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2.1 INTRODUCTION 

Liberalism, also known as pluralism, projects a different image of world politics as compared 
to Realism. However, much like Realism, it too has a rather long tradition. There are many 
strands of liberalism but some of the common themes that run through the liberal thinking are 
that human beings are perfectible, that democracy is necessary for that perfectibility to develop, 
and that ideas do matter. Unlike the Realists, the liberals have enornlous belief in hutnan 
progress and the faculty of reason that each individual is endowed with. Accordii~gly, liberals 
reject the Realist notion that war is the natural condition of world politics. They also question 
the idea that the state is the main actor on the world political stage, although they do not deny 
that it is important. But they do see inultinational corporations, transnational actors such as 
terrorist groups, and international organisations as central actors in some issue-areas of world 
politics. In relations between states, liberals stress the possibilities for cooperation, and the key 
issue becomes devising international settings in which cooperation can be best achieved. The 
picture of world politics that results from the liberal view thus is of a complex system of 
bargaining between many different types of actors. Military force is still important but the 
liberal agenda is not as restricted as is the Realist one. Liberals see national interest in much 
more than military terms, and stress the importance of economic, environmental, and technological 
issues. 

2.2 LIBERAL APPROACH TO "THE STUDY OF 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

Liberal approach to the study of international politics has its roots in the developinent of liberal 
political theory in the 17th Century. Closely connected with the emergence of the modern 
liberal state, the liberal tradition generally takes apositive view of human nature. Interestingly, 
some of the major contributors until the mid-20th Century were not international relations 
scltolars, but po,litical philosophers, political economists, and people generally interested in 
international affairs. For example, Joltn Locke, widely considered the first liberal thinker of the 
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17th Century, saw a great potential for human progress in modern civil soci'ety and capitalist 
economy, both of which, he believed, could flourish in states that guaranteed individual liberty. 

Liberals are generally of  the view that the period since the late 17th Century constitutes a 
historical watershed during which a multifaceted process of modernisation has introduced or 
enhanced the possibility of a dramatic improvement in the moral character and material well 
being of humankind. In other words, the liberals argue that the process of modernisation 
unleashed by the scientific revolution led to improved technologies which in turn made it 
possible to devise more efficient ways of producing goods and mastering nature. This was 
reinforced by the liberal intellectual revolution, which had great faith in human reason and 
rationality. Here lies the basis for the liberal belief in progress: the modern liberal state invokes 
a political and economic system that will bring, in Jeremy Bentham's famous phrase, "the 
greatest happiness of the greatest ~iumber". 

2.2.1 Underlying Assumptions of the Liberal Approach 

Some of the important underlying assumptions of the liberal approach to the study of international 
politics can be identified as follows: 

I )  Individuals a re  the primary international actors: Liberals put the individual at the centre 
of the universe and all progress is measured in terms of the interests of the individuals 
as the two are perceived as inextricably intertwined. In other words, progress for liberals 
has always meant progress for individuals. John Locke, for example, is accredited wit11 
the creation of  a constitutional state through a social contract to protect the liberties of 
the individuals. Such a state enables and establishes the rule of law tliat respects the 
rights o f  tlie citizens to life, liberty and property. This does not mean that states are 
relegated to marginal status in the liberal perspective. Far from it, the Liberals view states 
as the most important collective actors in our present era, but they are seen as pluralistic 
actors whose interests and policies are determined by bargaining among groups and 
elections. 

States ' interests are  clynat~zic and are bofh self-regarding and other-regarding: Liberals 
are of the viewpoilit that the interests of tlie states are not static but dynamic. States' 
interests keep changing with time because individuals' values and tlie power relatio~is 
arnong interest groups keep evolving over time. Also, most liberals believe that states do 
not only have certain self-interests to preserve but also regard states' policies as other- 
regarding to some extent since they believe tliat the growth of liberal democracy increases 
people's concern for other humans. These ideas can be traced back to Locke, Rousseau, 
and Kant. As far as the specific interests of  tlie states are concerned, liberals accept that 
state survival and autononly are important, but they are viewed as secondary interests to 
the primary interests of the individuals. While the liberals are generally optimistic over 
the long-term role of the states in  supporting peace, welfare, and justice, they do realise 
that exploitative interests (including power over others as an end in  itself) are unlikely 
ever to disappear. 

