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1Theories of global politics







Learning outcomes


By the end of the chapter you should understand:



	➜   what global politics is



	➜   what the challenges of modern global politics are



	➜   what realism is and whether states behave in a realist way



	➜   what liberalism is and whether there is a liberal world order



	➜   the main ideas of the anarchical society and society of states theory



	➜   how realism and liberalism explain recent developments in global politics










Getting you started


This chapter introduces the key theories of global politics. In doing so, it also covers many themes and debates that are covered in depth in later chapters.


A world order or world in disorder?


In the twenty-first century’s second decade, global politics faces significant challenges. Increasingly, the world order feels disorderly. The world is grappling with a climate emergency, with collective action needed and time running out. There is an increasingly multipolar distribution of power, with the US, China and Russia all competing for influence and becoming bolder in their actions. Since 2020, states face a difficult global recovery from the Covid-19 pandemic which devastated economies worldwide and brought our globalised, interconnected world to a standstill.


It is a reasonable question to ask whether the current global world order is able to respond to these challenges. Are states willing to cooperate and make necessary sacrifices to advance global progress? Or are states becoming increasingly willing to distance themselves from the institutions of globalisation and defend their national interest?


There is some evidence that in recent years the world’s most significant powers – the US, Russia and China – became increasingly willing to challenge that liberal world order of cooperation. Under President Trump, the US withdrew from several key international agreements and openly challenged the world order of globalism supported by the United Nations. The project of re-engaging the US in a more cooperative approach was an immediate challenge for President Biden. Russia has become increasingly willing to use its military power using conventional and unconventional methods, from Ukraine to Syria to Salisbury. And China has been busily building a global infrastructure network costing trillions of dollars, continuing its economic rise and modernising its military power.





States tend to prioritise their own national interests. Has this made the world safer and helped to resolve the many pressing collective action problems? There has been some progress on tackling climate change, but it is still far from keeping pace with the scale of the problem. Major abuses of human rights are still too often outside the control of global governance, with those responsible not held accountable or facing justice. Global efforts to reduce poverty have had some success, but there is growing inequality within and between states and still too many areas where poverty has yet to be significantly reduced. Some regional organisations have grown in membership and influence and attempt to advance shared interests at a regional level that struggle to be advanced at the global level.


[image: image]

A wildfire in Manavgat, Turkey, July 2021. The world is grappling with a climate emergency






National politics is about the ability to resolve disputes, share resources and take decisions legitimately within agreed structures, laws and institutions. However, unlike in national politics, such as that in the UK or the US, global politics has no central world government or authority. Global politics has a far more complex and multilayered range of structures, laws and institutions at regional and international level. Getting things done requires leadership, negotiation, compromise and imagination.


Ultimately, this responsibility for getting things done and meeting the challenges of the moment rests with states, as they are the most legitimate and powerful actors in global politics. Agreements are made and achievements realised because states have negotiated them and stick to their commitments. Progress can be made when states’ interests and the international interests are similar or aligned. But, ultimately, states are in the driving seat of global politics and the actions of some states matter more than others.


This chapter examines the different lenses through which states view global politics and how these viewpoints translate into policies and actions. Ultimately, whether the world is orderly or disorderly depends on the actions and behaviours of states.






What is global politics?


To begin to understand global politics, it is useful to compare global with national politics. Both relate to:



	●   taking decisions legitimately



	●   accountability and holding those in power to account



	●   solving shared problems, such as a global threat of terrorism



	●   resolving disputes, such as disagreements over ownership of territory



	●   sharing resources fairly and peacefully.






The differences between national and global politics


There are important differences between national and global politics in terms of power, legitimacy and authority.


Power in global politics is the ability to achieve desired outcomes and to influence others. In national politics, a national or sub-national government, such as Her Majesty’s Government in the UK, exercises power. It is legitimately elected by the people with a mandate to implement the manifesto promises that a political party made during an election campaign. In global politics, there is no form of world government nor any single authority to govern a world composed of multiple nation-states. Institutions such as the United Nations (UN) carry some authority, but only as much as individual member states allow. Therefore, states can choose to ignore or defy these attempts at global governance.




Key term


Global governance Attempts to bring government structures and authority to world politics in order to deal with common interests and challenges, such as climate change or global terrorism.





Legitimacy is the ability to do things fairly and lawfully. This can be achieved through complying with or creating a form of legislation or law. For example, one way of undertaking military action lawfully is through a UN Security Council (UNSC) Resolution, which in itself is a statement of international law. In national politics there is usually a legislature, which holds the legitimacy and powers to create laws, and a judiciary and police force, which apply and enforce the law (see Table 1.1). In global politics, there is rarely such clear authority. Laws are created only when states agree to them. Laws often apply only to those states that have signed up to them. And laws are often enforced only when states permit it.


Authority comes from the possession of both power and legitimacy. The UK Parliament has authority because it is democratically elected and so possesses legitimacy. For example, in 2018, when the UK Parliament persistently refused to vote in support of Theresa May’s European Union withdrawal agreement, the prime minister certainly felt the effects of Parliament’s authority and was unable to get her Brexit plan approved. The same applied to Parliament’s rejection of David Cameron’s proposals for military action against the Assad regime in Syria in 2013.


In global politics, there is no comparable structure of world government with such clearly defined powers and scope. There is certainly no government structure that has comprehensive power over every state and region of the world. This is often referred to as a state of global anarchy, in the literal sense of there being no single authority that can bring order to a world of multiple nation-states. There are institutions that have some authority over certain states or regions, but this authority is not absolute, because states can decide to ignore or withdraw from these institutions. Some states are not even members of these institutions to begin with.





Table 1.1 Examples of sources of power and authority in UK and US national politics








	Source


	UK authority


	US authority











	Legislature: amends and votes on laws


	The UK Parliament has the power and authority to make and unmake laws.


	The US Congress has the power and authority to approve presidential appointments and budgets, pass laws and impeach or try federal officers (including presidents).







	Executive: proposes laws


	Her Majesty’s Government in the UK is made up of the prime minister and his/her cabinet, supported by the civil service. It can propose laws and policies for Parliament to vote on.


	The US president is head of state and commander-in-chief of the armed forces, has powers to negotiate treaties with other states and executes the laws created by Congress.







	Judiciary: interprets and upholds the law


	A key role is ensuring the executive does not exceed its powers. For example, the UK’s Supreme Court in 2017 declared that the UK Parliament, rather than the executive, must trigger Article 50 to begin the process for leaving the EU. In 2019, the Supreme Court ruled that Prime Minister Boris Johnson’s prorogation of Parliament had been unlawful.


	The Supreme Court is the US’s highest court and takes decisions on issues of major constitutional significance. For example, the 1973 Roe vs Wade decision ruled that women had the right to decide whether or not to terminate their pregnancy.












Activity



	
1    Looking at Table 1.1 and the separation of powers it summarises, are there institutions in global politics that have similar powers and responsibilities to:



	(a)  an executive?



	(b)  a legislature?



	(c)  a judiciary?








	2    What differences do you see between the powers of these branches of government in national politics compared with global politics?











Distinguish between


National and global politics


Global politics



	●   There is no single world government with a clear mandate or authority. States are the most powerful and authoritative actors and, ultimately, a higher authority cannot force states to do anything against their will.



	●   International law may be written down and codified but often it applies only to states that have formally agreed to these laws (normally by signing and ratifying treaties).



	●   International law is hard to enforce, particularly if powerful states refuse to comply. Enforcement is possible only through sanctions or military action, and is inconsistent.



	●   There are many institutions capable of making decisions, but none can do so without the consent of member states. Summits and intergovernmental organisations (IGOs) offer states a means of resolving disputes and opportunities to work together (for example, in the UN, the EU, the Group of Seven (G7) and at the Paris Climate Change Conference 2015). They have varying legitimacy and authority, and states can ultimately choose whether or not to join and remain part of these institutions. States can also ignore their decisions or opt out of joint action.






National politics



	●   There is a government with a clear mandate and authority. Political parties usually compete in elections, are legitimately elected by a defined electorate within the state and then govern with clear authority.



	●   National laws are usually clearly written down, codified and set out in law, and apply to all citizens without exception.



	●   Courts and police enforce national laws and have clear and legitimate authority to do so.



	●   There are usually clear and authoritative institutions for taking decisions, such as voting on laws and resolving disputes fairly and legitimately, for example national parliaments or assemblies, such as the UK Parliament or the US Congress. A vote in one of these institutions carries clear authority and results in laws being debated, amended and, ultimately, approved or not.













Who is involved in global politics?


By the nature of its much larger geographical scope, there are more actors involved in global than national politics. The powers, impact and limitations of each of these actors are covered in greater depth in later chapters.




Activity


Consider the difference between national politics and global politics.



	1    Why might it be more difficult to reach agreement in global politics than in national politics?



	
2    In global politics, which actors are:




	(a)  the most powerful?



	(b)  the most legitimate?














States are the primary actors in global politics, as they have the most authority and legitimacy to take decisions. States differ widely in terms of their power, which impacts on the amount of authority they have on the world stage and their ability to achieve their desired outcomes and influence other states. Powerful states, such as China, Russia and the US, are more likely to achieve their own goals and also to dominate and limit the choices available to less powerful states.


In addition to states, there are a number of non-state actors that contribute towards global decision making. These include:



	●   IGOs such as the UN and the Bretton Woods Institutions (the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Trade Organization (WTO) and the World Bank)



	●   regional organisations such as the EU and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)



	●   non-governmental organisations (NGOs) such as Oxfam and Human Rights Watch.







Realism and liberalism


Two of the key theories in global politics are realism and liberalism. They represent different ways of approaching international problems.




Key terms


Realism States are the most important and authoritative actors in global politics, and their primary goal is to protect their own national interests. The world is anarchical and selfish, with no single authority above states that is able to impose order.


