Unit 6: Things to consider when answering questions

	International politics
	Domestic politics

	1.  Globalisation

· communications

· increasing interdependence


	1.  Sovereignty

	2.  Increasing independence of IGOs
	2.  Political parties

· debates within

· debates between



	3.  More international summits


	3.  Legislative/Executive/Judiciary

	4.  Conflict/Security – WOT


	4.  Citizens – civil liberties

	5.  Balance of power (unipolarity)
	5.  Pressure groups


Britain’s presidency of the EU

Agenda

· The task of securing agreement on a framework budget for 2007-2013 – incl. rebate v. CAP

· Continuing fallout from the rejection of the EU constitution by France and the Netherlands.

· Negotiations with Turkey on its possible accession to the EU

· Climate change: Exploring options for reducing greenhouse gas emissions after 2012, when the Kyoto protocol will have run its course. Bringing aircraft emissions into the EU emissions trading scheme.

· Aid to Africa: The UK to represent the EU at the UN Millennium Summit in September. The EU has already agreed to double aid to Africa. After the summit, the UK wants to shape a "comprehensive and long-term global strategy towards Africa".

· Better regulation: The UK wants to improve consultation with business on new EU legislation and wants to cut red tape.

· World trade: to ensure that WTO ministerial meeting in December took steps to improve developing countries' access to markets. Before the meeting, the UK supported measures to reform the EU's system of sugar subsidies.

· Chemicals legislation: The long-awaited European directive on the safety of chemicals gets its first reading in the last quarter of 2005.

· Counter-terrorism: European evidence warrant - ensures evidence gathered by one member state is recognised in others - and long-term retention of telecoms data.
EU Budget

· Controversy over how much the EU will spend between 2007 and 2013, how the money will be spent, and which countries will provide the funds. Budget spent on CAP, regional funding, external aid, technological development, defence, running of EU institutions

· The UK was under pressure to agree to cuts in its rebate, and was in turning trying to keep open prospects of cuts to the Common Agricultural Policy before the end of the seven-year period. The issue of how much development aid the new member states should get, was also central.

· The overall size of the budget eventually agreed upon is 1.045% of the EU's combined gross national income - half way between the figure the UK EU presidency first proposed (1.03%) and the Luxembourg EU presidency proposed in June (1.06%). Reportedly, this figure was first suggested by the German Chancellor Angela Merkel. In euros, it comes to 862.36bn over the seven years.

The Rebate

· Maggie T – “we are not asking the Community or anyone else for money. We are simply asking to have our own money back.”

· Rebate is 66% of UK’s net contribution in the previous year – between 2002 & 2005 it fluctuated between 5.2bn & 5.7bn euros. However UK agreed to give up €10.5bn of the rebate between 2007 & 2013

· When the UK won the rebate in 1984 it was one of the poorest countries in the EU, but now it is more prosperous than most of the old “EU15”

· The main reason for granting the rebate was that the UK receives only a small share of CAP funds. However, it is also true that the amount of the budget spent on agriculture has declined from 70% to 40%. Nonetheless, the UK argues that the rebate is fully justified until the CAP undergoes major reform.

· All other member states have to contribute towards the rebate, even the poorest - a situation that many regard as unfair. Most paid by France and Italy, which naturally resent it. Furthermore, Italy is now regarded as a much weaker country. There are also other major net contributor countries, such as Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden, which ask why the UK gets a rebate when they do not.

· Although Germany makes the largest net contribution, the UK’s net contribution would be more if it were not for the rebate. If France had not paid 1.5bn towards the rebate in 2004, its net contribution would have been just 1.6bn, while without the rebate the UK’s net contribution would have been 9.9bn. As a result of the agreement reached, France & UK will make similar net contributions in 2007-2013 period – agreed to give up 20% of rebate

· French were annoyed b/c they said that CAP had already been discussed and agreements had already been made to look at it. Therefore, the UK bringing it up again was sneaky.

· The French domestic situation made it v. unlikely that CAP would be looked at seriously during UK presidency.

What was achieved?

· Enlargement – Turkey and Macedonia’s accession talks agreed

· Economic reform – wanted big debate about European social problems, but mainly informal talks with not much movement. France has its own problems.