3) Both individual a n d  state inter.e.rfs are shaped by a wide voricty of domestic and 
internationof conditions: Liberals are of the view that the interests of both individuals 
and states are affected by a host of factors at tlie domestic and international levels. While 
conceding that eventually such interests are determined by the bargaining power tliat they 
possess, the manner in  wliicli they define their interests are shaped by a number of factors 
both within the state and outside the state i.e. the international arena. At the domestic 
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level, factors like the nature of economic and pol~tical systems, patterns of economic 
interactions, and personal values may play decisive role. At the international level, presence 
of factors like technological capabilities, patterns of interactions and interdependencies, 
transnational sociological patterns, knowledge, and international institutions allow states 
to affect each other in different ways. States-the predominant collective actors-are 
viewed by tlie liberals as entities that are embedded in both their own societies and the . 
international system, and their interests and policies are affected by conditions in both 
arenas. However, there is a significant difference between the Realists and the liberals 
on the matter of institutions and political hierarchy in the international system. The 
liberals feel very u~lcomfortable with the Realists' rather simplistic conceptiori of the 
international system as anarchical. In sharp contrast to the Realists, liberals are of the 
view that given the pervasiveness and wide influence of the network of international 
institutions it would be naive not to integrate it into an overall conception of the 
international system. 

4) Mutual interests can sustain cooperation in the international system: With the growth of 
liberal democracies, interdependencies, knowledge, interuational social ties, and 
interna~ional institiltions, the liberals have come to believe that cooperation can be possible 
aniong states without resorting to coercive means. Unlike the Realists who believed that 
existence of a hegemonic (dominant) power is a prerequisite to cooperation, the liberals 
are of the view that cooperation can be achieved through non-coercive bargaining based 
on identification of ~nutual interests. An  obvious question that arises here is what makes 
the liberals so optimistic about tlie possibility of cooperation? Their optimism about 
increased cooperation based on niutual interest emanates from a strong belief in the 
mutuality of interests, which they think will keep growing with increased interdependencies 
and tile spread of democratic values. Further, liberals believe that improved knowledge 
and co~nmunication will i~n~nensely enhance the ability of the states and other actors to 
better understand their common interests, 

NEO-LIBERAL APPROACH TO THE STUDY OF 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS 

What distinguishes the neo-liberals from the traditional liberal scholars? Do the neo-liberals 
present a contrasting view of world politics froni that of the traditional liberals? What is it that 
necessitates the prefix neo before liberalism? Are the neo-liberals closer to the Realists and 
Neo-realists in their orientation than to the traditional liberals? These are some of the questions 
that we shall try and explore i n  tlie following section. 

