by the membership of microstates in
International Organisations (IOs). Small states could be assets to 1Os since, being small
and weak, their survival as independent states depends more on respect for
international law and the practice of multilateral cooperation compared to bigger states.
It was also contended that if stringent conditions for admission to the UN were applied,
qualified members of 10s would shrink, thereby failing to achieve more universal
international public opinion (UNITAR, 1971). Others remarked that the Charter of the
UN contained a built-in safeguard against General Assembly (GA) majority
domination led by small states for those matters of importance which are exclusively
reserved and dealt with by the Security Council, which comprises the five veto powers

only (Duursma, 1996).
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The mini-state debate of the 1960s and early 1970s, did not gain much currency as to a
particular treatment of mini-states in 10s. In fact, the prevalent view at the UN was that
small states had caused no fundamental problem and so according to UNITAR the
matter did not generate specific international actions. Similarly, the proliferation of
mini-states was, by-and-large, not observed as seriously jeopardising the UN.
Therefore, many SIDS saw the UN as their saviour and it came to be recognised as a
catalyst or facilitator of their independence and national development. They took
advantage of the conducive climate provided by the UN for their right to self-
determination and, one after another, gained admittance to the UN. This provided a

more universal public opinion enlarging the accomplishments of the UN.
UN Membership as a Licence for Statehood

Many SIDS were inspired to seek membership in the UN as a testimony of their
recognition by the international community as independent states. The Charter
guarantees security of all nations, both members and non-members alike (Blair, 12,
1967). It also ensures sovereign equality for all members. For instance, the tiny island
state of Nauru took to the International Court of Justice a dispute for compensation
against mighty Australia which ultimately won them Australian $107 million in return
for their claim (cited in Duursma, 141, 1996). This case itself speaks of the benefit
SIDS can obtain from the UN membership. The former Secretary General of UN,
Hammarskjold, commented that “it is not ... the big powers which needed the UN for
their protection. It is all the others” (quoted in Blair, 12, 1967). Thus, in Dugard’s
view, the “UN has for practical purposes become the collective arbiter of statehood

through the process of admission and non-recognition” (quoted in Duursma, 10, 1996).

Nevertheless, a few SIDS like Samoa and Tonga chose not to join UN after
independence, mainly for economic reasons, and instead maintained their political
independence. These states joined later when the time was ripe for them to do so.
Arguments that disputed SIDS ever becoming truly sovereign states, owing to intrinsic
vulnerabilities like small size, were countered with legal precedents, conventions and
treaties (Kohr quoted in Blair, 24, 1967). The main eligibility factor for UN
membership hinges on the question of ability to carry out Charter obligations. The

most fundamental of these obligations according to Rudzinski is to settle international
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disputes by peaceful means and to refrain from the threat or use of force against the
territorial integrity or political independence of any state (Rudzinski cited in Blair, 25,
1967). Blair (1967) says these obligations are much easier to assume by small and
isolated states than larger ones. SIDS can contribute to enhance the enshrined
principles of the UN and to promote international peace, human rights and rule of law
to that effect. Now the question is, what really qualifies an entity to become a

sovereign state?

A state is meant “to indicate a definite political identity” (UN Secretariat cited in
Duursma, 14, 1996). According to the American Law Institute, “A state under
international law is an entity which has a defined territory, a permanent population, is
under the control of a government and engages in or has the capacity to engage in

formal relations with other states” (cited in Wallace, 61, 1997).

If these definitions of states were to be recognised, then the claims of statehood by
SIDS are legitimised. Being islands they have definite borders, indigenous populations
and have enjoyed self-rule for years. The Maldives, in the Indian Ocean, and Tonga, in

the Pacific, hold testimony to this statement.

Another inter-governmental organisation or multilateral forum like the UN that was
instrumental in facilitating independence of SIDS, was the Commonwealth. The New
Delhi Communiqué of the Commonwealth summit in 1983 gave reference to small
states’ right to sovereignty similar to the Charter of the UN (CCG, 4, 1985). The
Commonwealth Consultative Group says, “This is the principle of the sovereign
equality of all nations in terms of their legal rights as independent members of the
organisation” (CCG, 1985). The Commonwealth, in fact, had taken much earlier
interest in small states, a two-third majority of whose members were considered small.
The Institute of Commonwealth Studies (ICS) in London instituted the first
comprehensive scholarly study carried out on small states in 1967 (Burton, 1967). It
was entitled “Problems of Smaller Territories”. This was a collection of research
papers that emerged from a seminar instituted by ICS in 1962 for two years aimed at
investigating the problems of small territories. In recent years a number of scholarly

studies have been conducted by expert groups of the Commonwealth, the most vital
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and recent study being published in 1997 and entitled, 4 Future for Small States:
Overcoming Vulnerability.

Unlike the UN, the Commonwealth is not universal in character but confined to former
British colonies and dominions or dependencies. With the exception of only six
member-states of the 39 members of the AOSIS, all are full members of the
Commonwealth. Its underpinning objective is to enhance cooperation, foster
development and promote democracy among the member states. Also, it was not
created to address issues of peace and security as its central goal, but grew out of the
British Empire, and membership is not necessarily restricted to independent sovereign
states, but any territory that had some historical association with the British Empire.
Nonetheless, credit cannot be given to the Commonwealth similar to that of the UN in
gaining independence for SIDS, since it did not have a mandate or an agency
institutionalised for decolonisation of trust and colonial territories. The Commonwealth

is more or less seen as a like-minded club of free association of SIDS.

Geopolitical Factors of Statehood

A close scrutiny of the circumstances and consequences that led SIDS to become
independent states attributes a number of other factors to their emergence on the world
stage other than the UN’s decolonisation process. The UNITAR study cites physical
and geographical isolation as the most obvious factor in this regard (49, 1971). It says
this element is particularly relevant in the case of islands. Most islands or groups of
islands like Western Samoa and Tonga in the Pacific, and the Maldives in the Indian
Ocean, had been governed under self-rule for centuries. Their geographic isolation had
given them immunity from external aggression. No bigger neighbour or regional power
had ever made claims to these island states. Neither were there any territorial disputes.
These countries also had less contact with the rest of the world due to lack of resources
for trade. The insularity of many island groups had enabled them to develop their own
political structures and to live in isolation. Until the break out of World Wars or
hegemonic interests developed by big powers, these states had no need to seek contact
with metropolitan powers. The insularity factor is illustrated when the British
authorities discussed formation of a federation for a number of their colonial island

states in the early 1960s. In 1962, Britain as the colonial power planned to form an East
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Caribbean Federation for Barbados and the Windward and Leeward Islands with,
ultimately, full independence within the Commonwealth. According to Wood (27,
1967), “this attempt to federate proved abortive”, because in the West Indies there had
been comparatively little contact between the members and much diversity in wealth,
population and resources existed. As a result, Antigua withdrew from inconclusive
discussions in 1965, while the authorities in Barbados announced that it wanted

separate independence.
Historical and Cultural Factors of Statehood

Historical developments, particularly the trends of colonisation, have been identified
by UNITAR as the second factor for the emergence of SIDS as separate international
entities. The historical colonial domination and administration of these islands and
other distinct features, like strategic importance and state of development, were
accounted for in this regard. For example, despite racial and language commonality,
American Samoa and Western Samoa went their own separate ways at the time of
realising self-determination. American Samoa was dominated by America while
Western Samoa was largely autonomous. Decisively, American Samoa chose to be a
dependent territory of the rich super power USA, seeing more advantages to remain as
such. Another historical or accidental factor that determined the course of action for
some small states, is shown in the case of The Gambia and Senegal in Africa. The
Gambia, being a British colony, had widespread use of English language, and deeply
ingrained institutions adopted from the British model, whereas their neighbour Senegal
was colonised by France with institutionalised French language and French political,
social and economic patterns of life. These differences prevented them from integrating
into an independent federation, despite ethnic and even family affinities (UNITAR, 50,
1971; Wood, 25, 1967).