· Services directive – free market for services, anything from financial (e.g. loans) to hairdressing. This had been prevented previously by domestic service sector. especially France which creates a lot of red tape so that it is v. difficult for foreign nationals to set up businesses there. SD was watered down due to this.

· Poverty and human rights – did not get movement on sugar subsidies, but did double EU Aid (although this had been agreed on before)

· Backdrop of Constitution failure, Iraq, domestic situations – not a moment for bold steps

What are the attitudes of the different political parties to the EU?

Labour

· Old Labour more sceptical to EU b/c committed to socialism and nationalisation and the EU is an obstacle to this. NL much more Euro-friendly b/c favour social chapter, free market.
· Euro – pro, but promises no membership of single currency without the consent of the British people in a referendum. Brown has said that Britain must show readiness through his “economic tests”, but the time is not yet right. Other problems (e.g. Iraq) have also meant that the Euro project has stalled
· Enlargement – pro, especially Turkish membership b/c Labour are more intergovernmentalist and this slows down integration. Furthermore, new countries joining the EU will give Britain a bigger market and Europe a bigger voice
· Economic reform – needed to compete with Tiger Economies 
· Was pro-Constitution
· Slight division between GB & TB – Brown might not be as pro-Europe as Blair
Conservatives

· The guiding principle of Conservative policy is towards the EU is to be in Europe, but not run by Europe

· Conservatives most strongly attached to sovereignty and most nationalistic. Goes back to even the Thatcherite opposition b/c of “rolling back the state” idea. 

· The British Conservatives’ political centre of gravity is historically to the right, so European Conservatives’ politics is slightly too much to the left for British Conservatives. British Conservatives moving from centre right to further right b/c rest of grouping within European Parlt is more pro-Europe. Cameron would like a realignment – creating a new group of liberal economic policies

· No to Euro and Constitution and maintain UK’s national veto on European legislation

· Opposed to further integration and even the idea that some powers should be taken back by Westminster – renegotiation of part of Nice Treaty

· Supportive of enlargement

· Have always supported strong European defence cooperation, but always inside NATO. More attached to NATO and Special Relationship. A Conservative govt will not participate in a structure of this sort outside NATO, but will insist that any European initiative is under the NATO umbrella.

· Divisions highlighted by figures such as Ken Clarke
Liberal Democrats

· Philosophically the Lib Dems are most pro-EU b/c most comfortable with free market and capitalism, favour less power at Westminster and support for international law and global institutions, EU promotes liberal values

· Pro-enlargement for principled reasons (spread of democracy and human rights to emerging democracies of central and eastern Europe) and also for practical reasons

· Reform of the EU’s institutions to make them more open, democratic and effective

· Pro-Constitution – this would define and limit the EU’s powers, ensuring that decisions were made at the most appropriate level

· The setting up of a standing scrutiny cmte in European Parlt to ensure that EU proposals meet the criteria of subsidiarity and proportionality

· Make European Commission more democratically accountable

· Maintain veto in areas of national interest to UK

· Support for CFSP that includes a significant defence capability consistent with the UK’s membership of NATO and other IGOs

Rise of parties such as UKIP and Veritas – there is a core of people in Britain who want to be taken out of the EU. The Conservatives no longer serve the political constituency of these people.

What has been the impact of EU membership on British politics?

· Sovereignty – Areas where we’ve lost sov. – trade, environment, QMV e.g. Factortame. However, still retaining sov. in defence, foreign policy, uninamity voting (Intergovernmentalism arguments). Also, some argue that sovereignty has been pooled.
· Introduced us to a new kind of multi-level governance – Europe, Westminster, devolution, local government
· Impact on state institutions – HoC lost some power, HoL has new functions of scrutinising EU legislation and checking British laws are in line with EU, civil service – top civil servants need to spend some time in Europe checking that their green & white papers are not going against EU legislation.
· Political parties – Has added a new feature of determining the identity of parties, has caused divisions between parties and divisions within parties
· Pressure groups – Pressure groups will always follow where power and the decision-making process is strongest – so emphasis now often on Europe e.g. environment (Greenpeace). Encouraged a “Europeanisation” of pressure groups with groups from different countries linking up
· Constitutional reform – most of Europe are more federal and have proportional electoral systems, unlike Britain’s more centralised system and FPTP. This has encouraged a more critical perspective on British politics, even if it has not made any major change. It has highlighted our peculiarities
· V. difficult to have a v. radical agenda on the left or the right – the EU has been a moderating influence. It would be very difficult to adopt socialism, for example. The Social Chapter has set up norms in the area of social policy that might previously have been left up to individual countries.
· Extreme parties – Extreme right – does it strengthen it or weaken it? Strengthen – immigration: allows extreme parties to exploit debates about the movement of people, EU integration gives another focus for extreme parties so they can be against the EU, not a particular ethnic group.
· Impact on citizens – low turnout at EU elections (democratic deficit), attempt to get Constitution meant that it would have brought human rights much closer to EU citizens
“The awkward partner in Europe.” To what extent is this an accurate assessment of Britain’s role in Europe in recent years?