The niost important distinguishing feature of the neo-liberals is their declining cotifidence in 
hurnan progress. U~ilike the traditional liberals, the tieo-liberals are far less optimistic about 
progress and cooperatioti. This, Iiowever, does not mean that they are as pessimistic as the 
Realists or Neo-realists as seen in the previous Unit, As a category, the term neo-liberal refers 
to post-war liberal scholars who retained much of the belief of the traditional liberals except 
perhaps sharing their optimism. In the pre-Second World War period, most liberal writers had 
a strong belief in the growing, slow but steady, realisation of human freedom. However, in the 
post-War period, the new generation of scholars became mucll more reluctant about committing 
themselves to the liberal noti011 of progress. This lack of optimism among the new generation 
of liberals was grounded in a number of considerations. As noted by Zacher and Matthew, 
"Liberals [neo-liberals] have not wanted to be branded as idealists as were many interwar 
liberals; the international events of this century (including two world wars and the Cold War) 
have made them wary about being too optimistic, and, in keeping with tlie ethos of contemporary 
social science, many have felt more conifortable about explaining than predicting". 
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In the academic world, neo-liberal gel~erally refers to neo-liberal institutionalism (one of the 
strands of liberalism, which we shall discuss in detail later on in this Unit) or what is now called 
institutional theory. However, in the policy world, Neo-liberalism has a different connotation. 
In the domain of foreign policy, a neo-liberal approach seeks to promote free trade or open 
markets and Western democratic values and institutions. Inspired by such an ideology thus most 
of the Western liberal democracies have rallied around United States in its call for the 
"e~llargement" of the conmunity of democratic and capitalist nation-states. This brand of 
liberalism (Neo-liberalism) draws its ideological strength from the belief that all financial and 
political institutions created in the aftermath of the Second World War have stood the test of 
time, whch provides the foundation l-br contemporary political and economic arrangements. 
What firther adds weight to such a view is the belief that these financial and political institutions 
were created arid are being sustained by policy-makers who embrace neo-liberal or RealistMeo- 
realist assumptions about the world. 

However, there are many who question such assumptions of liberalism. As noted by Steven L. 
Lanly: "In reality, neo-liberal foreign policies tend not to be as wedded to the ideals of democratic 
peace, free trade, and open borders. National interests take precedence over morality and 
universal ideals and, much to the dismay of traditional Realists, economic interests are given 
priority over geopolitical ones". 

The post-War liberalisin or Neo-liberalism is broadly.divided into four main strands of thinking: 
institutional liberalism, sociological liberalism, republican liberalism, and interdependence 
liberalism. It is important to discuss these strands at some length as they hold the key to our 
understanding of some of the important theories that we are supposed to learn in this Unit. 
However, we shall confine ourselves to only those aspects of these strands that are of inunediate 
concern to us for the purpose of understanding this Unit. 

CONCEPT OF WORLD ORDER 

There is no single homogenous conception of order in world politics. Instead, one comes across 
competing conceptions of order in international relations theory. However, given our immediate 
objective and purpose, we shall focus mainly on the liberal conception of order and touch upon 
the ReaIist version only to the extent it can help draw a contrasting picture. The crucial 
difference between the two becomes visible from the different terms that they employ to 
describe order in international relations. While the Realists prefer the term "international order" 
to describe the nature of order in international politics, the liberals use "world order" for the 
same. Does it mean then that the difference between the two is merely semantic and not 

'substantive'? Tl~e answer is a simple no. 

The Realists' conception of internatio~lal order is state-centric which en~phasises stability and 
peace among states. The elements of such an international order are based on the traditional 
models of order such as the structure of the balance of power, sovereignty, the forms of 
diplotnacy, international law, the role of the great powers, the current forms of collective 
security, and the codes circumscribitlg the use of force. Such a conception thus focuses exclusively 
011 the structure of the post-Cold War system, esbecially upon the number of Great Power 
actors and the distribution of capabilities anlong them. In other words, it defines order largely 
in terms of the operative security structure, primarily understood in political-military sense, 
within the intenlational system. 

The concept of world order, as conceptualised by the liberals on the other hand, is a much 
wider category in nature and scope. In sharp contrast to the Realists kvho treat states as the basic 
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units of order, the liberals take individual human beings as its key units of order and construct 
order in terms of rights, justice, and prosperity. Unlike the Realists, the liberals assert that order 
in world politics emerges not from a balance of power but from the interactioris between many 
layers of governing arrangements, comprising laws, agreed norms, international regimes, and 
institutional rules. The liberal conception of world order thus clearly has a widening agenda of 
order that encompasses, among other things, the relationship between economic and political 
dimensions, new thinking about security, debates about the consequences of globalisation, the 
role of human rights, and strategies for human emancipation. Its central claim is that patterns 
of integration and interdependence have become so deeply embedded in the Cold War period, 
albeit for strategic and geopolitical reasons, that they now have a self-sustaining momentum 
that precludes any return to war and autarchy. 