Lastly, the cultural and heritage factor also enabled small territories to become
opportunists when the winds of change occurred. As one UNITAR study notes,
homogeneity of language, culture, civilisation and standard of living also contributed
to keeping small territories intact. For instance, the Maldives had a unified heritage of
being bonded by one language, one religion and one ethnicity, which added strength

and legitimacy to their call for political independence. Homogeneity is an element that

81



invigorates nationalism, irrespective of size of the territory or population. For instance,
in 1965, some very small island dependencies of Mauritius and the Seychelles were
constituted as a separate colony, the British Indian Ocean Territory, under the
Governor of the Seychelles. It angered the authorities of Mauritius, which were

pushing for independence of all of territories culturally aligned to their country.

In sum, it could be contended that, given the diverse nature of the circumstances and
consequences that led to the independence of SIDS since the 1960s, no single factor
can be wholly attributed to the explanation or the reason for SIDS emerging as
independent states, but rather a combination or host of factors as discussed above.
Nevertheless, it can be argued that external factors that unfolded in the international
environment were largely instrumental, rather than internal national attributes. Of all
those factors, the role played by the UN was the most significant and the pragmatic
winds of change that shifted the balance of power and changing national priorities of

the European powers.

Early Role of SIDS in IR

This section, as the title indicates, is intended to provide a brief background to SIDS’
early role in IR which would aid in grasping the theoretical perspectives described in

the small states paradigm.

The emergence of SIDS into IR was truly a historic development. But their role in IR
as effective partners in international decision-making was the subject of scepticism.
Traditionally, they had no place in world politics because of their inherent
vulnerabilities and lack of political clout. In fact, these states had been subjects or
subordinates to big powers of the world. Their intrinsic weakness made them
marginalised even after independence (Ashe and Lierop, 209, 1999). SIDS were
severely constrained in pursuing a larger international role in IR partly due to lack of
economic resources and skilled personnel for diplomacy. They were seen as
insignificant too because they made only nominal financial contributions to the budgets
of the UN and its specialised agencies. Therefore, SIDS were traditionally considered

passive actors who exercised their only available political tool, voting rights in
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international forums. They were often sidelined by influential states or compelled to
follow the footsteps of “big brothers” with whom they had cultural, political, and
economic links prior to gaining independence. As already noted, the SIDS balanced
their position in international politics by pursuing a policy of non-alignment or by
entering into security alliances with strong regional powers (see comments by Clarke
and Payne, 1987). SIDS were mostly active in global forums such as the UN and the
Commonwealth of Nations as well as regional organisations of which they formed the

majority (i.e. Pacific Forum and Caribbean Community).

The SIDS played a passive role in IR prior to the emergence of concern for the global
environment. Their involvement was based on individual state interests in various
issues. They practiced an ad hoc approach to international issues. For instance, a few
diplomatic initiatives had been made by some SIDS, which resulted in fruitful
outcomes. However, these were exceptions rather than the norm. In 1967, Malta
initiated a new dimension of equity principle at the UN when Ambassador Pardo
proposed an agenda item aimed at designating the resources of the seabed as the
“common heritage of mankind” (CCG, 72, 1985). This initiation, which gained
currency, gradually set in motion the political process that led to the adoption of the
comprehensive new Law of the Sea Convention in 1982, 15 years after the launching

of the initiative by Malta. It finally came into force in 1994.

A number of submissions and drafts were made by SIDS like Malta, Fiji, Jamaica,
Trinidad and Tobago, and Cyprus for concluding a global treaty known as the United
Nations Convention on Law of the Sea (UNCLOS). Fiji’s chief delegate Satya Nandan
chaired many working group meetings and drafted parts of the negotiating text for the
UNCLOS. He later became the first Secretary General of the International Seabed
Authority (ISA) in 1994, the operational arm of the Convention and continues to hold
the post today. Jamaican chief delegate, Kenneth Rattray held the rapporteurship of the
negotiating conference. Jamaica also won the bid for hosting the Secretariat of ISA as a
tribute to their role in the Law of the Sea negotiations. Linnex Ballah, the chief
negotiator of Trinidad and Tobago was engaged in drafting the main text of the
Convention as well. He became a judge later at the International Tribunal for Law of
the Sea, another outcome of the UNCLOS. Fiji succeeded in promoting the concept of

“archipelagic state” during the UNCLOS negotiations that enabled multi-island states
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to gain sovereignty over the waters between islands. According to CCG, in recognition
of Fiji’s role in this matter, one of the diplomats of the country was later appointed as

the UNSG’s Special Representative on Law of the Sea Matters (CCG, 73, 1985).

Another front where the SIDS made notable diplomatic efforts was the question of
security of small states. This was not without valid reasoning. Occasional incidences
stemming from internal and external elements have threatened the sovereignty and
territorial integrity of SIDS. At first it was the invasion of Grenada in the Caribbean by
the mighty power of the US that triggered the security concerns of SIDS in 1983 (see
comments by Secretary General of the Commonwealth in CCG Report 120, 1985).
With this surprising invasion, the attention of both the international community and
SIDS alike were concentrated on the “vulnerability of small states to external attacks
and interference in their affairs” as the Commonwealth Goa Declaration on
International Security stated (quoted in CCG 121, 1985). This event prompted the
Commonwealth to conduct a study on the vulnerability of small states, which was
published in 1985. Describing the extent of vulnerability of small states in his opening
address on special needs of small states in July 1984, the Secretary General of the

Commonwealth, Shridath Ramphal, stated:

Sometimes it seems as if small states were like small boats pushed out into a
turbulent sea, free in one sense to traverse it, but without oars or provisions,
without compass or sails, free also to perish. Or perhaps, to be rescued and taken
on board a larger vessel ...... above all, know that small is also weak and fragile
and vulnerable and relatively powerless; that they live in a world where the
weak are not rewarded for the beauty of their smallness but are ignored, imposed
upon and generally discounted (CCG, 119-122, 1985).

The fear of insecurity from external aggression was further reinforced when the
Maldives’ capital, Male’, was attacked by a group of Tamil mercenaries from Sri
Lanka and four Maldivian collaborators in November 1988. Having experienced the
tragedy that resulted from this surprise armed attack, and realising the insecurity of
small states, the Maldives took the matter to the UNGA in 1989 by tabling a resolution.
In tabling the issue on the UNGA’s agenda, the Maldives contested that, when five

members of the UN (five veto powers) are more equal than others, small states could
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also raise their concern as the most unequal and most vulnerable states that exist in the
UN which have neither veto power nor military strength to deter security threats
(Maldives Representative’s statement at UNGA, 1989). The issue was briefly debated
and culminated in a consensus resolution, which called for protection and security of

small states, an item later reconsidered twice at UNGA, but which failed to provoke

any action by the UN.