Liberalism States’ interests in global politics are linked and interdependent, and best advanced through states cooperating with each other and with intergovernmental organisations in order to achieve common political objectives. Democracy and human rights are seen as essential.





Realism and an anarchical world order


Realism is governed principally by the belief that nation-states are the most legitimate and powerful actors in global politics. The realist viewpoint includes the following:



	●   Global politics takes place in an anarchical society, with no world government that can impose authority and order, since nation-states retain the exclusive right to act in whatever way they wish. Although nation-states may decide to work through and with other non-state actors, they do not abandon their sovereign right to advance their own self-interest and the authority of IGOs, such as the EU and the UN, should be limited. (Anarchy, in this context, should be understood in its literal sense as the ‘absence of authority or government’ rather than necessarily a state of chaos and disorder.)



	●   Realism starts from a conservative, pessimistic view of human nature as fundamentally selfish. Since nation-states exist in a state of global anarchy, states live in a self-help system in which they must build up their own security apparatus through military power and alliances and must always be watchful and suspicious of others. This creates a security dilemma, because they can only rely upon themselves for their own protection. Security comes before any other considerations, such as human rights.



	●   All states are ultimately trying to find ways of increasing their power and influence within the global political order. They can be thought of as power maximisers, where no power is enough to meet the challenges of a disorderly, selfish global political system.



	●   The natural state of the world order is for states to compete with each other, making the most of their power. Therefore, states are often in conflict with each other.








Key terms


Security dilemma The idea that as one state builds up its defences, others will respond by building up theirs, thereby increasing tensions between the two states or even provoking conflict. This risks becoming a competitive cycle of events.








See Box 1.1 for more information on the theories of key realist thinkers.




Box 1.1


Important realist thinkers


The titles of the following texts from key realist thinkers all question some of the assumptions of liberalism, and emphasise the inevitable competition for power that exists between states and the idea of an anarchical society where there is no higher authority in global politics above nation-state level.


Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics (1979)


Waltz was a defensive realist thinker. Bipolarity, where two major powers are competing for power, is more stable than multipolarity, where many rival powers are competing with each other (see page 269). Two major powers can negotiate their way to stability more easily than many competing powers. The international system is in a state of anarchy, with no central authority above nation-state level.


Stephen Walt, The Origins of Alliances (1987)


Walt put forward the idea of a ‘balance of threats’ whereby states develop friendly relations with other states in order to counter a threat that they see from a rival state. Walt also defended the 2021 US withdrawal from Afghanistan arguing that it allowed the US to focus on more relevant and significant security threats.


Hans Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations (1948)


Morgenthau is a classical realist thinker. Political man is a naturally selfish creature and will always try to dominate and have power over others. Moral considerations in global politics are less important than the national interest.


John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (2001)


Mearsheimer is an offensive realist thinker. He explained that conflict and competition for power between the great world powers will continue. States are trying to secure hegemony, meaning they want to dominate all other states within a region.







Key terms


Anarchical society The term used by Hedley Bull in his 1977 book of the same name. It is the idea that global politics is in a state of disorder because there is no higher authority than nation-states with the power to control global politics.







Synoptic link


In your study of Political Ideas in Component 1, you learn about conservatism in which Thomas Hobbes (1588–1679) who put forward his view of the ‘state of nature’ in his most important work Leviathan (1651) as inherently selfish, motivated by greed and suspicion of others. In the absence of a powerful higher authority to tame human nature, a ‘leviathan’ as Hobbes termed it, there would be anarchy. In the international system there cannot be an authority above the nation state. We can see this conservative viewpoint linking closely with realists’ views of human nature leading to an anarchical world order in which states cannot trust others and maximise their power.







Synoptic link


In your study of Political Ideas in Component 1, you learn about the conservative thinker Edmund Burke (1729–97) – one particularly important idea that links conservatism and realism is of society operating in ‘little platoons’, seeing a benefit to society from hierarchical structures. Burke continued the conservative (and realist) analysis of human nature as flawed and imperfect.









Anarchical world order in action


The Iraq War, 2003


Believing that Iraq still owned, and was prepared to use, weapons of mass destruction (WMD), the US and a limited number of allies, including the UK, invaded the country in March 2003. The stated objective was to disarm Iraq and its leader, Saddam Hussein, of these weapons.


However, the US launched military action without a clear UNSC Resolution authorising the use of force. In fact, the last resolution before the invasion (UNSC Resolution 1441) offered Iraq ‘a final opportunity to comply with its disarmament obligations’, and Russia and France did not support US invasion plans and urged UN weapons inspectors (who reported that Iraq was partially cooperating with inspections) to be given more time for assessments.


In March 2003, a combination of a ground assault and air strikes brought Saddam Hussein’s regime to an end within days. Saddam Hussein fled, but was later captured and tried by an Iraqi Special Tribunal. He was executed on 30 September 2006. After the invasion, UN weapons inspectors concluded that there were no WMDs in Iraq.
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In March 2003, US soldiers invaded Iraq during the War on Terror






The 2003 Iraq War is an example of realism in US and UK foreign policy because of the following.



	●   The US was prepared to ‘go it alone’, without international support: military action was launched without clear UNSC approval or wider international agreement and support. The coalition consisted of the US as the lead player and military forces from Australia, Poland and the UK.



	●   The war’s legality was highly questionable: the UK’s Chilcot Inquiry into the Iraq War concluded in 2016 that the case for war was ‘unjustified’ and that Saddam’s regime posed ‘no imminent threat’. The UN secretary-general at the time, Kofi Annan, said in 2004 that the invasion did not conform to the laws of the UN’s founding Charter and was, ‘from our point of view, illegal’.



	●   The US and its allies were acting in what they perceived, and argued, was their national interest: the US saw the UN Security Council as an obstacle to successfully carrying out action it believed to be in its national interest. Prime Minister Tony Blair said that Iraq represented ‘a current and serious threat to the UK national interest’ because the UK government believed that WMDs were a threat to the middle east region.






However, many realist thinkers opposed the Iraq War. For example, US political scientist John Mearsheimer believed that it was not in the US’s national interest to invade.


China’s Belt and Road Initiative since 2013


A key element of China’s rising power since 2013 has been its ‘One Belt, One Road’ project, also known as the Belt and Road Initiative (BRI). The project, spanning over 70 countries and costing as much as $4 trillion in direct investments and other projects, aims to improve and secure infrastructure connectivity, energy supplies and key maritime shipping routes. The network stretches from China’s borders as far as western Europe and East Africa (see Figure 1.1).
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Figure 1.1 China’s Belt and Road initiative






Realists would interpret China’s actions as a means to seek to maximise power in its ambitions to cement China as a global superpower and exert influence far beyond its borders. A key benefit will be to enable China to project economic power across the region and to invest in a huge number of states. It will build new markets for Chinese goods, strengthening its domestic economy through higher incomes and consumer spending. The wider ambition is to build China’s global economic power in its race to overtake the US as the world’s largest economy, which some forecasts estimate might happen within this decade.


The project poses a challenge to US power, with both President Trump and President Obama struggling to respond effectively to China’s growing economic power. Obama tried a ‘pivot to Asia’, essentially an attempt to reassert US investment and military power in the South Asia region, whereas under Trump economic relations escalated into a trade war. Ultimately, the US has been unable to propose tempting enough economic offers of its own to states participating in the BRI.


Critics also argue that weaker states end up in a debt trap with China, where infrastructure projects constructed using Chinese contractors create long-term financial liability for poorer states. Other analysts see the BRI as a potential network through which growing Chinese military power could eventually be deployed.


The Russian annexation of Crimea, 2014


In 2014, Russian-backed militia entered the Crimea region in Ukraine and, within months, Crimea was declared independent and subsequently voted in a referendum to become part of Russia. Ukraine, formerly part of the Soviet Union, has long been torn between the West (potentially joining the EU and even NATO) and the East (Russia offered Ukraine very favourable gas prices and, since the break-up of the Soviet Union, an agreement with Ukraine allowed Russia to continue to operate from the Sevastopol port in Crimea’s Black Sea region, Russia’s only warm-water port).


Russia did not invade Ukraine with conventional military forces, but reports suggested the presence of special forces wearing uniforms without any identifying insignia (see page 251). Pro-Russian rebel groups then became active in the predominantly ethnically Russian eastern regions of Ukraine, some with Russian government backing.


Russia’s actions in Crimea are an example of realism for the following reasons.



	●   Russia put military forces into Ukraine unilaterally: it did not discuss the move with IGOs or gain justification through international law. The UNSC was unable to pass a resolution condemning Russia because, as a permanent member, Russia vetoed this (see page 10).



	●   Russia argued that it was acting in its national interest: from a Russian perspective, there were worrying signs that Ukraine might be tilting decisively towards closer ties with the West and, in particular, the EU and NATO. Since the end of the Cold War in 1991, ten former Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact states, including Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, all of which share a direct border with Russia, had joined the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO, see page 117), the pro-Western military alliance founded as a means of countering the military might of the Soviet Union. Moscow judged this as a threat to its national interest and in 2008 declared the prospect of Ukraine and Georgia joining NATO as a ‘hostile act’.



	●   The primary objective was to regain territorial control of Crimea and, from a Russian perspective, to protect a majority ethnically Russian population. In particular, Russia wanted to secure the warm-water port of Sevastopol, a key strategic objective of the annexation. In terms of maintaining its maritime military power, Russia wanted to keep its main, and historically significant, Black Sea naval base.



	●   In July 2014, an international passenger plane was shot down over Ukraine with 298 lives lost. An EU joint investigation team concluded that the plane had been shot down by a missile which had been transported from Russia the same day. A UNSC Resolution aiming to establish an international tribunal into the incident was vetoed by Russia, highlighting the challenges of holding states accountable in an anarchical world order.