An important landmark in the development of the liberal conception of world order was the 
setting up of an organisation called World Order Models Project (WOMP). Established in 
1968, it aimed at promoting the development of alternatives to the inter-state system with a 
view to eliminating war. For WOMPers (as they have come to be called), the unit of analysis 
is tlie individual while the level of analysis is global. Some of the key figures associated with 
WOMP like Mendlovitz and Falk foci~ssed on the questions of global government that today 
form the core of much of the work going on under the name of globalisation. In the more recent 
years, particularly since tho mid-1990s, WOMP has become much wider in its focus by 
concentrating on the world's most vulnerable people and environment. 

2.5 CONCEPT OF GLOBALISM 

Globalism is best understood when co~npared to the more familiar concept of globalisation. The 
tecli~~ological, economic and cultural processes, which lead to globalisation, are often believed 
to be objective and impersonal, independent of the preferences, attitudes and actions of those 
political actors whose interests they deeply affect. Those who benefit from them can accelerate 
them at the most only marginally. They can be stopped or reversed even more marginally by 
those who suffer the consequences. Globalism, on the other hand, is a perspective consciously 
pro~iioted by rationalist, humanist and universalist actors and thinkers of both liberal and 
socialist political persuasions. At tlie core of all globalist positions are the following shared 
assumptions. One, globalists believe the prable~ns which the world faces are global in nature. 
Tlie urgency, immediacy or intensity of tliese problems may vary, but they are not restricted 
to any particular locality, conimunity, state or region, and therefore, if left unattended, all would 
suffer from their consequences, Problems of environrtiental degradation, population explosion, 
nuclear war, terrorism, narcotics and spread of HIV/A[DS are global in this sense. Secondly, 
all globalists believe that the solutions to these global problems also have to be global in  scope. 
That is so because the resources required for handling tliese problems are beyond the reach of 
any nation, region or community. Not only financial and material resources need to be pooled 
globally, human inputs also have to be coordi~iated in order to achieve required levels of 
efficiency and cost-effectiveness. Thirdly, all globalists believe that such coordination is possible 
on a sustained basis only when there is global consensus on the definition of problems as well 
as prioritization of preferred solutions. Such consensus in turn requires that decision-making 
processes are transparent and based 011 democratic equality of participants. 

Given tliese assumptions, it is easy to see tlie objections, which globalists have against the kind 
of globalisation preset~tly taking place. They characterise it as "globalisation from above" 
because it is being shaped by the rich and the powerful states and corporations. They exploit 
the tremendous concentration of wealth and power in  their hands to force unequal integration 
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on the weak and poor states and communities to further marginalise them. Globalists are not 
against globalisation as such. But they prefer what they call "globalisation from below" which 
would truly reflect the philosophy of globalism. 

2.6 SEARCH FOR LIBERAL-INSTITUTIONAL MECHANISMS 

The search for liberal-institutional mechanisms to help establish peace and ensure prosperity 
through cooperation goes back to the days of the League of Nations. Woodrow Wilson, the 
chief proponent of the League of Nations, is considered to be the first liberal institutionalist 
who pointed out the importance.of institutions in transforming the international relations from 
a "jungle" of chaotic power politics to a "zoo" of regulated and peaceful interaction. Although 
the League of Nations experiment turned out to be a disaster, later developments in the field 
of international organisations like the United Nations and European Union have rekindled new 
hope in  the philosophy of liberal institutionalism. 

