Lecture 4: The Liberals

Liberals
· The second oldest perspective to be codified or coherently brought together
· It is harder to present the assumptions of liberals than realists since the liberals use a much wider range of materials in their subject matter
· They also have a broader subject matter, liberals 'care' about many things in addition to War and Peace
· The liberals are much less unified than the realists

1) State is not the only principle actor
· The liberals are less focused on the state than the realists, instead they focus on international organizations, such as the UN, NGO’s and International Law

2) Multiple levels of analysis
· The liberals are interested in all of the levels, and are more likely to integrate theories from multiple levels & factors

3) Optimistic

· Unlike the realists, liberals are more likely to encounter and solve problems in variable sum rather than zero sum (where only one party wins); many economic interactions are in variable sum-terms
· Possibility and probability of cooperation on the international stage
· Many disagreements on what could lead to ‘positive’ outcomes because of their wide range of focus and analysis 

4) Wide analytical focus

· Do not limit themselves to simply war & peace, rather they analyze a wider range of factors of the international system, such as the impacts of violence, or non-violence, the effectiveness of international organizations at maintaining peace, etc.


5) They Embrace possibility of change
· Change is viewed as a desirable; and a possible outcome

6). Order 
· Balance of Power & Hegemonic are realists only means of order
· Liberalists believe this isn’t true
· International organizations such as the UN & regimes (international institutions) could create order & stability (research Robert Keohane ‘After Hegemony’)
· International institutions continue to exists and take on their own life after the hegemon that created them ceases to exist

Robert Keohane 

· Played a key role in formulating the concept of 'Regime Theory'
· He wrote 'After Hegemony'
· A regime is that idea that things become so entrenched that they take on a life of their own, even after the cause disappears, effects continue/carry on
· Example of the Bretton Woods System, created to foster 'American Vision' – The US being challenged economically by Japan/Germany (1980s stagflation) and militarily by USSR
· The point of the book was to investigate what happened after the collapse of hegemony
· Bretton Woods Institutions took on a life and power of their own


Critiques of Liberalists

1. Wishful Thinking

· Liberalists are blindly optimistic of human nature - Realists have these views for a reason
· E.H Carr argues in ‘The Twenty Years Crisis’ that wishful thinking will not necessarily bring about anything

2. Uneven Theory Building
· Liberals engage in too much Ad Hoc theory building – They  lack a meca-theory
· Liberals put too much focus on descriptive, as opposed to analytical and prescriptive


Democratic Peace Theory

Immanuel Kant (1724-1804)

· Wrote a phamplet 'Perpetual Peace'. In this book he argues that countries with a 'Republican' constitution/democratic nations will not go to war with one another 
· Since the leader of a non-democratic nation does not pay the price or get affected by war, he is more likely to do so (no repercussions)
· He argues that democrats are less likely to go to war as they would need to discuss the reasons for war, justifications, economics, voting etc.--> democratic countries are going to try their best to make compromise to avoid conflict as it is not in their national interest 
· Kant argues that in a world full of democratic states there would be no war
· There is a difference in views amongst liberal theorists
· Michael W. Doyle believes it is false, there I always a possibility of conflict (they fight wars, simply not against other democracies) should democracies preach democracies to other civilizations?
· Kant & Doyle disagree, but other liberalists believe so
· Kant agreed that if the world were full of democratic countries, there wouldn't be war
· Democratic Peace Theory doesn't really get going until Michael Doyle expands and elaborates upon this theory (b. 1948). The contested the theory as well
· One branch argues that democracies can never go to war with each other, whereas the other branch (Michael Doyle's branch) says that it is very unlikely
· This is all despite the fact that they actually fight a lot of wars (only not among themselves)
· DPT also examines law and whether or not democracy should be spread
· Kant and Doyle rejected the approach of forcefully spreading democracy

		
2 Schools of thought in democratic peace theory

1. Political Culture
· Like-minded nations will resolve problems in similar ways-> if democrats believe court is a better solution for conflict and get into a dispute with democrats, then courts will likely be the solution.

