Unit 4:

Polarity & power

IGOs  - UN, ICC, IMF, World Bank, WTO, NATO, CSCE incl. International law

EU

Unit 5: 

Conflict and international response – why do they generate differing responses?

Intervention (incl. response of IGOs)

Recent international summits

Unit 6:

Britain’s place in the world – its membership of IGOs and their role in shaping economic, defence and foreign policy in the UK. How is UK’s involvement discussed and decided? Party and pressure group positions on issues (national sov. and world role, national security and national interest)

What is the world order?

· The rules and regulations that apply to relationships between states at any given time in history.

· It could refer to the balance of power or the relationship between nation states and IGOs/NGOs.
· Between 1945 & 1989 this was defined by the Cold War – an ideological conflict between Communism & Capitalism. Another feature of this period was the setting up of the UN as a forum to prevent conflict and set out its own rules and regulations about relationships between states.
Demographics of Israel/Palestine

	Population
	7 million
	UN say 3.6 million Palestinian refugees but this has been contested. Many dispersed to surrounding countries. 

	Politics
	democratic states
	want a viable sovereign state

	Economics
	GDP $100 bn, approaching EU levels e.g. Portugal
	$4bn GDP, Israel agreed to give Palestine some import duties

	Army
	120,000 soldiers, 400,000 reservists, 3000 battleships, nuclear weapons
	35,000 PA who are a paramilitary forced who administer the division of West Bank & Gaza Strip


What are the important issues to consider for both sides?

· Security for Israel – had to fight five wars since 1948 – gives the state a siege mentality

· Jewish majority

· Palestinian freedom restricted by Israel – checkpoints on West Bank, for example

· Humiliation and anger of Palestinians

· Other organizations – Hamas, Islamic Jihad, Democratic Group for the Liberation of Palestine: altogether about 1000 people

· Israel’s democratic nature – how do you govern over an Arab population who do not want to be governed by you?

Summary of Roadmap

Set up by Quartet – UN, EU, USA & Russia

· Proposes a two state solution to the conflict

· When it was produced a “final and comprehensive settlement” to the conflict was supposed to be reached by 2005.

· Phase I: “Ending terror and violence, normalising Palestinian life, and building Palestinian institutions (present to May 2003)”
· Palestinian end to violence and issuing of statement reiterating Israel’s right to exist in peace, accompanied by support from Israel
· Both resume security operations with monitoring from Quartet
· Palestinians undertake political reform – draft Constitution and open, free, fair elections

· Israel withdraws from occupied Palestinian areas, freezes all settlement activity and takes measures to improve humanitarian situation

· Arab states cut off all public & private funding of terrorist groups

· Phase II: “Transition (June 2003-December 2003)”

· Progress into phase two will be based upon Quartet’s judgement of performance and whether conditions are appropriate to proceed

· Starts after Palestinian elections and ends with possible creation of independent state with provisional borders

· Palestinian Constitution finalised and cabinet formally established

· Effective security co-operation, continued normalisation of Palestinian life and institution-building

· International conference to support process

· Phase III: “Permanent status agreement and end of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict (2004-2005)”

· “consolidation of reform and stabilisation of Palestinian institutions, sustained, effective Palestinian security performance, and Israeli-Palestinian negotiations aimed at a permanent status agreement in 2005”

· Second international conference

· Arab states acceptance of normal relations with Israel and maintenance of security

Why has the conflict been so difficult to solve?
· Nature of the issues
· There are several different issues involved, it is multi-layered, multi-faceted. Just a few examples are land, water, significance of religious sites.

· Two very different versions of “the truth” which are mutually incompatible. 

· If one side wins the other side always loses, therefore no one will want to back down. E.g. if Palestinians are granted the right of return this has implications for the Jewish majority.

· Religious conflict has the capacity to paralyse debate. Anti-Semitism/Islamophobia accusations make it much harder to have open, honest debate.

· Longevity
· The situation has been allowed to fester, nothing major has been done to solve the problems.

· Has become a multi-faceted conflict, it is no longer about just one issue.

· Has spread to next generation – a generation who have grown up with conflict and therefore attitudes become entrenched.

· Policies become more difficult to reverse the longer they’re in place.
· Role of international actors

· During the Cold War the situation was extremely polarised. The Soviet Union used other Arab states as their allies and the USA supported Israel. Therefore, now the Cold War is over this polarisation needs to be dispelled.
· USA is not an honest broker and therefore has aggravated the Palestinians. However, the USA is part of the solution. Clinton commented that the only way Israel could move forward is if it feels secure within its own borders
· UN arguably redundant and serious thought needs to be given to how the UN can help in the current climate. 
· The role of the EU is vital, however backing the Palestinians merely to balance out the conflict may make matters worse.

· Regional balance of power

· Getting rid of key rejectionist – Saddam Hussein, may have made the region more stable. 
· However, it may have further aggravated other rejectionist states e.g. Iran, and increased funding to military groups. Unless the Middle East is reformed the problem in Israel can never be solved. This is the argument used by those advocating the spread of democracy to the region.

· Leadership

· Good leadership is vital: willingness to compromise, act in good faith, bravery, imaginative and strong. 
· A hard-line leader like Ariel Sharon may have been what Israel needed, but now there is a crisis due to his poor health. Election of party he set up
· Palestinian leadership could prove to be instrumental – Arafat was v. ill in last years of his life, both Sharon and Bush would not make deals with him anymore. He was also accused of corruption and never quite made the transition from protest movement leader to politician.
· Mahmoud Abbas was the man that the USA wanted to be leader (good/bad thing?!) His huge task now is governing Gaza – doing this successfully would earn the respect of Palestinians

· Election of Hamas – good or bad?

· Wide range of opinions within communities

· Some are more uncompromising than others. Ariel Sharon has withdrawn from Gaza but runs the risk of losing the leadership of the Likud Party due to his “betrayal,” which has churned up anger and resentment in the communities who lived in Gaza and in the wider population.
What have been the key developments over the past 5 years?
· Collapse of Oslo Accords at end of 1990s – opens door to a very bleak period in this conflict

· Emergence of Ariel Sharon 2000

· Second Intifada (may be the cost of not reaching agreement)

· Re-occupation of parts of the West Bank

· 9/11 in 2001 – pushes Arab-Israeli conflict up the international agenda b/c seen as being a possible cause of Islamic terrorism

· Building of security fence – currently 420 miles long

· causes major disruptions to community’s every day life

· just inside West Bank border therefore provokes a reaction – could Israel claim this should be the border in the future?

· Publication of “Roadmap” 2003

· Death of Arafat 2004 – can this lead to peace?

· Withdrawal from Gaza 2005

· Election of Hamas

Is this a window of opportunity?
	Yes
	No

	Israel needs to define its borders if it is to uphold its Jewish majority. The demography of the area is changing. Therefore it will have to take action.
	No transfer of sovereignty – the withdrawal from Gaza is not historic. Israel still occupy borders and ports and control the airspace.

	Israel is very proud of its democratic credentials. Behind all of the violence, there are pressures on the state of Israel to make steps in the direction of peace.
	Gaza withdrawal all about future of the West Bank – Israel is merely tightening its grip.

	Gaza set a precedent – can change their borders – the 1967 borders are not sacrosanct, withdrawal is possible.
	Hamas could be extremely dangerous

	Condemned “Jewish terror” - the acts of violence after Gaza (ex-soldier who killed Palestinians)
	Israel can take the moral high ground, but the Palestinians do not have the structure or organisation to carry out such a large-scale change.

	Other Arab states e.g. Egypt & Jordan have already shown readiness to help the process along.
	No timetabled peace-process on the ground and the Roadmap has not even started. The withdrawal from Gaza did not take place in the context of peace agreements – it was a unilateral decision on the part of the Israeli government.

	Hamas being elected might actually be a step in the right direction
	Iran had difficulty with accepting Israel as a state which causes tensions in the area, especially with a nuclear Iran.

	
	Israeli settlements are still being built on the West Bank. This is especially contentious around E. Jerusalem area – it is almost as if the Israelis are edging in. The wall is also v. controversial.

	
	Mr Sharon, the man who built the settlements, was perhaps the best man to pull them down. Will his successors be able to do it? Or will they be defeated by the strength of a settler community that Mr Sharon himself did more than anyone else to create?

	
	Ehud Olmert’s plan to fix Israel’s border will not end the conflict. It will have a profound effect on their lives, and they will not have been consulted about it.

	
	If Palestinians believe Israel is securing its own future at the expense of theirs, removing their chance of creating a viable and sovereign state, then the pressures of population and poverty in the territories will, inexorably, produce more violence.


What is power?

· The capacity to get another actor to do something they wouldn’t have done otherwise. Not the same as legitimacy – might is not always right. Does legitimacy give you power?

· Hard power: military power – the power to coerce e.g. America’s invasion of Iraq

· Soft power: ideas/values, a cultural component e.g. Marshall Doctrine, capitalist systems adopted in previously Communist regimes, EU using soft power at WTO and on Serbia. This could be economic power (although this could be hard power too)

What are the different types of polarity?

· UNIPOLARITY – an international order where there is clearly one dominant centre of power e.g. USA now, Roman Empire
· BIPOLARITY – a world order where power is distributed between two major powers e.g. Cold War
· MULTIPOLARITY – an international order where power is distributed between a number of major powers e.g. beginning of 20th century
Are we living in a unipolar world?

· Unwillingness of US to be restrained by international institutions – bypassing UN over Iraq, refusing to sign Kyoto Treaty, refusal to sign up to ICC, refusing NATO’s help after 9/11
· US trying to reshape UN in an attempt to maintain unipolarity
· Spread of American culture – particularly American model of capitalism, not the European model, spread of language
· Regime change and spread of democracy
· American dollar strong
· Military strength – major nuclear power, size of army, military hardware, bases throughout world. As Charles Krauthammer points out, its military spending exceeds that of the next twenty countries combined
· Must be measured against other states – must have strength in these areas relative to other states. Some states rival the US in some areas e.g. China – seat on SC, thriving economy, but not as strong as US in other areas
What are the merits of unipolarity and the concerns that it raises?

· Argument that US can be a benign and positive force which would be the perfect model for a unipolar world e.g. prevented ethnic cleansing in Kosovo

· Some argue (e.g. Charles Krauthammer) that the US’ rejection of IGOs, especially the UN, is a good development because within the Security Council decisions are made on the basis of individual states’ interests. UN, therefore, does not really have moral authority b/c states want to protect own interests

· However, we are now dependent on the US

· There is no challenge to US power, so they can do what they want e.g. Guantanamo

· Undermining of international law

· Detrimental effect on economies of developing countries

Why is the concept of multipolarity so important for an understanding of international politics?

· What is multipolarity? When was it dominant?

· Although it is widely acknowledged that the current state of affairs is based on a unipolar world, with America taking the lead, it could be suggested that in some ways multipolarity is thriving. 

· The advantages of such a world order are vast. Those who would like to see US hegemony challenged by an equally powerful state or group of states would see multipolarity as the key. A drift towards multipolarity would see decreasing American influence in the global economy, and would give the economies of developing countries a chance to grow. 

· In a multipolar world, new powers may be created as the economy would be more balanced, allowing smaller states to thrive. 

· The dependence we currently have on the US may fade away and the authority of international organizations, such as the UN, will be restored.

· Is the future multipolar? If so it is a v. important concept. However, could argue that the future will be dominated by another superpower – China perhaps.

· Important b/c it is a concept which important countries aspire to e.g. France. However, is it multipolarity that it wants, or an attempt to weaken American power?
What are the origins of NATO?

· Formed in 1949 to protect the trans-atlantic alliance.

· After the Berlin Blockade the creation of NATO was one of the key events of the crystallisation of the Cold War. The Soviet Union was seen as a serious threat b/c its intentions became clear.

· NATO had a very specific original purpose – it was a bulwark to prevent the spread of Communism (containment).

· The First Secretary General of NATO, Lord Ismay said “the purpose of NATO is to keep the Russians out, the Americans in and the Germans down.”

· Keeping Germany down would reassure France and the Low Countries. NATO would also institutionalise the relationship between Western Europe and the USA.

· It was primarily a military alliance but has always been a bit more. From its inception it committed itself to promoting a set of shared values. Its Charter states that it would be committed to democracy, freedom and human rights. It also reaffirms what is said in the UN Charter.

· Some of the key reasons for setting up NATO are no longer relevant in the world in which we live.

· NATO was never involved in a single conflict between 1949 and 1989 – it acted as a deterrent force. NATO troops were (and still are) stationed across Europe. (400,000) It was a military presence.

· Roy Jenkins said “the creation of NATO was essential to a new stability in Europe. Looked at from any perspective it was one of the most remarkable feats of international political engineering of modern history.”

How does NATO operate?

· Core idea is collective security – Article V states that if one member is invaded the other countries will come to its assistance. They will assist through a range of options – from diplomatic pressure, to economic sanctions, to the use of armed force.

· NATO commits itself to working with the Security Council but not necessarily always following Security Council resolutions.

Why does NATO continue to exist?

NATO is unique for two reasons:

1. As a military IGO it also has another dimension to it

2. It has outlived the threat that it was created to counter

· It has ongoing military benefits

· Has 50 years of experience in planning and organising military activity and an existing infrastructure. Therefore it can be mobilised quickly – much quicker than UN which takes 2/3 months. e.g. in First Gulf War the US took advantage of NATO’s infrastructure and used its troops – it was an “informal presence”.

· It has been very successful at diversifying

· Has moved beyond Article V functions – moved into intra-state conflict e.g. Peacekeeping in Afghanistan 2003

· Widened its global scope – primarily was Europe but now moved beyond. e.g. has been v. involved with European Security & Defence Identity (ESDI) – working much more closely with EU.

· Has developed v. close relations with previous Warsaw Pact members – some have joined NATO. NATO has also tried to develop a special working relationship with Russia & Ukraine.

· NATO’s response to 9/11 – now has a role in the so-called War Against Terror

Briefly explain the First Gulf War conflict, what challenges this presented to the international community and NATO’s response

· August 2nd 1990, following a dispute over oil rights in the Gulf, Iraq invaded Kuwait

· Within 12 hours of start of invasion, Iraq had defeated Kuwaiti forces and annexed the country.

· First major crisis of post-Cold War era, shifted media focus from Europe to Middle East

· Primary concern = Saddam Hussein’s potential to disrupt supply of vital resources which could cause global economic chaos

· secondly, Iraqi violation of internationally recognized borders – UNSC declares that Iraqi announcement that Kuwait was now 19th province of Iraq was null & void, and eventually approved the use of all “necessary means” to achieve an Iraqi withdrawal

· Iraq’s failure to respond to resolutions led to military action being taken against them beginning on night of 16-17 Jan 1991

· Iraq known to possess a range of air and missile capabilities as well as being willing to use bio/chemical weapons

· NATO decided formally on 10th August to increase level of intelligence reporting on region – response to Iraq aggression was “Southern Guard” – “to be ready to counter any threat that may develop in the Southern Region of Allied Command in Europe as a result of the Middle East Crisis”

· NATO also played an informal role in “Operation Desert Storm” – US air operations launched from NATO bases in Turkey, Spain & UK, us of NATO training & procedures and shared intelligence

NATO’s involvement in the conflict in the Balkans

· Did not originally threaten NATO or allies directly, outside mandate. 

· Conflict seen as “the hour of Europe” and EU by many, incl. US. Only NATO had capacity to manage crisis – despite French wishes the EU lacked experience and military and UN incapable

· Gradual involvement began in supporting roles to UN – monitored and then implemented UN arms embargo and economic sanctions in the Adriatic

· Monitored and then enforced no-fly zone over Bosnia and caused first ever combat action, also air strikes against Bosnian Serb military

· After UN resolution, NATO-led multinational Implementation Force (IFOR) deployed to Bosnia to end the fighting, demobilize weapons and forces, transfer territory

NATO’s role in Kosovo

· Following continued conflict in the Balkans throughout the 1990s, violence erupted in Kosovo – an area in Yugoslavia. The Serbian govt began the ethnic cleansing of over 300,000 Albanians from Kosovo

· Following refusal by Serbian govt to international demands of withdrawal, there was a lack of cooperation in UNSC which prompted NATO to act independently

· NATO developed “Operation Allied Force” which was an air war against the Serbs. It was the first mission undertaken on its own initiative and without UN mandate which resulted in the Serbian authority backing down after only 78 days.