Awkward – uncooperative, slows things down, particularly integration, makes it difficult for things to be done. WHY? Different historical experiences; the last time Britain was invaded was the Normans, different political culture

Yes

· Joined late – b/c at the start of the EU, Britain had three elements to foreign policy – empire/commonwealth, US, Europe. It did not want to support one of these elements at the expense of the others

· Euro

· Social Chapter

· The idea of the awkward partner might be linked to the Thatcherite era

· Iraq – divisions really exposed – b/c we will favour our relationship with the US rather than Europe. At crucial times Britain seems unwilling to sacrifice the Special Relationship. This made Europe seem weak.

· Rebate – the economic and political situation is now very different to when the rebate was first negotiated, therefore it is unfair that Britain still has it. Whereas it was a poorer nation when it first joined, its economy is now much stronger and it has the same voting rights as other big players France and Germany

· Constitution – Germany and France wanted a stronger independent defence force – wanted separate office, but got an office in NATO. Fits in with TB’s “red lines”

· We have a different view of the direction in which the EU should be travelling – Intergovernmentalism v. Supranationalism

No

· TB’s particular personality – likes to be the deal-broker. Pro Turkey membership

· More agreement on Iran – closer to Europe on this issue

· Roadmap – general consensus that Europe would like to continue supporting it, even though the US seems to have abandoned it

· Kyoto

· Therefore in important areas there is agreement between the UK and Europe

Other awkward partners

· Britain is not a particularly awkward partner – it is just about a number of big powers looking after their own interests, Britain included, but also France, Germany, Poland

· France – CAP

· Old model seen as Franco-German model and therefore we stand outside that, making us awkward. However, now with enlargement maybe this model is changing, and therefore we are no longer the awkward partner

· Poland

To conclude

· Depends on who’s in power – French elections, Merkel in Germany more Atlanticist, British PM

· At times, yes awkward, but to label Britain that all the time is unfair and not really accurate

Impact of the WOT on British politics

General consensus: Blair made a personal commitment early on and HoC vote was merely rubberstamping the decision. He presented the dossier to Parliament as his case for war (incl. Attorney General’s advice) only when it was asked for

What did the Butler Report and further investigations reveal?

· There was not an attempt to lie to the HoC, but was critical of TB’s informal style of govt i.e. tending to make decisions outside Cabinet with small group of special advisors which reduced the scope for “informal collective judgement” as Cabinet were not given enough time

· The government undermined the integrity of the intelligence services

· Critical of Alistair Campbell for the production of the dossier

· There was worry from within parliament that the Attorney General, who is meant to give independent legal advice, was pressurised into giving a favourable interpretation on the legality of the war. However, it was found that the legal advice shown to Parlt by TB was a summarised version of what the Attorney General advised – the full document was much more cautious in tone

· As a result of this and the Hutton Enquiry people are much more sceptical about how the Blair govt does things. 

· Before this people tended to trust Blair and he had a significant parliamentary majority. However, now he is much weaker so it is much harder to get through legislation

What are the different pieces of legislation passed as a result of the WOT and what impact has this had on the govt’s power and civil liberties?

· The Terrorism Act 2000 is the primary piece of counter-terrorism legislation and contains the most vital counter-terrorism measures. The Act came into force in response to the changing threat from international terrorism, and replaced the previous temporary anti-terrorism legislation that dealt primarily with Northern Ireland.895 people were arrested under the Terrorism Act 2000, 11 September 2001 until 30 September 2005.