Activity


Research other events in global politics and examine how they can be explained using the theories and ideas of realism. Did states act unilaterally? Were states acting in their national interest or the wider international interest? You could start with the following examples:




	●  the Syrian civil war (2011–)



	●  war in Afghanistan (2001–20)



	●  the UK’s decision to leave the EU, known as ‘Brexit’ (2016)



	●  US–China relations under President Trump (2016–2021).











Distinguish between


Realism and liberalism: human nature


Realism



	●   Human nature is naturally selfish and egoist and therefore states are interested in their own (national) interests.



	●   Human nature is fixed and driven, and cannot be changed, so states too are motivated by a desire to dominate and have power over others.



	●   States are also motivated by a need to survive, especially in a global ‘self-help’ system where there is no guarantee that any other state or actor in global politics will help them.






Liberalism



	●   Liberals believe in a more optimistic vision of human nature than realists. Human nature is not fixed and states can therefore improve and develop.



	●   Humans, and therefore states, are committed to individual liberty and freedom (for example, human rights).



	●   Humans, and therefore states, prefer to work in partnership with others and look for opportunities to do so. International cooperation, through IGOs, is therefore possible and desirable.



	●   It is possible to impose order on humans and states from above, for example through a rules-based system of international law.









International anarchy and its implications


The concept of a world that is in a state of anarchy is worth clarifying. The literal meaning of anarchy is that there is a lack of authority. Anarchy is frequently associated with the idea of conflict or chaotic social unrest, for example riots and lawlessness. In global politics, the realist viewpoint of anarchy may mean both:



	●   a simple lack of authority, and



	●   the potential for conflict between states in the absence of a higher authority above states.






An analogy frequently used to explain realism and the idea of international anarchy is the so-called ‘billiard ball model’. The billiard balls in the game represent nation-states. The balls, like states, have a hard outer shell which represents the national sovereignty of individual states and is difficult to break through or penetrate. Realists want global politics to work this way, for example through clearly defined borders. Global politics, just like a game of billiards, is a competitive environment in which the states knock against each other and a collision between two states might have a knock-on effect on others. The billiard balls dominate the table, in the same way that realists would see states as the key actors in global politics.




Key term


International anarchy The notion that states are self-contained units that frequently clash with each other, in a world system where there is no authority such as a ‘world government’ that is as legitimate, powerful or authoritative as nation-states.





It is important to note that the ‘billiard ball model’ is a way of explaining and visualising realism and is not a theory in its own right. Therefore, it is better to refer to the theory as ‘realism’ rather than the ‘billiard ball model’.





Consequences of international anarchy


In the eyes of realists, international anarchy and the absence of any authority above nation-state level leads to the following.



	●   IGOs such as the EU and the UN will be limited in their impact and effectiveness. This is because states determine the success or failure of these international efforts. IGOs cannot force states to do anything, and any authority they do have has been granted by the member states themselves (such as the powers given to the UN Security Council in the UN Charter which was approved by UN member states, not by some other authority beyond the states themselves). States have created IGOs, and IGOs ultimately serve state interests. When they no longer do this, they collapse – such as the League of Nations – or states leave, as seen in the UK’s decision to leave the EU.



	●   States will also want to prevent IGOs from making decisions that are not in their national interest. This is often most clearly seen in the veto powers that the five UNSC permanent members (China, France, Russia, the UK and the US) wield, which frequently prevent coordinated action on matters ranging from the Israel and Palestine conflict to the Syrian civil war.



	●   Unlike national law, rules in global politics – known as international law – are not always enforceable. In an anarchical world system, no international body can force states to sign up to international law. Customary international law, which in theory applies to states regardless of whether or not they have signed and ratified a law, does exist for abuses of humanitarian law. The Geneva Conventions, for example, are customary international law and apply to all states, but the decision to enforce the law is ultimately the political decision of international bodies, such as the UN, or individual, especially powerful, states. Many important international laws, such as the UN’s human rights covenants or the Rome Statute, are completely optional for states to sign up to.



	●   International courts may be ignored, or may not have decisive powers to investigate at all. The International Criminal Court (ICC, see page 52) has limited powers to hold states to account for the most serious crimes against humanity. But, in reality, states that have not fully agreed to the ICC’s founding Rome Statute (see page 112) are able to escape justice, as there is no authoritative global force to bring states and those responsible for international crimes before the court. The European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR, see page 52) experiences similar difficulties. So, even when states have signed up to international laws, we have to examine whether international courts have sufficient power to uphold those laws.



	●   The absence of any authority above nation-state level means that states are able to breach international law or to commit human rights abuses within their state without fear of being held accountable or stopped from doing so. This happens all too frequently in global politics. For example, human rights abuses by the Assad regime and ISIL (also known as Islamic State or Daesh) in Syria have persisted for over a decade without any sustained international intervention to prevent this. Combined with the realist view that states mirror the selfish behaviours inherent in human nature, this lack of constraints drives conflict both internally and between states.



	●   If world order is without authority, the most powerful states will try to gain enough power to become that authority and exert their own control over global politics. A hegemon or hegemony is where extremely powerful states dominate regions or even globally with military and economic power and may force other states to subscribe to their rules and world view. The desire to become a global or regional hegemon is in itself a further source of tension.










Realism and states as key actors


Realists believe that states are the most important actors in global politics, and that they are more powerful and significant than other actors, such as IGOs, NGOs and multinational corporations (MNCs). In terms of IGOs, realist states might still join them if it is in their national interest to do so and if they can defend and promote that national interest within the IGO.


Ultimately, however, realists see IGOs as driven by state actions, for the following reasons:



	●   IGOs exist only because states created them: this further reflects the power of states. States have the ultimate power to decide to join or leave IGOs. It is rare, but not unprecedented, for states to decide to leave IGOs. The most obvious example is the UK deciding to trigger Article 50 of the Treaty of Lisbon, enabling it to leave the EU in 2020. In 1966, France withdrew its troops from NATO (but remained a member state of NATO) in protest against perceived US dominance of the alliance. More recently, African Union states threatened to withdraw from the ICC (see page 170) in protest at a perceived bias against African states in the court’s investigations and judgments. States are, therefore, the fundamental building blocks of IGOs.



	●   IGOs succeed or fail based on member state actions: the success or failure of IGOs is down to the decisions and agreement of their member states on matters large and small. Most IGOs are intergovernmental forums in which state governments conduct and negotiate business and only agree what the member state governments are prepared to accept. When a UNSC Resolution is passed on matters of international peace and security, this is because states have negotiated the text between them, made amendments and then a majority of states has agreed to it. Equally, when the UNSC fails to agree a resolution, this is because a majority of states has not agreed to it. Criticism of the UN for ‘failing to act’ – for example, in the Syrian conflict – may be considered unfair. The UNSC is able to act only when a majority of its member states agrees to a particular course of action.



	●   States often act outside IGOs: states often make agreements with each other outside IGOs, by negotiating treaties with each other. These treaties are each individually pieces of international law. States have complete freedom to agree to or opt out of these treaties. For example, the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) in 2021 is the latest of many treaties signed between Russia and the US whereby both states agree to limits on nuclear warheads.



	●   Free trade exists only because states have agreed to it: it is states that control tariff (taxes on imports from other states) and non-tariff barriers (such as limits or quotas) at their territorial borders. As with IGOs, states are the ‘building blocks’ (see page 302) of the global system of international trade. States are able to create protectionist measures that could make trade more difficult, for example by raising national taxes on foreign imported goods. States also have the power to abolish or reduce the amount of measures, making trade easier, for example by granting tariff-free access to another state that wishes to export to the other. States have the power to enter into free-trade agreements with groups of countries. An example of this is the Trans-Pacific Partnership or TPP trade agreement with mostly Pacific states, which fell through in 2018 when President Trump withdrew from the treaty, leading to a replacement treaty excluding the US later the same year. States can also negotiate individual trade agreements with individual states, for example the new free-trade agreements signed by the UK with other states – such as Japan – when it left existing EU trade agreements after leaving the EU in 2020. Since it left the EU, the UK had to negotiate new trade agreements with many other states (including Japan and Australia), since it was no longer part of EU-wide trade agreements with many non-EU states.



	●   States still have the power to act unilaterally and to ignore IGOs or treaties: for example, Russian action in Crimea (2014) and UK and US action in Iraq (2003) went ahead without clear UNSC mandates. These actions show the overwhelming power of nation-states to act alone. When states do this frequently, it is called isolationism.






Realists view the state to be superior to MNCs, such as Amazon or Facebook, NGOs and other non-state actors (which might include violent non-state actors such as al-Qaeda or ISIL; and non-violent non-state actors such as social movements like Extinction Rebellion), for the reasons given in Table 1.2.


Table 1.2 Relationships between states and non-state actors








	States vs MNCs


	States vs NGOs


	States vs violent non-state actors











	MNCs operate in an economic environment that is controlled by states, for example through taxation, which can either help or hinder MNCs according to the wishes of states. States’ power to control tariff and non-tariff barriers is another state-driven reality with which MNCs have to cope and adapt.


	NGOs can try to influence states’ behaviour with advocacy campaigns but ultimately hold no decision-making power, which rests with states. Access and safe passage for aid or human rights inspections can be blocked at the whim of states.


	If states are vigilant to the emergence of violent non-state actors, they can possess more and higher-tech military power than violent non-state actors and, ultimately, defeat them. This would be the sensible, realist foreign policy to adopt in terms of being uncompromising in military campaigns against such insurgencies or terrorist groups.










Realism and the inevitability of conflict


Realists agree that conflict is an important feature of global politics and is the most natural, or usual, state of affairs in global politics. This is because they believe the following:



	●   States are likely to try to maximise their power and influence, resorting to, or provoking, conflict if necessary.



	●   States are inherently selfish and are likely to promote their own national interest, even if that means resorting to conflict.