Liberal institutionalism or neo-liberal institutionalism, as a school of thought, shot to prominence 
for providing the most convincing challenge to Realist and Neo-realist thinking. Although neo- 
liberal institutionalism shares many of the assumptions of Neo-realist thinking, there" are 
significant differences between the two over the issue of cooperation in the international system. 
Liberal institutionalists attack the Neo-realists for focusing exclusively on conflict and competition 
and thus minimizing the chances for cooperation even in an anarchic international system. The 
main claim of the liberal institutionalists is that international institutions and regimes help 
promote cooperation bebveen states. But, what are institutions and regimes? And, how do 
they help in securing international cooperation? Institutions, according to Haas, Keohane, and 
Levy are persistent and connected sets of rules and practices that prescribe roles, constrain 
activity, and shape the expectations of actors. Such institutions may include organisations, 
bureaucratic agencies, treaties and agreements, and informal practices that states accept as 
binding. Young, on the other hand, defines regimes, as social institutions that are based on 
agreed rules, norms, principles, and decision-making procedures. These govern the interactions 
of various state and non-state actors in issue areas such as the environment or human rights. 
Varieties of treaties, trade agreements, scientific and trade protocols, market protocols, and the 
iriterests of producers, consumers, and distributors, for example, govern the global market in 
coffee. Such regimes and institutions, for the liberal institutionalists, help govern an anarchic 
and competitive international system and they encourage, and at times require, multilateralism 
and cooperation as a means of securing national interests. The roots of this version of Neo- 
liberalism can be seen in the functional integration scholarship of the 1940s and the 1950s and 
regional integration studies of the 1960s. These are better known as Funcfionaiism and Neo- 
Fu~~ctionalisni schools of thought in tlle literature of international relations theory. However, 
before we take these up  separately, it would be useful to look at some of the core assumptions 
of liberal institutionalism. 

2.6.1 Core Assumptions of Neo-liberal Institutionalism 

Although tlie neo-liberal institutionalists do concede that states are key actors in international 
relations, they refuse to buy the argument of the Realists who believe that states are the only 
significant actors. According to the neo-liberal institutionalists, states are rational or insirumental 
actors that always seek to maxirnise their interests in all issue areas. 

Neo-liberal institutionalists further believe that in the present-day competitive environment, 
states seek to tnaximise absohrie gains through cooperation as ra~ional behaviour leads them 
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to see value in cooperative behaviour. States are thus less concerned with gains or advantages 
by other states in cooperative arrangements. However, the neo-liberal institutionalists believe 
that the biggest obstacle to successfil cooperation comes from the fear of non-compliance or 
the possibility of cheating by states. Such fears primarily emanate from the sovereign status 
enjoyed by the states in the international system leading to a general lack of trust among the 
states. However, the neo-liberal institutionalists believe that such fears of non-compliance and 
cheating can be allayed, if not eliminated altogether, through creation of institutions in the 
international system. 

Neo-liberal institutionalists recognise that cooperation may be harder to achieve in areas where 
leaders perceive they have no mutual interests. For example, cooperation in military or national 
security areas, where someone's gain is perceived as someone else's loss (a zero sum perspective) 
may be more difficult to achieve. However, it is believed that states in all likelihood will be 
willing to shift loyalty and resources to institutions once these are perceived as mutually 
beneficial and if  they provide states with increasing opportunities to secure their international 
interests. 

2.6.2 Functionalism 

David Mitrany, the most prominent proponent of the Functionalist school of tliougl~t~ is accredited 
with fashioning this alternative view of international politics in response to the security/conflict 
conception of the Realist and Neo-realist scholars. Mitrany argues that greater interdependence 
in the form of transnational ties between countries could lead to peace. He is of tile view that 
cooperation should be arranged by teclmical experts and not by politicians. Some of the other 
important Functionalists like Joseph Nye, Ernst Haas, J.P. Sewell, Paul Taylor, A.J.R. Groom, 
John Burton, and Christopher Mitchell have irnn~ensely contributed to the Functionalist tradition 
of international relations theory. 