The Maldives continued to raise the attention of the international community to the
security plight of SIDS. A new dimension to the threats of security expected from the
environmental problem of global warming was highlighted by the Maldives in 1987.
Following a series of unprecedented storm surges that struck the islands, the
Maldivian President wasted no time in bringing the matter to the attention of the world
community. He addressed the matter at first at the Commonwealth Summit held in
Vancouver, Canada, on 15 October 1987. Two days later he also spoke at the UN
special session held in October 1987 at the UNGA to consider the Report by the

Bruntland Commission entitled Our Common Future.

According to the credit often given by the former UN Undersecretary General for
Economic and Social Affairs, Nitin Desai, it was the Maldives that brought the whole
question of environmental insecurity faced by SIDS in the face of global warming to
the attention of the international community. (Oral statement made at the Second
Committee during 56" session of UNGA where the author heard it). Later, a much
hailed coalition of small island states known as AOSIS began to spearhead a broad-
based campaign pursuing eco-diplomacy at climate negotiations to seek environmental

security for SIDS against global warming.

As discussed above, the protection and security of SIDS has been the persistent goal
that SIDS have continued to seek at international forums. Prior to the security issues
that concerned Grenada and the Maldives, insecurity that had resulted in communal
divisions in Cyprus has been a long lasting but unresolved issue at the UN. Majority
Greek Cypriots and minority Turkish Cypriots have lived for years in ethnic division
which remains internationally unrecognised. Turkey invaded the country in 1974 when
a coup installed a hardline Greek Cypriot in charge of the Government. The UN and

the Commonwealth have made periodic attempts to resolve the crisis, but to no avail.
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Apart from the security concerns raised at the UN, the SIDS have played minor but
constructive roles in IR which are evident from their participation in the work of the
UN. SIDS host some UN institutions such as Jamaica hosting the International Seabed
Authority. St. Lucia had served the UNGA as the President for the term 2003-2004,

while previously Malta and Mauritius have served on the UN Security Council as non-

permanent members.

In 1989, the Prime Minister of Trinidad and Tobago, Robertson made another laudable
initiative at the UNGA while addressing the session, requesting that the International
Law Commission consider the question of establishing an international criminal court
(Slade, 2003). This was an issue very much debated in academia and advocated by
NGOs, but until the call for serious consideration of the issue by the international
community, there was no push for it at the international political circle. The issue was
raised by the Prime Minister out of their desire to curb international crime such as
illicit trafficking in narcotic drugs which was a national and regional concern for the
country at the time (Slade, 2003). The Court came into existence on 17 July 1998 and

its statute entered into force on 1 July 2002, located in the Hague, Netherlands.

The SIDS have had a low level of international involvement in the early stage of their
independence in IR. On the other hand, their interactions were more active among
regional states or in regional bodies as noted earlier, although, their actions were
usually of limited consequence to most other members of the international system.
Their involvement in IR was largely inhibited due to lack of trained diplomats and
facilities overseas to gather information for making informed policy decisions. For
instance, Kiribati do not have diplomatic missions accredited to the UN, and Tonga
and Tuvalu established missions only in 2001. Even those countries that have
representation have minimal capacity to perform an effective role. Many Caribbean,
Pacific, and Indian Ocean states have two or three fully-fledged diplomatic staff and
share space in a joint office funded by the Commonwealth under a special assistance
scheme. These factors inhibit SIDS to mobilise support for their concerns or needs as
well as raise their profile in IR. Very few opportunities were seized by SIDS whose
few experts played a substantial role in the technical and rule-making aspects of the

UN in the past.
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Associate diplomacy or collective voice has been used as a medium of representation
for SIDS at the UN by some regional groups; CARICOM (Caribbean Community)
being a good example. The group always spoke with one voice at UN forums and so
made joint statements on issues of common concern. CARICOM SIDS also exerted
diplomatic pressure at the UN to liberate Belize. Similarly, the South Pacific Forum

SIDS engineered a UN resolution calling for the independence of New Caledonia.

The SIDS have contributed not only to international law and order, but also in
maintaining peace in the world. They have contributed soldiers, as in the case of Fiji, to
take part in peacekeeping operations instituted by the UN. Their steadfast support to
the UN and adherence to its principles make the UN not only indispensable, but the
locus of IR for SIDS. Consequently, the UN also has grown with SIDS to be more
representative universally. Although SIDS’ role in IR previously has been observed as
insignificant, with the onset of era of global change they have become a substantial
force. In fact, SIDS have been instrumental and contributory in mapping the course of
international action on issues of global concern. Previously, the SIDS took more
interest in regional co-operation but recently they have grouped themselves into inter-
regional groups to address environmental concerns that have a more urgent and direct
impact on them. The next section explores their visibility in contemporary IR to this

effect.

Recent Visibility of SIDS in the UN

The dramatic changes that occurred on the world stage with the dissolution of the cold
war and the onset of global change at the end of the 1980s saw new trends emerging in
IR. The occurrences of new developments on the world scene have shifted the actors
and the issues dealt with at international forums. Of particular interest in this regard
was the high visibility of previously passive and long neglected SIDS in international
climate negotiations. SIDS became more involved in addressing global environmental
concerns, breaking their silence and raising their profile collectively through a political
alliance known as the AOSIS. This Alliance grew as a collective lobby group of SIDS
during the Second World Climate Conference held in Geneva in 1990. Their cause was

to press for an effective regime that could arrest the crisis of global warming. The
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resulting twin dangers of global warming, climate change and sea level rise mean that

the most environmentally vulnerable group of countries, the AOSIS, are in danger of

extinction.

Not surprisingly, the onset of global environmental change and subsequent insecurity
resulting from global warming is most feared by the SIDS. This factor has led them to
form a coalition, the AOSIS, with the objective of protecting and promoting their
interests in international negotiations (Davis, 1996; Lean 1994). SIDS have become
highly visible since 1990 and continue to pursue a policy of eco-diplomacy to
champion their cause of environmental security. Thus, traditionally passive and
marginalised small island states have become a proactive group with a clear mandate
of seeking security and sustainable development against global environmental
degradation. Therefore, it can be argued that the importance of SIDS to the UN and

their role in IR has become more visible than ever before.

The SIDS were forced to break their silence in IR not without valid reasoning. It was
the tiny island Republic of Maldives, which initially blew the whistle to become
proactive in IR, having been awakened by the unprecedented tidal waves that shocked
the fragile atoll nation in 1987. Its President immediately began to drum up support to
begin an international campaign to raise awareness about the plight of SIDS in the
face of global warming. The dramatic environmental episodes that struck the
Maldives and the increasing scientific consensus pointing to such events as resulting
from human-induced global warming provided breaking ground for the Maldives to

raise the alarm.

To maintain the momentum generated on the issue, the following year, the Maldives
hosted an international conference known as Small State Conference on Sea Level
Rise, in November 1989. The ‘Male Declaration’ adopted at the conference contended
that there was “broad scientific consensus that the global mean temperature could rise
approximately by 1-2 degrees Celsius by the year 2030”. It further said that, as a
consequence, “sea level rise would cause extensive damage to the land and
infrastructure of these countries and even threaten the very survival of some island

states” (Male’ Declaration, 1989).
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The Conference established a five-nation Action Group to implement decisions and
recommendations adopted by the conference. One of its decisions was to mount a
campaign to increase awareness of the international community of the particular
vulnerability of the small states to sea level rise. It also decided to consider the most
effective manner in which the small states can participate in the work of the IPCC and
seek assistance for such participation. It also called for negotiation toward a
framework convention on climate change to start as soon as possible. The conference
was instrumental in mobilising the efforts of SIDS, which previously favoured

regional co-operation in addressing their concerns.