· Only after this the UN arrived with the KFOR and later UNMIK who aimed to ensure a secure environment in Kosovo

· The intervention showed NATO’s effectiveness as a rapid response and a clean, efficient intervening agent. This was once again displayed when violence erupted again in 2004 and NATO immediately deployed troops to support KFOR

NATO’s response to 9/11

· NAC met on the evening of 11 September to discuss the attacks and release a statement expressing its solidarity with US.
· 12 September – NATO invoked principle of Article V for first time in its history – especially significant b/c NATO requires consensus and this was a v. rapid response.
· Seen as being a “profound” defining moment for three main reasons:
· Article V was used in response to an attack on the US, not on European territory
· the idea to use Article V came from a NATO ally (conversation between Tony Blair and NATO Secretary General Lord Robertson) on behalf of the US, not from the US in defence of a NATO ally
· the decision was in response to a non-state actor rather than a conventional military attack by a state
· It was agreed that usage Article V would only be confirmed once it was proven that the attacks came from abroad. (Otherwise NATO would be going against one of its own members)
· By 2 October the invocation of Article V was confirmed after evidence of Al-Qaida’s involvement.
· At the request of the USA, Lord Robertson announced eight measures to be taken. Briefly, to enhance intelligence sharing, to provide assistance to allies who may be subject to increased terrorist threats, to take measures to increase security, to have assets available to directly support anti-terrorist measures, to provide blanket over-flight clearances for NATO members’ military aircraft.
· All of this seems to suggest that NATO was stronger than ever, however this idea of NATO’s role was revealed to be misleading.
USA’s response to NATO after 9/11

· As Lord Robertson said, it was “open to the United States to act on its own, or to do so in association with any group of states.” The US chose to act unilaterally with Operation Enduring Freedom.
· The US did request help from the NATO allies with information-sharing and intelligence. Any military assistance required was always very limited.
· One analyst referred to the situation as a dance – “the Europeans pretend that they want to send troops to Afghanistan, the Americans pretend that they want them there and all participants have to pretend that the dance is taking place to the music of NATO.”
USA’s role in Afghanistan

· Afghanistan was America’s war, so although NATO participated in the invasion, they did so under the US’ lead and so questions are raised as to whether NATO had the ability on its own to respond to the security threats highlighted by 9/11.

· NATO invoked Article V on 12th September 2001, confirmed 2nd October

· 6th Dec 2001 International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) set up to maintain security in Kabul and surrounding areas so that UN could operate in secure environment 

· 16th October 2003 NATO announce expansion of ISAF to other regions in accordance with UNSC Resolution 1510. Expanded again June 2004

· July 2004 – 6500 troops under NATO command with future increases to maintain security during September 2004 elections

“The fact of the matter is that the main threat is gone and NATO has become far less relevant.” Discuss

	Yes
	No

	· American unilateralism means NATO have a different role. No longer useful or viable because it was set up to be a military alliance, but its military capabilities do not match up to the US. e.g. response to 9/11 – NATO offered military help but US only used limited amount. US surveillance and reconnaissance is so advanced.
	· Taken on a new role of peacekeeping and post-conflict work. It has adapted to fit the new forms of conflict. It has been a key player in important conflicts e.g. NATO bombed Kosovo showing obvious involvement.

	· There is another point to be made about American unilateralism, one of ideology. The US choose not to be constrained by any IGO, that is their general tone of policy. This is part of a bigger phenomenon – NATO facing similar problems to the UN.
	· The way Article V itself is used has changed. (used in response to attack on US not European ally, on behalf of US by Tony Blair and Sec. Gen., used on non-state actor instead of conventional military threat)

	· New threats – more complex, less tangible. Huge divide amongst Western Alliance as to how they should be dealt with. US have different tone of policy to some European allies.
	· Worked much more closely with EU recently – adapted to new political climate. NATO has been used by America to restrain EU as a military capability. This is a role, however could also be used as an example of the loss of NATO’s relevance.

	· Enlargement – could be seen as a good thing, but has also caused problems. Made collective decision making and collective military action much more difficult. NATO has taken on new roles/capacities but even in these it is used as a subsidiary body. Some Warsaw Pact members joined demonstrating another point – the original threat is no longer there.
	· NATO is used in conflict instead of the US because it is a much more benign force. It can be used by other organisations too e.g. UN because it can mobilise itself much quicker. However, it is also capable of taking its own action e.g. 1st Gulf War NATO was an “informal presence.”

	· Development of EU military and defence identity may weaken NATO’s role even further. Already we can see that France wants to focus its military power in EU, instead of NATO. However, this is much longer term.
	· It could be argued that the main threat was not just the Cold War and Soviet Union, it was other factors too, so the change is not so huge.


NATO enlargement – why has it taken place?

1. Collapse of the Soviet Union – created power vacuum in Eastern Europe – potential for conflict. Therefore others should move in and promote stability (NATO, but also EU). People were slightly uncertain about how Russia would turn out – expansion would contain Russia

2. For the Eastern European countries themselves – they see being members of NATO as a way of consolidating their independence and security

3. Seen as a way of consolidating democracy – political function

· 9/11 accelerates expansion – America pushing for expansion b/c it would give them military benefits. New states are atlanticist in their outlook which adds to the process of building up a coalition of like-minded states

· The more countries there are within NATO, the more territory there is between them and therefore more bases to deploy assets (Branching out, tentacle idea)

· Many of the new countries are significant b/c of their geographical position – esp. Romania and Bulgaria b/c they border the Black Sea. Romania, in fact, does not actually meet all of the criteria.

· If countries join NATO, pressure can more easily be brought to bare on them to support America’s policy on non-NATO operations e.g. US wanted bases in Turkey, but they said no

NATO enlargement - problems
· NATO doesn’t actually make Europe more secure – actually less secure.

· It could be destabilising b/c problems, security risks and conflicts are transferred from the new states into NATO’s sphere of influence. e.g. historic dispute between Poland and Belarus over borders

· Potential to antagonise Russia – i) pushing borders out and boxing Russia in ii) huge loss of prestige – symbolises their fall from power – humiliating that former Soviet countries and also Warsaw Pact members have joined NATO e.g. (1) when Lithunia joined, Belgium sent some F16 bombers to Lithunia. There were ripples of discontent in the Russian Duma. Russia’s less progressive elements – hardline Communists and military are v. influential e.g. (2) NATO action in Kosovo was an embarrassment for Russia b/c they threatened to use their veto in the Security Council, but then NATO went ahead anyway

· NATO enlargement has undermined NATO’s unity and collective decision making capacity

· Weakening military capacity 

· b/c some don’t bring very much military and it is a very costly process to update them e.g. Hungary agreed to raise defence spending to 1.8% of its GDP, but failed to do so. 

· Blocks will be created within NATO – France and Germany are already one and US & UK another. Now there are also the new states who tend to be more Atlanticist 

· Therefore NATO is divided not just due to the above point, but also militarily – there could be a 4 tiered NATO (1. US, 2. France & UK, 3. other Western European countries, 4. new members)

· The changed nature of NATO – it has become politicised. Some say it is a talking shop.

What are the different varieties of weapons that exist today?
Arms


Why has the question of WMD acquired such urgency?

· US and SU used to use them as deterrents, but now the perception is that they are more likely to be actually used.

· Terrorist networks could use dirty bombs – conventional weapons with nuclear elements.

· After the collapse of the SU many weapons became unaccounted for (reported on by the Nunn Lugar report). Many still in Soviet republics, but Russia is too weak economically to control.

· Could be potentially devastating.

What is the NPT and what does it propose?

· Signed 1968 and ratified by Congress in 1970.

· Supposed to be reviewed every 5 years.

· Product of the heightened anxiety that the Cuban Missile Crisis (1963) caused.

· Commitment to trying to stop the spreading of nuclear weapons

a) if already a nuclear weapons state – agree to reduce numbers of weapons they have and you will not help others to acquire weapons

b) if non-nuclear weapons state – your obligation is not to seek nuclear weapons and you will get, in return for signing treaty, access to nuclear technology for peaceful purposes.

c) built into that promise are specific safeguards which would require states who get access to nuclear technology to open themselves up to regular inspections by the IAEA to make sure they are not developing weapons . IAEA inspections much more stringently applied to non-nuclear weapons states

· Amendment to Treaty – if non-nuclear state and nuclear state in conflict, the conflict will be immediately referred to Security Council

Countries with nuclear weapons who have signed the treaty:

· Russia

· USA
· Britain

· France

· China

Countries who have them, but not signed:

· India

· Pakistan

· Israel

· (North Korea – not very many)

Countries suspected of trying to acquire them:

· Iran

· Libya was, as well as S. Africa which has now given them up

What is the current situation with Iran?
· Iran is a theocracy with radical Islamic laws after revolution.

· Rogue state - human rights abuses, does not abide by international law, believed to sponsor terrorism e.g. Palestine

· Regional balance of power - instability with Iraq war

· Signed NPT but suspected of developing WMDs.

Why does Iran desire WMD?

· Increase leverage in region - after Iraq it has greater power ambitions

· Existence of Israel, India, Russia, Pakistan who all have nuclear weapons. Perhaps to counteract proliferation in the region.

· Threatened by USA and had been named as part of “Axis of Evil”. USA has seen North Korea develop WMDs and it is now too late to intervene. Iran wants to protect against USA trying to stop them through invasion, as once they acquire WMDs there is little that the international community can do.

· Opposition encourages extremism e.g. see elections in Iran

Successes of NPT

· Treaty has persuaded 187 states to join – most of the world - the whole of S. America is nuclear free. Reduction in weapons of big powers – especially Russia

· Overseeing getting weapons back from old Soviet states – a major success

· Promoted view that nuclear weapons are negative, illegitimate

· Limited and slowed proliferation

· Developing countries using nuclear for peaceful means
· Facilitated end of nuclear programmes such as Libya, South Africa, Ukraine

· More difficult and costly to acquire nuclear weapons.

· 63 states have voluntarily signed additional protocol for more inspections

· What would replace it? No agreement on method of ending NPT, nuclear states will not adapt. There is no new consensus, but there is no support for the old NPT.

Failures, problems, critiques
· States who have not signed are arguably more significant than those who have. All at various flashpoints which could be dangerous.

· Having nuclear weapons, even in one country, almost encourages proliferation b/c there is a tendency for other countries in the region to feel the need to have weapons for security.

· Not enforced stringently - Dr Abdul Khan (Pakistan) sold aspects of technology to Iran and Libya.

· Loophole in the Treaty – states could acquire technology for peaceful purposes, then withdraw from treaty and use technology for weapons

· Insufficient sanctions for withdrawal, and inspections not tightened enough.

· USA continues to develop nuclear weapons e.g. 'bunker buster' and have not signed further treaties e.g. Additional Protocol (which they have advocated!). Double standards which satisfy America as they believe they are not a threat, but some rogue states do not qualify for technology.

· Does not consider legitimacy of regime  e.g. no differentiation between Norway and North Korea. Rogue states which are secretive and non-members are both treated equally. What action should be taken if a state develops nuclear weapons such as Iran.

Chemical Weapons Convention

· Signed in 1993, bans stockpiling, production and use of chemical weapons.

· Roughly 170 states signed, however those who have not signed include Israel, Angola, Barbados, N. Korea*, Syria*, Lebanon, Somalia and Iraq (*part of “Axis of Evil”)

· Said to be “the poor man’s nuclear weapons” b/c much cheaper and easier to produce

· The body in charge of monitoring this is the Organisation for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). It has the power to inspect when requested by another state and oversees the destruction/reduction of chemical weapons

Biological Weapons Convention
· Signed in 1972, bans stockpiling and production but not the use of weapons.

· Roughly 160 signatories, but those who have not signed include Zambia, Trinidad & Tobago, Cameroon, Chad, Eritrea, Angola, Kazakhstan, Israel

· The verification procedures are the weakest of the three conventions

· The provisions of the treaty are not designed to deal with the threats of today e.g. groups, not tangible entities like states

· (Other weaknesses similar to NPT and other conventions apply)

How successful have we been at controlling the proliferation of chemical weapons?

· The number of signatories suggest that it has been successful.

· It also adds to the consensus that it is illegitimate to use them.

· BUT It does not cover all chemical substances, so countries (e.g. US in Iraq) can go against the principle of the treaty without necessarily going against the treaty itself

· Difficulty of continually updating the treaty in parallel with scientific developments

· Usage of weapons – not always used as chemical weapons, but for other purposes e.g. White Phosphorous

· Some haven’t signed so if they use weapons they cannot be seen as going against the treaty.

· Targets were set to destroy stockpiles, but not met. There was meant to have been a 45% reduction achieved by 2004, but only 14% was achieved.

Conventional Weapons

Why control them?

· Some parts of the world where it would be a good idea not to sell weapons i) internal conflict e.g. there was an arms embargo in the former Yugoslavia in the early 1990s. ii) if the state has a bad human rights record e.g. currently the EU have an arms embargo on China (since 1989 with the brutal treatment of the pro-democracy movement)

· Some weapons are particularly sadistic e.g. landmines 

· However, they are v. difficult to control because they are easy to produce and incredibly lucrative (£17 billion of annual revenue in UK) Also, very extensive black market

What are the four main treaties covering conventional weapons?

· The Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (CCW) signed 1980. It is a UN Treaty but is still very weak. It covers four areas – bans landmines, blinding lasers, incendiary weapons and the explosive remnants of war. Therefore, the main point to be made is that weapons that are particularly sadistic should not be used OR those which have effects that linger beyond the conflict.

· Ottawa Convention – 1997, but came into effect in 2005. Specifically designed to limit the effect of landmines. 144 signatories, but also exceptions: China, India, Pakistan, Russia, USA, Israel. These are some of the world’s largest arms exporters and consumers.

· Wassenaar Arrangement – entirely voluntary with 34 members. It is about promoting more responsible selling of arms (not selling arms to “states of concern”). Those who have not signed include S. Africa, Israel, Belarus, China.

· EU Code of Conduct

What is the WOT?

· Phrase used by Bush after 9/11 in the January 2002 State of the Union address which sets out the key features of Axis of Evil – although many of the ideas existed before 9/11 as part of neoconservative philosophy.

· The tone of WOT is summed up by the phrase “you are either with us or against us”.

· Strongly unilateral – “A coalition of the willing” (US, UK, Spain, Italy)

· States v. clearly that states supporting or harbouring terrorists would be held responsible for those terrorists groups – first example, Taliban in Afghanistan

· The emergence of the Bush Doctrine – pre-emptive strikes, regime change. But also, the longer term strategy of spreading democracy and freedom. The ideas behind this are that democratic systems are less belligerent b/c people have more channels to express discontent and b/c democratic leaders are accountable to electorate, so are more concerned about the welfare of the people they represent (and want to be re-elected)

· The idea that the US would try to build allies but it would act outside international law if necessary.

· The WOT also ushered in a whole range of strategies to combat terrorism through improved intelligence and tighter control of financial resources – The Patriot Act

Why has it been so controversial? (also failures of WOT/Bush Doctrine)

· It is unlike a conventional war in a number of ways:

· It is unclear who this “war” is against

· There is no definite end to this war

· Unlike a conventional war which has rules and regulations, it is unclear what these are

· The legality of this war is ambiguous e.g. going against the Geneva Convention

· The definition “war on terror” – terrorism is a very powerful phrase which can be misused e.g. Mugabe, Putin (against Chechan rebels), Sharon. The word “war” – suggests a link to conventional wars with predominantly military battles which the WOT seems to have followed. However, could there be better ways to deal with this threat than force?