Presented as an operative philosophy that would gradually lead to a peacefbl, unified, and 
cooperative world, Functionalism is widely regarded as the most insightfil critique of the 
Realist framework of international politics. The main concem of t l~e Functionalists is to develop 
piecemeal non-political cooperative organisations, which will not only help establish peace and 
secure prosperity but also render tlie practice of war obsolete eventually. However, this may not 
be forthcoming as long a s  the international system continues to be founded on suspicion and 
anarchy and war is accepted as an established means of settling international disputes. The 
institution of nation-states is considered to be the biggest obstacle in the path of fostering peace 
and prosperity. Aware of the fact that governments have vested interests and that nation-states 
will not be dismantled voluntarily, the Functionalists advocate a graduai approach toward 
regional or global unity. This, they believe, migllt eventually help isolate and render obsolete 
the rigid institutional structures of nation-states. But, how do the Functionalists propose to go 
about it? 

As noted above, the Functionalists' prime concern is with developing piecemeal cooperative 
organisations a t  the regional level in non-political areas like econon~ic, teclmical, scientific, 
sacial and cultural sectors where the possibility of forging effective cooperation m o n g  the 
states appears to be highly practical. These apparently non-political sectors are collectively 
referred to, in the Functionalist literature, as fbnctional sectors where the possibility of opposition 
or resistance appears minimal. This is based on the assumption that efforts to establish hnctiond 
organisations at the micro level in non-political sectors such as energy production and distribution, 
transportation and communication control: health protection and improvement, labour standards 
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and exchanges etc. are least likely to be met with opposition. There is a greater possibility of 
successfiil functioning of such non-political functional organisations as these can be of mutual 
advantage to the participating states. The possibility of a higher success rate of such functional 
bodies gets further enhanced by the fact that they do riot appear to pose any challenge, at least 
apparently, to the national sovereignty of the participating states. 

One of the most important assumptions of the Functionalist school is based on the concept of 
what is called "spillover" effect. The concept of spillover is similar to that of "demonstration" 
effect as used in the discipline of economics. 'The underlying belief of the spillover concept is 
that cooperation in one area would open new avenues for similar cooperation in other areas. For 
example, successful forging of cooperation in the area of coal and steel production would spill 
over into other functional areas like transportation, pollution control etc. Such a process of 
cooperation, the Functionalists argue, would eventually lead to political unification of a given 
region. 

The strength of the Functionalist school of thought lies in the fact that they tend to emphasise 
cooperative aspects of international behaviour and sidestep conflictive aspects. In contrast to 
the Realists who look at the world in  terms of politics of conflict and irrationality, the 
Functionalists view the world through the prism of cooperation and reason. The Functionalists 
believe that the accumulation of the process of functional organisations would not only help 
link people and their interests across national boundaries but would also eventually relegate the 
nation-states to the "museum of institutional curiosities". 

2.6.3 Neo-Functionalism 

In  contrast to the Functionalist theory, which seeks to create a New World order in which the 
sovereign states take a back seat, Neo-Functionalism or the integration theory seeks to cieate 
new states through the integration of the existing states. This is achieved initially at the regional 
level eve~ltually cuirninating, in the long run, in the creation of a single world state. The idea 
that integration between states is possible if the political process of spillover facilitates it is 
basically drawn from tlie experience of European Union. The neo-Functionalists thus prefer to 
emphasise cooperative decision-making processes and elite attitudes in order to assess the 
process towards integration. 