Moreover, with the inter-regional small state conference held in the Maldives, the
SIDS have kept increasing the momentum and brought the endangered island states
into a coalition. Another parallel meeting was held in Majuro, Marshall Islands, by the
South Pacific Regional Environment Programme (SPREP). Again in 1990, the
CARICOM Ministers met in Kingston, Jamaica, where another ministerial declaration
was adopted calling for intra-regional co-operation to address the issue of climate
change. These efforts finally culminated in the political alliance, known today as the
AOSIS. The alliance orchestrated climate negotiations within the UN. AOSIS was
ultimately formed during the Second World Climate Conference held in Geneva in
1990. Having been born out of the climate conference, its main objective was to lobby
to protect and promote the interests of the most vulnerable states of the world to
climate change, the SIDS. According to Geoffrey Lean, AOSIS “succeeded at the
World Climate Conference in getting carbon dioxide mentioned in the conference
Declaration”. He also commented that the Alliance, “soon become a key player in the
negotiations over a climate convention” (Lean, 5, 1994). Lean further says, “Before
AOSIS, small island states had been marginalised in international negotiations”.
However with the formation of the Alliance, “they played a vital part in the
bargaining that finally brought about agreement on the Convention on Climate

Change” (Lean, 5, 1994).

The first Chairman of AOSIS, the Ambassador of Vanuatu, played a key role in the
climate negotiations that followed the climate conference. He was elected chair of one
of the three Working Groups that were established within the Inter-governmental

Negotiation Committee, the body responsible for the negotiations. AOSIS was
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instrumental in concluding the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change. The Alliance also succeeded in securing special recognition of islands at
UNCED according to Lean (1994). It was also largely instrumental in ensuring that
the Commission of Sustainable Development was located in New York instead of

Geneva as they could not afford to be represented in both UN centres.

The Alliance was proactive at the Earth Summit held in Brazil in 1992, which adopted
the much-hailed Agenda 21 and two important environmental conventions, the
UNFCC and the Biodiversity Convention. The occasion also provided a much needed
opportunity for Heads of State or Governments to hold the first AOSIS Summit,

which increased their profile in IR.

Thus, AOSIS, though an informal alliance with no structured secretariat, has been the
“torchbearer” in projecting and publicising the plight of SIDS in the face of global
warming. The Alliance pursues a three-tier strategy to spearhead its lobby towards
mitigating the problem of climate change and strengthening the Climate Change
Convention to that effect. These include consolidating unity within the members,
collaborating with other states to strengthen climate regime, and building partnerships
with international and local NGOs plus media to raise awareness about their plight

and to intensify the lobby against industrial opposition to curbing greenhouse gases.

The first summit of AOSIS notes that “their needs, concerns and interests were
assigned relatively low priorities with the UN system” and expressed serious concern
over the climate convention contending that it “lacks explicit, specific and meaningful
commitments by developed countries” (AOSIS Summit Declaration, 1992).
Obviously, the Summit bore testimony to their resolve in mobilising efforts
internationally to the cause of protection from climate change and sea level rise. As
one of the former chairmen of AOSIS has said, “AOSIS has made a determined and

concerted effort to be heard in the global negotiations on this issue” (Slade, 1998).

AOSIS members frequently meet at the UN to discuss concerns of collective interest
and to formulate responses to such issues. Having formed a political bloc, AOSIS also
get attention from bigger states who courted AOSIS votes in their campaigns for

election to various offices of the UN and to the Security Council. AOSIS objectives
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and their diplomatic initiatives are well publicised on their website which makes
information instantly available about the Alliance. Also, AOSIS has become a
platform for mobilising and streamlining the efforts of SIDS to make a coherent and

assertive impact on international issues and their website mirrors their visibility in IR

in recent times.

The visibility of SIDS reached a high point in May 1994 when the milestone event
known as UN Global Conference on Sustainable Development of SIDS was held in
Barbados. It was the first of its kind ever to be held to address the issues and
developmental challenges of the most vulnerable group of states in the world, the
SIDS. It provided a magnificent platform for SIDS to publicise their concerns and to
work out a comprehensive plan of action in partnership with the rest of the world.
This was the most fruitful outcome of their efforts in IR since the inception of AOSIS,
which was also seen as the most tangible deed that translated the lofty goals of
Agenda 21 into action, for Agenda 21 adopted at the Earth Summit provided ground
for the conference (see Chapter 17 (G) of Agenda 21 (A/Conf.151.4, 22April 1992).
Indeed, Agenda 21 stated that the special circumstances that SIDS are faced with in
their search for sustainable development would be addressed at a separate

international conference.

The Second AOSIS Summit was held in conjunction with the Barbados Conference as
a preparatory meeting to facilitate the work of the conference, which has become a
customary practice within AOSIS on the eve of every global conference. The
Barbados Conference gave birth to two important establishments and another global
strategy for sustainable development of SIDS known as the Barbados Programme of
Action (BPOA). The first establishment was to set up a permanent office, known as
the SIDS Unit at the UN Department of Economic and Social Affairs to monitor the
execution of BPOA. The other establishment was to set up a comprehensive electronic

network for SIDS to exchange information and build capacity, known as SIDS-Net.

One of the key elements contained in BPOA, which has gained wider currency
recently, was the recognition of the need to develop vulnerability indices that could
determine the state of development for the most vulnerable group of countries in the

world, the SIDS. The objective of the exercise was to develop a statistical measuring
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tool that could diagnose the value and nature of assistance required for these fragile
island states. A number of discussions and studies have been so far undertaken to
arrive at a comprehensive vulnerability index, both at the UN and the Commonwealth

of Nations, but a well recognisable measurement remains yet to be operationalised.

As the above discussions have explicitly outlined, the visibility of SIDS in IR is
mostly felt at international organisations, namely the UN and the Commonwealth. The
SIDS’ participation and involvement in addressing global issues and protection of
their interest in the work of these organisations reflects their emerging role in IR.
AOSIS in particular, as an informal political alliance operating within the UN system,
have participated and contributed to every meeting related to climate or sustainable
development. The annual meeting of the Conference of Parties (COP) of the Climate
Convention, which characterise ongoing climate negotiations, was well attended by
AOSIS. Collective statements continue to be made in these meetings and have
resulted in an orchestrated expeditious and early conclusion of the Kyoto Protocol, the
built-in mechanism yet to be enforced as teeth or tangible actions to mitigate the
expected climate crisis. Almost all SIDS or AOSIS members have set a startling
example to the rest of the world to signify its priority to address global warming by

early ratification of the Protocol.