	●   The world system is anarchical, so there is no authority capable of preventing conflict unless states judge that conflict is not in their interests. For example, international efforts through the UN and Geneva peace talks failed to restrain the various actors from pursuing their perceived interests during the Syrian conflict.



	●   States put their own security at risk and make conflict more likely when they build up their own military defences to counter a perceived threat. This in turn encourages the opposing state to increase its own security or military infrastructure. This is known as the ‘security dilemma’.











Distinguish between


Realism and liberalism: order, security and the likelihood of conflict


Realism



	●   Conflict is an unavoidable feature of global politics.



	●   Conflict is sometimes necessary, both to defend vital national interests and to increase a state’s power and influence.



	●   Defending internal security and stability is crucial. This is best done through well-defended borders, and clear and enforced laws.



	●   Every state is potentially a threat to other states.






Liberalism



	●   Conflict is avoidable and efforts should be made to prevent and reduce conflict.



	●   IGOs, such as the UN, offer a forum for conflict resolution.



	●   States being bound together in deep economic cooperation reduces the likelihood of them fighting each other. The EU is a good example of economic cooperation leading to limited conflict (for this it was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 2012).









The security dilemma


Realists view global politics as an arena in which states cannot trust each other and cannot reliably predict the actions of other states. In this scenario, states can rely only on themselves for protection against attack. The world is a ‘self-help’ system where there is no other power that can be relied on to come to states’ rescue when things go wrong.


Consequently, all states want to protect themselves against threats from other states and, increasingly, non-state actors.


In this case, states may:



	●   decide to invest in their military power, by increasing the number of troops, warships or aircraft that they are able to deploy



	●   keep or acquire nuclear weapons (for example Iran, North Korea). Others may want to acquire new technology to gain a strategic advantage, such as missile-firing drones.






However, other states may see this military build-up as a threat and respond by building up their own military resources or they may even respond with aggression. It is difficult for other states to trust the intentions of states which have built up their military resources, and states will not risk being inferior to another state. The net result is that states can become locked in a pattern of continually building up their security and no state can ever feel safe for long.


The dilemma is that by trying to act defensively, states risk acting aggressively and provoking conflict. But, if states do nothing to protect themselves and enhance their security, they may also invite conflict through apparent weakness. Trying to achieve a non-threatening balance of power (see page 16) may be a more desirable strategy. But this is a precarious process, where states may misread each other’s intentions or mistakenly exceed (rather than match) their rival’s military resources and become sucked into the security dilemma’s downward spiral of increased tension.


One means of avoiding the security dilemma is to agree international treaties to try to deliver a more transparent and verifiable balance of power. For example, the US and Russia have agreed several treaties to gradually decrease their nuclear weapons at similar rates. The most recent (New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty – or New START) was signed in 2021 and limits the amount of nuclear missiles, warheads and launchers to a specific number for each state. This is a means of delivering greater predictability, backed up by international law, helping both states to avoid the suspicion and misjudgement of the security dilemma. It gives confidence that both sides are reducing their weapons by similar amounts, increasing the chances of a balance of power emerging.




Case study


NATO and Russia tensions


[image: image]

Russian president Vladimir Putin






President Vladimir Putin has repeatedly declared NATO to be a threat to Russian interests. NATO enlargement, now numbering 30 states, has seen the alliance reach Russia’s borders with troops deployed in the Baltic states of Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia (formerly in the Soviet Union). Russia has said that the build-up of NATO forces in these countries was not consistent with international law and that Russia’s foreign policy had triggered a ‘counter-action’ from the US and its allies.


With the end of the Cold War in 1991, it might have been expected that relations between Russia and the NATO member states would ease. During the immediate aftermath of the Cold War, with Russia’s territory much decreased and its power significantly weakened, NATO expanded to include ten former Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact (the Moscow-led military alliance during the Cold War) states. Some analysts suggest that Western powers missed an opportunity to reassure Russia and to try to influence it to seek greater partnership with its European neighbours. Instead, the conclusion is that NATO and the West decided to expand their power and influence when Russia was at its weakest.


From a Russian perspective, NATO’s military build-up is the security dilemma in action. As Russia rebuilt after its defeat in the Cold War, and attempted to regain its power and influence in global politics, so it has increased its military power and influence in its immediate neighbourhood.


Both NATO and Russia remain highly vigilant against potential threats from each other. NATO’s Exercise Trident Juncture in 2018 saw 50,000 personnel practise for an Article 5 scenario where an attack on a member state required the bloc to come to the defence of another. For its part, Russia has been taking part in military exercises with China, with troops numbering as many as 300,000. These exercises act as both an opportunity to rehearse and also to demonstrate capability to their opponents.


NATO has, for the most part, weathered the storm of President Trump’s open scepticism of the alliance. Faced in 2018 with the first nerve agent attack by Russia on a NATO member in the Salisbury novichok poisonings, the alliance responded by coordinated expulsions of Russian diplomats (the US expelled 60 and closed two embassy outposts in Seattle and San Francisco). Tensions remain high, but responses are carefully measured so as not to escalate tensions.





Balance of power


Given that a key goal of realists is to protect their own security from rival state attacks, it is no surprise that realists are preoccupied with how power is distributed in the global system. Is there one state that is much more powerful than all the others (a unipolar system, see page 254)? Are there lots of states and actors competing for power (a multipolar system, see page 254)? Or are there only two major powers, which are roughly equal to each other, with no other potential rivals (a bipolar system, see page 254)?





Realists believe that a balance of power in a bipolar world order is best for security and that the most stable outcome is for the powerful states to roughly match each other’s power. In this scenario, realists believe that the states will balance each other out. This is sometimes called defensive realism, because the idea is to maintain enough power to match the rival state’s power, as opposed to maximising state power relentlessly as offensive realists would want. It is a key theory of international relations put forward by Kenneth Waltz in his 1979 book Theory of International Politics.


Neither state in a balance of power will want to risk attacking or challenging the other, because they would run the risk of retaliation by a state with similarly threatening military resources to their own. This could lead to the following:



	●   States may try to balance power by trying to match the military and economic resources of their rival. There may be an arms race, with both states trying to acquire similar amounts of weapons or types of technology.



	●   Smaller states may try to join alliances with these powerful states. This is known as ‘band wagoning’ as states jump on the ‘bandwagon’ of the state they think is most likely to serve their interests.






A world order in which there is a balance of power is not necessarily without risk. There is the chance that states will misread the other’s intentions and the security dilemma (see page 115) might emerge, where some believe that when states try to match each other in terms of their military power, they can actually risk provoking the other state by appearing to represent more of a threat.


The most obvious example of a balance of power in global politics was between the US (including its NATO allies) and the Warsaw Pact during the Cold War. With the knowledge that both were equally matched and that a nuclear weapons attack would only result in deadly retaliation, the two states engaged in a nuclear weapons arms race. This concept of mutually assured destruction (MAD) successfully ensured that there was no nuclear confrontation between the US and the Soviet Union during this period. Neither did the two rivals fight each other on the battlefield – both instead engaged in proxy wars using other actors to fight each other (for example, the US arming the mujahideen in Afghanistan to fight the Soviet Union, without actually deploying troops of its own).


It is important to note that balance of power does not necessarily mean a bipolar world order dominated by only two powers. Another way of thinking about balance of power is that states seek ‘equilibrium’. So, there may be more than one balance of power in the world order with, say, the US trying to find equilibrium with China and Russia. There may also be regional powers trying to seek a balance of power within a region, such as Saudi Arabia and Iran. This world order of balances of power is more common within the current multipolar distribution of power.




Activity


Using the information provided in this chapter and Box 1.2, what evidence is there that there is a balance of power between China and the US? Base your assessment on:



	●  their respective military resources and their willingness to use them



	●  their respective economic power resources



	●  the extent to which they are seeking to maintain or, rather, maximise their power.






How is this balance of power consistent with a multipolar order in today’s global politics?










Box 1.2


China and the US: a balance of power?


Table 1.3 compares the balance of power between China and the US by examining types of power and tactics in response to recent global crises.


Table 1.3 China vs the US: a balance of power?








	

	China


	US











	Military power


	Annual defence spending of $208 bn (2020), second only to the US. Greatest number of regular armed forces at just over 2 million. Chinese naval power has been growing and modernising steadily; China’s navy has a battleship capacity of approximately 350 ships. Its global reach is limited but a first overseas base opened in East Africa in 2017 and the Belt and Road Initiative offers the potential for more.


	Annual defence spending of $778 bn (2020). Ranks third behind China and India with 1.3 million regular armed forces. US navy has an impressive 11 aircraft carriers, but fewer battleships overall than China at approximately 293, but arguably US ships are still technologically superior. The US military’s global reach surpasses China’s, with bases across the world.







	Nuclear warheads


	Estimated at 320 warheads (2020) and growing. Twelve submarines with nuclear weapons and building more.


	Estimated at 5,800 (2020). US stockpiles are decreasing, as a result of arms control treaty agreements with Russia.







	Willingness to use military power


	China’s military power is building within its own region, acting as an increasing counterweight to US military presence especially in the South China Sea. It has been increasing its contribution to UN peacekeeping operations.


	Under Presidents Trump and Obama a new era of US reluctance to use military force developed, with a preference for using air power as opposed to ‘boots on the ground’ military campaigns such as those in Iraq and Afghanistan. In spite of this, US forces still carried out operations in over ten countries between 2010 and 2020 (including Libya, Somalia, Iraq and Syria).







	Cyber power


	China’s cyber power derives from its control of the internet domestically and its powerful commercial telecommunications companies, notably Huawei. President Trump banned US firms from doing business with Huawei, arguing it could be used by China for spying.


	With a budget of $17 bn it has impressive offensive and defensive cyber capabilities. In 2019, Huawei accused US agencies of hacking its servers.