Erilst Haas is considered to be the chief proponent of this school of thought. Although Haas 
builds on Mitrany, he rejects the notion that technical matters can be separated from politics. 
Haas defines integration as "the tendcncy toward'the voluntary creation of larger political units, 
each of which self-cot~sciously eschews the use of force in the relations between tlie participating 
units and groups". Integration, for Haas, has lo do with getting self-interested political elite to 
intensify their cooperation- Put differently, Haas views integration as a process by which tlie 
actors concerned begin voluntarily to give up certain powers and evolve new techniques for 
tackling colnmori problelns and resolving mutual conflicts. Joseph Nye carries this theme 
further when he asserts that regional political organisations "have made modest contributions 
to the creation of islands of peace in the international systern". Tliese studies suggest that the 
way towards peace and prosperity is to have independent states pool tlieir resources and even 
surrender some of their sovereignty to create integrated conimunities to promote economic 
growth or respotid to regional problems. What distinguishes the neo-Functionalists from the 
Functionalists thus is that they f o c ~ ~ s  primarily on formal institutions in an attenlpt to 
determine the extent to which national 21s opposed to international agencies carries out important 
functions. 
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The conununications theory in international relations is considered to be an integral part of 
what 113~ come to be called sociological liberalisn~ strand of thinking. Unlike the Realists who 
view international relations exclusively in terms of the study of relations between the governments 
of sovereigli states, sociological liberals assert that it is also about transnatioilal relations i.e. 
relations between people, groups, and organisations belonging to different countries. Janies 
Rosenau defines transnationalism as, "tlze processes whereby international relations conducted 
by governlnents have been supplemented by relations anlong private individuals, groups, and 
societies that can and do liave important consequences for the course of events". As is evident 
from the above definition, the notion of comm~unity and the process of interdependence are 
considered to be important elements of international relations. The underlying assumption of 
the conununication theory, which builds on the notion of transnationalism, is that as transnational 
activities increase, pcople in distant lands get linked and their governnlnetlts become more 
interdependent. This leads to a situation whereby it becomes more difficult and a costly 
proposition for states to act ullilaterally and to avoid cooperation with the neighbours. As a 
result, states not only beconle wary of the rising cost of war but also work towards the goal 
of creating a peaccful international conununity. 

Karl Deutsch is considered to be the chief proponent of the conununications theory, or perhaps 
more appropriately, co~mnunications approach in international relations. This approach seeks to 
measurc the extent of communication and transactions between societics by watching the flow 
of international transactions, such as trade, tourists, letters, and immigration. The central argument 
of the coin~nunications approach, as articulated by Deutsch, is that a high degree of transnational 
ties betwcen societies would lead to peacefbI relations that would amount to more than the 
absence of war. Such transactions, the argument goes, will eventually lead to the development 
of what Deutsch calls security communities or integrated socio-political systems. Integration 
in this contest nleans that a "sense of conununit~~" has bee11 achieved and that people have 
conze to agree that their coliflicts and probla~~s can be resolved "without resort to large-scale 
physical force". Deutsch identifies two major subcategories of sccurity commuaities- 
untulgunzared and plurulist. He nlaintaills that both of tllese are characterised by thc absence 
of intra-community wars, 

Among the anlalgalnated security cotnmunities, Deutscl~ believes tltat United States fits the bill 
since its unified federal structure enablcs it to exercise central political control over a continent- 
sized region. Pluralist security communities, on the other hand, lack such central political 
authority. However, the various national Units that together constitute a pluralist security 
conununity tend to refrain froin fighting onc another and thus do not need to fortify their 
borders. North Anlerican continent and Westcni Europe, relativcly larger areas, are believed to 
bc good examples of pluralist security conununities. From the perspective of the communications 
approaclz. integration is viewed both as a process leading toward political unification and as the 
end product of that process-an~algan~ated and pluralist security communities. 