· Anti-Terrorism, Crime and Security Act 2001, however this was updated in the Prevention of Terrorism Act 2005 and then in the Terrorism Act 2006. This new act makes illegal the glorification of terrorism, and gives police much more power; stop and search powers, warrants to raid “any property owned or controlled by a terrorist suspect,” control orders and detention for up to 28 days.

· Religious Hatred Bill 

· Serious Organised Crime Act 2005 – limits protesting b/c must apply beforehand

· Part of our identity as a liberal democracy is limiting the power of the state incl. govt & police – all of this goes against that idea

· The 90 day detention clause within the Prevention of Terrorism Act was the government’s first Commons defeat – directly related to international politics. The cross party consensus has broken down – Tories v. opposed to 90 days and control orders, as are the Lib Dems. Therefore, the legislature is putting a brake on PM’s power

· The Judiciary are reasserting themselves – v. significant b/c it is not v. often that judges do this unless civil liberties are under threat e.g. Ld Sullivan, Ld Stein

· Govt forced to change original Terrorism Act b/c went against human rights

· TB puts forward the freedom v. security argument, and says that if you have not committed a crime the legislation will hardly affect you (however, this is completely untrue b/c number of Muslim people who have been stop & searched has significantly increased)

· However, it could be argued that this has improved the quality of our democracy b/c it has increased political activism e.g 2 million protested in Hyde Park 14th Feb 2003

· Also that quality of democracy was poor anyway – FPTP, also executive govt is not a new concept

“The UK’s membership of major international organisations sustains the delusion that it is still a great power.” Discuss.

	For
	Against

	· UNSC seat – reflects world order of 1945, not 2006

· India, other regions

· Does Britain only have its influence b/c of SC seat?
	· However, France deserve it even less than us

· We do play a big role in international conflicts, so it is not completely undeserved

	· NATO – another relic of history

· Plus does not have that much power anyway. do cannot judge Britain’s power by using such an institution
	· However, could say that it is important e.g. Kosovo, Sierra Leone, role after 9/11 etc

	· G8 – doesn’t actually do much, even if it makes grand gestures

· Undermined by inclusion of Russia
	· Were in it from the start

· Brings issues to international attention

	· Commonwealth – gives us influence in Africa and S.E. Asia, 2nd largest IGO
	· However, should India now be the most important country in Commonwealth?

	· EU – awkward partner arguments
	· We do have influence – e.g. enlargement, especially Turkish admission talks

	Other areas:

· 4th largest economy in world

· Britain is a nuclear power and has 2nd largest navy
	· our GDP is only 3.1% of world’s GDP and Tiger Economies will overtake us

· US and Russia more powerful militarily and navy not as important now

	· Special Relationship – gives us visibility (see notes)
	· shows that we are clinging to the alliance to make us seem more powerful than we really are


Great power as a category is not as important in the current political climate anyway – meaningless b/c of overwhelming difference between the US and Great powers.

The power of the Prime Minister has been enhanced by the growing importance of international politics. Discuss.

Intro: Three strands of answer – i) yes the power of PM has been enhanced by int. pol. ii) no it has not been enhanced by int. pol. iii) it has been enhanced/not enhanced by other factors

· YES Chicago Speech was Blair’s open acceptance that he was going to be more involved in international politics. This was shown by NATO’s involvement in Kosovo and Blair’s role in this (persuading Clinton)
· NO Blair puts himself centre stage in all crises, not just in international politics e.g. BSE crisis, fuel crisis, he did not let minister in charge deal with it, but dealt with it himself
· YES International summits – G8 at Gleneagles and EU Presidency emphasised role of PM and PM now going to high ranking meetings instead of ambassadors e.g. at EU Presidency talks Blair took difficult countries like France and Germany, whereas Straw took others. However, this has been a year of high visibility for Britain as a whole b/c it has held Presidency – not necessarily a lasting trend.
· YES War in Iraq
· sidelined HoC b/c committed to it personally before vote - relying on PAs, not Cabinet to make decisions
· downgraded the role of Foreign Secretary; failed to listen to Robin Cook who ultimately resigned because of it, and now Jack Straw
· NO Royal prerogative powers allowed Blair to go to war anyway