	Economic power


	China’s economy has been steadily narrowing the gap with the US. Some forecasters estimate it will overtake the US in 2028–29 as the world’s biggest economy. China continues to rank poorly, however, compared to the US on the share of wealth (gross domestic product, GDP) per capita.


	Losing ground to China on size of the economy, the US performs much better in terms of wealth as a share of the population with approximately $65,000 GDP per capita compared with approximately $10,500 for China, indicating much higher living standards and less poverty in the US.







	IGOs


	China has been increasingly using the veto in the UN Security Council since 2007. As well as pledging more action on climate change within the UN system, it has set up its own economic institutions including the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank (AIIB).


	President Trump’s ‘America first’ stance saw the US clash with several IGOs of which it was a founding and, traditionally, leading member – including NATO and the G7.







	Conclusion


	Rising in military power and increasingly balancing the US within Asia if not globally. China’s most impressive feat is that it is on track to overtake the US economically perhaps within a decade. The Belt and Road Initiative will further extend China’s power beyond its borders.


	Still with unparalleled military experience and global reach and a leading role in key global governance institutions. The Trump presidency has arguably damaged the US role in global leadership. Although its population will remain wealthier for some time, losing its place as the world’s richest economy will be a significant reverse.


















Activity


Spend some time thinking about the realist viewpoint on global politics.



	1    Do you agree that conflict between states is an inevitable, even natural, state of affairs?



	2    To what extent was Donald Trump a realist president?



	3    Do all states try to become as powerful and influential as possible, or does this only apply to states that are already powerful?











Distinguish between


Realism and liberalism: power


Realism



	●   The primary goal and motivation of states is to increase their power in order to feel more secure.



	●   Having more power than other states is important because, in an anarchical world order, states cannot trust each other and cannot rely on other states to help them.



	●   Hard power threats and the use of force are particularly important power tactics (see page 247) to be able to deploy, as they are most likely to achieve a state’s goals.






Liberalism



	●   The use and accumulation of power, particularly military, can often be counterproductive (the security dilemma, see page 115).



	●   Military power is not the only form of significant power. Economic power and free-trade links can enable states to become richer, and also more stable and secure. As states become more economically interdependent, the risk of conflict decreases. In this way, economic interdependence makes the entire global system more stable and peaceful.



	●   When power is shared equally between states it can create stability (the balance of power, see page 16).



	●   States are aware of the limits of soft power (see page 247), though they may use smart power (see page 249) by combining hard and soft power to achieve their intended outcomes.



	●   Soft power and smart power are important means by which states can achieve their intended outcomes. They should be the first option, with hard power used only as a last resort.









Liberalism and a cooperative world order


Liberalism is governed principally by the belief that states can, and should, work together, and that international agreements, laws and institutions are both helpful and possible. The liberal viewpoint includes the following:



	●   States are not the only actors in global politics — a wider range of non-state actors have a positive role to play, including IGOs and NGOs. They can help states become aware of different viewpoints and policy choices, adding to a richness of ideas and debate.



	●   International law is possible and desirable. Global politics and world order should be based in clearly agreed international rules. These can help to hold states accountable for their actions and ensure that all states conform to basic standards. For example, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) sets out basic principles of human rights that all states should respect.



	●   A state’s primary aim should not merely be to become more powerful, particularly not at the expense of other states. Liberals reject the idea of a zero-sum game, where global politics is a question of one state winning and another losing.



	●   On the contrary, there is mutual benefit in states cooperating and working together on matters such as security, trade and development. IGOs, such as the EU and the UN, offer clear rules and forums within which cooperation can be organised and deepened.



	●   Democracy plays a key role in keeping states safe and peaceful. Democratic states are less likely to fight each other.



	●   International trade binds states together in common interests, making them more dependent on each other and reducing the likelihood of conflict.






The significance of morality and optimism on human nature


Liberalism in global politics shares the optimistic view of human nature of liberal key thinkers studied in Component 1, such as John Stuart Mill. It rejects the pessimistic view of human nature as inherently selfish and leaning always towards conflict, competition and confrontation.


Liberalism in global politics therefore has the following views of morality and human nature:



	●   Human beings are rational and reasonable and are therefore able to solve problems that occur in global politics if they work together.



	●   This ability to solve problems rationally means that it is desirable to create dispute resolution forums, such as the United Nations, and to keep working on collective action problems with other states through treaty agreements.



	●   While optimistic about human nature and its capacity for cooperation, liberals including John Locke agreed that clashes would occur within a ‘state of nature’, which is the natural order if no rules or government is organised in its place. For this reason, liberals in global politics see a need for international law and human rights protections just as liberals see a need for state structures in national politics.



	●   Given liberalism’s optimism about human nature, liberals see a vital need to protect the human rights of the individual, wherever they may live in the world. When individuals are sufficiently protected from those in power, they are more likely to reach their potential. This is also reflected in the idea of a ‘social contract’, in which individuals should have certain rights protected as well as responsibilities to abide by the laws of the state.



	●   In terms of morality, the ‘harm principle’ applies in global politics just as it should in national politics. It provides a useful guide to striking a balance between freedom of states and freedom of the individual, both of which are important ideas for liberals but need closely defined limits.



	●   The liberal view of ‘foundational equality’ is a moral view that individuals are born equal and should have the same opportunities to flourish and achieve their aspirations. In global politics, liberals attach great importance to reducing inequality between states and reducing poverty.



	●   Democracy offers the best chances for the individual to flourish freely and fairly. Liberals in global politics view a world of democracies to be safest, both for individuals within states and to reduce the likelihood of inter-states conflict. Liberals are suspicious of non-democratic and autocratic states.








Synoptic link


In your study of 1 Political Ideas in Component 1, you learn about the liberal thinker John Rawls (1921–2002). The argument of an ‘enabling state’ was put forward by Rawls, in which the state actively helps individuals to achieve their social and economic potential. For liberals, this translates into global politics through the global governance structures which aim to reduce poverty, such as the UN’s development goals. It also features in international human rights laws which affirm and protect economic and social (also known as ‘positive’) rights.







Synoptic link


In your study of 1 Political Ideas in Component 1, in liberalism you learn about John Stuart Mill (1806–73) and the ‘harm principle’ that the state should not interfere with the freedom of the individual unless that individual is causing harm to others. Similarly, the liberal view in global politics is that individual states should exist in freedom, unless they are harming their citizens. This idea has gained ground in global politics with the adoption of the Responsibility to Protect (also known as R2P) principle that other states should intervene in another state to protect individuals from human rights abuses.









Liberalism, complex interdependence and globalisation


Complex interdependence is the idea that states and their fortunes are inextricably linked. An economic crisis in one state has the potential to impact other states because economies are tied together through trade. A civil war in one state has the potential to impact other states if refugees flee that conflict in fear for their safety. Globalisation is seen as a key factor in increasing these types of links between states and their dependence on each other.


Globalisation can be thought of as increased links between and dependence on states and all other non-state actors in global politics. It has primarily occurred due to improved communications links and technology. Liberals are convinced that globalisation is a reality that needs to be managed through increased cooperation. They believe that greater interconnectedness and cooperation is the direction of travel for global politics.



	●   Economic: much-improved communication and transportation have increased trade between states. There is greater economic interconnectedness because more states are trading with each other as it becomes easier to do so. International economic organisations, such as the WTO (see page 132), have played their part in this expansion of new trade agreements. Developed economies have invested heavily in many developing economies.



	●   Political: political decision making has become increasingly globalised, through the growth in international and regional governmental organisations. The number of political challenges that require a collective response has also increased, including climate change, organised crime, health pandemics (such as the Covid-19 crisis which began in 2020) and global terrorism. The number of international and regional political institutions managing shared interests has increased, as has their membership.



	●   Social: communities that were previously relatively self-contained have become increasingly connected in terms of shared media and culture. Increased global immigration has created much more diverse societies, although some argue that this has led to an erosion of national culture. It has also enabled ideas to travel quickly across borders. For example, the speed with which the Arab Spring spread in 2011 from Tunisia to Egypt and other middle eastern and north African states has been attributed to the power of social media (such as Facebook and Twitter) and satellite news channels (such as Al Jazeera).






An analogy often used to explain complex interdependence and liberalism is that of a cobweb. In contrast to the ‘billiard ball model’ (see page 11), the ‘cobweb model’ represents the links and dependencies between states rather than the competitive clashes between states of the realist model. If one strand breaks, the cobweb may begin to disintegrate. The cobweb can also grow bigger and stronger, connecting more states in more cooperative relationships.




Key term


Complex interdependence The idea that states and their fortunes are inextricably linked and that states rely on each other. They also share common threats and challenges, which can only be resolved through collective action.





For example, the US’s increasing distancing from and even rejection of liberal institutions (such as withdrawing from the Paris climate change agreement or withdrawing from the World Health Organization) meant that, overall, institutions that bind states together, like a cobweb, were weakened and even broken away from during the Trump presidency. On the other hand, the formation of regional organisations such as the EU or the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and their expansion to include new members will strengthen the connections within the cobweb of interconnected states.


The global Covid-19 pandemic which began in 2020 is another example of complex interdependence. A virus which was first discovered in Wuhan province in China quickly spread across many continents due to the multitude of human and travel connections in our globalised and interconnected world. The impact of states closing large parts of their economies as societies went into lockdown caused significant damage to global trade. States relied on pharmaceutical companies in other states for the production of vaccines, leading to considerable challenges in terms of ensuring vaccines were distributed widely and quickly. As the phrase suggests, complex interdependence is complex and global governance institutions need to be robust and flexible to resolve challenges fairly. But, as liberals would have it, states acting alone is not an option.


Just as with the ‘billiard ball model’, it is important to note that the ‘cobweb model’ is a way of explaining liberalism and complex interdependence, rather than it being a theory in its own right. Therefore, it is better to refer to the theory as ‘liberalism’, rather than the ‘cobweb model’.