· The Bush Doctrine is applied inconsistently - US turning a blind eye to particular countries which have done similar things to the Axis of Evil countries b/c they are useful for the purposes of the WOT e.g. Russia and the conflict in Chechnya

· WOT looks at “Islamic Terrorism” specifically which causes a religious conflict

· Other traditional terrorist groups e.g. IRA, ETA, even PLO have geographic base which made negotiations possible, whereas these terrorists do not.

· Al Qaeda has less tangible, less specific aims. New methods – idea of martyrdom linked to suicide bombing and the willingness to commit mass murder. It seems nihilistic. Since it has now re-formed as a group it has become much more challenging.

· US power – unilateralism – undermining of institutions such as NATO & UN

· Strain on conventional alliances – US & Europe. “Le Monde” headline just after 9/11 was “We are all Americans now,” but this good will towards the US has been squandered.

· Implications for civil liberties resulting from the conduct of the WOT – our civil liberties, but also those suspected. e.g. Abu Ghraib, Guantanamo, US Patriot Act, freezing of bank accounts of suspected terrorists, UK legislation. (IMPLICATIONS FOR DEMOCRACY)

· The idea that the Western world (mainly the US) can spread democracy is extremely problematical. It is often met with resentment by the countries deemed to need democratisation.

· The legality of the WOT is questionable. Firstly, the grounds for intervention in Iraq went against the UN Charter which caused international uproar. Secondly, the US seem to be exempt from the Rule of Law in Iraq while they are rebuilding it. Lastly, the Geneva Convention and the UN Convention on Cruel & Inhumane Treatment have both been violated e.g. Guantanamo Bay, Abu Ghraib

Successes/Defence of WOT/Bush Doctrine

· Only two major attacks since 9/11 – many have been supposedly thwarted
· Potential rogue states have come forward and been more open e.g. Libya
· There have been small democratic movements across the Middle East e.g. elections in Saudi Arabia, Lebanon
· The main Arab rejectionist, Saddam Hussein, was removed which could have had a positive impact on the region. Furthermore, the human rights abuses that he was committing have now been stopped.
· Increased awareness of terrorist threats, especially within IGOs.
The development of international law

· Feature of 20th Century and in particular the period after WWII

· Existence of IL before this was minimal and only extended to a few areas

· WWII had two major impacts:

· the signing of the Atlantic Charter and the setting up of the UN. This enshrined a set rules and regulations on the justification for war/the specific circumstances in which force could be used to resolve conflict.

· an attempt to devise a system of rules and regulations with which to punish crimes such as genocide beginning with Nuremberg Trials

· IL is now considered to be a means of providing basic rules for globalisation. In a world that is increasingly global, IL is increasingly indispensable.

What is the difference between domestic and international law?

· DL has a much longer history which gives it more authority, whereas IL is still v. embryonic. There is more of a consensus towards DL, whereas IL is often contested.

· There is a police force to enforce DL, but no direct equivalent for IL so it can be more easily sidelined/ignored.

· DL has judicial and legislative apparatus, this is not present to the same extent in IL – it is rudimentary e.g. ICJ.  Furthermore, states can choose not sign, unlike DL.

· This all implies that IL is weaker than domestic law. However, it does deny legitimacy to “illegal” actions e.g. Iraq or Iran & NPT. Furthermore, most states do sign and generally obey it. If it did not exist there might be more countries committing “illegal” acts, so IL does act as a restraint.

The enforcement of IL

· The idea of reciprocity is seen as a v. valuable idea – states find mutual benefit in acting in a certain way. i.e. they follow international law because they want others to do so e.g. states did not use chemical weapons in WWII not b/c international law was particularly enforced, but b/c they did not want other side to use them. The Geneva Conventions demonstrate this principle.

· IL is also enforced b/c collective response if it is not enforced is to be avoided. This could result in isolation of a particular state (and economically this could be v. damaging in an increasingly globalised world), sanctions or a pariah

· The alternative would be much worse – the costs of actual conflict, for example

· However, there are limitations: reciprocity only works if the aggrieved state has the power to inflict the cost on the violator, collective response only works if the collective cares enough about an issue to respond. Therefore, it is easy to get away with small issues (or major violations if one has enough power) e.g. Sudan gets away with Darfur crisis b/c it has support from Chinese govt.


Sources of IL

· Treaties – must be signed AND ratified and are only binding on member states. e.g. UN Charter, Treaty of Rome (set up the ICC), NPT, Chemical Weapons Convention.

· Customary IL – gradually evolved as a result of generally accepted practice e.g. who has control of parts of oceans

· work of legal scholars & academics e.g. Philippe Sands

Were Afghanistan & Iraq legal?

Law used as justification:

· Chapter VII of UN Charter:

· Resolution 678 passed to deal with the situation in Kuwait

· Resolution 687 stated that Iraq should be open and accountable about WMD

· Resolution 1441 says that Iraq has a “final opportunity to comply with its disarmament obligations” and warned of “serious consequences” if it did not

· Article 51 of UN Charter – states that any state has the right to defend itself if under imminent threat – use of this part of Charter to justify war is more prevalent in the US, not used in UK

Afghanistan

· Article 51 does not seem to fit b/c terrorists are non-state actors and the US would, therefore, be taking action on a state for something that it is not directly involved in. However, the US Administration argued that the govt in Afghanistan were accountable for the terrorist activity in their country and did not do enough to stop it.

· Furthermore, the US argue that the response was merely proportional to the threat (and the same in Iraq)

Iraq

	Legal
	Illegal

	Cumulative effect of a succession of resolutions is enough to provide a legal basis
	The context has changed so much that the US are cynically using the legal process. The legitimacy of the legal process is undermined.

	Res. 678 says “all necessary means” which includes the use of force
	Iraq was invading another country in 1991 – a clear-cut violation of Chapter VII, whereas this clarity was not present in the Second Gulf War. Furthermore, there was consensus during the First Gulf War, but not with the Iraq War.

	b/c 678 was effectively about justifying the use of force, the argument can be made that it was still relevant in 2003 b/c Iraq had not fully complied with the terms of the armistice
	Only “serious consequences” used. “All necessary means” would have to be used in 1441 to make the intentions absolutely clear.

	
	There was not substantial evidence to suggest links between Hussein & bin Laden, and therefore no evidence that Iraq was a direct threat or linked to 9/11

	
	The US should have gone through the due process – should have given the weapons inspectors more time. This didn’t quite take place. And WMD were never found!


There has been a failure in the concept of collective responsibility – and IL can only work when this concept is put into practice

Torture

To remember:

· International law, including these conventions, is based on the principle of reciprocity. In this case, if a fighting force/army’s men are captured and taken prisoner we would expect them to be treated in a certain way.

· Treaties are not easy to enforce, but they do legitimise (or delegitimise, as the case may be!) action

Two Conventions to focus on:

1. Geneva Conventions 1949

2. UN Convention against torture and other cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or punishment – 1987

Geneva Conventions

There were four conventions signed in 1949: I & II about treatment of sick/wounded during conflict (on land and then at sea), III about treatment of POWs, IV about civilians

(With focus on Convention III)

What are its main points?

· Prisoners must be released when the war is over.

· Prisoners must only give their name, rank, number and date of birth. “Every prisoner of war, when questioned on the subject, is bound to give only his surname, first names and rank, date of birth and… number”

· Prisoners are entitled to legal council and knowledge of what they are being accused of. Ultimately if they are accused, they are also entitled to a fair trial. “In all circumstances, the accused persons shall benefit by safeguards of proper trial and defence”

· They should be free from torture and humiliation. “Prisoners of war must at all times be humanely treated” and “must at all times be protected, particularly against acts of violence or intimidation and against insults and public curiosity.”

· Free to practice cultural/religious identity i.e. do not need to wear uniform etc

· (The above points clarify that POWs are not criminals)

Who is covered by this Convention?

· “Members of the armed forces of a Party to the conflict as well as members of militias or volunteer corps forming part of such armed forces.”

· “Members of other militias and members of other volunteer corps including those of organised resistance movements” provided they are: 

· “commanded by a person responsible to his subordinates” 

· have a “fixed distinctive sign recognisable at a distance” 

· “carrying arms openly” 

· “conducting their operations in accordance with the laws and customs of war.” 

· The process to claim POW status – you should be treated like a POW until a hearing by a fair, independent tribunal which says that you do or do not meet the criteria

What is the American argument (i.e. how did they avoid the GC in Afghanistan)?

· In Afghanistan (but not Iraq) – said that those they were fighting against were “unlawful” combatants, not combatants who fell under the protection of the GC because they did not meet the criteria. e.g. did not wear uniforms. The idea of an “unlawful combatant” comes from a case during WWII in which German saboteurs were caught in the United States wearing civilian clothing. Ths US courts held that they were not subject to protection of GC; several saboteurs were executed. Washington says that they will not treat the detainees as normal criminals b/c of their alleged links to Osama Bin Laden’s al-Qaeda network.

· It was vital to gather intelligence to save lives but the GC would not allow interrogation. (So they found a loophole)

· There is a degree of hypocrisy b/c during the Afghan-Soviet War (and the US were funding the SU’s enemy, the Muhajadin) the US came out very strongly in saying that the SU must respect the GC

Why Guantanamo?

· Leased from Cuba in 1903 so not technically speaking US sovereign territory, so US criminal law does not apply – they are caught in a legal limbo/a legal black hole. However, this has now been rebuffed by the SC who say that the prisoners should be entitled to the US Constitution. 

US argument for torture?

· Dick Cheney’s “ticking time bomb” scenario – if a person has information which could save many other lives, torture can be used

· Alberto Gonzales, US Attorney General, said “in my judgement this paradigm renders obsolete… and quaint” the GC. i.e. new challenges need new solutions

· In UN Conventions – “the intentional infliction of severe pain and suffering, whether mental or physical” is wrong and illegal under the Convention.

· However, US have said that torture can be used up until the point of organ failure.

How is rendition illegal under international law?

· Abduction

· Torture

· Casts doubt on the idea that Guantanamo is an “anomaly” because it seems as if it is a much bigger picture than this

To think about: is this a long term or temporary development?

Mood has changed – the fact that there has been debate on these issues demonstrates that this is not a permanent shift

What is the background of the ICC?

· Broad context of an attempt to establish international justice, the idea that crimes of a particular scale or nature will not be tolerated, they are an affront to humanity not just particular victims.

· Attempt to identify that not just the foot soldiers should be prosecuted, but also the leaders who ordered atrocities to take place

· The major turning point was the Nuremberg Trials and Tokyo Trials – they were a way of differentiated the Allies and the Nazis – showing that they were different and would uphold the principles which they had fought for. However, could the trial ever be more than victors’ justice, could it ever be fair?

· The Cold War put the idea of international justice on hold for 50 years. The end of the Cold War opened the door to consensus and in the 1990s there were a number of events which demanded a global apparatus e.g. former Yugoslavia, Rwanda – these examples of genocide reoccurring in Europe were very shocking to people. Two ad hoc tribunals were set up in response. They were geographically specific and authorised by UN SC Resolutions.

· Rome Statute 1998 set up ICC.

Why was the ICC necessary?

· Makes justice more speedy – b/c with ad hoc tribunal, the UN must set it up and this means waiting for them. The UN does not have a good track record.

· A permanent body will have more authority – sends stronger message and could act as a deterrent

· 18 judges on 9 year non-renewable terms gives the court stability

· For victims it acts as a focus for their grievances – helps closure and reconciliation

· Sometimes national judiciaries are unable or unwilling to do anything e.g. would the Serbian govt have put Milosevich on trial?

Difficulties in setting up ICC?

· Split over how much involvement the Security Council should have. Three groups emerged – one wanted the court to be genuinely separate from UN SC (UK under Blair, Germany, Canada), second wanted a court controlled by SC (US, China, France), third did not want a court at all (Iraq, Iran, Libya, Indonesia, and initially led by India)

· The US – many are very critical of their involvement, especially as many concessions were made due to the issues they raised and then they refused to ratify it.

· Failed to agree a definition of terrorism and did not agree on drug trafficking.
· Some crimes are still not adequately covered due to the inability to agree – e.g. the crime of aggression. The court cannot exercise jurisdiction over this until a definition is agreed. It was agreed this would be reviewed at a later stage.

· Problems with national interest – e.g. Israel – is it committing crimes against humanity? India argued that the ICC was a neo-colonialist idea (but b/c it test exploded nuclear weapons). Double standards.

Major criticisms?

· Can there ever be more than victor’s justice? Even though countries have gone to great lengths to make sure the due process is granted in every case.

· Limits to its jurisdiction:

· only has jurisdiction over crimes committed since July 1 2002

· notion of state sovereignty has been allowed to act above the ICC is some ways – ICC only complements domestic courts, it will always defer to national courts and only act if national court systems are unwilling/unable to do so

· the accused must be a member of an ICC member state and the crime must have taken place on the territory of an ICC member state

· the UN SC must ask the ICC to open an investigation or the country must voluntarily accept ICC jurisdiction

· SC can vote to block and investigation or prosecution

· US:

·  imposed its own views so that concessions were made but then refused to ratify

· does not want to be restricted by the ICC itself , but will support it if someone else is being prosecuted

· Bilateral Immunity Agreements (article 98) – deliberately undermining the ICC

· Countries who are more likely to commit crimes against humanity are less likely to have signed the Treaty.

· Will not get bigger players in court, mainly smaller states with less power.

· Not always desirable – e.g. S. Africa Truth and Reconciliation Committee, Chile at the end of the Pinochet period. Prosecutions in some situations may actually be inflammatory when what is needed is stability/peace.

International Summits: G8
· Formed in 1970s as G6 and then became G7 with the accession of Canada. Finally, became G8 when Russia joined.

· Its origins were primarily economic – it filled the vacuum that existed in order to avoid a serious global recession, but also now deals with political issues

· Rotating presidency from 1st Jan. – 31st Dec. – the president country holds the meetings and sets the agenda.
Advantages

· because it does not make legally binding agreements it is much easier to get consensus, especially since there is a shared world outlook of capitalism and democracy amongst the members (possibly with the exception of Russia!)

· due to the fact that it is meant to be informal there are more likely to be issues on the agenda which might be intentionally overlooked by other IGOs like the UN – difficult issues can be dealt with

· it gives the leadership of each of the countries a focal point which could bring consensus amongst their populations

· The bigger powers (i.e. those in the G8) will be those funding big global projects (e.g. climate change, poverty, terrorism), so it is vital that they come together to have serious talks

· In a sense it goes back to the old system of the balance of power in which the most powerful states are in control – this overcomes the disadvantages of larger IGOs e.g. having to get consensus with more members

· There have been some important agreements made at G8 summits e.g. the “Charter of a global information society” in 2000 at Okinawa, which agreed on the spread of information technology. The creation of a global fund to fight AIDS, TB & maleria in 2001

Disadvantages

· One of the biggest focuses for anti-globalisation protesters because some are ideologically opposed to the G8, rejecting the idea that capitalism is the “only show in town” – the only system that works, which the members of G8 seem to have accepted

· It allows states to say that they are taking action on global problems but because there is no permanent apparatus in place to carry things out they are able to subvert this

· It is a very sophisticated, elaborate PR stunt

· The problem of representation which has several different layers: 

· firstly, Russia’s membership – Clinton wanted to consolidate Yeltsin’s position and promote stability in Russia, so pushed the idea that Russia should join. However, now Putin seems to be turning back and stability is very uncertain

· States which arguably should be represented – India certainly

· It undermines other IGOs because it points out their flaws – it appears to be so forward-looking, making commitments to such controversial issues

· A body such as the G8 reinforces the idea that there is a divide between the West and the rest of the world, especially the Middle East when tackling issues such as regional security and terrorism

· Some issues cannot be solved by purely the G8 countries – other countries must be on board for any meaningful stance to be taken e.g. global warming

· Patronising – a group of countries suggesting that they are the most powerful and so deserve the right to make key global decisions. Also, Russia still has major problems itself such as the major AIDS crisis

· It is a very secretive body

G8 Summit: Gleneagles what were the main points on the agenda?