· This has caused damaging splits within the party – in the short term Robin Cook and Claire Short resigned, but in the long term there have been problem as well. Blair is extremely unpopular now and recently 50 MPs have written a letter calling for him to set a date to step down

· YES SR – UK could not have gone against UN without US. However, it could be argued that the SR is a historical relationship which has existed for much longer than the current PM, so the SR itself does not prove that PM’s power has been enhanced
· NO In context of war, power of leaders tends to be exaggerated b/c they are more visible
· Power of PM enhanced by other factors: weak opposition & huge support for Labour in ‘97
· Power of PM enhanced by other factors: domestic legislation in that he had a tighter grip via the Home Office in the short term, but in the long term the electorate has registered its discontent by not allowing Blair as big a majority in 2005 and the recent local election results
Political parties and foreign policy


The political spectrum for International Relations

	Core beliefs
	Primacy of state and importance of power and security for the state
	Progress – you can make things better
	Led by philosophy or idea – they 

	Main actors
	State – sovereignty
	State working with IGOs
	

	Main instruments
	Balance of power, military strength
	Soft power, IGOs, military power as last resort
	



Foreign policy difference between main political parties
Europe

· Consensus across parties about being in the EU

· Broad agreement about Intergovernmentalism

· Growing consensus on economic reform

· Conservatives do want to pull things back and reassert sov. Also against Euro & Const.

· Lib Dems most pro-European

SR

· Consensus about SR in general, but varying levels

· Old Labour traditionally anti-American, but NL want to appear stronger b/c OL traditionally weak in area of FP

· Within NL there are divisions – TB more supportive, whereas GB might take a different approach. Robin Cook was the most articulate critic of the SR 

· Conservatives – closer relationship, but more balanced e.g. Michael Howard, David Davies advocated this. Traditionally Conservatives been supporters of SR – Thatcher was v. close with Reagan. Hague is in Washington trying to find support for the Conservatives there

· Lib Dems would say we should not support US at expense of other relationships, like IGOs, Europe, or the idea of multilateralism

IGOs/Int. Law

· Consensus on relationships with IGOs and support for IL

· NL pro UN & NATO but with reform. Blair is a liberal interventionist. NL’s ethical dimension to foreign policy v. much associated with Robin Cook is similar to that of the Liberal Democrats idea. (However, this may have been marginalised by commitment to War in Iraq and SR)

· Conservatives v. similar to Labour, but more emphasis on defence spending. However, believe more in sovereignty so are more cautious about intervention. New Tories show an interest in Neoconservatism, but unlike the Right in the US they do not want to get rid of the UN

· Lib Dems take hard line against regimes that are not democratic and abuse human rights, so strong support for IGOS & NGOs e.g. tightening up arms control and being much more interventionist

Development

· NL interested in it b/c it is a continuation of ethical dimension and also allows them to differentiate themselves from the US, also argument of it improving security. Advocate increase in aid and trade reform. Associated with GB and Clare Short – a new portfolio was set up: “Minister for Development” (Clare Short before she resigned)

· Conservatives – never associated with development b/c promotion of national interest and image of being the nasty party. Whereas Cameron could put slightly more emphasis on “soft policies” like environment, development etc. Critique of CAP could show development agenda

· LDs most pro-development – linked to human rights and security. Encourage going further than NL and are strong critics of double standards in trade

Overall, the philosophical divide would be the most between Lib Dems and other two main parties, but this is not a major divide b/c all trying to occupy centre ground. This could undergo change – Brown and US, new Conservatives etc

New Labour and Foreign Policy

Differences between Old Labour & New Labour

· OL always appeared weak in relation to foreign policy and being on the left, did not appear as interested in national interest, especially due to the Cold War – not trusted with the security of the nation

· OL much more Eurosceptic e.g. Tony Benn

· Advocated unilateral nuclear disarmament

· Tendency towards anti-Americanism – ideological resistance to this

· Pro-Palestinian on Middle East issue (protecting the underdog idea)

Why change?