Case study


Complex interdependence and the global financial crisis


In 2008–09, a house price crash sparked a lending crisis in US banks, which spread around the world. The effects were felt in the global banking system, as banks became nervous about taking on risk and stopped lending to each other. In some cases, customers began withdrawing their savings, putting banks under even greater pressure. It led to what has been described as the worst global financial crisis since the Great Depression in the 1930s.


Economic growth slowed across the world and unemployment rose. North America and Europe were particularly severely affected. Economic growth in China slowed. A crisis was sparked in the Eurozone single currency area, as several indebted economies, notably Greece, were unable to borrow from international markets and required other Eurozone member states and the European Central Bank (ECB, see page 128) to bail them out.


The financial crisis fallout dominated UK Prime Minister Gordon Brown’s time in office. As part of international efforts to deal with an international crisis, in April 2009 Brown hosted a Group of Twenty (G20, see page 140) summit in London. The meeting resulted in national governments and the IMF agreeing a financial stimulus to inject much-needed funds into the international banking system.


The crisis raised questions of whether or not the international financial system needed tighter regulation and if the IMF could have done more to both prevent and react to the crisis (see Chapter 4).
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In April 2009, Gordon Brown hosted a G20 summit in London, as part of international efforts to deal with the global financial crisis














Distinguish between


Realism and liberalism: states and sovereignty


Realism



	●   States remain the primary and most powerful actors in global politics.



	●   Sovereignty is an absolute concept – it should not be violated, limited or given away, except …



	●   … another state’s sovereignty may be infringed upon if one’s own national interest requires it. For example, the US’s unauthorised 2011 operation to assassinate Osama bin Laden was justified as a necessary incursion into Pakistan’s sovereign territory.



	●   States should be wary of giving up too much sovereignty to IGOs. Powers of veto are a useful means of protecting one’s national interests while retaining one’s ability to use the IGO as a forum for influencing other states towards one’s own desired outcomes.






Liberalism



	●   States are important actors in global politics but they work within a complex web of interdependence and with other non-state actors, such as IGOs and NGOs, which also have important roles to play.



	●   Sovereignty exists to be used to a state’s advantage, not to be protected in a state of isolationism. This may mean pooling sovereignty with other states in an IGO, such as the EU.



	●   Another state’s sovereignty may be infringed if it is necessary to uphold the values and interests of the international community, for example under the doctrine of the UN Responsibility to Protect (R2P, see page 23) if human rights abuses are taking place.









The anarchical society and society of states theory


At the heart of the division between realism and liberalism is the extent to which order and cooperation can be brought to global politics. Is the world order really completely chaotic and unstable? Can the world order really be completely harmonious and free of conflict? The answer comes somewhere in the middle.


Hedley Bull’s important book The Anarchical Society (1977) set out to explain the nature of world order in global politics. His theory of the ‘anarchical society and society of states’ argued that the world order is neither completely anarchical nor are there highly authoritative structures that might be deemed to be a ‘world government’. But states, selfish though they are, do find a middle ground of cooperation because they recognise:



	●   it is in their interests to avoid disorder and chaos and the unrestrained aggression and lack of accountability that would result



	●   it is not in their interest to give up control and sovereignty to a ‘world government’.






The possibilities for order in global politics therefore operate on a spectrum as can be seen in Table 1.4 below. It is important to remember that the ‘society of states’ is still in many ways anarchical. It is prone to periods of stability and instability. An organisation such as the UN is part of this society of states, but it is only capable of doing what states allow it to do.


In this middle ground of the ‘society of states’ we can find both the successes and disappointments of global governance. Here, we find the humanitarian interventions that did not take place when, morally, they should have – but states failed to agree it. Here, we find the enlightened self-interest of international treaties and organisations where states agree to work together to solve problems that they share and make the most of opportunities for co-operation.





Table 1.4 Key characteristics of the anarchical society, society of states and world government








	

Anarchical society



	

Society of states



	

World government








	
No global body with any authority, states acting selfishly and independently.


Frequent clashes between states as they compete for power without any authority or law restraining states’ behaviour.


Hobbesian view of the world order: ‘nasty, brutish and short’.


Security dilemma becomes a key risk in an unstable order where states may miscalculate or misread others’ intentions.



	
Convergence of realism and liberalism.


States realise they have common interests and values, and will benefit from working together.


This society is built on diplomacy, ‘norms’ (informal, accepted practices, e.g. R2P) and rules (international law, treaties, IGOs). Many norms have subsequently become international law (e.g. human rights).


This society is formed despite states’ selfish, realist principles – these tendencies do not disappear, so the society can be stable or unstable.



	
States would surrender all sovereignty to a single global authority.


A world government would be an authoritative source of power able to impose order on states.


All states would be signed up to international law (they wouldn’t even have a choice), which would not be selective or unenforceable.


This model does not exist, could be said to be utopian or idealism.


States are not prepared to accept this loss of sovereignty, nor to agree on a body which would have the legitimacy to command global power. This is why it does not exist.











Possibility of harmony and balance


Unlike realists, who believe global politics is naturally prone to conflict and competition, liberals believe there is a possibility that relations between states can be harmonious and balanced. There is no need for states to be continuously competing with one another or clashing. There are three key elements that underpin this potential democracy, the existence of IGOs and international trade.




	1   Democracy: many analysts note that conflict between democratic states is rare and that democracy acts as an important restraint on states fighting each other. Certainly, governments in democratic states are more accountable to their citizens than in undemocratic states. Usually governments of democratic states have to seek the permission of their national legislature to engage in military action. For example, in 2013 the UK Parliament voted against military action against the Assad regime’s chemical weapons programme in Syria. It has become increasingly common – but not compulsory – for the UK Parliament to be consulted before UK armed forces are committed to military action. The refusal of the UK Parliament to support military action was considered to be a factor in the Obama administration later deciding not to put possible military action in Syria to a vote in Congress. Leaders and governments in democratic states also have to bear in mind that military action may be unpopular (particularly if there are large numbers of casualties) and that they may be voted out in elections if this is the case. This is not a concern that leaders of undemocratic states necessarily need to worry about. Liberals argue that these democratic constraints lead to more harmonious relations between states.



	2   IGOs: liberals believe that IGOs encourage harmony and balance because they provide a means of peaceful dispute resolution between states. The UN Security Council, for example, is a forum in which the most powerful states can take action to resolve and stabilise conflict around the world. While IGOs do not have full authority over states (and states can ignore them, opt out of agreements, or can be locked in gridlock when faced with more complex problems), liberals believe they are the closest possible solution to the dangerous notion of an anarchical system of global politics. They may not resolve every dispute, but they offer a forum to defuse some disputes altogether, reduce tensions in some and keep open the possibility of dialogue in others.



	3   Economic interdependence and trade: liberals believe that the more states are trading with each other, the more they are dependent on each other and the more likely it is that conflict would be mutually harmful. Liberals also believe that free trade in a global system governed by rules has formalised and legitimised the global sharing of resources. Previously, states fought each other for territory and resources, but in modern times, global free trade has offered a peaceful means for states to gain from each other’s resources.








Synoptic link


Socialist political thinkers challenge the view that the liberal notions of economic interdependence and trade have brought harmony and balance. For example, Karl Marx (1818–83) gave rise to a Marxist view of international relations which challenged both realism and liberalism. Marxism sees a global capitalist system which perpetuates inequality and class conflict at international level, just as it does at the national level. This is evidenced by dependency theory and world systems theory (see pages 44 and 149) and Marxism prioritises breaking down structures of international capitalism, with the proletariat in all nations acting together. Socialists also criticise globalisation for its tendency for wealthy elites to accumulate economic and political power. Democratic socialist George Orwell (1903–50) commented that ‘in all countries, the poor are more national than the rich’, highlighting his view that the rich are better able to take advantage of a globalised society.





These three restraints on conflict are visualised through the Kantian Triangle (see Figure 1.2). Even before IGOs and free trade existed in the sense that we know them today, liberal philosopher Immanuel Kant identified that:


... republican constitutions [democratic states], commercial exchange [economic interdependence] and a system of international law would help foster peaceful relations between states.


The Kantian Triangle helps us to understand the relationship between the three core elements and how each:



	(a)  helps to strengthen the others



	(b)  contributes towards the overall outcome of a more peaceful status quo






For example:



	●   Membership of IGOs often helps to build democracy within states. The EU, for example, makes it a requirement for member states to meet certain democratic criteria. Turkey has so far failed to be accepted into the EU, partly because of weaknesses that the EU has identified in its democracy.



	●   Democratic states offer a more stable base with which other states can trade. They are more transparent and less prone to corruption, which is a factor that puts off potential foreign investors. Democratic states are more likely to be peaceful and stable, making them attractive to foreign investment.



	●   Many IGOs have been founded to make economic interdependence easier. IGOs such as the EU and ASEAN offer their members a framework within which they can trade with each other freely, based on a commonly agreed set of rules. One state can potentially open up more trade links more quickly with other states through joining a bloc of nations, rather than acting alone.






[image: image]

Figure 1.2 The Kantian Triangle






Source: Adapted from Russett, B. & Oneal, J. (2001) ‘International Systems: Vicious Circles and Virtuous Circles’, Triangulating Peace, Norton.







Debate


Does democracy contribute to peace?


Yes



	●  Wars must be seen as legitimate, and governments that initiate conflict are held accountable for the legitimacy, success and failure of military conflicts they initiate.



	●  Democratic governments need to win elections and are unlikely to enter into conflict if it does not have domestic support.



	●  Intra-state conflict, or civil war, is less common in states that are internally democratic. Peaceful dispute resolution forums such as democratic parliaments offer an outlet for debate and representation. The rise in the number of democratic states has been accompanied by a fall in global conflict (both civil wars and inter-state conflicts).