· Development – Africa – using the Africa Commission (set up by Blair, Geldof, supported by NGOs)

· Climate change

What did it reveal about Britain’s role?

· Britain does have influence on the world stage – 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!)

Achievements

· Agreement to cancel debt of 18 most indebted countries
· $50 bn aid – this is a doubling in aid
· Commitment to improve access to HIV/AIDS drugs
· Aid to be used for specific purposes:
· by 2015 all children to have access to free primary education 
· getting as close as possible to universal AIDS treatment by 2010
· eradicating Polio worldwide
· enhancing African Union’s ability to deploy its resources
· improving Africa’s capacity to trade by supporting small businesses
· providing subsidies to train people in business skills
· However, African states must make commitments to reducing corruption and improving governance
Criticisms (incl. articles from Guardian & Monbiot)

· No plans for implementation, only commitments e.g. universal health care and HIV/AIDS treatment has no follow up or operational plan

· Governmental distractions – July bombings in London, Hurricane in New Orleans

· The success is often talked about as being in the summit itself, however real success will only be seen in the future

· Whole idea of G8 – agenda changes depending on the country so there is a lack of continuity. Furthermore, certain countries will be more, or less, likely to concentrate on certain issues e.g. Britain’s focus was on development, but Russia will probably not focus on this. With this in mind, how can anything be done?

· Lack of political will – Bush said the US would not be able to meet the 0.7% spending target, Germany & Italy also couldn’t meet the commitments due to “budgetary constraints”

· The aid package that the G8 leaders had promised “includes the numbers for debt relief” – the extra money promised for aid and extra money promised for debt relief were, in fact, the same thing

· G8 had not granted 100% debt relief to 18 countries, but promised enough money only to write off their repayments for the next three years

· Trade justice and tariffs not addressed (because these would actually mean the G8 countries would feel the impact directly) and these are the economic apparatus that would actually help the African nations. The idea of “fiddling while Rome burns”

· Other parts of Africa – Sudan, Charles Taylor etc. No commitment to address conflict, peace or security

· IGOs overlap so who is responsible for what is unknown – this means that nothing gets done

· Publicity stunt – Bono, Geldof and even all of the G8 leaders

KEY TERMS:

The State – a legal entity, a territorial package

The Nation – more about identity or a shared historical experience/culture e.g. UK is a state, yet it had four different nations. Palestine and Kurdistan are examples of nations without states.

IGOs – Inter-governmental organisations e.g. UN, EU, NATO. States can join, not individuals.

NGOs – non-governmental organisations – e.g. Amnesty, Red Cross, and surprisingly – Al Qaeda!

Multi-national corporations – companies that operate in a range of countries but have HQ in one country.

What does having sovereignty imply?

· If you have sov. you ought to be free from external interference. e.g. Eurosceptics argue that the loss of sov. to the EU is extremely damaging.

· Palestinian question – does withdrawal from Gaza imply sovereignty for the Palestinians?

· Is sovereignty dangerous in some cases? e.g. in Rwanda, with the wrong people in power the consequences were disastrous. Are human rights more important than sovereignty?

· Intervention erodes the concept of sovereignty b/c other states can take action against the will of a sovereign state. 

Challenges to sovereignty

Sovereignty is a historical concept developed due to the “Peace of Westphalia” – a treaty in 1648 in which countries agreed not to interfere with each other’s internal affairs. This began a precedent of non-interference.

· However, sovereignty has been eroded by:

· globalisation 

· international agreements – large IGOs – EU & NATO

· global economy – World Bank actually described as having an “interventionist flair”

· awareness of human rights

· awareness of security – if state has failed it could be vulnerable

· Rogue states e.g. Iraq presented a problem but was not a failed state. However, reasons for intervention have changed, the grounds for intervention have widened.

· USA told Iraq and Afghanistan that they are responsible for what goes on within their borders. Therefore if something is going in within their borders the USA can intervene.

· Sovereignty is no longer absolute – it is contingent – dependent on other things. A sovereign state is now not only the supreme power, but must protect its citizens. This is attached to the concept of legitimacy which is more subjective.

· Reverting back to the idea of “might is right”. Kofi Annan does actually support pre-emptive intervention.

Humanitarian intervention vs sovereignty

CANADIAN PROPOSAL

· Westphalian concept previously – when a state has sovereignty it is recognised by other states, it has legal identity. Non-intervention is the norm. However, even in the UN Charter before ideas of reform there are “legal” reasons for pre-emption

· However, now there are contradictions – there are now more internal conflicts within states, so there is a clash between international peace and security. The increased notion of failed states means the notion of sovereignty cannot be upheld.

· There is a clash between two different notions of sovereignty – traditional notion of state’s sovereignty as supreme and secondly, the right for people to have freedom as a form of sovereignty.

· Now theory of sovereignty should be the responsibility to protect people of a state, to be responsible and held accountable to the international community. New potential here for widening grounds for intervention on humanitarian basis.

The impact of EU on sovereignty

· Worth specific mention b/c takes so much sovereignty of its member states compared to other IGOs. e.g. in trade commerce, agriculture etc sovereignty has passed to EU – it has a significant supra-national element.

· Is this loss of sovereignty due to the EU taking a state’s supreme power and acting as a higher body in some areas? Or has sovereignty been pooled – the idea of together we are stronger e.g. the WTO negotiations 2004 where EU showed how an IGO can have greater power and influence than a single state.

Equal sovereignty?

· All states are supposedly equally sovereign. However, in reality some are more sovereign than others. e.g. the UN is a great contradiction in itself – it promotes equal sovereignty, but in the Security Council 5 major states have a veto.

· States which are more powerful can better protect their own sovereignty and also have the capability to erode the sovereignty of other states e.g. Iraq.

· It is much more difficult to hold very powerful states to account.

What are the origins of the UN?

· There were agreements at the end of WWII in a document called the Atlantic Charter which drew up “The Declaration of the UN”- signed by 26 countries

· Agreement consolidated in 1945 when 51 countries attended UN conference – HQ in New York.

· UN Charter set out the rules and regulations and became the basis of international law. The UN recognised that to do this the most powerful states must be on board.

· The major states setting it up felt a great deal of disillusionment about what there was before – the balance of power was not working

· The UN was based on the structure of the League of Nations – but included USA

· The UN also recognised that to prevent conflict they would need to deal with problems such as poverty and the impact of economic depression.

What are the general functions of the UN?

· It’s main aim was (and still is) to “guarantee international peace and security” through promoting collective action and cooperation.

· To act against states that challenge peace and security through imposing diplomatic or economic sanctions and ultimately through military intervention. (Chapter 7 of the Charter sets out rules on this)

· To promote respect for human rights and in particular to act to prevent genocide.

· To promote economic and social welfare of the citizens of the world through its various agencies e.g. World Health Organisation

· BUT the UN also has a number of functions which have evolved and are not specifically mentioned in the Charter e.g. peace-keeping – activity mostly by military units to patrol and observe. They may use force only in self-defence, operating as impartially as possible with the consent of the parties to disputes. This has increasingly been stretched to activities such as training police/armed forces to prepare them to take over, giving advice on how to protect human rights, helping in a transition to democracy e.g. Bosnia

· The Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty is very important. The Security Council is the final arbiter in conflicts relating to this. The International Atomic Energy Association (IAEA) report on countries suspected of possessing WMDs etc.
Security Council

· 15 members in total – 5 permanent (Russia, UK, USA, China & France) and 10 non-permanent.

· The General Assembly divides itself into regional committees and elects the 10 non-permanent members every two years so that a regional balance is maintained.

· The Security Council are effectively the guardians of Chapter 7 – maintaining international peace and security

· Strategies are put into action by them voting for resolutions. These are supposed to be binding. 

· In order for something to go through/be agreed upon, 9 out of 15 votes must be achieved, including all of the permanent members who have a veto.

· When a complaint concerning a threat to peace is brought before it, the Council's first action is usually to recommend to the parties to try to reach agreement by peaceful means. When a dispute leads to fighting, the Council's first concern is to bring it to an end as soon as possible. 

· It also sends United Nations peace-keeping forces to help reduce tensions in troubled areas, keep opposing forces apart and create conditions of calm in which peaceful settlements may be sought. The Council may decide on enforcement measures, economic sanctions (such as trade embargoes) or collective military action. 

· A Member State against which preventive or enforcement action has been taken by the Security Council may be suspended from the exercise of the rights and privileges of membership by the General Assembly on the recommendation of the Security Council. A Member State which has persistently violated the principles of the Charter may be expelled from the United Nations by the Assembly on the Council's recommendation. 

· Both Members of the United Nations and non-members, if they are parties to a dispute being considered by the Council, are invited to take part, without a vote, in the Council's discussions; the Council sets the conditions for participation by a non-member State. 
The General Assembly 

· Closest thing to world Parliament - the main deliberative organ of the United Nations. It is composed of representatives of all member states (191), each of which has one vote. 

· On important questions, such as those on peace and security, the codification of international law, conflict, admission of new members, it makes “recommendations” which require a two-thirds majority. Decisions on other questions are by simple majority. Ironic that it is the democratic organ of the UN but has v. little power

· Considers and approves the United Nations budget and apportions the contributions among members

· Elects the non-permanent members of the Security Council, the members of the Economic and Social Council and additional members of the Trusteeship Council (when necessary). Elects jointly with the Security Council the Judges of the International Court of Justice and, on the recommendation of the Security Council, appoints the Secretary-General.

· The General Assembly's regular session usually begins each year in September. To ensure equitable geographical representation, the presidency of the Assembly rotates each year among five groups of states: African, Asian, Eastern European, Latin American and Caribbean, and Western European and other states. In addition, the Assembly may meet in special sessions, or emergency sessions within 24 hours of the request of the Security Council, of a majority of member states, or of one member if the majority of members concur. 

· At the beginning of each regular session, the Assembly holds a general debate, often addressed by heads of state and government, in which member states express their views on the most pressing international issues. Most questions are then discussed in separate committees e.g. social, humanitarian and cultural, economic and financial

Economic and Social Council

· Meant to promote “economic development and social progress” – higher standards of living, respect for human rights, educational cooperation

· The Council serves as the central forum for discussing international economic and social issues, and for formulating policy recommendations. Article 62 of Charter says “initiate studies… and make recommendations to General Assembly.”

· The Council holds a four-week substantive session each July, alternating between New York and Geneva. The session includes a high-level segment, at which national cabinet ministers and chiefs of international agencies focus their attention on a selected theme of global significance. e.g. 2005 the Millenium Development Goals
The Trusteeship Council 

· Suspended operation on 1 November 1994. By a resolution adopted on 25 May 1994, the Council amended its rules of procedure to drop the obligation to meet annually and agreed to meet as occasion required -- by its decision or the decision of its President, or at the request of a majority of its members or the General Assembly or the Security Council.

· Made up of the five permanent members of the Security Council. It’s job is supervising the administration of Trust Territories placed under the Trusteeship System. Major goals of the System were to promote the advancement of the inhabitants of Trust Territories and their progressive development towards self-government or independence.

The Secretariat 

· An international staff working in duty stations around the world -- carries out the diverse day-to-day work of the Organization – like civil service. 

· The duties carried out by the Secretariat are as varied as the problems dealt with by the United Nations. These range from administering peacekeeping operations to mediating international disputes, from surveying economic and social trends and problems to preparing studies on human rights and sustainable development

· The Secretariat has a staff of about 8,900. As international civil servants, staff members and the Secretary-General answer to the United Nations alone for their activities, and take an oath not to seek or receive instructions from any Government or outside authority. 
The Secretary General 

· Chief administrative officer – closest thing to “president of the world”

· Nominated by SC and approved by General Assembly on a 5 year term

· Figurehead of UN – moral authority 

· Serves as neutral mediator on international conflicts e.g. pushed Roadmap in Middle East

· Can bring issue to attention of SC – can participate but not vote

· Promotes and chairs debate on reform of UN

What was the OFF scandal?

· The OFF programme was a $60bn (£32bn) scheme which was supposed to allow Iraq to buy food, medicine and other humanitarian supplies with the proceeds of regulated oil sales, without breaking the sanctions imposed on it after its 1990 invasion of Kuwait.

· The programme - set up in 1996 - aimed to relieve the suffering of ordinary Iraqis under the sanctions.

· The scandal emerged in early 2004, after an Iraqi newspaper published a list of about 270 people including UN officials, politicians and companies it alleged may have profited from the illicit sale of Iraqi oil during the OFF programme. Saddam Hussein was selling oil illicitly not through OFF, to other Arab countries. Officials associated with administration of OFF took advantage e.g. Kofi Annan’s son’s company implicated, Charles Pasqua – former French Minister of the Interior, George Galloway

· The UN has a history of corruption and this is just another example. Highlights that the UN is not sufficiently accountable internally.

· However, the US do have an agenda to try and weaken the UN by undermining it.

Problems with UN (incl. how effective it has been in dealing with human rights abuses)

· Representatives from a state sitting on the Security Council must follow the wishes of their particular govt – this demonstrates the supremacy of state sovereignty over the UN. In this way the UN can appear to be a bit toothless.

· UN resolutions are supposed to be binding, however they can be bypassed by states e.g. USA and Iraq war.

· The 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.

· Middle Eastern countries, Africa and Latin America have no permanent members. Therefore, the UN is not really a representation of the people of the world, or even of the regions of the world. It does not even reflect the current balance of power.

· UN does not transcend the state system – it is always within the state system.

· Moral authority of UN has been tarnished e.g. peacekeepers involved in sex trafficking in Bosnia, OFF, Rwanda

· Veto – often used cynically in order to protect own national interest e.g. China only uses veto on issues relating directly to the country, otherwise they always abstain. Furthermore, China is always against intervention; could this be because they have problems in their own back garden and intervention could be used against them?

· When there is going to be a vote on something the permanent members bargain with other states to make them vote in a certain way e.g. before First Gulf War Egypt were offered $10 million

· Impact of unipolar world e.g. bypassing of UN. Not only US, but France threatened to use veto cynically

Rwanda demonstrated a number of weaknesses:

· UN is too bureaucratic and was therefore inefficient when quick action was required

· There was a breakdown in communication between the UN and people in Rwanda – relevant information was not passed on quickly enough

· Peacekeeping force in Rwanda could not do anything b/c it needed a UN Resolution – it did not have the mandate to take action

· For anything to be done, there must be political will. This is often lacking. e.g. the report by Human Rights Watch in 1999 said “the Americans were interested in saving money, the Belgians were interested in saving face, and the French were interested in saving their ally, the genocidal government.” “All that took priority over saving lives.” Dallaire wrote that there was “international indifference” to the situation. Annan stated in 1998 that Dallaire “did not have the capacity not because it did not exist but because the will to provide men, the will to act was not there.” Again highlights that the UN is shackled by its members; if they choose not to act it is helpless

· There is no globally accepted definition of genocide (or other v. important concepts for that matter), and without this it is difficult to be clear about situations and take appropriate action

· It relies too much on its larger members – no sufficient combat force could be created for the conflict in Rwanda without the US taking the lead to generate resources, and at least transport troops to the country. The US was interested in doing no such thing. e.g. Boutros-Ghali asked Washington to jam the inflammatory broadcasts of Radio Mille Collines; he said he was told that it would be too expensive

CONCLUSION: Much about power politics – not the spirit of the UN. However, the UN is often used as a very convenient scapegoat.