2. Political Structure
· how it prevents war? Leaders have to get re-elected, convince cabinet etc.
· Democrat vs democrat?-> People don’t like to go to war with others like themselves

Critiques of Democratic Peace Theory

(1) Key variable are poorly operationalized

· Democracy and war in particular are poorly operationalized
· Depending on how one defines 'democracy', you can either find no instances of democracies fighting democracies, a couple, or many instances
· The definition of democracy has a big impact
· Hard to find an exact definition of democracy, and further difficult to apply it

Britain’s path to democracy

1432 - For the first time “wealthy” landowners were allowed to vote
1832 - Reform Act
1880’s - Additional reform acts (by the end north of 60% of population could vote)
1914-1920 - end of WW1 virtually all men were granted voting rights
1918 - Older educated, or married women granted voting rights
1928 - All Men & all Women 18+ granted voting rights
- Many scholars agree the reform act of 1832 was when UK became democracy, however, there is no one agreement amongst scholars, as there are many views of what democracy is in the eyes of democratic peace theory


· Also have to operationalize war

(2) Democracies are few and far between
· There were few democracies, and at times they were few and far apart
· Not really as much of an opportunity to fight
· Supporters of DPT say that historical arguments do not always hold up
· Chances of war were insignificant to begin with (even if the criticism isn’t valid for the past, evidence shows that once nations become democracies wars end

(3) Alternative explanations for DPT – HST (Hegemonic Stability Theory
· A global power is maintaining and policing peace
· Supporters of DPT counter argue that when once a hegemon declines and is replaced, there is a very high chance of conflict
· Also if it's in the hegemon's interest to maintain peace/trade, there no way to explain why the hegemon would only maintain peace between democracies


· Most of the top 15 armed war prone countries in the world after WW2 today are democratic countries fighting non-democratic countries
· Democracies have a tendency of crusading trying to spread their democratic values (remember Kant opposing using force to spread democracy)
· Finding a unified definition of democracy is difficult and for this reason determining whether there has been war between democracies incredibly difficult




Lecture 5: Liberals II

Robert Keohane & Joesph Nye JR - 'Power & Interdependence'
 
Complex Interdependence
· Idea that economic integration leads to integration in all sorts of other areas - Political ties, social ties, cultural ties, security ties, military ties etc. 
· Upon discovering a mutually profitable relationship, rather than stopping at interconnected economies they will seek to enhance profit of such a relationship by working together by:

· harmonizing rules & regulations at the border (joint border inspections)
· Citizens of respective countries can travel between one another seeking to establish business relationships
· Cultural exchanges (music, theatre etc.)
· To protect this ever-growing relationship they will seek to secure by engaging in interconnected military system.
Simple Interdependence
· Countries can become interdependent through trading, etc.





 
Francis Fukuyama (1952 - Present)
 
· Wilsonian tradition of American foreign policy (i.e. Woodrow Wilson - Interventionist who paved the way for democracy) 
· Known for 'End of History' 
· Over the course of 20th century liberal democracy has faced two main ideologies globally. 
1. On the right - Nazism or fascism. 
2. On the left - Communism. 

· Throughout history it is evident that democracy has continued to prevail (E.H Carr unifies democracy and brings end to communism and the Soviet Union-> SUCCESS! 
· Doesn’t see Islam as a challenge to democracy
· There are frankly way too few converts to Islam, not a threat (not enough global appeal)
·  Communism & Fascism, however, spread like wildfire
 
Critiques

· Doesn't delve deeply into any of his theories (needs to focus)
· Doesn’t describe the 3 elements of a good theory. Does not analyze, or prescribe, he simply describes
· Even if it is true that communism & Fascism has failed as global ideology, what's to say that democracy too might not fail as a global universalist ideology ---> many scholars have demonstrated ways of which democracy is under pressure
· Power of bureaucracy as a threat to democracy can be seen in the widespread distrust of politicians 
· Also seen in spread of conspiracy theories


Neo-functionalism
· Similar to regime theory as it tries to explain how order can arise even in an anarchic international system
· Attempt to explain how the EU (transcendent state) came into existence
· Argue the EU is a Supranational entity
· Westphalian state may be dying, at least in Europe is being replaced by EU.
· Debate is between supranational view and those who argue it is simply inter-governmentalism 
· Parameters set by 2 individuals


Ernst B. Haas - Supranational

· First to write about EU, but wasn't quite comfortable with the idea of supranational organizations
· People working with an organization will come to believe in its mission/goals 
· Many of them will come to think of themselves as EU first and their nation i.e. French, Belgian, German etc.
· 1 - Growing power
· 2 - People who identify with the organization
· 3 - Even national governments will come to see the power of the EU and begin to give up their individual Veto power 

Stanley Hoffmann (realist) - Inter-governmentalism 


Definitions
 
Inter-governmentalism: policies produced by and international organization are largely the product of what the most powerful actors want--more or less -- >Organization itself does not play a role, or effect the outcome. Instrumental view = whoever holds the hammer uses the hammer/controls its power. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Supranational: System is more than simply the sum of its parts. This time the middle player i.e the bureaucracy of the EU has some input and ability to shape the discussion--> relative autonomy