	●  Democratic states are more likely to be plugged into international systems of cooperation (as opposed to ‘rogue states’) with interdependent relationships with other states through trade or membership of IGOs. These mutually dependent relationships would be mutually harmed by conflict, and tend to discourage confrontation.






No



	●  During the 2003 Iraq War, two of the most well-respected democratic states (the US with the backing of the UK, commonly known as ‘the cradle of democracy’) initiated wars that were later declared to have been illegal.



	●  Both President George W. Bush (in 2004) and Prime Minister Tony Blair (in 2005) won elections despite signs of early difficulty in the Afghanistan and Iraq Wars, though both conflicts became significantly more difficult and unpopular after these elections.



	●  A democratic decision to avoid conflict may not result in peace. Many suggest that the UK and the US should have initiated military action against President Assad in 2013 and that failure to act also has consequences (specifically, the US’s failure to take action against Assad’s use of chemical weapons, something that President Obama had called a ‘red line’).



	●  No democracy is perfect, so some states that appear democratic may offer insufficient safeguards against conflict or poor decision making. The UK Parliament voted to invade Iraq in 2003 because the government and the opposition agreed on the need for conflict.






[image: image] Evaluation prompt: It may seem difficult to argue against democracy contributing to peace, but is there other evidence to suggest that democracies can use their legitimacy to push for conflict?
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Case study


President Donald Trump: challenging the liberal world order?


In his inauguration speech in 2017, President Donald Trump pledged to put ‘America first’, promising to prioritise American interests where previous administrations had ‘made other countries rich, while the wealth, strength and confidence of our country has dissipated over the horizon’. He pledged to cut overseas aid and military spending, strengthen borders and affirmed ‘the right of all nations to put their nations first’.


So, did the Trump presidency challenge the liberal world order?


Military power


Under Trump, the US did not initiate any major new conflicts. The US continued to use air power to bomb ISIL in Iraq and Syria (which had started under President Obama), and declared a quick ‘victory’ against ISIL, withdrawing troops in 2018. The US did not engage in any new conflict in the middle east. The Syrian regime’s further use of chemical weapons was met with two sets of missile strikes but no wider military campaign. In general, this was a quiet presidency in terms of willingness to use military power, judging it was not in the national interest to embroil the US in costly conflict after protracted wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.


Climate change


As promised during his election campaign, Trump announced that he was withdrawing the US from the Paris Climate Change Agreement in 2017, with this finally taking effect in 2020. The US was the only state to sign and then withdraw from the wide-ranging agreement.





International organisations


Trump’s speech at the UN General Assembly in 2019 was an outright rejection of globalism, declaring that the US ‘rejects the ideology of globalism, we embrace the doctrine of patriotism. Responsible nations must defend against threats to sovereignty … from global governance’. Trump also repeatedly confronted NATO members for not meeting their 2% of GDP budget contributions. At the height of the Covid-19 pandemic, Trump withdrew the US from the World Health Organization, cutting significant funding in the process.


Iran nuclear deal


In 2018, the US withdrew from the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), which Obama had signed with the other UNSC permanent members and Germany in 2015. The deal reversed years of economic sanctions in return for closer monitoring and reductions to Iran’s nuclear programme.


Unpredictability


A hallmark of Trump’s foreign policy was its unpredictability and a tendency to deviate from tougher stances with allies against key opponents, such as Russia and North Korea. In 2018, alongside President Putin at a press conference, Trump disagreed with his own intelligence agencies when he said he could see no reason why Russian intelligence would have interfered in the 2016 US elections. Also in 2018, Trump broke with years of US policy by agreeing to meet North Korean leader Kim Jong-un without preconditions in talks that ultimately collapsed with no agreement.


Conclusion


This brief snapshot of the four years of foreign policy under President Trump demonstrates a significant willingness to challenge the liberal world order that the US had spent decades establishing and leading. The US’s traditional allies found the US an unreliable and unpredictable partner. Several key agreements and institutions were abandoned as they did not fit the national interest. Trump was successful in not engaging the US in any new overseas conflicts – defending his perception of the US national interest.


[image: image]

President Donald Trump was inaugurated as the 45th President of the US on 20 January 2017









While realists believe that states should act only when their national interest requires it, there is a strand of liberal thinking that believes states should act regardless of their national interest. The media and political leaders often employ the phrase ‘international community’ to describe a coordinated response to a crisis, often referring to what the international community believes or what it ‘should do’. It is a notoriously vague expression, with no clear definition. Who is the ‘international community’? Do those using this term have a defined group of states in mind?


For liberals, the idea of an ‘international community’ does exist as an aspiration to work towards. They believe states share interests, values and attitudes. For example, human rights apply to all human beings regardless of where they live in the world. Consequently, liberals believe that human rights are worth defending, since they are a globally shared value and interest. Therefore, if a state abuses basic human rights, the ‘international community’ should do something to prevent the abuse. Why? Because preventing human rights abuses is in the global interest – if human rights abuses go unchecked, the argument runs, the entire global system of human rights would be weakened.


Of course, realists disagree that there are shared global attitudes and values. They believe that attitudes, interests and values come primarily from states themselves and are not always aligned.






Tony Blair’s Chicago speech (1999)


The idea of an international community with shared interests and values to be defended was underlined in a key speech given by former UK Prime Minister Tony Blair, in Chicago in 1999. Blair put forward the idea of ‘liberal interventionism’ and was acting on a liberal analysis of global politics. The speech came during the NATO-led military intervention in Kosovo, in former Yugoslavia, where Serbian forces’ expulsion of ethnic Albanians had prompted a humanitarian crisis. Blair argued that such an international community did exist, stating that ‘just as within domestic politics, the notion of community – the belief that partnership and cooperation are essential to advance self-interest – needs to find an international echo’. Blair argued that national interest and international interest were increasingly difficult to separate. Military intervention in another state should not be decided purely on whether there was a threat from that state to the outside world, but on the basis of the nature of the threat to the state’s own domestic population. Put simply, other states should intervene for humanitarian reasons, in order to prevent human suffering in its own right, rather than for narrow self-interest alone.


The UN and the Responsibility to Protect


In 2005, the UN General Assembly also gave its backing to the idea that states had a responsibility to intervene in other states in order to prevent human suffering. The failure of UN peacekeepers to prevent a genocide from taking place in the African state of Rwanda in 1994 prompted the UN’s concern.


There was also agreement that the legitimacy of intervening in other states to protect lives needed to be made clearer. The Responsibility to Protect doctrine, agreed at the UN World Summit that year, confirmed that states had a ‘responsibility to protect’ (see page 23) the populations of other states if they were suffering, or were likely to suffer, serious harm.


Military action would be justified by several core principles of liberalism:



	●   The purpose of military action was solely to protect civilians, rather than to pursue narrow self-interest.



	●   The state/s could only intervene once it/they had made every effort to resolve the situation through non-military means, such as diplomacy and negotiation.



	●   Intervention could take place only if a UNSC Resolution authorised it (thereby making the intervention legitimate in the eyes of international law).



	●   The military action must be proportionate, must be likely to succeed and must not make the situation worse.






Liberalism and the likelihood of global governance


Liberals disagree that global politics is naturally without order and instead believe that global governance is possible and desirable. They do not necessarily agree that a form of world government, with full authority to force states to comply, is possible. But they point to the huge number of IGOs that have been created since the end of the Second World War as evidence that a more informal type of governance can indeed work.






Impact and growth of intergovernmental organisations


IGOs are a feature of the post-Second World War global order. Before 1945, very few IGOs existed. Apart from the League of Nations, states worked together by agreeing ad hoc treaties with a flexible, rather than fixed, number of partner states.


After the horrors of the Second World War, during which nationalism had once again given rise to global conflict, world leaders believed that security and stability would be best delivered if states tried to find more ways of working together in a more formal and sustained manner.




Activity


Spend some time thinking about the liberal viewpoint on global politics.



	1    Do you agree that states and their fortunes are inextricably linked? What evidence is there for this idea of complex interdependence?



	2    What evidence can you find from recent events in global politics that a sense of ‘international community’ exists?









Several of the world’s now most established and influential IGOs emerged during the time immediately after the end of the Second World War. The UN, the IMF and the World Bank were all founded between 1944 and 1945. NATO was founded in 1949, as divisions between the Soviet Union and the US and its allies deepened.


Since the Second World War, international organisations:



	●   have increased in number



	●   have increased in the range of policy areas with which they are involved (for example, military, economic, trade and development objectives)



	●   have seen the number of states joining them (member states) increase



	●   have prompted the founding of other regional organisations (for example, ASEAN, the AU and the Gulf Cooperation Council). (See Table 1.5 for further information.)






Table 1.5 Post-Second World War IGOs and their impact








	

Date founded



	

Organisation and purpose



	

Impact












	1945


	The United Nations (UN) was founded to advance international peace and security, human and economic development.


	
The UN expanded from 52 to 193 states.


The UN Security Council (UNSC) has authorised military action, sanctions and peacekeeping missions around the world.


The UN agreed and drove forward the most comprehensive and coordinated set of international development targets in the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).


It is now considered the most authoritative and legitimate global political institution.








	1945


	The International Monetary Fund (IMF), founded at the Bretton Woods Conference (see page 123), aimed to create institutions that would stabilise and organise the global economy after the Second World War. A key objective was to move the global economy towards more free trade and greater economic cooperation.


	
The IMF’s role has expanded to make it a key institution in resolving financial crises that have an impact on more than one state, in order to minimise their impact on the global economy.


It played an important role in the international response to the 2008 global financial crisis (see Chapter 4).








	1944


	The World Bank was also founded at the Bretton Woods Conference. Member states contribute to a fund, which provides loans to developing countries.


	The World Bank has focused its work increasingly on international development.







	1949


	The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was founded as a collective military alliance to act as a counterweight to the Soviet Union.


	
NATO has grown from 12 to 30 signatory states.