In September 1999, a five-year review meeting of BPOA was held in the form of the
Twenty Second Special Session of the UNGA. The session was not an impressive
meeting, unlike the Barbados Conference, as AOSIS expressed their displeasure at the
slow implementation of BPOA and the lack of financial commitments from developed
or donor countries to assist the SIDS to achieve the goals prescribed in BPOA towards
sustainable development. The Communiqué of the Third AOSIS Summit, which was
held prior to the review session, states that, “little was being done at the international
level today to assist SIDS in overcoming their unique problems” (AOSIS
communiqué, 1999). Furthermore, it “expressed concern that adequate, predictable,
new and additional, financial resources in support of the implementation of the BPOA
had not been provided by the international community” (AOSIS communiqué, 1999).
Nevertheless, a special donor conference of SIDS was held in February 1999 in the
run up to the review session of the UNGA of the BPOA. The conference provided a

platform to exchange views on the outcome of BPOA and identification of constraints
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which have delayed its implementation. The SIDS seized this opportunity to submit

over 300 project proposals for financial and technical assistance from donor countries.

SIDS or AOSIS made their firm imprint in the ten-year review conference of UNCED
too, which was held in Johannesburg, South Africa in 2002 under the title of World
Summit on Sustainable Development (WSSD) (see ENB, Vol. 22, No. 51, 6
September 2002). The Fourth Summit of the AOSIS held on 1 September 2002 during
the WSSD expressed satisfaction with the agreement on the special provisions
contained in Chapter VII of the Plan of Implementation adopted by the Conference
about sustainable development of SIDS (Communiqué of Fourth Summit of AOSIS, 1
September 2002). The Summit also reaffirmed its support for the UN SIDS Unit and
for AOSIS to remain the forum to promote the shared interests of its members and to

strengthen cooperation among SIDS.

Most recently, the SIDS were in the limelight again with the UN International
Meeting to Review the Implementation of the Programme of Action for SIDS (ten-
year review conference of the Barbados Conference) in January 2005, in Mauritius.
The Conference adopted what was called the ‘Mauritius Declaration’ which contained
the Mauritius Strategy, the main agenda for further action towards sustainable
development of SIDS (Granich, 2005). The Mauritius Declaration calls upon the
international community to provide all support needed by the vulnerable SIDS to cope
with climate change, sea level rise and natural and environmental disasters. In his
address, the Secretary General of the UN Kofi Annan, stressed a shift in sympathy
towards the islands’ situation in the wake of the 2004 tsunami tragedy (Granich,

2005).

Conclusion

This chapter has reviewed the historical context that gave rise to SIDS and their
developments at the UN where their presence and contribution is mostly felt in terms
of IR. Thus it has traced the events, developments, processes, issues and actors that

have facilitated their statehood. Lastly it has looked at their early contributions to IR

through the UN and recent visibility in IR.
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The primary goals of foreign policy of SIDS were the search for security,
development assistance, regional cooperation and adherence to neutrality. While they
relied on the UN for protection of their sovereignty and territorial integrity, some
SIDS entered into bilateral security alliances with regional powers. On a number of
occasions, the political independence of SIDS was disturbed by external threats and so

the question of security remained their biggest concern as the weakest group of

countries in the world.

SIDS became independent largely due to the decolonisation process that was
institutionalised by the UN, and the pragmatic world opinion that prevailed after the
Second World War in favour of self-determination. SIDS saw the UN as the guarantor
of their independence and facilitator of their development. The enshrined principles of
the UN Charter were the main springboard that validated the claims of SIDS to
statehood and for their full-fledged membership in the UN. Had the Charter of the UN
not been flexible nor the process of its revisions easy, the SIDS would have not been
able to enjoy sovereign equality similar to bigger states. It can be safely argued that
the UN was the saviour of the most vulnerable group of states, the SIDS and one that
championed statehood for SIDS. Therefore, it is observed that the importance of SIDS

to the UN and their participation in IR has become more visible than ever before.

Although at the time of independence there was uncertainty about their viability and
contribution to IR, they proved to be responsible and supportive members of the
international community. None of them renounced their independence nor withdrew
their membership from the UN. They neither caused danger to world peace, nor
breached principles of the Charter of the UN. On the contrary, they were promoters of
international law and order. Nevertheless, SIDS maintained a low profile in IR, being
observed as passive actors that were largely marginalised in international decision-
making in the early days of their existence. SIDS that had little capacity to produce
diplomatic initiatives, played a minor role on an ad hoc basis. Their scope for

participation in IR was severely constrained due to lack of resources and expertise.

Other influences also can account for the dramatic rise and survival of SIDS in the

post-World War Two period. Some unique features of SIDS, such as their isolation,
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boundedness and insularity allowed them to affirm sovereignty without much dispute
over claims from others when the colonial empires decided to free them. In most
SIDS, local self-government prevailed even before their independence, and their
traditions and heritage had given them organised societies with cultural autonomy,
which enabled their peaceful and smooth transition to political independence. Factors
such as historical circumstances, shifts in international order, growth of regional co-
operation, respect for human rights and self-determination have led to the emergence
of SIDS. Nonetheless, those intrinsic weaknesses had an impact on their role and
performance in IR after independence. This trend has also been changing with the

onset of an era of global change, which has brought fresh issues and actors on to the

world stage.

The previously marginalised SIDS in IR have become proactive members of the
international community in addressing environmental and economic issues that have a
greater bearing on these countries. The transboundary global problems, global
integration by satellite communications and globalisation of trade, the rise of NGOs
and the influence of media, and the awakening of the SIDS as to their plight, have all
contributed to the recent visibility of SIDS in IR. The formation of AOSIS as a
political alliance within the UN, and the recognition of SIDS by the UN as a special
group of states requiring special assistance for their development, have made them
glow in the horizon of IR with the dawning of the era of global change in late 1980s.
These states which previously have been eclipsed in the international orbit, are now
producing a substantial impact on world politics alongside bigger states. These trends
suggest SIDS are diplomatically maturing and mark their coming of age in the so
called ‘era of global change’. Their success in raising their profile in IR can be
attributed to having grouped themselves into an intra-regional coalition to stand
collectively in addressing concerns of common threats and interests. The eventful
Barbados Conference especially dedicated to SIDS’ concerns speaks of the newly
activated island diplomacy in contemporary IR. In the light of the preceding

discussions, it could be argued that SIDS have been playing a disproportionate role

compared to their size in contemporary IR.
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Chapter 5
RESEARCH METHODS

Introduction

To recapitulate, Chapters 2 and 3 were concerned with a review of the literature and
the development of a conceptual framework for the study. A wide body of knowledge
relating to the international behaviour or role of small states in IR was reviewed, which
revealed the conventional wisdom or theories that explain the role of small states,
termed the small states paradigm. Within this context, the underpinning explanatory
variables for the international behaviour of small states were extracted. These
variables included inherent or intrinsic internal factors, namely, the physical concept of
size and the structural concept of capacity to act. Within this paradigm, the small size
and lack of capacity to act suggests that SIDS should remain insignificant and passive

actors in IR.

In contrast, the review of the background of SIDS and their role in contemporary IR
(Chapter 4) reached the opposite conclusion. SIDS have been highly visible and
proactive in IR in recent times, contrary to the tenets of the small states paradigm. The
conventional small states paradigm, being preoccupied with inherent, internal factors
that lie within the state, seems to have overlooked the possibility that external factors

may be important determinants of the international behaviour of small states.

This observation then led to the issue of why the role of SIDS in IR has recently been
at odds with the conventional paradigm. Are not the external factors that lie outside
territories facilitative of this change? Assuming the answer is in the affirmative (as
concluded from Chapter 4), the thesis adopts a proposition which argues that the
external factors outside states are facilitative of the proactive and contributory

behaviour of small states in IR.
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This chapter first describes the methodology applied to empirically investigate the

above proposition. It then presents the data analysis as a basis for the interpretation of

the two case studies in Chapters 6 and 7.