The UN and War Against Terror (Iraq)

Background:

· UN had been trying to deal with Iraq’s supposed weapons programme since the end of the First Gulf War. Throughout the 90s there was a policy of sanctions and containment.
· The context changes dramatically b/c of 9/11 – rogue states viewed differently by US – Bush Doctrine (pre-emption, regime change)
· First focus is against Afghanistan with the removal of the Taliban regime. However, this was not as controversial.
· UN passed two resolutions in response to 9/11. One condemning acts of terrorism and two, calling on all states to do what they could to suppress terrorism – not at all contentious.
· Early months of 2002 – tensions rising about possibility of War with Iraq. Axis of evil speech and Bush Doctrine clearly outlined. Bush chooses to go to UN, partly b/c of UK influence. Did UK need the resolution more than the US?
· Focus is then on the UN Security Council towards the end of 2002 and the early months of 2003. All about getting a new resolution to get weapons inspectors back into Iraq to produce a report. If there are WMDs they want strong action – military intervention. However, the US was already preparing the Army, therefore weren’t they undermining the UN process already?
	Yes
	No

	· We must make our expectations of the UN more realistic – it is not supposed to be perfect. (Idea of not sending us to paradise, but preventing us from hell)
	· It has no moral authority e.g. Libya chairing the human rights committee, OFF, Rwanda, Sudan. We like to think of the UN as some kind of arbiter existing above the state system, but this is not the case. 

      CRISIS OF LEGITIMACY

	· Creates awareness of issues – esp. moral issues e.g. AIDS. It uses subsidiary agencies to make an impact
	· Has not faced up to new form of conflicts e.g. intra-state. Its Charter is outdated and rooted in state system of 1945. The structure of the security council reflects 1945 balance of power

	· Will always have more moral authority than a single state
	· Too bureaucratic – inefficiencies, slowness to react e.g. Rwanda

	· After the problems in Iraq the Bush Doctrine may have stalled. Perhaps we are seeing a United States that is a bit more friendly to the UN
	· Unilateralism as a consequence of unipolarity e.g. Iraq

	· While the UN didn’t stop the War in Iraq, it did provide a focal point to show it was wrong by not conferring legitimacy to that conflict
	· Split in the Western Alliance – US and Europe have different views. This has weakened UN.

	· How can it be reformed? How much will the US allow it to be reformed?
	· Veto system e.g. France, Russia

	· Emergence of more multipolar world may mean that the US seeks to use the UN much more
	· Presence of other IGOs e.g. EU

	· A change in the US administration may change the tone of the US view towards the UN
	


· Get the first resolution (14.41) but it takes a long time and is hard work diplomatically. However the wording is very controversial – “serious consequences”
· Weapons inspectors do not have enough time and France threatens to veto second resolution 

Does the UN have a role in the 21st Century?
In what ways does the UN require reform?
· Security Council reform

· Permanent members – balance of power not representative

· What to do with the veto – extend it? limit it?

· Extension to other regions e.g. India

· Charter - Grounds for intervention – i) humanitarian ii) new security threats – the challenge of pre-emption, failed states, rogue states, WMDs

· The UN High Commission for Human Rights – must be selective about membership

· Development – poverty must be taken seriously and the Millennium Goals must be reviewed

· The post of Secretary General could be looked at

· Terrorism

· Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty to be tightened and the UN’s role strengthened in those areas

· Peacekeeping and peacebuilding have no clearly defined status in the Charter – this must be looked at

· Strengthening of the General Assembly

Annan wanted a “grand design” in which the richer countries agree to help the poorer reach certain goals to reduce poverty and improve health and education, and the poorer countries agree that a reformed UN should have greater powers of intervention.

What progress has been made?

· There was broad agreement that the Security Council needs to be looked at and there was a commitment to a constant process of reviewing. However, reform has stalled – no agreement as yet on what model to adopt.

· Reform of the Charter – “responsibility to protect” – now an obligation to intervene when serious human rights abuses are taking place. Real drive towards the setting up of a Human Rights Council which is a smaller organisation elected by the Security Council. However, the question of composition has been avoided. The double standard may, therefore, remain. (e.g. Libya)

· New security threats:

· terrorism – there were already resolutions condemning it and a committee set up to tackle it. The latest round of reform was meant to define terrorism, but this was unsuccessful because i) it is a v. subjective term ii) there were ambiguities in the wording e.g. what is a non-combatant? what is a civilian? iii) who is to be blamed? iv) legitimate grievances were not addressed

· WMDs – there was no agreement on the nuclear NPT

· Poverty:

· it was fully agreed that each developing country with extreme poverty should by 2006 adopt and begin to implement a national development strategy bold enough to meet the 2015 MDG

· However, there were only pledges by some developed countries (notably in the EU) to meet the 0.7% target of gross national income for development assistance

· the UN would “work towards” implementing Doha and duty-free and quota-free access

Why has it been so difficult to get UN reform?

· Countries (especially the most powerful) do not want to give the UN enough power to make them answerable to it

· Nearly fourfold increase in membership – naturally, this would make it difficult to get consensus

· Unipolar world makes it more difficult to get agreement b/c the US does not want to be constrained by any IGO and, in particular, will try to limit UN power

· Based on the state system – therefore if there is no political will of the states nothing can be done

· Very powerful ideas must be challenged if reform is to take place e.g. sovereignty

Historical context of Europe and America’s drift apart
· Post WWII Europe depended on US for both security and reconstruction in the form of NATO and the Marshall Plan. 

· The Cold War sees both Europe and America have a common enemy in the Soviet Union.

· Shared commitment to two things – democracy and liberal capitalism.

· Despite this, it would be naïve to assume that relations were perfect – there had always been tensions, particularly between France and US (Charles de Gaulle in 1940s)

· The first turning point – end of Cold War b/c the common enemy had been removed. Europe was therefore less important for security whereas there used to be the belief that Europe was the front line for this. It was increasingly obvious that US was a superpower.

· Second turning point – 9/11

	Issues
	US
	Europe
	Britain

	WOT – agreement on the nature of the issue but not on action taken
	Bush Doctrine – pre-emption, regime change etc. However, recently Bush Doctrine stalled so possibly more willingness to look at Europe’s strategy
	Working through IGOs, trying to use International Law.
	We would like to have gone through the UN, but ultimately Blair would support America

	International Law – ICC, Geneva Convention in relation to Abu Ghraib and Guantanamo
	Unwillingness to be bound by International Law:

- believe that it is out of date now

- they are dealing with people who do not abide by rules, so using Int. Law would be almost giving them an advantage
	Important to be bound by rules and regulations, to have certain standards – must have moral highground.

(US would give the multilateralism for the weak argument)
	Closer to Europe than US – commitment to ICC

	Kyoto Accords – carbon emissions
	Would not sign. Bush said they will not work, so the US would rather spend money on developing fuel with less carbon. However, many individual states adopted it.
	Signed up.
	Signed up.


What is the Special Relationship?

· Supposed to be unique and historic relationship between Britain and the USA, having its origins in WWII and endured throughout the Cold War. Churchill tried to cultivate the United States.
· Primarily about a shared way of looking at foreign policy and security issues
· Some economic benefits – businesses in both. Also, British economic system is closer to the US system (Anglo Saxon capitalism)

· Britain is seen as being America’s stepping stone to Europe
· US & UK are allies in the Iraq War, despite US unilateralism
· Supposed to give UK influence – a seat at the top table
· Although people are v. cynical there are some who suggest that i) UK could have been behind decision to go to UN, ii) The leaked memorandum behind the Al Jazeera bombing shows UK dissuading US
What was the relationship like after 9/11?

· TB’s first response was “we will be shoulder to shoulder” with the US. France – “we are all Americans now”

· Run up to the Iraq conflict – April/May 2002 TB offered strong support for Afghanistan and Iraq before going to Parliament and Security Council

· In return TB wanted two major things in return (and Christopher Mayer suggests TB should have sought more assurances over the action taken after Iraq and that TB could have had more influence):

· UN route: 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 – unequal relationship again. Furthermore, it was TB and Jack Straw who visited Middle Eastern countries to gain support (the idea of Britain being US foreign secretary).

· 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 so there is a huge gap in military force, an unequal partnership

· However, During conflict:

· There are limits to what we would do - no further military appetite e.g. Syria. TB & JS came out very strongly with that

· UK more willing to follow International Law and tried to distinguish itself from US policy of torture etc. Guantanamo Bay & Abu Ghraib, as well as rendition policy (CIA planes refuelling etc in UK)

Why is TB so committed to Special Relationship?

· Not wanting to seem wrong/weak.

· Securing legacy

· Seduced by power – saw no limits to his powers of persuasion

· May fear that US alone in Iraq is more damaging – a more unilateralist Adminstration would be quite dangerous

· Wants to keep some kind of link between Europe & US

· Belief that US power can be harnessed to achieve quite positive ends

Costs

· Strained relationship with Europe – sacrificed idea of putting Britain at the heart of Europe. It is more difficult to say that we should be in Europe (Euro & Constitution) if he so publicly disagrees with Franco-German policy

· One of benefits of the Special Relationship was meant to be security, but it seems this has had the opposite effect e.g. bombings in three states supporting WOT. Chatham House report made the case that we are less secure – significant b/c this is a right wing think tank, so would expect this view of them.

· Britain’s influence in Middle East has declined b/c of US. A group of diplomats’ letter to TB was published warning that our position was increasing the security risk. Significant b/c civil servants do not normally speak out. Even Michael Howard raised questions about the Special Relationship.

· V. difficult for us to distinguish ourselves from US, as we get labelled.

· Blair himself has been affected – unpopular with party and people. Also damaged party at elections.

· The New Labour “ethical dimension” to policy has been tarnished by Guantanamo & Abu Ghraib
What is intervention?

· Intervention refers to interference by one state/group of states in the domestic affairs of another without the consent of the latter. 

· It can take many different forms – it can involve diplomatic pressure, economic sanctions and ultimately military intervention.

· By no means a new concept, (even military intervention with the intention of regime change has been witnessed before; in 1914 President Wilson sent troops into Mexico in order to “stabilise” the region, albeit unsuccessfully) rather it is being applied in an entirely new form with the onset of new global challenges and threats. It is this application which proves so controversial, possibly more so than the concept itself.

· The grounds for intervention appear to have broadened. However, intervention does not always take place under universal agreement, and the concept is by no means evenly applied. It could even be argued that intervention is deliberately “selective”. This makes it exceedingly difficult to categorise when intervention is legitimate, especially since legitimacy is an entirely subjective notion. It is vital, therefore, to consider both the changing grounds for intervention in relation to international law, but also whether other authorities, or indeed states, might have the power to legitimise intervention.
What does the UN Charter say about intervention?

· Norm of non-intervention which is historically enshrined b/c of the importance of the state and the concept of sovereignty. Article 2(4) states that “all Members shall refrain… from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state.” Even the United Nations itself is not authorised to “intervene in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state.” (Article 2(7))

· It also makes specific provision for intervention:

· Chapter VII of the UN Charter permits the UN to undertake a series of measures in the quest for maintaining international peace and security. This could be by invading another country e.g. Iraq & Kuwait, or could be through possession of WMD. These include “complete or partial interruption of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, and other means of communication, and the severance of diplomatic relations,” but also “action by air, sea, or land forces” if economic and diplomatic sanctions prove inadequate. This significantly widens the scope for intervention on the part of the UN because the “existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression” could be interpreted in any number of ways. Therefore, if a state becomes a threat to international peace and security, intervention could be justified in this way. 
· Article 51 of the Charter does state that “nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations.” The Charter will allow countries to defend themselves either after an attack or if an attack is imminent. However, preventive attacks have replaced the idea of imminence with the logic that with new security threats comes new ways of dealing with them and a need for urgency. It is argued, therefore, that the War in Iraq, for example, was in response to a direct threat which would have manifested itself sooner or later and it was too great a risk to wait for that threat to emerge, and therefore it was crushed before it could strike. This is not considered “legitimate” 
· in relation to humanitarian intervention – will deal with genocide. This is b/c members of the Security Council are signatories of the Genocide Convention which makes it a legal requirement to intervene if genocide is taking place.

Why has it come back on the agenda/been so controversial?

· Impact of neo-Conservatism and unilateralism – pro-intervention for security issues (replacing the policy of containment).

· Emergence of new security threats incl. Iran – should its sovereignty be respected or should we intervene b/c international peace and security is threatened? Simon Jenkins wrote in the Guardian, “Iran is a serious country, not another two-bit post-imperial rogue waiting to be slapped about the head by a white man.”
· Problems which had existed since the guilt of WWII were silenced by the Cold War, but once that had ended they re-emerged. Furthermore, the end of the Cold War exacerbated the problem of failed states.

· Widespread knowledge, universal awareness of genocide and humanitarian issues e.g. Rwanda and possibly Sudan. Media coverage and pressure from NGOs such as Amnesty and Human Rights Watch. The responsibility to protect – not a legal requirement, but an obligation. Paradoxically, there seems to be more legitimacy to humanitarian causes than on the basis of security threats, but it is the latter that provokes intervention (b/c of power)

· Key individuals who brought it back onto the agenda - Blair’s Chicago speech set out the grounds for intervention. Blair explained why intervention might be the way forward:

· when there is evidence of genocide/humanitarian abuses -  Rwanda, Kosovo (which demonstrated intervention could be successful), Kurds after Gulf War ( US & UK dropped aid and set up no fly zones so Saddam Hussein could not drop gas)

· however, not purely altruistic – tyranny abroad means lack of security for the rest of the world (Kosovo’s borders were very close to Russia) 

Sudan

What is the background to the conflict?

· Non-Muslims are being oppressed by Islamic government. This includes not only the Christian minority, but also the African population.

· Sudan is very vast – three times bigger than France

· The conflict in Darfur (in the West) broke out in 2003 – after a rebel group began attacking government targets, claiming that the region was being neglected by Khartoum. The rebels say the government is oppressing black Africans in favour of Arabs.

· The government admits mobilising "self-defence militias" following rebel attacks but denies any links to the Janjaweed, accused of trying to "cleanse" large swathes of territory of black Africans.

· Refugees from Darfur say that following air raids by government aircraft, the Janjaweed ride into villages on horses and camels, slaughtering men, raping women and stealing whatever they can find.

Why has the international community not intervened?

· Colin Powell has called it genocide, but the UN has not. This is possibly because Kofi Annan would find himself in a very difficult situation: the UN would have to act and Annan knows his Security Council would not.
· Sudanese govt passed valuable intelligence to the CIA so there was pressure on the US government not to intervene.
· The African Union are in Sudan acting as a UN-mandated peacekeeping force. However, they are very limited and can only observe the conflict and protect foreigners (reminiscent of Rwanda)
· There has been a resolution – 15.56 – which states that if the govt did not cooperate the UN would consider further action. This is unsatisfactory and clearly has been extremely watered down. Especially since Russia and China have vested interests.
· The US is in Iraq so attention has shifted.

· The international community do not want to set a precedent for intervention in the region

· Perception that intervention is colonialist – this excuse is often used

Zimbabwe

What is the background to the conflict?

· Former British colony (previously called Rhodesia) – under British ruler until 1965. Between 1965-79 led by white minority under Ian Smith. (Like Apartheid system). Civil war in 70s led by Robert Mugabe and Ian Smith. Mugabe emerged as the hero of the struggle.

· Mugabe inherited a democratic regime, but tried to dismantle it – exploited his popularity to give himself more and more power. He has eroded the rule of law through concern about conduct of elections, the changing of the constitution

· Second issue that is under contention is the land redistribution – the breaking up of large white-owned farms to give them to the black population

· Thirdly, the clearing of shantytowns in urban areas where those who do not support him politically live which is referred to by Mugabe as “operation cleaning up the rubbish.” About 700,000 people have lost their homes.

· Zimbabwe has already been booted out of the Commonwealth and individual countries have sanctions against it (e.g. US)

· Mugabe is able to play the imperial card very successfully b/c it hits a raw nerve in Zimbabwe

Why has the international community not intervened?

· It is very difficult to oppose Mugabe because there are strict media controls, so warning the civilians of intervention would be very difficult. Furthermore, if the UN were to intervene the internal police would lash out ruthlessly.