It combines defence of western Europe, including securing the airspace of its Baltic members, with operations outside western Europe, such as in Afghanistan.









	1957


	The European Community (EC) (subsequently the EU) was founded to bind states that had been at the centre of two world wars in an economic and political union.


	
The EU has spent over 60 years widening its membership (2004 saw the biggest expansion to ten former Soviet states) and deepening the policies on which its members cooperate (notably adopting the euro in 2000) through successive treaties.


After four years negotiating its withdrawal and future relationship with the EU, in 2020 the UK became the first EU member state to leave.








	1963


	The African Union (AU) (established 2001 and launched 2002) was founded as the Organisation of African Unity in 1963 to act as a political and economic union for all African states.


	
The AU does not compare with the EU in terms of depth of integration and impact on state sovereignty. Instead, it has remained a forum through which African states can speak with greater influence on the world stage. For example, in 2013, the AU threatened to withdraw as a bloc from the founding treaty of the ICC.


The AU, with UN funding and training, has carried out mostly successful peacekeeping operations in Somalia and Darfur, Sudan.








	1967


	The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) was founded primarily to promote economic cooperation and development in southeast Asia.


	
ASEAN has enabled southeast Asian nations, each economically powerful in its own right, to form a much more powerful bloc in a region dominated by China’s economic might.


Trade and connectivity between ASEAN states have been made easier.


In 2002, the ASEAN bloc negotiated a free-trade agreement with China, which, together, is worth 10% of the global economy, giving the states greater bargaining power and influence than if they had negotiated alone.
















Distinguish between


Realism and liberalism: intergovernmental organisations


Realism



	●   IGOs are useful as a means of enhancing state power and sovereignty, and conducting business with other states, if it is possible to get outcomes that are the same as a state’s national interest.



	●   They are not useful, and are even dangerous, if it is not possible to achieve one’s national interest.



	●   They are very dangerous and undesirable if the IGO has powers to compel states to do things. States should be able to veto decisions that do not fit with their national interest.






Liberalism



	●   IGOs are a key part of establishing a world order governed by rules. They are the most powerful and authoritative source of international law. They are also likely to be the most comprehensive and even universal source of international law if IGOs have lots of members.



	●   They offer states a means of peaceful dispute resolution (for example, through the UN). They provide a forum for discussion and negotiation.



	●   They offer states a means of deepening economic integration and free trade (for example, through the EU and ASEAN).



	●   They offer states the opportunity to work together and be more powerful than if they acted alone (for example, through NATO).














Debate


Does conflict or cooperation dominate global politics?


Conflict



	●  Conflict continues to exist in all its forms.



	●  Civil wars are increasing. The Syrian civil war, which began in 2011, has seen over half a million killed and led to 12 million refugees. Non-state actors, such as the militant organisations Boko Haram, Al-Shabaab and ISIL, have been engaged in struggles against state governments and have seized state territory.



	●  Conflict between states has reduced significantly but continues, as seen with Russia and Ukraine since 2014. Some states, such as Iran and Saudi Arabia, are not directly fighting each other, but instead engage in proxy wars, for example in Syria and Yemen.



	●  Since the 9/11 terror attacks in the US, non-state actors, such as al-Qaeda and ISIL, have created significant conflict.






Cooperation



	●  The number of international and regional governmental organisations has increased, as has the number of states joining them. These bodies offer a means of peaceful dispute resolution.



	●  States cooperate deeply and are extremely interdependent on matters of trade, which have expanded with the forces of economic globalisation, decreasing regulation, improved technology and communications.



	●  Extensive international efforts have been made to resolve shared challenges, ranging from climate change (see Chapter 6) to the global financial crisis (see Chapter 4) and global poverty (see Chapter 4). States have chosen to work through IGOs and also through more informal means, such as ad hoc summits like the 2015 Paris Climate Change Conference and groups such as the G7 and G20.






[image: image] Evaluation prompt: This question is quite a close call, but consider the overall trends as well as a snapshot of the current situation. Which seems to have been rising and which decreasing?







Case study


President Joe Biden: a return to liberalism?


The election of Joe Biden as US president in 2020 was hailed by many analysts as a return to liberalism in US foreign policy. In the 46th President’s words, ‘America is back’ – a clear rejection of President Trump’s ‘America first’ rhetoric. But what did Biden promise to do, both in tone and concrete policies?


The US rejoined the Paris Climate Agreement just hours after Biden’s inauguration. Highly experienced former Secretary of State John Kerry was appointed as Special Envoy for Climate Change, bringing the US back to the forefront of UN climate negotiations.


Biden pledged to re-enter the so-called Iran nuclear deal, along with the remainder of the UNSC permanent members and the European Union, that President Obama agreed in 2015.


Biden has returned to a more confrontational stance with Russia, criticising the arrest of opposition leader Alexei Navalny. In relation to China, Biden has maintained a tough stance on issues such as political freedom in Hong Kong and independent status for Taiwan. In August 2021, Biden followed through on his promise to end America’s ‘forever wars’ and leave Afghanistan, the United States’ longest war. However, he was criticised for doing so by his European allies who felt the US was abandoning cooperation and forsaking the Afghan government, a government they had built since 2001. This move was also interpreted by many as an attempt to move away from fighting terrorism to confronting an assertive China.


[image: image]

President Joe Biden in the Oval Office, January 2021














Activity


Review the key foreign policy actions of President Biden.



	1    To what extent is there evidence of a return to liberalism?



	2    To what extent is there evidence of maintaining a realist approach?



	3    Is Biden proving more or less successful than Trump in foreign policy?









How do liberalism and realism explain recent developments since 2000?


You should always be on the lookout for realism and liberalism influencing events, decisions, successes and failures in the topics that follow. These are covered in more depth in each chapter, but some key issues to look out for in each topic are set out here.


Table 1.6 Realism and liberalism: summary of impact on each topic








	

	

Realism



	

Liberalism












	The state and globalisation (see Chapter 2)


	Some might argue that states are now increasingly sidelined in a globalised world and have lost their importance in a crowded space of other actors (such as MNCs, NGOs and IGOs).


	Globalisation and the increasing interdependence between states have increased the number of shared challenges that states have to solve together and opportunities they can exploit together.







	Global governance: political and economic (see Chapters 3 and 4)


	Organisations such as the UN are only as productive as their member states want them to be. In the absence of world government, there is always a risk that nation-states will pursue the national rather than international interest. The hurried withdrawal of US troops from Afghanistan for example left the country in a humanitarian crisis.


	The number of political global governance institutions has been growing and the international community has become more focused on reducing poverty, through the Millennium Development Goals and Sustainable Development Goals – indicating liberalism is alive and well?







	Global governance: human rights and environmental (see Chapters 5 and 6)


	The most significant barrier to human rights remains nation-states which are given almost complete responsibility for protection and enforcement. On climate change, it is not yet clear that enough states view taking action as central to their national interest.


	International institutions and laws to protect human rights have increased in recent decades, and the Responsibility to Protect principle offers hope that liberal and moral imperatives will be considered before the national interest.







	Power and developments (see Chapter 7)


	With a return to a more multipolar world order, global politics is seeing more competition and uncertainty among significant powers (US, China and Russia).


	The number of liberal, democratic states increased in the latter half of the twentieth century, but is now under pressure with democracy in some states regressing and becoming less secure.







	Regionalism and the EU (see Chapter 8)


	There are some signs that realism is creeping into regionalism. The UK’s exit from the European Union in 2020 and the US renegotiation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) indicate that states are pushing back against the compromises of sovereignty these organisations involve.


	The EU is a significant liberal institution that has been growing in membership and powers, the deepest form of cooperation that might be seen in global politics. Other regional organisations are growing and some are cooperating more easily than might be possible at a global level.















What you should know


Having read this chapter you should have knowledge and understanding of the following:



	➜   The realist theory of global politics: with its focus on the national interest, a pessimistic view of human nature and the need for states to maximise their power in a global order that is dominated by states and is anarchical.



	➜   The liberal theory of global politics: with its focus on the international interest, an optimistic view of human nature and the need for states to cooperate through intergovernmental organisations in order to bring order and security to global politics.



	➜   The key divisions between liberals and realists on fundamental ideas and elements of global politics. These include: power, different ideas on human nature and how it drives states’ actions, the likelihood of conflict, the nature of the world order and the impact of IGOs.



	➜   The nature of our world order: is it truly anarchical or is there scope for cooperation and the establishment of a ‘society of states’ where international law and norms of behaviour are observed, even if it does lack a world government that has full authority over nation-states?



	➜   The existence of realism and liberalism throughout your study of global politics. This chapter is the starting point for identifying realist or liberal behaviours or obstacles in all the topics that follow. These theories will help you to understand the successes and failures of global politics.











Further reading


Bridges, W. (2021) ‘Realism and Liberalism – comparative theories in global politics’, Politics Review, Vol. 30, 2020–21, No. 3, February.


Bull, H. (1977) The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics. Columbia University Press.


Cunliffe, C. (2020) The New Twenty Years’ Crisis: A Critique of International Relations, 1999–2019. McGill-Queen’s University Press.


Marshall, T. (2021) The Power of Geography: Ten Maps That Reveal the Future of Our World. Elliott & Thompson.


Reus-Smit, C. (2020) International Relations: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press.







Practice questions


Section B






		1   Analyse the divisions regarding human nature and morality that exist between realists and liberals.



	[12 marks]






		2   Analyse the differences between the realist concept of the security dilemma and the liberal concept of complex interdependence.



	[12 marks]






		3   Analyse the divisions regarding power that exist between realists and liberals.



	[12 marks]






		4   Analyse how realists and liberals explain the likelihood of conflict.



	[12 marks]






		5   Analyse the divisions regarding the impact of IGOs between realists and liberals.



	[12 marks]






		6   Analyse the differences between the realist concept of international anarchy and the liberal concept of global governance.



	[12 marks]
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