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This article aims to study issue of ‘change and continuity’ in the field of international relations and the 
capability of mainstream approaches of international relations and history to cover the issue of change 
from perspective of James N. Rosenau. The dynamics of change and statics of continuity, at micro and 
macro levels and interaction between two levels will be analyzed, with the aim of designing a theoretical 
framework for the issue of ‘change and continuity’. Methodologically, conceptual framework Rosenau 
uses to explain dynamics of change will be given priority and primacy he attaches to improvement in 
micro phenomena will be explained. It is argued in this article that even it is far from clear whether 
global turbulence is a temporary or a permanent condition, change is in progress and is altering the 
parameters of world politics. Thus, the mainstream conceptual framework and history understanding is 
incapable to approach the issue of change and there is the need of a jail-breaking process that is to 
consider new concepts, new actors and new types of relationships. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The discipline of international relations entails the 
development of conceptual frameworks and theories to 
facilitate the understanding and explanation of events 
and phenomena in world politics, as well as the analysis 
and informing of associated policies and practices. Re-
garding the inter-disciplinary character of social sciences 
and as complementary in the study of international rela-
tions, history can be defined as a discipline that gives us 
knowledge about the conditions of the lives of the past 
communities, their traditions, the politics and states of 
the governors. The most beneficial part of history is re-
flected as its ability to set models for the worldly and reli-
gious events and let the people make use of these mo-
dels and knowledge, to enable them understand and ex-
plain the ongoing events in world politics. This compre-
hensive interaction between international relations and 
history is well defined by Barry Buzan and Richard Little. 
Buzan and Little insist on three themes to characterize 
the conceptions in the field of international relations, in 
analyzing the international system: It is argued that 
although the concept is central to the discipline, there is 
no standard definition of it and no agreed chronology for 
the emergence of a global international system. Second, 
for them, conceptions of  international  system  are  over- 

whelmingly biased by the European experience. Third, 
they think that international relations theory and history 
need each other; a comprehensive understanding of his-
tory is necessary for a well-constructed theory, whereas 
history cannot be written without some organizing prin-
ciples (Buzan and Little, 1994). 

Buzan and Little correctly point out the necessity of a 
strong correlation between the disciplines of international 
relations and history, with which I agree. It is also an in-
evitable fact that some organizing principles become pre-
requisites for study areas to become disciplines and pave 
the way for academic studies within the field. However, 
the problem is what are the organizing principles charac-
terizing international relations and the principles history 
uses for perceiving international relations. The positivist 
methodology in these disciplines that seems to be biased 
by the Westphalian states system, and thus the Euro-
pean experience, leaving very small room, or even no 
room, for the actors other than the nation states, for the 
issues other that the high-security questions and for the 
role of domestic politics and technological developments 
shaping the nature of world politics, is likely to be ques-
tioned more than ever. In other words, the process of 
change finds little  place  in  the  organizing  principles  of  
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mainstream approaches within the disciplines of interna-
tional relations and history. As a critique of this main-
stream tendency, Holsti’s The Dividing Discipline announ-
ces that international theory is in a state of disarray. It is 
argued that the long-established consensus about the ob-
jectives and methodology, grounding the study of interna-
tional relations, is under challenge from many directions 
(Holsti, 1987) Holsti’s claim points out an incosistency 
with the mainstream academic studies in the discipline 
based on the fact that these studies disregard the promi-
nence of change that comes with the process of globali-
zation and its challenging influence on international rela-
tions and international system. 

Although the process of globalization had/has been in 
play already before, especially, since the end of the Cold 
War, the structures and processes of world politics have 
been undergoing transformation, which in turn created 
more interdependence. The greater interdependence in 
world politics involves greater complexity and dynamism 
as more and more actors form more and more elaborate 
relationships with each other. The expansion of these re-
lational networks increases the probability that any new 
development in one relationship will have ever more ex-
tensive and intensive rippling effects across the network 
of relationships. Within this new structure, it is an unde-
niable fact that the mainstream approaches of internatio-
nal relations and the classical history understanding and 
concepts do not provide a sufficient framework, by them-
selves, to deal with transformation and complex web of 
relational networks within the international system. As a 
matter of fact, today the scope and complexities of world 
politics demand an understanding of a much wider range 
of issues. Moreover, new conceptual frameworks and 
theories are required to improve the understanding of the 
dynamics, parameters and the functioning of the world 
politics and the interdependent world system. To this end, 
this article aims to analyze the concept of change from 
the perspective of James N. Rosenau (who is one of the 
forerunners of theory of change) and how Rosenau con-
textualizes the process of change in relation to the struc-
tures, interactions and even to the definition of internatio-
nal relations and international system. Within this frame-
work, the dynamics of change and statics of continuity, at 
the micro and macro levels and the interaction between 
these two levels will be analyzed, with the aim of de-
signing a theoretical framework for the issue of ‘change 
and continuity’. Methodologically, the conceptual frame-
work he uses to explain the dynamics of change will be 
given priority and the primacy he attaches to the improve-
ment in micro phenomena will be explained. Moving for-
ward from this point, the article starts with a focus on the 
increasing interdependence in world politics, changing 
agenda of world politics with new issues and how the 
new framework has improved the skills of individuals (mi-
cro phenomena) from rote and habitual behavior to adap-
tive learning. This improvement in micro phenomena that 
is fostered by the process of globalization creates an  