The Research Approach
Case Study Investigation

To answer the above question, the case studies were chosen in which SIDS played a
significant role in contemporary IR. Two case studies were selected, each of which
relates to issue-specific diplomatic, multilateral negotiations held at the UN and which
involve initiatives made by SIDS that produced significant outcomes in the form of
international law: the Malta initiative towards the Law of the Sea Convention (Ocean
Regime); and the AOSIS initiative for the UN Framework Convention on Climate

Change (Climate Regime).'

The international behaviour of SIDS is analysed by exploring their participation in,
and contribution to, these two diplomatic negotiations. The roles SIDS have played in
these negotiations seem to be the most laudable moves made by SIDS so far in
gaining a high profile in IR and thus appear to be illustrative examples for analysing
the international behaviour of SIDS. Also, a number of meetings and discussions have
been held at the UN over a long period for these negotiations, producing a number of
conference documents and records, which are available for analysis. Similarly, a
number of diplomats of SIDS and UN officials who were involved in the negotiations
of these issues were available at the UN for interviews. They provided an
indispensable resource of information and insights of relevance to this study. In short,
availability of data was a key reason for selection of these negotiations for empirical

investigation.

" Two cases are chosen because the results can be more compelling (Yin, 45, 1994) and more
robust (Herriot and Firestone quoted in Yin, 45, 1994), as the comparison of findings can
solidify the outcome. Multiple case studies (two or more) are preferred for empirical
investigations, to follow what Yin calls “replication logic” in building convincing
arguments (Yin, 45, 1994).
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As the focus group of this study, the SIDS constitute over 41 states at the UN and
given the time, effort and money that would be required to obtain data from all these
countries, the author confined his research to a representative sample of states from
which in-depth data was collected. This involved five SIDS (Malta, Fiji, Jamaica,
Trinidad and Tobago, and Cyprus) for the Law of the Sea case study and the AOSIS

countries (see Chapter 2) for the Climate Change negotiations case study.

Before discussing the specific research methods used in these case studies, it is useful

to reflect first on the broader methodological strategy that was followed.
General Methodological “Strategies”

Broadly, Remenyi and Money (2004) argue that there are two types of research
strategy, positivist or quantitative and qualitative or interpretive. Quantitative
research is based on numbers and statistical analyses, whereas qualitative research
conversely “produces findings not arrived at by statistical procedures or other means
of quantification” (Strauss and Corbin, quoted in Remenyi and Money, 60, 2004). In
IR scholarship, the same two broad strategies to research are used which are
sometimes termed as normative and behavioural. The normative approach is the same
as a qualitative or interpretivist approach as found in social science research methods
(McNabb, 21, 2004; Toma and Gorman, 58, 1991; Pearson and Rochester, 27, 1998;
Viotti and Kauppi, 2, 1999). Bevir and Rhodes explain the place of the interpretive
research approach in political science of which IR is a subdivision (Couloumbis and
Wolfe, 19, 1990; Merriam Webster, quoted in Pearson and Rochester, 14, 1998) in the
following stance. “The many qualitative research approaches now finding their way
into use in political science and the other social sciences and have been grouped
together under the label of interpretive theory” (Bevir and Rhodes quoted in McNabb,
27, 2004).

Another two IR scholars, Hollis and Smith (1990) regard these two approaches as
‘explaining’ and ‘understanding’. The explaining approach is research conducted
from outside of a process whereas understanding is in-depth research carried out from

inside of a process. Explaining is an outsider’s story “told in a manner of a natural
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scientist seeking to explain the workings of nature”, while understanding is an
insider’s story “told so as to make us understand what the events mean, in a sense
distinct from any meaning found in unearthing the laws of nature” (Hollis and Smith
1, 1990). In social science tradition, understanding generally means the same thing as

qualitative research.

The thesis adopts largely, but not entirely, a qualitative or interpretive strategy in
carrying out its case study investigation. It follows the line of exploratory research in
understanding the explanatory variables that mould the international behaviour or role
of SIDS in IR. It has chosen this approach, because the study aims at understanding a
social process, namely, the role of SIDS in IR and explanatory factors. Qualitative
research enables in-depth understanding and generally uses a few samples that are not

randomly selected (Remenyi and Money, 62, 2004).

Another scholar of qualitative research, Merriam, identifies four positive

characteristics of this approach as follows (5-7, 1998):

i) Qualitative researchers are interested in understanding the meaning
people have constructed.

ii) The researcher is the primary instrument for data collection and
analysis.

iii) It usually involves fieldwork.

iv) It primarily employs an inductive research strategy.

Thus, a qualitative approach was most fitting for this study because it provides
detailed evidence and rich and extensive information (Remenyi and Money, 62,
2004). Further, it entails “inductive, theory-generating, subjective and non-positivist
processes” according to McNabb (341, 2004). This study favoured a normative /
qualitative | interpretive approach also because the competing approach, that is,
behaviourist / quantitative were said to be “actor-oriented” and happen to “overlook
structural questions in IR” (Said et al., 12, 1995). This study primarily needed to
focus on structural as well other factors outside the national territories of SIDS in

order to answer the research inquiry it pursues.
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Nevertheless, this paradigm of research is not without limitations. Unlike quantitative
and positivist approaches, this paradigm cannot have breadth or a wider parameter
since its main strength lies in in-depth (width) analysis. Personal biases can also creep
in unnoticeably to the research process as data is collected from people in an
uncontrolled environment relating to their views and how they see the world. Also,
the researcher himself or herself interprets the data and gives meaning which could
also lead to biases. The researcher of this thesis remained cognisant of these

limitations as field investigations were undertaken.

Specific Methodological “Tactics”

There are many methods, or what Remenyi and Money (2004) call “tactics”, for
conducting qualitative research in the social sciences. These include basic or generic
study, ethnographic study, phenomenology, grounded theory and case study
(Merriam, 10-24, 1998). In political science under the qualitative research approach,
McNabb identifies six similar approaches namely, ethnography, phenomenology, case
studies, hermeneutics, grounded theory, and action science (348, 2004). Of these
methods, the case study method has been chosen for conducting empirical
investigation for this thesis. The main reason for this choice was that it helps to draw
on multiple sources of evidence, provides meaning in context, and in-depth
understanding of the central issues of a process (Remenyi and Money, 73-74, 2004).
In case study work, the researcher can also focus on one or a few cases, intensively
examining many features over a given time period with focus on several causal
factors of a phenomenon (Neuman, 33, 2003). According to leading methodologist of
the case study method, Robert Yin, it is a very useful method for studies with research
questions containing interrogatives, such as who, why and how (Yin quoted in
Remenyi and Money, 73, 2004). The research question of this study begins with
‘how’ and so this is the most fitting method of research for the empirical investigation
of this thesis. Using the case study method, a few cases involving limited subjects can
be taken as well. This approach has also been chosen because it is a popular approach

in political science and accommodates “great flexibility” (McNabb, 357, 2004).
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Research Methods for Conduct of Case Study

The multiple methods known as triangulation are adopted for conducting the chosen
case studies. These include the multiple methods of data gathering and structuring the

format and analysis of the collected qualitative data. These methods are explained

below one by one.