· Intervention could cause more harm than good – the regime might lash back by bulldozing more homes and displacing more people.

· b/c of the nature of the conflict i.e. oppression of whites; intervention from the West may seem like a racially oriented exploit

· After the humiliation of Somalia and Liberia, the US is much more cautious about intervening in the region.

· Do not want to set a precedent.

· A forced democratic govt may not coincide as well, especially with the culture and religion

· Foreign intervention could be met with hostility by those in Zimbabwe, especially since many support Mugabe from his years fighting for liberation

· Do not want to be seen as a colonising force

· Thrown off priority list due to 9/11 and Iraq etc

· Economic sanctions may be unsuccessful b/c Mugabe is not afraid of economic damage. Furthermore, military action would be difficult because countries in the vicinity of Zimbabwe would not their territory to be used for such an intervention

· South Africa – the main regional power have adopted a “softly, softly” approach to Zimbabwe, especially since Mugabe was seen by Mbeki & Mandela as an ally in the fight for freedom.

Chechnya

What is the background to the conflict?

· With the fall of the Soviet Union many former Soviet states declared independence. Chechnya saw this and were keen to follow. They declared independence from Russia in 1991, but Yeltsin waited until 1994 to send troops in to restore Moscow’s authority.

· This provoked the first Chechen war which ended in humiliating defeat for Russia in 1996.

· 1999 – Putin sent troops back in after Chechen rebels had crossed into Dagestan in an unsuccessful attempt to start an armed uprising. This was the beginning of Russia’s “anti-terrorist operation”

· Rebel fighters want independence, or at least self-rule

· There have been various Chcchen-elected presidents, but all have failed to unite the country

· Human rights groups have said that there have been war crimes, torture, rape and very little regard for civilian life on the part of Russia. The Red Army is known to be very brutal.

Why has the international community not intervened?

· Russia position in the WOT has become key – the West do not want to upset this very unstable balance that it has established with Russia.

· Chechnya is now being called an “anti-Terrorist operation,” with the rebels, or “Islamic militants” allegedly having connections with Al Qaeda

· The conflict does not have as much of an impact as, say, Kosovo. Where the Kosovan conflict directly affected European powers, the Chechen borders are a little further away. Refugees are not heading into Europe but into Georgia etc.

· Rebels in Chechnya have also committed atrocities for the world to see – especially hostage-taking, e.g. Beslan. Events like this make the West less sympathetic

· The media - constant, small-scale attacks are rarely reported outside Russia, so the actually scale of the conflict is not in the public eye

· Now that there is more awareness of our reliance on Russia for vital gas supplies there is even more hesitance to meddle in Russia’s “domestic” affairs.

· There have been periods of relative quiet, so it does not seem as bad

· Western governments were unwilling or unable to do more because they had based their Russian policies on President Boris Yeltsin, the man who launched the war. Yeltsin was seen by the West as the best guarantor of moderate, pro-Western government in Moscow.

To what extent is America an Imperial Power?
Two strands:

· Economic strand (mainly role in IMF & World Bank, neocolonialism

· Political – regime change, power, the “mission” to democratise

	Empire
	Not an Empire

	Has military bases in 130 countries – gives some sort of leverage. It also erodes the sovereignty of other countries in more indirect ways.
	The territorial dimension of an imperial power is not present in the US’s actions. e.g. China is really an empire because it holds vast expanses of land.

	The new form of imperialism is about spreading ideas – resembles “civilising” mission of the 19th Century
	The US has an “exit strategy” in Iraq, whereas with conventional empires there is a sense of permanency

	Rhetoric of the current US Administration does resemble previous empires. e.g. Bush talked of a “Crusade” which had religious undertones seen historically
	The US are very hesitant to accept that they are an imperial power and in fact mostly do not see themselves as such. Imperial powers embrace their imperialism. Niall Ferguson – “an empire in denial” – v. uncomfortable with the idea

	Client states – the US has the UK & Israel. Countries can be seen to link themselves to an empire to enhance their status
	Others are able to strike back e.g al Qaeda

	Propping up of “princelings” and “client rulers” b/c this was the “cheapest way of maintaining control” – US supports regimes which actually go against human rights law
	Historically they were a colony and therefore their identity is essentially anti-imperial

	Racism – Hinduism in 19th Century, now the status of women in Islamic countries is seen as determining how liberal a state is
	The American public will eventually draw back to isolationism and this imperial experiment will only last as long as public perception persists

	Economically – future control of oil supplies. Also business ventures in Iraq e.g Haliburton has many contracts there
	

	US favouring foreign policy over domestic – demonstrated by Hurricane Katrina. This is similar to 19th Century Britain where some argue the govt should have been focusing on state of the poor, factories etc
	



What problems did the end of imperialism create?

· Imperialism – an exploitative relationship – the invading power seeks to extract something from the country it is invading – territorially, economically

· Power vacuum created when the invading power leaves. Political instability – weak governance – leads to dictatorship and often corruption

· Skills shortage – at the end of the empire people who had been doing important jobs, such as civil servants, leave

· Causes ethnic/civil conflict – created artificial states which did not take into account cultural differences e.g. Iraq even after Ottoman Empire. Also, one group is often favoured by colonial powers which breeds resentment, causing conflict when they leave e.g. Rwanda

· Due to single-crop farming being imposed on some colonies in the imperial era the successor states are now painfully vulnerable to fluctuations in the market prices of those goods such as sugar and coffee. Hence the economies are unstable and due to more effective production methods less raw materials are being bought, which negatively affect these countries’ economies. Dependency – when imperial powers leave, countries still dependent on primary industries e.g. iron ore, coffee, rubber plantations. They fail to diversify – difficulty of cultivating other markets
Physical factors - geography

· V. different economic, social and political profile in much of the South e.g. population, social model, capitalism and democracy, more conflict in the South, South is made up of ex-colonies whereas North is ex-colonialists

· South – higher proportion of people living in absolute poverty – do not even have basic resources incl. food and shelter, whereas North there is relative poverty, not absolute

· Distinction between moderate and extreme poverty e.g. South America different from much of sub-Saharan Africa

· Jeffrey Sachs describes Malawi: landlocked so difficult to trade, but also cannot compete with US which also produces maize. Also, its climate: suffers from drought which means people are always living on subsistence level, disease wipes out young, working population. Sachs says that Bangladesh is next step up on ladder of development – women in sweatshops given independence to earn money, make own decisions etc
Why borrow?

· In 1970s people thought borrowing was a panacea for the problem of economic underdevelopment – money could be used for development, profit made and money paid back. 

· (Although some countries did not have this view in the first place and wanted to spend money on arms etc)

Why was it so easy to borrow?

· After Yom Kippur War in 1973, oil prices sky-rocketed and oil-producing countries found themselves being very rich and with a surplus that was far too much for them to spend in their own countries. Furthermore, Islamic Sharia law forbade them from lending this money, so they invested money in Western banks. So a huge new supply of credit emerged.

· Irresponsible lending on the part of the west – because banks wanted to lend money they often turned a blind eye to the economic risk of the countries they were lending to and where the money was spent e.g. most of the Latin American loans were granted for “general purposes” rather than for specific projects. Chase Manhattan bank and many other banks tried to lend money to countries which were already in default to them e.g. Bolivia in 1976

· A market for commercial debt developed and once the big banks started lending, medium and smaller banks had no option but to follow suit.

How effectively was the money spent?

·  A third of the money went to buy real estate abroad and into offshore personal bank accounts b/c no accountability or scrutiny. 

· e.g. Nigeria built another football stadium and Zaire built more copper mines, so money spent mostly unwisely

· Some countries spent money on civil conflict, arms – Pinochet, Allende

What went wrong?

· Oil prices rose after Iranian Revolution and Iran-Iraq War, rising interest rates on loans mean money is harder to pay back. This led to cycle of debt. Furthermore, people are not buying goods from developing countries, so difficult to get into the markets. In the developed world the cost of manufacturing increases b/c v. dependent on oil, so prices also increase – inflation. So interest rates are increased by western govts

· Developing countries who borrowed money can either reschedule/renegotiate debt, or default putting themselves on a blacklist. All of the time they are not spending money on development

· Political instability in these countries means that govt cannot tackle economic problems. Economy begins to shrink/decline. Solution (borrowing money) has become part of the problem
IRRESPONSIBLE BORROWING and IRRESPONSIBLE LENDING
What is the WTO and what are its functions?

· The World Trade Organisation (WTO) is an international organisation founded on 1st Jan 1995 in the “Washington Consensus.” It oversees a number of agreements defining the “rules of trade” between its member states. 

· Pascal Lamy in the Guardian – “the WTO is the UN for trade, with the crucial difference that all countries have a seat in its Security Council. That is the best bulwark against unilateralism.”

· It is a negotiating forum for discussions of new and existing trade rules – trade ministers meet every 2 years to discuss trade policies. WTO decisions are made on a consensus basis, which doesn’t necessarily mean that unanimity is found, but that no member finds a decision so unacceptable that they feel they must object.

· Constrains trade policy actions of members through provisions in original GATT agreement of 1947 e.g. requiring countries to commit to not raise tariffs above agreed levels

· A trade dispute settlement body – the WTO has powers of enforcement or “retaliatory measures” e.g. raising trade barriers against the offending country, but not much other significant power to enforce the decisions it makes when a member brings a complaint against another. (e.g. Steel tariffs: EU v. US – US backed down before WTO judgement made b/c otherwise fines would be imposed)

Criticisms of the WTO

· The WTO dictates policy and promotes trade liberalisation at any cost, this represents forced not free trade. 

· Trade liberalisation has taken place on an unequal basis. While northern industrialised nations and transnational corporations are being given improved access to markets in developing countries, less developed nations face growing levels of tariffs and protectionism. An obvious example of these double standards is the North’s protection of their agricultural sector (e.g. existence of US subsidies & CAP). (However, Pascal Lamy argues that market access is not a North-South issue, this is a widely held misconception. It is actually an issue of developing countries imposing tariffs on each other. e.g. rich country tariffs average 3% whereas poor countries’ tariffs are 13% and India’s average tariff is around 30%)

· Under WTO rules, commercial interests and the interests of global corporations take precedence over development, environmental and social concerns. Any attempts by governments to protect domestic industries, workers or consumers or put forward environmental regulations can be challenged as barriers to free trade. 

· As developing countries now represent three-quarters of the membership of the WTO, it is argued that any further comprehensive trade round should take development targets into account. Organisations have argued that the issue of market access for developing countries should be addressed, particularly in the textile and agricultural sectors. (However, recent trade talks have stalled). This is particularly important since the South cannot stand up to the power of the countries in the North, as it does not have as much power or influence. e.g. The New Economic Order tries to provide a voice for the South but did not have enough power to counter the position of the G8 countries.

· The WTO is undemocratic and negotiations take place behind closed doors. George Monbiot – “The World Trade Organsation is a corrupted, coopted, captured  institution”. Many argue that multilateral trade decisions and rules should be made more transparent and accountable, and that national parliaments and wider civil society should play a greater role.

· The WTO is susceptible to the same problem that other IGOs currently face – the impact of unilateralism - economically powerful states such as the USA can essentially ignore rulings against them from complaints brought by the economically weak, as the latter states simply do not have enough political or economical power to hurt US trade enough to force the US to comply with rulings.

Successes

· It is the only international overseeing rules of trade – the situation without it would be much worse

· The WTO’s rules-based system is a means of protecting smaller nations from larger trading powers (although many developing countries have complained of being pressured into adopting rules.)

· Not dominated by most powerful states e.g. Thailand’s Panitchpakdi (Lamy’s predecessor) was the first WTO director to come from developing country

· Lamy is more focused on breaking the impasse over a long-awaited trade deal which would benefit the developing world

What is the IMF and what are its lending facilities?

· The International Monetary Fund is the international organisation entrusted with overseeing the global financial system by monitoring exchange rates and balance of payments, as well as offering financial and technical assistance when asked. It has 184 member countries and is best known for giving loans to impoverished countries (often through SAPs)

· Stand by arrangements form the core of the IMF’s lending policies – a member country can draw up to a specific amount, usually over 12-18 months, to deal with a short term balance of payments problem. The Extended Fund Facility allows countries to draw out money over 3/4 years for tackling structural economic problems. Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility is a low interest facility to help poorest member countries and Emergenccy Assistance provides assistance in sudden and unforeseeable natural disasters, and also where institutional and administrative capacity has been disrupted by military conflict

Criticisms of the IMF

· Proposed solutions of SAPs normally include:

·  a shift from growing diverse food crops for domestic consumption to specialising in the production of cash crops like rubber, cotton or coffee 

· abolishing food and agricultural subsidies to reduce govt expenditure

· deep cuts to social programmes usually in the areas of health, education, housing

· currency devaluation measures which increase import costs while reducing the value of domestically produced goods

· liberalisation of trade and investment and high interest rates to attract foreign investment

· privatisation of govt-held enterprises
· One of the major sources of disagreement is the issue of IMF conditionality - the IMF will lend a country money but attach conditions in order for it to achieve economic development and growth. This is the main criticism attached to SAPs. The IMF appears to adopt a 'one-size-fits-all' strategy where every country receives the same package of reforms. Jeffrey Sachs argues that there should be a “differentiated analysis” because each country requires its own tailor-made solution

· SAPs also undermine the state’s sovereignty

· SAPs are ordinarily based on a western norm of “free trade”. However, the North underwent centuries of protectionism before it was able to move to trade liberalisation, so it is unreasonable to expect this from the South. The Asian Tigers actually ignored the IMF’s advice and have probably been the most successful NICs in recent years. They nurtured national industries before opening up to globalisation.

· SAPS could even cause further damage and make social conditions much worse for poorer people, even where the structural adjustment programmes appear to make those at the top of society better off
· e.g. in Argentina after the IMF issued their loan the economy got much worse. There was an 11% decline in industry and increased unemployment. Peru’s cholera epidemic made worse because the IMF structural adjustment programme in place meant that money not spent on emergency healthcare b/c i) public spending being reduced and ii) economy liberalised, so prices went up – people could not afford soap or clean, treated water. In Ethiopia where only 16% of women receive antenatal care, debt repayments total four times as much as public spending on health. In Niger, where less than 20% of young women are enrolled in schools, more is spent on debt repayments than on education and health care put together. However in Georgia there was success, as the help that the IMF gave resulted in a 10% decrease in inflation.

· The IMF has been influenced or manipulated by the US and other rich nations to put in these conditions so that their companies can gain market access in the countries concerned, now that they are in a vulnerable state. What these rich countries were unable to do through bilateral or multilateral (particularly the WTO) pressures they are now getting by using the IMF loans as leverage. 

· The IMF preaches about the need for governments, banks and companies to be open and transparent but its own operations and its policies are conducted in secrecy. The theoretical basis of its policy conditions are not revealed and even the conditions themselves are not made pub1ic and thus are not subject to review by independent professionals. 

What is the World Bank, what are its aims and its methods?

· Founded in 1944 and originally called the International Bank for Reconstruction & Development (IBRD).

· It originally had 38 members including USA, Britain and France. It now has 184 members. Their views and interest are represented by a Board of Governors and a Board of Directors. Member countries are shareholders who carry ultimate decision-making power in the Bank.

· The Bank works with government agencies, NGOs and the private sector in more than 100 developing economies and tries to help individually each developing country onto a path of stable, sustainable and equitable growth. It focuses on social development (incl. support in the fight against HIV/AIDS), poverty reduction strategies, protecting the environment, strengthening the ability of govts to deliver quality services and encouraging the development of private business
What are the criticisms of the World Bank?

· The Bank is sometimes seen as an institution for opening up developing markets to the developed world, rather than being solely devoted to reducing poverty.