 
 
 
 
interaction between the mico-macro phenomena. In con-
trast to realists and Marxists (who focus on macro struc-
tures) and ethnomethodologists (who focus on micro phe-
nomena), Rosenau argues that a meaningful analysis of 
change and continuity necessitates a study of both and 
the interaction between the two. Thus, this part of the arti-
cle deals with this interaction, the sources of change, how 
the improvement in micro phenomena influences macro 
structure and how the latter responds, in short the ’omi-
nous tension’ between the dynamics of change and sta-
tics of continuity. Within this framework, the following part 
of the article deals with how the interactions between the 
micro-macro phenomena shape the actors in world poli-
tics and their environments. It is argued here that accor-
ding to Rosenau enough collectivities have been expe-
riencing change to produce a global system which is tur-
bulent, and within such a system to continue referring to 
the field as “international politics” is obsolete since inte-
ractions that sustain world politics unfold without the di-
rect involvement of states. The way Rosenau contextua-
lizes postinternational politics and actors and collectivities 
in the new structure is explained in this section. The claim 
that the interactions go beyond the confines of nation 
states should not mean that the presence and centrality 
of states in world politics are downgraded or dismissed. 
On the contrary, states hold a central and influential posi-
tion in world politics, especially in the state-centric world. 
Thus, Rosenau sets forth state-centric and multi-centric 
worlds those embrace the same actors, but with 
distinctive structures and processes. Since these two 
worlds are interactive and overlapping, but each never-
theless retains its identity as a separate sphere of acti-
vity, this section deals with the coexistence of these two 
worlds. From all these, the following part of the chapter 
sets forth that change (that comes with globalization and 
improvement in micro phenomena) and continuity (with 
habits and resistance of macro collectivities) exist syn-
chronically, there is a tension between the two tenden-
cies and this synchronism provides coexistence between 
the multi- and state-centric worlds. The article ends with 
concluding remarks.  
 
 
Increasing ınterdependence, changing agenda and 
habdaptive ındividuals 
 

Unable to forego the need for access to each others’ 
markets and for avoiding nuclear resolutions of their con-
flicts, and incapable of eluding the rippling effects of cur-
rency crises, environmental pollution, terrorism and drug 
trade, the world seems destined to converge around new 
norms appropriate to the new issues of a greatly intensi-
fied interdependence. Global culture, the realm of norms 
which are shared on a worldwide scale, (Rosenau and 
Hylke 1989) may be neither fixed nor stagnant. As tech-
nology shrinks the  world  and  as  value  systems within 
the subcultures are exposed to the dynamics of life in a 
postindustrial order, global culture seems likely to  under- 



 
 
 
 
go transformation, to encompass broadened conceptions 
of self-interests pursued by other people. Thus, the rapid 
advances in communications, transportation and compu-
ter technologies have greatly intensified the extent of glo-
bal interdependence, but how the collectivities and pu-
blics assess and cope with these changes is far from cer-
tain and is still very much in flux. In other words, and 
more concretely, as a result of the microelectronic revolu-
tion and satellites bringing televized accounts of distant 
events into homes, people are becoming analytically 
more skillful and emotionally more engaged with respect 
to the course of events. The enlarged competence of citi-
zens around the world is presumed to underlie not only 
the expansion of a generalized sensitivity to the objective 
interdependence of global politics, but also the particular 
reactions to the nature of proof, legitimacy and patriotism, 
which in turn affects traditional authority relations. 

Where the issues of earlier times were (or were consi-
dered to be) either domestic or foreign in scope and thus 
accepted as falling under the jurisdiction of two different 
policy-making processes, many of today’s problems span 
the domestic-foreign boundary, thus making national offi-
cials responsible for coping with challenges that require 
international cooperation to manage. As a result, the new 
issues of interdependence have become intractable, as 
such, they contribute to public scepticism about the per-
formances of political leaders. The shift from traditional 
criteria of legitimacy can be grounded on, at least, two 
major dynamics: One involves the advent of new types of 
issues resulting from increased global interdependence 
which are characterized by occupying a central place on 
national agendas, meanwhile being beyond the authority 
of national governments to resolve. The other is the con-
sequence of the growing capacity of publics to observe 
directly, through global television, internet and other mi-
croelectronic breakthroughs, the political leaders in ac-
tion. Thus, with regard to the issue of authority and legiti-
macy, there is the process of a shifting balance between 
rote behavior and adaptive learning that forms the condi-
tions of postinternational politics. This shift expresses the 
synthesis of habitual and adaptive responses of indivi-
duals. Rosenau conceptualizes individuals as habdaptive 
actors and argues that turbulence has engulfed world po-
litics largely because citizens and officials have moved 
away from the habit end of the learning continuum and 
toward the adaptive end. This has become one of the 
major reasons for the transformation of the state-centric 
system into a bifurcated one (Rosenau, 1990). 
 