A key proponent of the case study method of research, Robert Yin, identifies five

stages for the conduct of a case study as follows (Yin quoted in McNabb, 362, 2004):

i) the study question

ii) its propositions

iii)  the unit or units of analysis

iv) the logic that links the collected information to the proposition

V) the criteria selected by the researcher for interpreting the case

This study follows these stages in compiling the case studies. It has already identified
the research question and its proposition which are spelt in the preceding discussion.
Thus, first and second stages are already completed. The third stage is the unit of
analysis. This stage needs further explanation in relation to the unit of analysis in IR
scholarship. This phenomenon is conceptualised in IR scholarship as the level of
analysis (see Couloumbis and Wolfe, 21, 1990; Pearson and Rochester 180, 1998;
Singer, 77, 1966; Wilkenfeld, 21, 1980; Goldstein, 12, 1994).

Scales of Analysis

The case studies that constitute the empirical investigation (Chapters 6 and 7) are
examined in order to understand how external factors in the international or global
environment influence or affect the behaviour of SIDS in IR regarding multilateral
negotiations at the UN. In conceptualising analytical frameworks for studying IR,
theorists often elaborate on what they call levels of analysis (Singer, 77, 1966;
Wilkenfeld, et al, 21, 1980; Goldstein, 12, 1994). While different analysts present
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varied levels of analysis or units of analysis, the common three levels are

conceptualised as individual, state and system.

Individual and State Levels

In the individual level of analysis, attributes of leaders or foreign policy key decision-
makers are analysed as to the impact they have upon foreign relations of states. In the
state level analysis, national attributes, such as type of governance, or political
system, level of economic development and size of resources, are examined. This
level dwells on inherent domestic factors in understanding how much these factors
influence foreign policy behaviour. In the literature of the small states paradigm, the
analysis of international behaviour of small states is largely confined to this level of
analysis. James Rosenau (1969) who is credited as father of foreign policy analysis

(Hey, 9, 2003) calls this the vertical analysis of behaviour of states in IR.
System Level

In the third level of analysis known as the system level analysis, factors outside states
that characterise external behaviour of states at the international level are examined
(Frankel, 19, 1973). Components of system level analysis include: geographical
realities, international developments abroad, and structural characteristics of the
global system (Toma and Gorman, 121, 1991). Various analysts refer to this level
using different names, such as ‘interstate level’ (Goldstein, 13, 1994), ‘international

context’ (Coplin, cited in Wilkenfeld et al., 29, 1980), and so on.

Jeanne Hey has said, “if there is one piece of conventional wisdom about how best to
explain small state behaviour, it is that the answer lies at the system level of analysis”
(6, 2003). Similarly, James Rosenau (1972) also holds the view that external factors
outside states are more important than national attributes or internal factors in
influencing the behaviour of small states. System analysis basically allows what
Rosenau calls a horizontal analysis of foreign policy behaviour of states. It is
normally referred to as the unit of analysis for understanding or exploring how the
attributes of the international system or external environment affect the foreign policy

behaviour of states. For Rosenau, external environment comprises an unspecified
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variety of objects, actors and situations that serves a state as stimuli for action (323,
1972).

Global Level

Complimentary to the system level or international level analysis, there is another
form of analysis, which has been recognised by some scholars of IR as an
independent dimension of analysis (see Goldstein, 1994). It is called global level
analysis, which closely overlaps with system level components. Some scholars
discussed this level of analysis in a fluid manner in the 1980s (see Wilkenfeld et al,
75-81, 1980). According to Goldstein, the global level of analysis “seeks to explain
international outcomes in terms of global trends and forces that transcend the

interactions of states themselves” (Goldstein, 12-13, 1994).

This global level of analysis appears to be the most suitable for the area of research
this study pursues and the global components that it aims at exploring. It is considered
to be the most appropriate unit of analysis for explaining the international behaviour
of SIDS because it focuses primarily on issues, forces, actors, trends and
circumstances that affect the international behaviour of states whether they are small
or big. It does not touch on complex issues, such as the international structure or
international order of the time, which is of little concern to militarily weak states like
SIDS. Similarly, some dimensions of system level analysis look at geopolitical
factors, such as size, location, and topography, etc. (Toma and Gorman, 121, 1991),
which fall outside the emphasis of this research on exploring external factors that
influence or affect the international behaviour of SIDS. Therefore, the global level
analysis holds most relevance for assessing the factors that influence international

behaviour of SIDS in IR.

Goldstein (1994) identifies the following categories for global level analysis, which
offers a promising framework for diagnosing how external environmental factors

affect the international behaviour of SIDS.

- north-south gap

- world religion
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- European imperialism

- technological change

- global telecommunications

- world environment

- world scientific and business communities

- United Nations (UN)

These categories are relevant in focusing the data collection and analysis needs for the
SIDS’ case studies. Indeed, having followed the inductive/qualitative research
approach guided by theoretically dissected propositions for empirical investigation,
this global level of analysis provides flexibility and room for exploration of

components of relevance to SIDS.

The fourth stage of the case study method is the logic that links the collected data into
the proposition according to Yin. For this stage, explanation of the methods used for
data gathering, structuring of the case and its presentation are given. Data gathering
for the case studies is carried by means of two sources. They were conducting
interviews with resource persons at the UN in 2004 and analysis of relevant

documentation.

Sources of Data

Two sources of data were tapped for the case studies: documentation (primary and

secondary) and interviews (primary).

Primary Data

Primary sources of documentation included various records of meetings that
facilitated negotiations, such as policy statements made by delegates of SIDS and
conference documents that recorded the proceedings of these meetings. These data
enabled the author to analyse the positions, policies, commitments and actions taken
by SIDS in relation to various concerns that stemmed from the issues under

discussion. They also enabled the author to diagnose problems, constraints and
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opportunities that either enhanced or inhibited their role in the negotiations. Finally,
these data helped in building an understanding of, and explanation for, the factors or
drivers that influenced international behaviour of SIDS in relation to particular

negotiations under scrutiny.

For the collection of primary data, the author also undertook a research trip to New
York for two and half months from September to December 2004 in order to conduct
interviews with resource persons at the UN. The time was utilised as well to
undertake research at three libraries of the UN headquarters in New York. A semi-
structured and open-ended interview schedule was used as a field research instrument
for both cases in order to gain maximum insights from interviewees (see Appendix I
for interview schedules). Semi-structured interviews helped to accommodate both
open-ended questions and structured questions for those who could not be interviewed
face-to-face and could not give much time. Except for two interviewees, the rest
entertained open-ended questions. Open-ended questions accommodated flexibility
and in-depth exploration of the subject matter sought. Another advantage of open-
ended questions was the provision in this method for the use of ‘probes’ and
‘prompts’. According to Robin, a “probe is a device to get the interviewee to expand
on a response when you intuit that he or she has more to give” and “prompts suggest
to the interviewee the range or set of possible answers that the interviewer expects”
(Robin, 234, 1993).

In conducting interviews based on pre-structured interview sequencing, a ‘funneling
technique’ was utilised for methodical and unbiased flow of information from
respondents. This is a technique which enables the interviewer to “move from general
opening enquiries to more specific and focused questioning” (Wilkinson and

Birmingham, 47, 2003).