· Modernise to become electable

· End of Cold War – socialism no longer viable, acceptance of free market

· Globalisation

The Ethical Dimension

· NL wanted to be seen to be adopting an ethical dimension, doing the right thing, perhaps slightly altruistic

· However, just as committed to national interest

· Differentiate themselves from Conservatives – intervention in Kosovo

· Robin Cook’s ideas included:

· promoting security through liberal internationalist values (e.g. IGOs)

· promoting respect through human rights – people everywhere should enjoy the same rights as the people in Britain

· importance of multilateralism and co-operation

· need to make foreign policy much more transparent, to have more scrutiny

· Blair 1999 in Chicago speech – “our task is to build a new doctrine of international community defined by common rights and shared responsibilities”

To what extent have NL maintained an ethical dimension to their foreign policy?

· Did sign up to ICC and committed to it. Also attempted to encourage the US to sign

· Development – advancement of cause of debt relief etc, esp. Gordon Brown. TB – “Africa is a scar on the face of humanity,” creation of development portfolio

· Roadmap

· Environment – Kyoto

· Blair’s interventionist tendencies

· Ottawa agreement banning import and export of landmines

· However, the War in Iraq goes against ALL of Robin Cook’s ideas on the ethical dimension (elaborate) and Cook resigned over the War. Furthermore, Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo Bay are hardly ethical

· Africa Commission merely cynical and development agenda does not go anywhere near far enough

· Still no intervention for humanitarian reasons in various places e.g. Darfur, Zimbabwe, Rwanda, Chechnya

· Lack of respect domestically for human rights

· Cutting off aid to Palestinians through EU – not an honest broker in conflict (which Blair likes to believe he is)

· Arms to Africa scandal – Sandline International involved when there was a UN arms embargo on selling arms to Sierra Leone and although politicians involved were cleared of any allegations, this still raised questions. Also, TB allowed fighter jet parts to be sold to Zimbabwe

· Burdens of office will always water down these commitments

· SR and Britain’s national interest will always come before ethics

· Opportunistic because NL trying to define themselves as being different to the Tories

· Also, must differentiate between NL & TB

Blair’s Foreign Policy
Liberal internationalism

· Chicago speech and Kosovo – humanitarian intervention b/c benefits our security – the doctrine of international community. Brilliant opportunity now to reshape the world in a positive way. Chicago speech is a backdrop to the emergence of the responsibility to protect in UN. Persuaded Clinton that it was necessary to get involved in Kosovo.

· Support for IGOs incl. UN & EU

· Roadmap – what he sees as a fair solution

Neo-con

· Supported America in War in Iraq and War On Terror more generally

· Setting aside IGOs

· Defended America, saying it is a force for good in the world – power should be harnessed. Does not want a bipolar or multipolar world

· Believes that force is something that can be used for good and we should not be afraid of using it if it is a means to an appropriate end

· However, for TB the humanitarian strand may have been more important that for Neo-Cons. War could have been justified under his doctrine of international community

· TB slightly more sympathetic towards working with IGOs whereas some Neo-Cons completely reject IGOs

· TB would have liked to have had more emphasis on planning the aftermath of the War in Iraq. His support for Iraq was linked to other things like a resolution to the Arab-Israeli conflict and he is tremendously interested in the Roadmap, for example – links that Neo-Cons do not make

Realist

· Commitment to SR could be in order to harness America’s power b/c accepts that the balance of power is clearly tipped in the US’ favour

· British interests and prestige and interests important – involvement in G8, acting as a bridge between US & Europe – giving Britain a distinctive role

Does Britain punch above its weight?/Does it merit the status of “great power”?

(The phrase "punching above our weight" was coined by Douglas Hurd during a lecture at Chatham House - one of the most respected of the Foreign Policy think tanks).
IGOs

NATO 

· NATO has shown its importance in recent years with its action in Kosovo and after 9/11 etc. The British Prime Minister Tony Blair is credited with pushing Bill Clinton into taking military action to safeguard the human rights of ethnic Albanians in Kosovo. 