 
Globalization: Interactive micro-macro phenomena 
 

Michael Mann analyzes global capitalism, environmental 
danger, identity politics and post-nuclear geopolitics as 
four supposed ‘threats’ to nation states, while using a mo-
del to distinguish local, national, international, transnatio-
nal and global interaction networks. For Mann, all four is-
sues have  different  impacts  and  tendencies  on  nation 
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states, containing both state-weakening and strengthen-
ing affects and increasing the significance of both interna-
tional and transnational networks (Mann, 1997). In this 
regard, Mann approaches change through its weakening 
and strengthening affects upon the state and the exten-
sion of relational networks accordingly (either between 
the states or transnational actors). 

Here, a broad conception of change is opted for within 
which globalizing dynamics are conceived to be any pro-
cesses that underlie the expansion of human activities 
beyond national boundaries on a scale that has the po-
tential of becoming global in scope. The numerous pro-
cesses that contribute to this expansion consist of poli-
tical, economic, social, cultural, and communication acti-
vities that result in flows of people, ideas, goods, money, 
pollution, norms, authority, and several practices across 
borders (Rosenau et al., 2005). As John Meisel men-
tioned: “The merger of, among others, computers, micro-
computers, telephony, cable, fiber optics, videotape and 
communication satellites are creating a new world. The 
ways in which citizens perceive and respond to events, 
and therefore the interactions between them and their go-
vernments, are bound to alter substantially. The struc-
tures and organization of private enterprises and govern-
ments will likewise undergo major changes. Furthermore, 
the very process of acquiring facts and values and the 
means through which people act will substantially alter in 
both the private and public spheres. The ubiquitous ten-
sion between centers and peripheries may assume en-
tirely new forms; class distinctions will be related to the 
use people make of the new technologies; new techno-
cratic elites will emerge; the size and nature of commu-
nities within which individuals and groups identify them-
selves will reflect the capabilities of informatics or of tele-
matics. All these and other developments are certain to 
make for a different political process from that known so 
far, both within and between states” (Meisel, 1986). 

Thus, the evidence of rapid and pervasive transforma-
tions seems to expand, to every level of politics and com-
munity life, as neoliberal economic policies, vast move-
ments of people around the world, electronic and trans-
portation technologies and a host of other dynamics have 
led to what has been described as ‘the relative death of 
time and distance’ (Rosenau et al., 2005). People are 
seen as being induced by globalizing dynamics to attach 
loyalties to other collectivities besides the nation-state. 
The growth of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) is 
only one example. 

Within this framework, different from Mann, James N. 
Rosenau’s analysis focuses on the underlying and en-
during dynamics out of which daily events occur. He 
mentions that every generation thinks it has more pro-
blems than its predecessors, but a case can readily be 
made that the present era is far messier than any other 
that today’s insecurities are more pervasive, its uncer-
tainties more elusive, its ambiguities more perplexing and 
its complexities more extensive (Rosenau, 2002). In other  
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words, the central differentiation between the present 
epoch and previous ones involves the acceleration of 
personal, community, national and international life. Both 
the people and societies have become more interdepen-
dent as a result of innovative electronic technologies, of 
jet aircraft that move hundreds of thousands of people 
every year from one part of the world to another and of 
the resulting shrinkage of time and distance. From this 
point, when the system’s boundaries no longer contain 
the fluctiations of the variables, anomalies arise and irre-
gularities set in as structures waver, new processes evo-
lve, outcomes become transitory, and the system enters 
a period of prolonged disequilibrium. According to Rose-
nau, this is a turbulent form of change and turbulent si-
tuations tend to be marked by quick responses, insistent 
demands, temporary coalitions, and policy reversals, un-
like conventional diplomatic or organizational situations 
(Rosenau, 1990). Some of the dynamics of turbulent 
change are located at micro levels where individuals 
learn and groups cohere; others originate at macro levels 
where new technologies are operative and collectivities 
conflict; and others derive from clashes between oppo-
sing forces at the two levels, between continuity and 
change, between the pulls of the past and the lures of the 
future, and between centralizing and decentralizing ten-
dencies within and among nations. 

For the identification and analysis of turbulent change, 
there becomes the necessity to differentiate the profound 
kind of transformations (that are likely to be occuring in 
the global era) from familiar and commonplace changes 
and parametric change (that is one attribute of political 
turbulence). How do we recognize change when we 
encounter it? How do we distinguish changes from con-ti-
nuities? Core changes from peripheral ones? Evolutio-
nary and slow changes from revolutionary and rapid 
changes? Parametric from variable changes? In res-
ponse to these questions, it is fair to argue that turbu-
lence is considered to have set in only when the basic 
parameters of world politics (those boundary constraints 
that shape and confine the fluctiations of its variables and 
make possible the continuities of political life) are engul-
fed by high complexity and high dynamism. But what are 
the basic parameters of world politics? Three dimensions 
of world politics are conceptualized as its basic parame-
ters: The micro level is referred to as the orientational or 
skill parameter within which the orientations and skills of 
citizens of states and members of nonstate organizations 
are linked to the macro world of global politics. The ma-
cro level is conceptualized as the structural parameter 
and refers to the constraints embedded in the distribution 
of power among and within the collectivities of the global 
system. The mixed parameter is called as the relational 
one, through which the authority relations between indivi-
duals at the micro level and collectivities at the macro le-
vel are studied (Rosenau, 1990). 