Interviews were conducted with diplomats of SIDS, seeking relevant information
from their knowledge and experiences. These were resourceful persons from either
having been involved in the negotiations or dealing with the issues relating to ocean
negotiations and climate negotiations in their respective Missions to the UN.
Interviews were also held with representatives of intergovernmental bodies (IGOs)

that coordinate the issues of ocean negotiations or regime and climate negotiations or
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regime. Furthermore, representatives of non-governmental organisations (NGOs) who
were involved in the said negotiations were interviewed as well for gaining alternative
perspectives. These three sets of interviews provided the most compelling and direct
primary sources of data, as they provided the most purpose-specific data. A total of 20

interviews were undertaken, all of which (except for one) were conducted at the UN
in New York.

Secondary Data

Secondary sources of documentation included published works, news articles,
commentaries and information available on websites. These data were analysed to
identify the trends, issues, forces and circumstances that affect positions, policies,
commitments and actions of SIDS in addressing the relevant issues surrounding the

Ocean and Climate diplomatic negotiations.

Method for Structure of Interview Schedule and Case Study

The main method adopted for structuring the case studies and interview schedule is a
broader analytical strategy described by Lawrence W. Neuman (2003) as the Path
Dependency and Contingency Method. It is commonly used to “develop explanations
of how and why social events unfold across time” (Neuman, 452, 2003). According to
Neuman, a researcher begins with an outcome and demonstrates how a sequence of

prior events influences this outcome. He further describes this method as follows.

Path dependency refers to how a unique beginning can trigger a sequence of events
and create a deterministic path that is followed in the chain of subsequent events.
The path has a causal effect. It contains or limits the directions of the ongoing

events that follow (Neuman, 452, 2003).

In the case studies that comprise the empirical investigation in this thesis,

motivational factors that attracted SIDS to get involved in the negotiations are taken
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as triggering sequences of events, and facilitative factors of their role in the processes

are considered to be the chain of subsequent events.

The other component of this method is contingency. It “refers to a unique combination
of particular factors or specific circumstances that may not be repeated”. This
combination is idiosyncratic and could be an unforeseen situation, but can influence
subsequent events (Neuman, 453, 2003). This component offers an additional bonus
for the application of Neuman’s flexible method, for it can accommodate ‘surprises’
that may jump out in studying a unique group of states like SIDS. Thus, the Path
Dependency and Contingency Method holds great applicability for undertaking

empirical investigation for this thesis.

For sequencing the interviews with categorisation, the Path Dependency and
Contingency Method was adopted. In accordance with this method, the proposed

categories or sections of the interview outline hang on the following structure.

a) Background to the case investigated (in order to brief how the process
was conducted and what results achieved)

b) The role of SIDS in the case investigated (in order to identify the
specific role SIDS played)

C) Background factors that motivated their role (in order to identify the
elements that triggered the interests of SIDS and reasons for their
involvement in the negotiations)

d) Background factors that facilitated their role (in order to identify the
elements that facilitated their participation in, and contribution to the

negotiations)

The same structure was utilised to present the interpretation and findings of the case
studies in a descriptive format (Chapters 6 and 7). However, the final analysis and

results of the case studies are presented in Chapter 8 under the title of Conclusions.

The fifth stage of the case study method as described by Yin is the criteria selected by
the researcher for interpreting the case. Two methods were adopted for this stage.

They are explained below.
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Methods of Data Analysis and Presentation

To analyse the qualitative data collected from interviews and documentation, this
study follows an analytical method used in qualitative data analysis known as “codes
or coding” (Miles and Huberman [1994] cited Sarantakos, 317, 1998). It is a broad
method for “assigning a symbol or keyword to a section of text, giving a particular
meaning to, or labeling a section of the material” (Sarantakos, 319, 1998). These
codes can be generated according to Sarantakos before or during, and sometimes,
after data collection. According to one of the exponents of the coding method, Lyn
Richards, “coding generates ideas and gathers material by topic” and using the results

it can “develop ideas and take enquiry further” (85, 2005).

Sarantakos (1993) identifies a cyclical process for qualitative data analysis. In the first
stage known as data reduction, data are summarised, coded and categorised. In this
process main themes and behaviours are identified. In the second stage, which is the
data organisation stage, information is clustered around certain themes and
presenting results in some form. In the third stage or the interpretation stage, patterns
and regularities are identified and trends discovered. Miles and Huberman say that
looking for patterns or themes in data may enable “something to jump out at you,
which make sense” (216, 1984).

Similar to Sarantakos’ stages of qualitative data coding, Lyn Richards describes a
three-tier coding procedure for analysing qualitative data which is easy to handle and
simple to follow. Richards’ first stage of coding is called descriptive coding. This
“involves storing information about the cases being studied” and “entering attributes”
as well as “assigning relevant values to the cases considered”. The second stage is
called topic coding which is the task of “labelling a task according to its subjects” or
allocating passages to topics. The third stage is analytical coding. This stage “leads to
theory emergence and theory affirmation”. In other words, Richards says this is the
stage for interpretation and reflection on meaning (87-95, 2005). The analysis of data
in this study involves descriptive coding, topic coding and analytical coding. The
tables in Appendix IT summarise how the qualitative data gathered for this empirical

investigation of this thesis is analysed.
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Modes of Analysis

The second segment of the final stage of the case study method as described by Yin is
interpretation and presentation. In the field of international relations, four broad
modes of analysis for data interpretation are applied. These are known as descriptive,
explanatory, normative and prescriptive (Pearson and Rochester, 1998). Amongst
these, description is the basic type of analysis, which “simply tells what reality looks
like”. Explanation goes “beyond merely reporting a fact and to account for its
existence” (Pearson and Rochester, 29, 1998). Normative analysis enlarges analytical
capacity of data by “making value (moral) judgments about some reality thought to
exist or thought to be possible”. The prescription mode of analysis helps, as its literal
meaning implies to prescribe “future course of action or policy”. All these modes of
analysis are somewhat complimentary and as Pearson and Rochester say, researchers
use them often all at once (Pearson and Rochester, 31, 1998). For this study, the first
three modes of analysis are applied given the nature of the method adopted for data

categorisation and processing.

Thus, the organisation of case study chapters loosely follows these modes of analysis.
The first two sections of each case study describe the role of SIDS and establish
whether there was any role played by SIDS or not. In order to describe this role,
indicators of foreign policy behaviour of countries such as diplomatic initiatives,
voting patterns, financial and moral support, holding of offices and various positions
held in terms of policy, were gathered from key SIDS that contributed to the process.
The role of SIDS in the negotiations is explored to find out the extent of international
behaviour demonstrated in the process. This indicative information enabled the author
to describe the role of SIDS and to make a normative analysis as to whether their role
was substantial or not. If the processes explored in the case studies were in any way
influenced or impacted upon by SIDS and were factual realities, then it can be regarded
as substantial in normative terms. Again, unless a substantial role can be established,
the causal factors or variables that led to this role cannot be adequately explored.
Information from more than two SIDS countries can be sufficient in qualitative
research like this study to establish such a role. Therefore, the order of modes of

analysis for the case studies investigated in this thesis will follow from description to
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normative analysis and finally to explanation of the causal variables that address the

inductive research question of this thesis.
Accordingly, the two cases that this thesis has investigated are presented in the

narrative form in Chapters 6 and 7 and the results and contribution to theory building

in Chapter 8 (conclusions).
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