· Despite becoming involved with the Bank, some countries are now poorer; in the early 1980s 130 million people were living in poverty, and by the 1990s this had risen to 180 million

· Initially and for a while after, the Bank had a “large projects” mentality and often failed to consider local issues such as the environment and the role of women in development. It has, however, attempted to address some of these issues in recent reforms

· The Bank only lends funds rather than grants, therefore indebting countries and creating dependency

· The Bank lends only a proportion of the funds required for particular projects. The remainder must be raised from private investors, taxation and capital markets which is a problem for underdeveloped states

· Voting power is proportional to contributions made e.g. US has largest no. of  votes and the North generally has the most power and influence. Votes are weighted based on share ownership. USA has 16.4% of shares and since all decisions require 85% the US can block any vote alone. Head of Bank always from the US, and head of IMF always European. It will never be able to live up to its cosmopolitan ideals as long as it remains subordinate to the most powerful states in the international system.

· A report called “Responsible Reform of the World Bank” released in April 2003 by a coalition of more than 24 groups incl. Friends of the Earth, Oxfam and Jubilee USA Network, criticised the Bank. Criticisms included that it added conditions to loans that harmed the environment and saddled the poorest countries with so much debt that they are unable to pay back.

What is neo-colonialism and what is the evidence of it?

· Developed in 1970s by Marxist economists – particularly appropriate to America and Latin America. Basically the term neo-colonialism implies that former colonisers still control nations whose rulers are either willing puppets or involuntary subordinate of these powers. 

· At the 1961 All African People’s Conference held in Cairo neo-colonialism was defined as “the survival of the colonial system in spite of the formal recognition of political independence. Emerging countries have become the victims of an indirect and subtle form of control.”

· Imperialism implies formal political control by 1 country over another – invasion and conquest and the annexing of territory, whereas neo-colonialism does not imply invasion or loss of political sov. – it is much more indirect where power is exercised through economic control or control of important IGOs, for example.

· According to Marxist economists poor countries are satellites of developed nations because their economies were structured to serve them, and their natural resources are exploited to serve them. 

· The choice to grant or to refuse loans especially by international financial institutions such as IMF and the World Bank are a decisive form of control. In order to qualify for these loans weaker nations are forced to take steps favourable to the financial interests of the IMF and the World Bank, but detrimental to their own economies, increasing rather than alleviating their poverty. SAPs

· Investment by MNCs enriches few in LEDCs and causes humanitarian, environmental and ecological problems. This, it is argued, leads to perpetual underdevelopment; a dependency which cultivates those countries as reservoirs of cheap labour and raw materials, whilst restricting their access to advanced production techniques to develop their own economies

· Dominance of hegemony of free trade idea and rejection of all other ideas – unfair trading relationships with many South American countries – US forcing countries to accept an agenda which is beneficial to them e.g. Haiti accepting rice, Mexico & maize. Cannot refuse b/c dependent on US for aid etc

· Decision making process in IMF etc – manipulated indirectly by US b/c votes allocated on basis of contributions. Dominance of US in other ways e.g. Paul Wolfowitz head of WB

· Imperial dimension to GB & TB’s aid to Africa

Counter arguments

· Countries still have political sovereignty – Bolivia refusing to succumb to US pressure and also Chavez saying he’ll just turn off the taps – using oil to stand up to US

· Left of centre outlook in Latin America goes against hegemonic model of US form of government

· Too simplistic – just b/c US is the superpower it is not necessarily neo-colonialist

· Free trade is not necessarily a bad thing – this is too simplistic

· Positive response to neo-colonialism: whilst the North does benefit from cheap labour and raw materials in the South, ultimately it does serve as a positive modernising force for development.

Is the idea of a N/S divide still meaningful?

· What is the evidence of a N/S divide? Defining it: levels of poverty, GDP, difference in economic development

· Consensus that this idea is meaningful – incredibly politically controversial. e.g. G8 gave such emphasis to it

· However, not all countries fit this profile of North and South e.g in the North: Eastern Europe has high levels of poverty, in the South: Asian Tigers

· Also, does not include variations within countries

Why is the gap between the north and south widening?
· The richest 1% of the world’s population now receive as much income as the poorest 57%. 

· The UN’s annual human development report of 2003 said the world had become even more divided between rich and poor. The report stated: “Some 54 countries are poorer now than in 1990. In 21, a larger proportion is going hungry.”  "In 14, more children are dying before age five. In 12, primary school enrolments are shrinking. In 34, life expectancy has fallen. Such reversals in survival were previously rare." 

· Lack of trade

· Lack of aid / unsuccessfulness or inadequacy of aid. Also, donor countries have complained that aid monies have been misused for the purchase of arms and for bribes and excessive profit, instead of for the benefit of the poor in the recipient countries. Recipient countries have often complained that the monies have too often been ‘tied’ by the requirement to trade with the donor state and that loans have had crippling interest rates

· Abundance of dept

· Failure of international organisations (e.g. IMF, World Bank, WTO) to effectively combat the problem. According to William Finnegan “A recent study found that IMF programs have had overall a negative effect on economic growth in participating countries”

· Neo-colonialism - blames the North for exploiting the South 

· Impact of imperialism

· The UN’s annual human development report of 2003 stated that to tackle the problem the North needed to tear down trade barriers, dismantle its lavish subsidy regimes, and provide deeper dept relief and double aid. This, they said, would provide the resources for investment in the building blocks of development – health, education, clean water and rural roads.

· Physical factors – increasing now b/c global warming effects African countries most

· Intervention & conflict

· North distracted by other issues, so less emphasis on development. Although the UK seems to be pushing this agenda

Possible solutions to N/S divide?

· Reform of international institutions and less protectionism on part of North – Shifting the amount of power held by the North. South must be able to exercise power. This could be done with the help of TB & GB

· International aid – pushed by TB & GB – want aid to be increased to 0.7% of budget. Drawn on the example of Marshall Plan where $17bn given at end of WWII to rebuild Europe. Can help in situations of famine, conflict etc e.g. Sudan. However, you cannot ensure that it is used efficiently internally. Only a v. short term solution. Cannot only give aid – must tackle underlying issues

· Debt relief/cancellation – does not tackle underlying issues - countries must take responsibility.

· If country extremely indebted it might be helpful e.g. G8 proposal of cancelling debt of most indebted countries. Can cause regional resentment

· Do Asian Tigers provide model for solution? However, this is not v. easy to replicate b/c the countries have v. specific reasons for doing well. e.g. S. Korea strong ties with US, India found niche in the market with IT. Plus they have not had the degree of political instability that Africa and S. America have had

Arguments against cancelling debt

· Better to have a gradual change using debt relief b/c cancelling would mean that govts will not know how to handle money

· The cost of the debt must come from somewhere – banks have lent so heavily that if debt is cancelled they will not get money back. Investors and banks in developed world would pay

· Some countries have taken on structural adjustment programmes and worked their ways out. If debt cancelled they would feel resentful

· Not appropriate for all countries – i.e. Jeffrey Sachs argues that there should be a “differentiated analysis” – looking at individual situations and assessing the best solutions

· Belief that trade is the underlying issue – it enables people to trade their way out of poverty (fish analogy). Jeffrey Sachs’ analysis of Bangladesh which is now one step up the ladder due to trade and India is a step above

· The EU is an economic, social and political grouping of 25 member states in Europe.

·  It represents the largest free market in the world

· Originally created out of ruin of WWII, to ensure such devastation would not happen again

· The Common Market (EEC) officially began in 1957 with the Treaty of Rome, but the UK did not join until 1973.

The European Commission

· Often described as being civil service for the EU & as the “conscience” of the EU.

· Made up 25 commissioners - the president and 24 others, each with responsibility for a policy area, such as agriculture or enlargement. Their job is to act in the general European interest, not to advance the interests of their own country.

· A new Commission is appointed every five years, within six months of the elections to the European Parliament. Its President is José Manuel Barroso, from Portugal.  

· Has the ‘right of initiative’ - responsible for drawing up proposals for new European legislation & will propose action at EU level only if it considers that a problem cannot be solved more efficiently by national, regional or local action. (‘subsidiarity principle’)

· Manages and implements EU policies (such as CAP) and the budget 

· Enforces European law (jointly with ECJ) - acts as “guardian of the Treaties”.  Can launch the “infringement procedure” - involves sending govt an official letter & ultimately can refer the matter to ECJ

· to represent the European Union on the international stage – e.g. at WTO.   The Commission also has the responsibility of negotiating international agreements on behalf of the EU. 

Criticisms:

· Often takes much of the criticism from eurosceptics  b/c seen as the most supranational institution of the EU i.e. where all of the nation states’ sovereignty goes.

· Democratic deficit – commissioners been appointed, not elected by EU citizens
· Can only initiate legislation; it should have more power over the legislative function

· Too expensive to fund 15,000-20,000 civil servants, it is wasteful and inefficient. Eurosceptics would launch this claim, however in its defence it is actually relatively small (it does look after over 450 million citizens)

The European Court of Justice/Judges (Luxembourg)

· Its job is to make sure that EU legislation is interpreted and applied in the same way in all EU countries, so that the law is equal for everyone. 

· Its decisions are binding on EU institutions and member states. A member state may be taken to court for failing to meet its obligations under EU law. 

· Since 1989 the court has also heard actions brought by individuals seeking damages from European institutions, or the annulment of EU legislation which directly concerns them. Although this is often heard by the Court of First Instance.

Criticisms:

· Can only work if members are willing to accept its rulings – Big fines can be imposed for non-compliance with the court's rulings, but it has no powers to enforce its decisions.

· Can be quite secretive

· Does not have a judge from every country

The European Parliament

· Origins go back to 1950s and the founding treaties, and since 1979 its members have been directly elected by the people they represent.

· Elections held every 5 years, and every EU citizen registered as a voter is entitled to vote. Parlt thus expresses democratic will of Union's citizens (more than 455 million people) 

· The present parliament has 732 members, nearly one third of them (222) are women.

· Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) do not sit in national blocks, but in seven Europe-wide political groups. Between them, they represent all views on European integration, from the strongly pro-federalist to the openly Eurosceptic.

· In 2004, Josep Borrell Fontelles was elected President of the European Parliament.

· Passes European laws – jointly with the Council in many policy areas.

· Power to reject nomination of commissioners & the right to dismiss Commission as a whole.

· Parliament shares with the Council authority over the EU budget and can therefore influence EU spending. At the end of the procedure, it adopts or rejects the budget in its entirety.

	Political group
	No. of seats

	European People's Party (Christian Democrats) and European Democrats
	267

	Socialist Group
	201

	Alliance of Liberals and Democrats for Europe
	89

	Greens/European Free Alliance
	42

	European United Left - Nordic Green Left
	41

	Independence/Democracy
	36

	Union for Europe of the Nations
	27

	Non-attached
	29

	TOTAL
	732


Criticisms:

· Lack of power – cannot directly legislate. Still a relatively weak institution.

· Despite the fact that it is directly elected and therefore does not have a democratic deficit in that sense, the deficit manifests itself in the form of the shockingly low turnout at elections (about 30%). Crisis of legitimacy due to lack of interest on the part of EU citizens. 
The Council of Ministers

· Unlike the Commission, the Council of Ministers is not a supranational body but an intergovernmental one so sovereignty is tipped towards the nation state.

· EU's main decision-making body. Like the European Parliament, the Council was set up by the founding treaties in the 1950s 

· Its meetings are attended by one minister from each of the EU’s national governments. Divided into a set of functional councils and ministers who have domestic responsibility for that area attend – e.g. environment, agriculture & fisheries, economic & financial affairs

· Also has responsibility for developing Foreign & Defence Policy e.g. Rapid Reaction Force

· Can use QMV

Criticisms:

· Greater transparency needed to broaden public debate and enhance legitimacy.

· Rotating presidency – lack of continuity and also the president country sets the agenda.

· States try to get agreement *before* they vote – not strictly democratic

The European Council

· Up to four times a year the presidents and/or prime ministers of the member states, together with the President of the European Commission, meet as the “European Council”. 

· Set overall EU policy and resolve issues that could not be settled by the ministers at normal Council of Minister meetings

· Try to reach consensus and conclude international agreements with member states or other international organizations, give political impetus/direction to the EU (e.g. where major treaties will be signed) and agree budget, (co decision-making powers with Parliament)

 Criticisms:
· Do not meet often enough – especially now with so many members. This does not give enough of a focal point (which it was meant to have) and takes away some of the EU’s legitimacy.

· Quite secretive – decisions often involve a lot of bargaining. Typical of democratic deficit which exists at the heart of the EU.

· Unanimity Voting - essentially a veto for each country and a retaining of sovereignty on the part of nation states. Used on issues that go right to the heart… e.g. foreign and defence policy, admitting new members. – impractical, slows down decision making, the kind of decisions will be watered down – makes it difficult for the EU to be ambitious; makes EU look ineffectual

Qualified Majority Voting

· A qualified majority is reached if a majority of member states (in some cases a two-thirds majority) approve AND if a minimum of 232 votes is cast in favour – which is 72.3% of the total. In addition, a member state may ask for confirmation that the votes in favour represent at least 62% of the total population of the Union. If this is found not to be the case, the decision will not be adopted.

· This does give a better quality mandate than simple majority, overcomes criticisms of unanimity voting, prevents regional biases i.e. countries grouping together, and tries to ensure that it is linked to population which ensures democratic accountability.

· Criticisms: Loss of sovereignty, traditional EU countries maintain the balance of power (tipped towards UK, France, Germany, Italy), was particularly controversial b/c possibility of extending QMV if  Constitution was adopted

· As a point of interest: very rarely is a vote actually taken – states try to reach agreement first. The vote is used almost as a threat to focus countries to find agreement.

Is the EU supranational or intergovernmental?

Intergovernmentalism:

· Nation states cooperate with one another on matters of common interest. The existence of control, which allows all participating states to decide the extent and nature of this cooperation, means that national sovereignty is not directly undermined.

Supranationalism:

· Involves states working with one another in a manner that does not allow them to retain complete control over developments. Supranationalism, therefore, takes inter-state relations beyond cooperation into integration, and involves some loss of national sovereignty.
	Intergovernmental
	Supranational

	In most major areas of public policy decisions are still mainly taken at national level (i.e. the areas that go right to the heart…) e.g. health, education, defence
	Even though Commission may defer to Council/Council of Ministers for major decisions, in quantitative terms most EU legislation is issued in the name of the Commission.

	Virtually all major decisions are made in the most intergovernmental body within the EU: the Council, where Heads of Govt sit. Furthermore, Council v. rarely takes decisions by majority vote and some (fiscal, constitutional) must be unanimous. Important decisions need approval by Council of Ministers.
	Although the EP is criticised for lack of status & authority, its influence over EU decision-making is now considerable - greatly enhanced by Single European Act, the co-decision procedure created by the Maastricht Treaty and extended by Amsterdam Treaty, and by a range of other powers it has acquired e.g. the right to confirm the appointment of new Commission Presidents and Colleges.

	The two most obvious “supranational rivals” – EP & Commission, are restricted in their decision-making powers and cannot impose policies that the representatives of the member states do not want.
	Economic areas – depth of integration is deepest, the EU has most competence over such matters e.g. setting of common tariffs. This is unsurprising b/c it was originally set up as an economic union. Other areas: agriculture, fishing (e.g. Factortame), market regulation, monetary (for Euro members e.g. the setting of interest rates by the Central Bank).

	Nature of the way in which countries join EU (i.e. passing a law) means that states can ultimately withdraw.
	With enlargement has also come the greater use of QMV, especially in Council of Ministers which gives the EU a more supranational identity b/c loss of sov.

	Enlargement means that there are more states, and therefore less agreement. Especially as many of the new states are atlanticist in outlook. Furthermore, the rejection of the EU Constitution is suggestive of the fact that there is scepticism about intergov.
	Although some of the decisions reached by EU are merely advisory, many hold much greater force and status, and these constitute EU law. This would take precedence over national law if the two were to conflict (especially through ECJ)

	Least amount of integration/integration is the shallowest over political matters e.g. housing, civil liberties, domestic, crime, health, education, defence, social welfare. These are the areas which are most intergovernmental.