Through the technological developments, and in a lar-
ger context through the process of  globalization,  and  by  

 
 
 
 
virtue of newly acquired skills, people have become more 
able and ready to question authority that, in turn, has faci-
litated new authority relations and development of new 
and more decentralized global structures. Thus, the en-
larged analytic skills of individuals increased to a point to 
make them play a different and significant role in world 
politics, a role which has intensified both the processes of 
structural bifurcation and the breakdown of authority rela-
tions. While claiming the structural bifurcation, it is argued 
that the state-centric system now coexists with a more 
decentralized multi-centric system. With regard to the re-
lational parameter, the long-standing pattern whereby 
compliance with authority tended to be unquestioned and 
automatic, is conceived to have been replaced by a more 
elaborate set of norms that make the exercise of authority 
much more problematic and amounts to a series of au-
thority crises. 

Rosenau, mainly, identifies five forces that drive the 
above-mentioned parametric transformations in the basic 
parameters of world politics: The first one involves the 
shift from an industrial to a postindustrial order and deals 
with the dynamics of technology, associated with the pro-
cess of globalization and microelectronic revolution that 
have made political, economic and social distances shor-
ter and the movement of ideas faster, which in turn incre-
ases interdependence. The second dynamic of change is 
the introduction of new issues into global agenda, which 
are distinguished from traditional political issues by virtue 
of being transnational (rather than being local or national 
in scope). These issues such as terrorism, drug trade, 
AIDS and environmental pollution, are the products of 
new technologies or the world’s greater interdependence. 
A third dynamic can be defined as the reduced capabi-
lities of national authorities to provide satisfactory solu-
tions to the new issues, partly because these issues are 
transnational and not wholly within their jurisdiction, and 
partly because the compliance of their citizenries can no 
longer be taken for granted. As a result of the third dyna-
mic, namely the weakening of whole systems, tendencies 
toward decentralization have increased. This tendency 
towards decentralization is conceptualized by Rosenau 
as subgroupism, and subsystems have acquired a grea-
ter coherence and effectiveness that can be defined as 
the fourth dynamic. The consequences of all the 
foregoing that influence the skills and orientations of the 
world’s adults who comprise states, groups and other col-
lectivities, is the fifth dynamic (Rosenau, 1990). It is im-
portant in the sense that today’s persons in the street are 
no longer easily manipulable and uninvolved with respect 
to world affairs. From these dynamics, the shift in the mi-
cro capabilities and orientations seems to be more po-
werful than the others and is likely to be a primary con-
dition to the expansion and intension of the other dyna-
mics. Thus, it can be argued that the enlargement of the 
capacities of citizens is the primary prerequisite for global 
turbulence. The prerequisite, or at least a prominent 
dynamic, for the enlargement of capacities  of  individuals  



 
 
 
 
is the technological development that has expanded the 
capacity to generate and manipulate information and 
knowledge, and has so greatly diminished geographic 
and social distances. 

Although the shift in the micro capabilities and orien-
tations seems to be more powerful than the others and is 
likely to be a prerequisite to the expansion and intension 
of the other dynamics, an attempt to theorize the under-
pinnings of emergent global structures and processes 
comprehensively, requires sensitivity to the interaction of 
micro and macro phenomena. If the magnitude of change 
is as great as appears to be the case, presumably it is 
occurring both at the level of individuals and th at of col-
lectivities such as states and international organizations. 
For realists and Marxists, changes at the micro level are 
not causal and are only responses to the conditions im-
posed by macro structures. On the contrary, ethnometho-
dologists argue that causation is located exclusively at 
the micro level, that the notion of macro collectivities and 
structures is essentially a metaphoric conception. For Ro-
senau, both of these approaches are misguided that a 
more accurate view is one in which micro and macro phe-
nomena are posited as interactive, and that there can be 
no meaningful change unless developments at both le-
vels operate to condition the other (Rosenau, 1990). 
Within the above-mentioned framework, while appro-
aching the concept of change, the importance Rosenau 
attaches to the process of globalization and the expan-
sion of analytic skills of individuals, has already been 
mentioned. On the other hand, the resistances of the ma-
cro collectivities to the ongoing change and their attempts 
to keep traditional authority, legitimacy, patriotic, and lo-
yalty relations, have to be reflected as well. In short, there 
is an ‘ominous tension in a globalizing world’ (Rosenau, 
2002) among the dynamics of change and statics of con-
tinuity. In addition, it should be taken into consideration 
that individuals who are deeply involved in the political, 
economic and social transformations have not simply ab-
sorbed the changes into their traditional behavior. Rather, 
all peoples are bound to have had their lives, outlooks, 
practices and relationships altered by globalizing pro-
cesses and the backlashes against globalization. Ironi-
cally, it is the anti-globalization movement that perhaps 
best exemplifies the willingness of people to place a tran-
snational agenda (Rosenau et al., 2005). Besides these, 
simply assuming that somehow the meaning of change 
and the distinctions between it and non-change are self-
evident is not the case. Much depends on the observer: 
the arrival of a first-born child is a profound change for a 
family, but it is merely another instance of the birth rate 
for a demographer. Appreciating this dependence of the 
concept of change, in the way it is used, can serve as a 
powerful incentive to be precise in delineating what is 
meant by change, how its variants are distinguished from 
each other, and how actors shape, and in turn influenced 
by, the process of change. The following part will deal 
with how the international system  and  actors  within  are 
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shaped by turbulent change and how the interaction be-
tween macro and micro phenomena is contextualized by 
James N. Rosenau. 
 