· Britain contributed the greatest number of troops to this force (13,000 out of just over 50,000 in total) which was led by a British commander, General Mike Jackson.
G8
· We are in the G8 and able to raise the profile of such issues. However, we are not able to persuade others to follow through with their commitments – particularly the US

· Britain does draw on its soft power – sees itself as a moral influence, especially the present New Labour govt which has an “ethical dimension” to foreign policy. This is particularly associated with Brown who is an authority on these issues due to his economic background. (The moral stance is obviously debatable!)
EU

· Gives us leverage within Europe, but also collectively within the EU on the world stage.

· However, Britain is often resented for its awkwardness within the EU – this could be because it seems that it does not deserve its influence
UN

· (and more generally) Much of Britain's influence today can be traced back to the Second World War. Its SC seat  - 5 permanent states were decided upon based on the economic situation in 1945, not now. Japan, Germany and India are now all very strong economically. Furthermore, India’s population is 17% of the world’s population.

Commonwealth

· Many consider the Commonwealth to be an example of Britain clinging on to the remnants of imperialism and say that the Commonwealth is simply an anachronistic legacy of the British Empire with diminishing powers

· However, it does serve a v. important purpose - the British Empire has gone but there is still a legacy of history and it is up to more wealthy countries like the UK, Canada and Australia to help out the less fortunate, the Commonwealth is an excellent forum for this aid.

· Also, Many people in powerful countries such as the UK, Australia, India and Pakistan may question the importance of the Commonwealth. However, many members are small countries whose voice is often ignored on the international stage. These countries welcome the opportunity to be heard that the Commonwealth provides

The Special Relationship

· Supposed to give UK influence – a seat at the top table

· Although people are v. cynical some suggest UK was behind decision to go to UN. Obviously UK had some influence, as the US did go to the UN, but Donald Rumsfeld was very vociferous and frank in saying it made no difference anyway. Furthermore, it was TB & Jack Straw who visited Middle Eastern countries to gain support (the idea of Britain being US foreign secretary).

· The leaked memorandum behind the Al Jazeera bombing shows UK dissuading US

· Middle East peace process: wanted to push Roadmap. Some influence, but not taken up as quickly or as assertively as TB would have liked. The critical relationship here is America’s with Israel, not the UK & US. “Blair has never influenced us on Israel.” – one of Clinton’s aides in “Blair’s Wars”

· Troops in Iraq – UK: 8000, US: 100,000 - huge gap in military force, an unequal partnership

· Britain's unique ability to act as a bridge between Europe and America, and between East and West, came into its own in 2001 following 9/11. While President Bush confined himself to one overseas visit in that time (he went to China and the Far East), in the space of two months, Tony Blair embarked on a gruelling round of international diplomacy including an impromptu summit of European leaders at Downing Street, talks with the Russian President Vladimir Putin and an uncomfortable public lecture from the new President of Syria.
British military force

· Military expenditure - $42,836.5 million (2003) which is 2.4% of its GDP

· Has 2nd largest navy (however, could merely be a legacy of imperialism) UK Trident submarines typically go to sea with 48 warheads - that is the equivalent to 380 Hiroshima bombs – suggests power

· Britain is a nuclear country

· However, does not have much compared to other countries - US: around 10,240 strategic and tactical nuclear weapons, The Russian Federation has 3,814 nuclear weapons 

Military presence

· During the last decade, British troops have been deployed in various policing and peace-keeping roles across the world.

· In 1991, 45,000 British forces personnel were sent to join American forces in the Gulf War.  

· In 1994 around 3,000 British troops joined UN forces in Bosnia.  

· In 1999, 13,000 British troops went to Kosovo - the largest single national contribution to the United Nations peace-keeping force, KFOR.  

· In 2000: 800 British paratroops were sent to the West African state of Sierra Leone, to evacuate British citizens and help UN peace-keepers secure the airport.  

· Kosovo, Afghanistan & Iraq

Britain's economy 

· The fourth largest in the world - but per head, incomes are far lower than in other countries such as Germany or Japan. And yet, Britain continues to play a larger role than either of those countries, both militarily and diplomatically.

· GDP: $1.869 trillion (2005 est.) however the world’s is over $59 trillion – so Britain’s is merely 3.1% of the world’s
















Idealism





Liberalism








Realism





Is there a consensus amongst British political parties about foreign policy?


Is it the case that the Conservatives have a realist foreign policy and the Labour Party are more idealistic?