	

	Surprisingly, foreign policy is in the middle of this spectrum e.g. EU has been increasingly involved in peacekeeping missions, has been involved in diplomatic relations with Iran, and the Roadmap/peace in Palestine. Shared responsibility for problems without passports – policies which cannot be dealt with entirely by individual states e.g. regional, competition, industrial, foreign, environment, equal opportunities, working conditions, consumer protection, movement across external borders, macroeconomic, energy, transport, cross-border crime.


EU: Why has economic integration been easier?
· Originally set up to promote economic integration which was its primary purpose. This was to be achieved through the common market and common external tariffs. Therefore it is unsurprising that it would have progressed most in this area.

· The gains have been obvious so people are more willing to allow further integration in this specific area. Trading blocs tend to be very successful and there are tangible benefits.

· With globalisation the increasing reality is that countries cannot escape being affected positively and negatively by the actions of others anyway, due to increasing economic interdependence. So integration in this area is not as noticeable.

· People are aware that economic policy is not really within the sphere of government anyway because there is no way that they can directly control the economy. Therefore, giving away sovereignty in this area is not really seen as being as significant.

· With the promotion of free market capitalism within Europe it was a natural step to want to have further integration. This was especially true with the collapse of the Soviet Union because there was no longer a legitimate alternative model to capitalism.

· Economic strength acts as a form of power giving the EU leverage and global influence. This is something that is highly desirable and has been proved as a successful form of influence by various examples e.g. the EU at the WTO

· However, it might not be as easy as it has been with the onset of enlargement because there are now bigger differences in the economies of the members. e.g. Poland, and Turkey which is still to join

· Furthermore, economic integration, although among the deepest form of integration, has not gone as far as people think. Some economic observers say that it can go much further and there is still much to be done.

Why has political integration been slower?
· There is always less consensus on other areas of the EU as there is about a general economic model, especially the political direction of the Union. This is due to different social models within the different member states. e.g. working hours and unemployment benefits are viewed in very different ways in France & Germany to in England.

· Political matters are often very linked to the notions of national identity and sovereignty which people are extremely hesitant to give up and often fiercely defend them. This poses a debate within individual countries, but also between member states – there is a divide in Europe between European Federalists and Atlanticists about the notion of Federalism.

· However, there has been a movement towards further political integration. e.g. CFSP, RRM, Euro (which is highly political as well as being highlighted as being a sound economic idea). Also new leaders might make a difference – Angela Merkel, and elections coming up in other EU countries

Is the EU a superpower?

“The EU is an economic giant, a political dwarf, and a military worm.” – Belgian Foreign Minister 1991

Economic status

· Strongest case – it is the largest economic bloc – 28% of world’s GDP

· currently world’s biggest trading bloc with 38% of world’s exports and over a third of the world’s multinational corporations

· 6 member states are in the world’s top dozen economies

· world’s largest common market, potential market of over 450 million consumers

· Contains over a 1/3 of world’s largest multinational corporations
· influence at economic IGOs – e.g. WTO and American steel tariffs debate success, imposing economic sanctions on Russia, ensuring European exporters and investors are not prevented from entering the Japanese market by unnecessarily restrictive red tape and bureaucratic regulations - turned to WTO to defend the interests of European businesses.

· Between them, the EU and its Member States provide some 55 % of total international official development assistance (ODA) and more than two thirds of grant aid.
· although there is the concern of the potential challenge of the tiger economies with low labour costs

· Status of € - long term future? Will it ever challenge the dollar?

· possibility of countries pulling out

· uncertain impact of enlargement – new members not as strong economically and potential member states (e.g. Turkey) are also not as strong

Military strength

· EU states combined include great armies and two nuclear powers, but does not pool resources in this area

· Rapid Reaction Force –designed to allow EU to respond urgently to the needs of countries under threat , 60,000 troops e.g. development of an independent media in Afghanistan, emergency election monitoring in Ukraine and Chechnya, post-tsunami reconstruction support in Sri Lanka, Maldives, Indonesia, peacekeeping in Macedonia

· However, there are a number of legal constraints, notably: the maximum duration of any RRM project is 6 months, the RRM cannot finance humanitarian assistance, the RRM can only finance an operation where other EC instruments cannot respond within the timeframe necessary.

· profile in peacekeeping missions e.g. Congo, Sierra Leone

· In foreign policy there is division between key players on major issues e.g. Iraq – Atlanticist v. Federalist (although this could shift – Merkel)

· Support for the Roadmap, unity in talks with Hamas, policing border, large supplier of aid.

· Unity in diplomatic strategy with Iran and NPT

· European model is spreading e.g. other regional unions

· No collective force

· EU is overshadowed by NATO

· Foreign policy is subject to veto

· However, limited by key divisions, so not a superpower.

· Unlike the US, the EU is not a state and does not have a dominant power as the Soviet Union did

Political strength

· Much more subtle global player

· Serbia – the suggestion of membership might encourage them to give up Mladic
· Has liberalizing effect e.g. Turkey’s adultery laws, British laws on gay people in military

· Far-reaching foreign policy gives it leverage – Middle East - it is the largest donor to the Palestinians, representing over 60 % of all international assistance. 

· Promoting democracy, the rule of law and the European economic model  -  the “Tacis programme” in eastern Europe benefits about 13 countries

Name the 25 members of the EU and when they joined

· 1957: France, Luxembourg, Germany, Belgium, Netherlands, Italy

· 1973: UK, Ireland, Denmark

· 1981: Greece

· 1986: Spain, Portugal

· 1995: Sweden, Finland, Austria

· 2004: Poland, Czech Republic, Malta, Lithuania, Cyprus, Latvia, Estonia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Hungary

EU enlargement - “Broadening versus deepening.” Future candidates?
· Enlargement is not an end in itself, but a process – most recent is probably the most significant

· Future candidate states – i) Bulgaria, Romania ii) Turkey iii) Serbia, Ukraine, Croatia

Arguments for

· Slows down pace of integration b/c much more difficult to get agreement

· Has the capacity to transform the political culture of society – to promote democracy and respect for human rights e.g. Portugal and Spain both had military dictatorships in 1960s

· Some countries geopolitically important e.g. Turkey in the Middle East, Eastern European countries with Russia (contains Russia)

· Influence increased – more states under the umbrella of the EU

· Much bigger potential single market

· Trade and investment opportunities 

· Better quality of life for citizens

· domestic popularity: 93% yes vote in Slovakia – a way of consolidating freedom from Russia

· For Britain – tips the EU in our favour b/c new members are more Atlanticist

Arguments against

· Federalists concerned that it would slow down deepening process

· Drain on resources – spending on infrastructure - e.g. in first 3 yrs, €40bn on new states (however, this really is that much – German unification cost the equivalent of €600 billion)

· Tensions and conflicts from new states brought in e.g. Poland’s historic dispute with Belarus

· Imported problems of new states – drug trafficking, people trafficking, fast rate of growth in HIV/AIDS

· Emotive issue of impact on labour market being “swamped” by influx of workers prepared to work for less than native workers and therefore getting the jobs

· However, it is still too early to assess the immediate impact.

· People will be looking out for whether it will i) slow down integration and ii) lead to a two-tiered EU – a fast track in the middle of countries wanting more integration and round the edge a more intergovernmental stance

· Enlargement led to necessity of Constitution and QMV to speed up decision-making process

Why is Turkey’s membership controversial?

· There is significant public opposition in Austria, Germany, France and Spain

· Turkey is a poor country, with its GDP at about a quarter of EU levels – concern over it being a drain since it would also receive central funding from the EU budget. Turkish economy is recovering from a severe crisis. 

· Size – makes it one of the biggest countries in EU, therefore would have significant claim to substantial voting rights. Would impact on balance of power

· Perception that the culture of the EU would be changed – some opponents object to Europe incorporating a Muslim nation, and one that is geographically mostly in Asia, noting that it would increase the EU’s proportion of Muslim’s from 3% to 20% overnight

· Threat to security – it would extend the EU's borders to Iraq, Iran and Syria, might bring terrorism, drug trafficking

· Human rights

· Does not recognise Cyprus which is an EU member state

What is Turkey doing to support its bid?

· In 2004 Turkish state television lifted its ban on broadcasting in Kurdish, a minority language. 

· The government also released four prominent Kurdish activists. Human rights activists applauded.

· Over 18 months, the government passed nine reform packages, including a ban on the death penalty, a zero-tolerance policy towards torture in prisons, and a curtailing of military influence.

Who is in favour of Turkey's bid, and why?

· Backers say Turkey would bring rapid economic growth, a young workforce, and a huge army to the EU's table. They see a westernised Turkey as a bulwark against Islamic fundamentalism.

· The US and the UK are key supporters. UK Prime Minister Tony Blair said in May that "Turkey's accession will be a good thing for us all". French President Jacques Chirac and German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder have backed Turkey, though there is strong opposition within both countries.

· The European enlargement commissioner, Guenter Verheugen, says Turkey's strategic position straddling Europe and the Middle East is an asset rather than a drawback.

What’s in the Constitution?

· Attempt to put in one simple document what had previously been in other treaties – makes it more accessible to EU citizens
· Will extend EU’s legislative rights into new areas, perhaps most importantly into justice policy, especially asylum and immigration

· Needed to look at decision-making process – streamline to make more efficient, so QMV will be generally applied. It is felt that otherwise getting the agreement of all 25 members would be a recipe for inaction.. However veto retained in foreign policy, defence and taxation. And an "emergency brake" in which a country outvoted on an issue can take its case to the European Council, though it can still be outvoted there. 

· President - this is a new post. At the moment, the Council presidency rotates through the member states every six months, so continuity is lost. The new President will therefore be a permanent figure with much greater influence and symbolism. But since he or she will be subject to the Council, the powers of the post are limited.

· Foreign Minister - reflects growing prominence of Foreign & Defence Policy – as Kissinger remarked, “who do I call when I want to speak to Europe?” However, the minister will only be able to speak on the EU's behalf when there is an agreed or common policy, e.g. over the Middle East roadmap which members have accepted.

· Greater emphasis on Foreign and Defence Policy, although member states will retain right to veto. 
· As a transitional measure to reduce the fears of small states that they will be ignored, each member state will have a Commissioner. The idea after five years is to slim down the Commission from 25 to 18. It is felt that the current Commission is too big with not enough jobs to go round.

· EP - if the parliament does not agree to a piece of relevant legislation, it will not pass. The idea is to strengthen democracy because the parliament is the only EU institution in which voters have a direct say. Overcomes democratic deficit by setting out exactly where power lies.
· Charter of Fundamental Rights which sets out ‘rights, freedoms and principles.”

· EU will have a “legal personality” - this really just confirms the status quo, which is that EU  law will overtake any national laws. Equally in areas where it does not legislate, national law prevails. By having a "legal personality", the EU will be able, as an organisation, to enter into international agreements as a united body.

· It was always the case that a member state could leave by simply repealing its own legislation. Now there is a formal procedure designed to show that the EU is a voluntary association. However a departing member would have to agree terms so there is an implied threat that it would not be that easy.

Which areas presented particular difficulties?

· Voting rights of newer members in particular e.g. Poland should have more b/c of their size

· Number of Commissioners to go down – some states worried this would leave them poorly represented

· Religion – some countries wanted a specific reference to Christianity which was in the end dropped

· Defence – Britain did not want to undermine NATO or the Special Relationship in any way, whereas French and Germans wanted Defence Office (which is now within NATO)

· Blair’s “red lines” – no EU force which would threaten NATO, voting on social security matters should by uninamity voting, individual judicial systems to be maintained, no removal of veto on key aspects of taxation, defence, foreign policy – all inextricably linked to sovereignty

Was it a stepping stone to a federal superstate or a mere tidying up exercise?

What is a federal superstate?

· Federal implies - two tier system of govt with clear division of responsibility with big areas dealt with by the centre. Tend to have written Constitution, President, common currency

· Superstate – much more of a global player

What would tidying up entail?

· More streamlined, more efficient, cutting back

· much more modest enterprise

	Federal superstate
	Tidying up

	· Federal attributes – President, Foreign Minister, use of the word “Consitution”
	· Just codifying original treaties – little new material

	· Influence on global stage
	· Already resembles federal superstate

	· EU law supreme
	· States have the power to withdraw, which is made simpler by the Constitution

	· QMV
	· Word “federal” actually dropped from Constitution, so as not to alienate states

	· Greater importance of F&DP
	· President is more symbolic, no real power. Also President to be elected by QMV so bigger powers will have more say b/c process tipped towards France, German, Britain

	· Although some say it just brings together what was already there, the few new things are the most significant
	· Foreign Minister can only speak on issues that nation states have agreed on

	· Common currency - evidence of first step in more political integration [rivalling dollar]
	· In US (best comparison of federalism), the central powers are big issues, whereas in EU big powers dispersed to member states

	· ECJ made final arbiter of European Convention on Human Rights 
	· Big powers will always remain the most powerful – reduction in Commissioners, but permanent ones for bigger powers and rotating ones for smaller powers, QMV

	· Idea of invisible integration, this is how the EU always works – small bits of sovereignty are given away unnoticed, but where does it stop?
	


Future?

· “Period of reflection” at the moment
· Might come back as something other than a “Constitution”

· Will need to be rewritten

· Could take parts and pass them as law in other ways – invisibly

· The existing treaties currently provide for an EU of no more than 27 states. So, either enlargement will have to stop after the accession of Bulgaria and Romania in 2007 (or 2008), or the treaties will have to be amended. Some politicians have suggested there can be no further enlargement without the constitution.

· Was v. bad timing for Const. – domestic situations in France and Netherlands: The French voted no partly as a protest against their national government, especially over the economy. On the left, many voters believed that the constitution would create an ultra-free market economy within the EU. On the right, voters were concerned that France is ceding too much sovereignty to the EU. The Dutch were also concerned about the place of the Netherlands in an enlarged EU, fearing clash with Dutch liberal traditions, especially since Netherlands is a smaller country e.g Polish conservative tendencies. Ideological divide over Iraq (so asking for countries to vote for a Foreign Secretary does appear to be slightly distasteful!)

· We could see some changes in outlook – there is a gradual shift of the political centre ground in France & Germany. Merkel in Germany and the upcoming elections in France will have an impact on those countries’ perception of the EU and the direction in which it should be moving.
Both political and military reasons


Post Cold War enlargement:


phase 1 – 1999 (Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic)


phase 2 – 2004 
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WMD





Conventional weapons





Chemical


Mustard Gas, Nerve gas (Iran/Iraq, 1st Gulf), Agent Orange, White Phosphorous





Nuclear


Strategic (long range weapons)


Tactical (battle)





Biological 


Anthrax, Smallpox, Bubonic plague





Mass destruction – scale of casualties


Long-lasting effects


Indiscriminate


Deterrents





IL is difficult to uphold b/c…








States do not act ethically, but in their national interests 





Problems over sanctions








All international judicial courts are less effective than national judiciary








No international police force and no executive body capable of enforcement








Law isn’t binding








Differences in power between states








No world government








Rules are created by treaties which are voluntarily subscribed to








When undermined by countries e.g. US, it appears weak and therefore less likely to be used by other states








Historical factors – the impact of imperialism








As a result of all of these factors – caught in a cycle of poverty





Physical factors – climate, landscape e.g. parts of Latin America & Caribbean v. susceptible to hurricanes, sub-Saharan Africa experiencing desertification








Global trading agreements – WTO, CAP and agricultural subsidies generally like sugar and maize. Where does power lie within IGOs?








The debt crisis – irresponsible borrowing AND irresponsible lending, so both internal and external factors. Solution became part of the problem – countries in S looking for capital thinking that it would boost their economies and promote growth








Role of World Bank and IMF (-solutions). Are we now looking at a new form of imperialism, an economic imperialism








Internal factors – conflict, political instability (Somalia, Rwanda), corruption (Zimbabwe, Nigeria), weak governance e.g. not v. well developed RoL or free press





Causes of poverty (Why is there a gap between N & S?)