 
Actors, environments and postinternational politics 
 
Among the several views on change, three main are the 
most challenging: The first one involves the globalization 
era as a historical breakpoint. The second view concerns 
a bifurcation of macro global structures into what is called 
“the two worlds of world politics”. The third view focuses 
on the micro level and the hypothesis that the analytic 
and emotional skills of adults in everywhere are incre-
asing (Rosenau, 1990). The common point within these 
three views is that with the impact of modern technolo-
gies and other dynamics rendering the world ever more 
interdependent, the bifurcated structures and the en-
larged skills of individuals are conceived to have fostered 
such a transformation within which the lessons of history 
may no longer be helpful. This is a claim to argue that the 
changes are so effective as to render the obsolete rules 
and procedures by which politics are conducted, and 
there are no paradigms or theories that adequately ex-
plain the course of events. Thus, as mentioned above, 
theorizing must begin anew and present premises and 
understanding of history’s dynamics must be treated as 
conceptual jails to be escaped. 

The new structure and new forms of interactions are 
shaped by a process of change that is turbulent. Turbu-
lence both accounts for the dynamism of actors and is in 
itself dynamic. As systems and actors become much 
more specialized, they must rely on others for support in 
those areas that lie outside their specializations. Hence, 
they become increasingly interdependent and their rela-
tions become increasingly complex. Meanwhile, the grea-
ter degrees of specialization render the new technologies 
more effective and the interactions more dynamic. Thus, 
a turbulent environment can be defined as the one within 
which complexity and dynamism are high. Environments, 
in which complexity and dynamism are both low, are call-
ed as the placid-randomized environment or in which one 
is high and the other low are called, respectively, the pla-
cid-clustered and disturbed reactive environments. A fifth 
type of environment is hyperturbulence in which there are 
such high degrees of complexity and dynamism as to ut-
terly exceed the adaptive capacities of collectivities 
(Rosenau, 1990). From this view, it is characteristic of a 
turbulent environment in which actors are more nume-
rous and interdependent, with the result that it be-comes 
less stable and predictable and developments can in turn 
lead to changes in the environment’s structures and pro-
cesses. Turbulence is a product of interactions among 
micro and macro actors and comes into being when nu-
merous micro actions culminate in macro outcomes that 
lie outside the system’s normal functioning. Thus, turbu-
lence in world politics is to be found not in individuals or 
groups, but in their interactions: in other words, when  the  
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high dynamism of the former interacts with the high com-
plexity of the latter, turbulence comes out. 

According to Rosenau, several collectivities in every 
corner of the world are becoming increasingly complex 
and dynamic as they enter the postindustrial era. Some 
of the collectivities that have not undergone much Indus-
trialization and are thus only partially affected by postin-
dustrial conditions may still be marked by simple and sta-
tic structures. However, enough collectivities have been 
experiencing internal change and turmoil to produce a 
global system that is turbulent. Global turbulence is both 
a source and consequence of the change in the sense 
that: as the global system becomes increasingly turbu-
lent, this condition adds further to the complexity and dy-
namism of the collectivities that constitute it and of the in-
dividuals that constitute the collectivities. 

Since enough collectivities have been experiencing 
change to produce a global system that is turbulent, it 
would be difficult to appraise the bifurcation of global life 
from the perspective of international politics. Due to the 
fact that much of the politics or interactions extend across 
national boundaries and do not refer to state-to-state re-
lations, the term ‘‘international’’ does not contain every le-
vel of global politics. In other words, according to Rose-
nau, to continue referring to the field as “international po-
litics” is awkward and the notion of “international rela-
tions” seems obsolete in the face of an apparent trend in 
which more and more of the interactions that sustain 
world politics unfold without the direct involvement of na-
tions or states. Thus, he thinks that the term “postinterna-
tional” politics would be a suitable label to explain the ve-
ry nature of new structures and processes. The new con-
cept clearly suggests the decline of long-standing pat-
terns in world politics and at the same time indicates a 
process where the change is leading. It suggests flux and 
transition even as it implies the presence and functioning 
of stable structures, it allows for chaos even as it hints at 
coherence and it mentions that “international” matters 
may no longer be the dominant dimension of global life or 
at least that other dimensions have emerged to challenge 
or offset the interactions of nation-states (Rosenau, 
1990). Moving forward from this point, Rosenau avoids 
using the term ‘nonstate actor’ in his studies, because 
this term creates a residual category for all collectivities 
other than states and gives subordinate status to the for-
mer. Rosenau argues that such may be the case in the 
state-centric world, but it does not apply to the structure 
of the multi-centric world. In order to reflect the essential 
difference between the two types of actors and the non-
hierarchical structure of the multi-centric world, he de-
fines states as sovereignty-bound actors whereas other 
types of collectivities are called as sovereignty-free actors 
(Rosenau, 1990). 

For Rosenau, the above-mentioned situation within 
which the interactions go beyond the confines of nation 
states should not mean that the presence and centrality 
of states in world politics are  downgraded  or  dismissed.  

 
 
 
 
However, the analysis would be obscure if its conceptual-
lization prevents recognition of any decline in their com-
petence relative to other types of collectivities. Within this 
framework, rather than a neglect of each world (multi- or 
state-centric), Rosenau points out the coexistence of the 
two worlds and increasing gravity of the latter with globa-
lization.  
 
 
Coexistence: State- and multi-centric worlds 
 

As one observer has set forth: “Humans have lived on 
earth for possibly 800 lifetimes...the last two lifetimes 
have seen more scientific and technological achievement 
than the first 798 put together” (Schlesinger, 1986). How-
ever, this is not simply saying that the current scene is 
exclusively one of profound change and this is not to un-
dermine that there is an exisiting and continuous tension 
with a wide array of static forces that press for continuity. 
Rosenau identifies four patterns to set forth and distin-
guish the salient outcomes of the dynamics of change 
that are at work in world politics: The universe of global 
politics had come to consist of two interactive worlds with 
overlapping memberships: a multi-centric world of di-
verse, relatively equal actors, and a state-centric world in 
which national actors are still primary. 

The norms governing the conduct of politics in the 
multi-centric world have evolved so as to diminish the uti-
lity of force, compelling most of its actors to confine the 
threat of actual use of force to those situations that arise 
in the state-centric world of international politics. 

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

Changes at the level of macro structures and proces-
ses have served as both sources and products of corres-
ponding micro-level shifts wherein individuals are becom-
ing more analytically skillful and cathectically competent, 
thus fostering the replacement of traditional criteria of le-
gitimacy and authority with performance criteria that, in 
turn, serve to intensify both the centralizing and the de-
centralizing tendencies at work within and among macro 
collectivities (Rosenau, 1990). 

It is important, here, to mention that although these two 
worlds embrace the same actors, they have distinctive 
structures and processes. Also, these two worlds are in-
teractive and overlapping, but each nevertheless retains 
its identity as a separate sphere of activity because of the 
different structures and processes through which its ac-
tors relate to each other. According to Rosenau, for rea-
lists, the actions that matter in world politics have been 
those undertaken by states, the entities which act accor-
ding to their national interests, and thus they have left no 
room for the effects of actions by  citizens.  Micro  pheno- 



 
 
 
 
mena have been viewed essentially irrelevant to the 
course of events due to the fact that the states have been 
considered to be able to mobilize people to provide the 
support necessary to carry out their policies. As long as 
nation-states centralize authority and exercize it through 
macro collectivities, behavior at the micro level is consi-
dered insufficient to overcome the authority and conditio-
ning of states and thus has no significant macro conse-
quences (Rosenau, 1993). Therefore, it is irrelevant for 
realists to search for micro phenomena as a source of 
global transformation. However, for Rosenau, this is an 
overlooking perspective. He mentions that without de-
nying the existence of the state and the state system, one 
ought not to be content with them as sufficient expla-
nations of change. International systems and their collec-
tivities do have boundaries and parameters that limit the 
range of variation within which structural, institutional and 
process variables stimulate demands, constrain action 
and encourage resistance. In addition to this, a collec-
tivity’s actions and reactions may be shaped by the indivi-
duals of whom it is comprised and it is this possibility that 
makes him wary of metatheoretical premises that locate 
causation exclusively in either micro or macro sources. 
Thus, Rosenau stresses that postinternational politics is 
sustained by both macro and micro dynamics. It consists 
not of one or the other but both and of the interaction be-
tween them. Whatever the nature and direction of this 
interaction, Rosenau posits it as being capable of altering 
the parameters and extending the fluctuations of the va-
riables through which the global life unfolds from day to 
day. In other words; alterations in macro structures, pro-
cesses and collectivities affect the ways in which micro 
actors comply with the directives of macro institutions, 
and in turn, these changes in the modes of compliance 
lead to further alterations in the macro phenomena 
(Rosenau,  1990). 
 
 
Change and continuity: Synchronic 
 

The concept of international system is generally charac-
terized as a shorthand way of reference to the nexus of 
actors and their interactions that constitute the whole. 
Hence, Bull and Watson formulate it as: “A group of inde-
pendent political communities…form a system, in the 
sense that the behavior of each is a necessary factor in 
the calculations of others” (Bull and Watson, 1984). Waltz 
mentions that the international system comprises units 
(states), their interactions and the structure (Waltz, 1979). 
For this conventional logic, the historical record sets forth 
four types of interaction those are significant for any 
broadly conceived understanding of international rela-
tions: military, political, economic and cultural (Buzan and 
Little, 1994). Herbert Simon defines a complex system 
as: “One made up of a large number of parts that interact 
in a nonsimple way. In such systems, the whole is more 
than the sum of the parts, not in an ultimate, metaphy-
sical sense, but in the important pragmatic sense that,  
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given the properties of the parts and the laws of their inte-
raction, it is not a trivial matter to infer the properties of 
the whole” (Simon, 1965). On the other hand, organiza-
tional theorists identify three dimensions that characterize 
complexity: One is the number of actors with the assume-
ption that the greater the number, the greater is the likely-
hood that the interactions among them will become com-
plicated. The second dimension is about the extent of dis-
similarity or variety among the actors, with greater variety 
resulting in more elaborate interactions. The third dimen-
sion explains the interdependencies among the actors 
through underlying that the higher the degree of 
interdependence, the more likely it is that an action of 
one will have consequences for others and thus the grea-
ter will be the intricacies of their interactions (Rosenau, 
1990). 

To mention that the political world is too complex and 
too dynamic to lend itself to, whole, effective control and 
a meaningful reduction of its interconnectedness and va-
riability, does not mean that change is ‘automatic’. This is 
to say that actors do not respond to conditions in the 
same way: some collectivities have a greater capacity for 
adaptation, some may even manage to prosper under 
conditions of high complexity and dynamism, while others 
may founder and undergo transformation. In addition to 
this, all the changes at work in world politics do not indi-
cate global turbulence because there can be big changes 
that may alter the course of history and small changes 
that are merely momentary deviations from central ten-
dencies. Through simply presuming that nothing remains 
constant and thus overlooking how the tensions between 
the past and present can result in stalemate as well as in 
transformation, a reliable conceptualization of change 
cannot be made. Rather than having nostalgia over the 
past and myopia with respect to the present, a third con-
ception that allows for both change and continuity simul-
taneously through a systemic perspective, is necessary. 
First of all, the interpretation of continuity and change de-
pends on the systemic and time perspective from which 
they are assessed. The observation of change and conti-
nuity requires conceptual formulation rather than the em-
pirical data and it should be underlined that micro chan-
ges can cumulate to macro consistencies as well as to 
macro changes, depending on the interests of the obser-
vers and on the perspective from which change is being 
judged. Second, the longer the time span takes and the 
more encompassing the system becomes, it is more like-
ly that the statics of continuity will prevail over the dyna-
mics of change. Most of the crises or fluctuations may be 
the subjects of daily news reports, but within a global 
context, they are minor fluctuations. The global system is 
too diverse and cumbersome to undergo enduring chan-
ges within a limited time span. If this is the case, the ans-
wer for the question of how global system can undergo 
enduring and fundamental change is: it lies in a distinc-
tion drawn between the parameters and the variables of 
the  system,  the  former  viewed  as  setting  limits  within  
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which the latter vary. The parameters are those enduring 
human circumstances of the system’s form (like its hierar-
chical structure, cultural norms and authority orientations) 
that are systemwide in scope and set the context for inte-
raction among collectivities and individuals. On the other 
hand, the variables consist of both nonhuman dynamics 
(like, technology) and the human structures and proce-
sses (like, composition and objectives of nation-states) 
through which the collectivities interact (Rosenau, 1990). 

The distinction between the parameters and variables 
is, then, crucial to identify and understand the tension be-
tween contiunity and change. Parameters are the basic 
rules and organizing principles of a system that prescribe 
the goals, means and resources of the system’s actors, 
and including the mechanism of enforcement. Different 
parameters limit different activities in the system, while 
different systems have different parameters. On the other 
hand, variables of a system are the wellsprings of 
change. As the individuals and institutions respond to the 
course of events, the values of variables fluctuate and 
may enter on a collision course with the parameters, 
while pushing the range of their variation against the pa-
rametric constraints. If the pace (at which these values 
change) is slow, the change becomes evolutionary and 
the system becomes more likely to retain its stability, in 
as much as it has time to adjust to the new values. How-
ever, if it is abrupt, it becomes a breakpoint change and 
is likely to be followed by instability. When the para-
meters undergo a transformation, the members of the sy-
stem and their relationships become more complex, and 
if this is followed by deepening structural complexities 
and more widely fluctuating activities of member, the hall-
marks of turbulence begin to appear.  

The emphasis begins to focus on how authority and 
hierarchy within and among collectivities are sustained. 
When the authority relations of collectivities undergo cri-
sis, the advent of parametric turbulence is seen to occur. 
As a result of the comparable tendencies at the micro le-
vel, decentralizing dynamics in the strctural parameter, 
and the fast-changing technologies of the present order, 
the relational parameter is conceived by Rosenau, to 
have been caught up in turbulent change. As examples; 
none of the conventional paradigms adequately account 
for the impact of global television and internet usage 
(Rosena, 2002) and for the appereance on the global 
agenda of isues (such as currency crises, terrorism, 
AIDS, drug trade, environmental pollution) growing out of 
the world, those are increasing interdependence. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 

The very first years of the twentyfirst century, as well as 
the last decades of the twentieth century, have witnessed 
a gradual increase in the abilities of individuals to connect 
to world politics and cope with its complexity, while their 
sense of control over this complexity and the ongoing 
events has decreased. There have been shifts in the  

 
 
 
 
skills and orientations of individuals. The shift in skills in-
volves moving away from habitual modes of learning to-
ward adaptive modes, away from rudimentary toward de-
veloped analytic talents, away from simplistic toward 
complex understandings, away from dormant and crude 
toward active and refined cathectic capacities. The main 
orientational changes involve moving away from unthin-
king toward questioning compliance with authority, away 
from traditional toward performance criteria of legitimacy, 
and away from loyalties focused on nation-states toward 
variable foci. Currency crises, environmental pollution, 
terrorist attacks, ozone depletion and a host of other pro-
blems that transcend national boundaries have begun to 
reflect the limits of effective action available to national 
governments. These have given citizens additional rea-
sons to question the nature and scope of political autho-
rity. Thus, the ordinary citizens have become likely to find 
it increasingly difficult to close their eyes to the implica-
tions of distant events and the course of world affairs. Put 
more specifically, relations between those who exercize 
authority and those who respond to it are undergoing 
transformation at every level, sometimes resulting in 
stalemate but generally creating circumstances in which 
compliance can no longer be taken for granted. 

Especially in the recent decades, technological deve-
lopments have come so swiftly that they have over-
whelmed long-established institutions designed to ma-
nage the pace of change. Under conditions in which it 
took hours to send messages and money abroad and 
weeks to move people and goods from one part of the 
world to another, the national and local systems were 
able to absorb and channel the complexity and dynamism 
and the parameter values of the global system could con-
tain the subsystemic fluctuations within acceptable limits. 
However, when the time required to transmit ideas and 
pictures was reduced to seconds, and the transportation 
of people and goods to hours, interdependence became 
increasingly unmanageable, national governments incre-
asingly ineffective, national boundaries increasingly per-
meable, and the durability of the global parameters of the 
past increasingly questionable (Rosenau, 1990). On the 
other hand, Rosenau mentions that although govern-
ments are increasingly circumscribed by domestic and 
foreign constraints, they continue to be key actors on the 
global stage. For Rosenau, many still enjoy considerable 
authority and legitimacy and their foreign policies are still 
conspicuous components of postinternational politics. 
They still have command of many mechanisms for bar-
gaining, synthesizing and playing demands off against 
each other and maintaining their identities as collectivi-
ties. Although less effectively than in the past, they still 
exercize control, obtain compliance and meet challenges, 
he argues (Rosenau, 1990). In an inquiry, when asked to 
the respondents, over 90 percent of them replied that 
they regard one country as ‘’home’’. When asked in ano-
ther question, over 65 of the respondents replied that pa-
triotism is of continuing major importance. Also, when the  



 
 
 
 
respondents were asked that if a vital choice involving 
your company or organization could not be avoided, 
would you put its interests ahead of those of your coun-
try, over 60 percent replied as no and those who said yes 
were approximately 10 percent. When the respondents 
were asked that how would you rank the role actors can 
play in world affairs, over 80 percent checked the US as 
very important (Rosenau et al, 2005). 

On the one hand, there is the existence of relations go-
ing beyond the confines of nation states within a multi-
centric world. On the other hand, there is the existence of 
the centrality and control of states (on many issues) with-
in a state-centric world. Approaching the framework as 
such, Rosenau stresses the coexistence of the state-cen-
tric and multi-centric worlds and enduring of this structure 
appears to be the most likely of these scenarios, pro-
jected for world politics (Rosenau, 1990). 
In one of his recent articles Rosenau mentions “One 
major consequence of the accelerated pace of life in our 
time is the breakdown of long standing boundaries that 
differentiate public from private, domestic from foreign, 
political from economic, to mention only a few of the dis-
tinctions that had become commonplace and that are to-
day so obscure as to be the source of widespread inse-
curities, uncertainties, ambiguities and complexities that 
prevail throughout the world. The 9/11 attacks did not ini-
tiate the insecurities, uncertainties, ambiguities and com-
plexities; rather, the attacks aggravated dynamics that 
were already deeply rooted in the social, political, and 
economic life of people, communities and societies. Until 
now I have always been an optimist about the probabi-
lities of globalization fostering long-term processes of re-
conciliation among these groups caught up in seemingly 
intractable tensions. But my optimism is under severe 
challenge today. The repercussions of the Middle Eastern 
and India-Pakistan crises as well as the war on terrorism 
strike me as being on an order of magnitude far beyond 
any that have been experienced since the end of the 
Cold War. Indeed, the Cold War was at least marked by a 
form of stability, but today instability, even chaos, seems 
to mark the prevailing order. And it does so in such a way 
as to cast doubt on whether the liberating dimensions of 
globalization are sufficient to reverse the descent toward 
worldwide chaos and thereby achieve a modicum of se-
curity for both peoples and collectivities” (Rosenau, 
2002). 

It is far from clear whether global turbulence is a tempo-
rary or a permanent condition and even murkier is the likely 
evolution of the bifurcated structures if in fact the present 
conditions are only a transitional phase to a more en-
during set of arrangements. Will the global structures fos-
tered by ozone depletion, currency crises and other tran-
snational issues become increasingly manifest and domi-
nant, thereby moving the world beyond turbulence to 
some kind of unitary order? Or will historical and  cultural  
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diversities prove so powerful as to absorb such issues 
and give added appeal to the principles of international 
anarchy, thereby leading to a renewed  predominance  of  
the state-system? Alternatively, will pluralistic dynamics 
prevail and fragment the transnational issues into ques-
tions of immediate self-interest, thereby resulting in a 
subordination of the state-system to its multi-centric 
counterpart? The answers of these questions are far from 
clear. However, what is obvious is that the change is in 
progress and is altering the fundamental structures, pro-
cesses and the parameters of the world politics. To con-
clude, in order to answer the question asked at the begin-
ning and to understand the issue of change and conti-
nuity, Rosenau argues that theorizing must begin anew 
and the researcher must escape himself from the present 
premises and understandings of history. So, for him, the 
existing conceptual framework and history understanding 
is incapable to cover the issue of change. Thus, there is 
the need of a jail-breaking process through developing 
new concepts and taking into account the existence of 
new actors, with new types of relationships. 
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