2.8 THEORY OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION 

Liberals are not unanilnous on llocv to resolve colzflicts in the intenlational system. There are 
probably as 1 1 1 ~ ~ 1 ~ ~  divergent approaches to address the issue of conflict in the international 
system, as there are different strands witliin libcralism. However, what is colnrnon to all t l ~ e  
strands is the underlying emphasis on the role of human reason and rutionality in securing 
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international cooperation, kvllich in turn will help resolve conflicts between various state actors. 
Moreover, it is this commonality between them, whicll distinguishes the liberals fiom the 
Realists who treat conflict as a pern~anent feature of world politics. While the Realists believe 
that recourse to war is a necessary condition for resolving conflicts, liberals stress that conflicts 
can be resolved by forging international cooperation without actually resorting to coercive 
means. Unlike the Realists, as noted above, who believe that existence of a hegemonic (dominant) 
power is a prerequisite to cooperation, the liberals are of the view that cooperation can be 
achieved through non-coercive bargaining based on identification of mutual interests. Where 
the liberals differ from each other is how to go about it. 

As you might have perhaps already noticed, different strands of liberalism, as discussed above, 
approach the issue of resolving conflicts differently. We have already seen the views of liberal 
institutionalists including the Functionalists and neo-Functionalists and the communication 
theorists in this regard. In the followi~lg section, therefore, we shall focus primarily on those 
strands of liberalism namely, interdependence liberalism and republican liberalism which 
we have not covered so far and see as to how do they approach the issue of resolving conflicts 
in the international system. This might also help us identify the points of departure of these 
liberals from the ones already discussed above. 

How do interdependence liberals seek to resolve conflicts? Such liberals are of the view that 
a high division of labour in the international economy increases interdependence i.e. mutual 
dependence between states, which discourages and reduces violent conflicts between them. The 
einergence of "trading states" such as Japan and Gernlany in the post-War period provides 
strength to the assumption of the interdependence liberalism. The underlying assumption of this 
strand of liberalism is that such trading states tend to refrain fiom the traditional military- 
political option of high military expenditure and instead prefer to focus on the trading option 
of an intensified international division of labour that increases interdependence. Such an' 
assumption received a tremendous fillip in the wake of the end of the Cold War with the trading 
option being llugely preferred even by very large states. Rosecrance is of the view that the end 
of the Cold War has made the traditional military-political option less urgent and thus less 
attractive. 

The theory of "complex interdependence" fornlulated in the 1970s by Robert Keohane and 
Joseph Nye took the logic of interdependence to a new height. Distinguishing this version of 
post-War interdependence from t l ~ e  earlier and simpler kinds of interdependence in which the 
use of force was always an option in the case of co~flicts between states. These theorists argue 
that the process of rnodenrisation is fast increasing the level and scope of interdependence 
between states. Under conditions of conlplex interdependence, transnational actors are increasingly 
beconling much nlore important with the consequence that military force has become a less 
useful instrument of policy. As a result, international relations are increasingly becoming more 
like domestic politics. As Keohatle observes: "Different issues generate different coalitions, 
both within governments and across them, and involve different degrees of conflicts. Politics 
does not stop at the water's edge". The interdependence liberals thus argue that in most of these 
conflicts military force is fast becoming redundant. Other sources of non-military power like 
"negotiating skills" are increasingly bccoming much more important. Keohane and Nye thus 
argue that under complex interdependence states are getting more preoccupied with the "low 
politics7' of welfare and less concerned with "high politics" of national security, which would 
eventually pave the way for a world free of all conflicts. 

Republican Liberals approach the issue of coirflict via denlacracy. The underlying assumption 
is that liberal democracies are better equipped to resolve conflicts and less prone to war as these 
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are based on the foundation of peaceli~l exis~cnce and rule of law. They, tliel-efore, argue that 
democracies are far more law-abiding than other political systenis. This, however, does not 
me& that liberal democracies never to war. As a liiatter of fact, democracies have gone to 
war as often as have non-democracies. But tlie i~nderljting argument here is that democracies 
rarely fight eacli otlier. Republican liberals are, therefore, generally very optiruistic about tlie 
role of deniocracies in establishing long-term world peace. The obvious question tliat arises 
here is what is it tliat makes thelli so very optimistic about tlie prospects of long-term world 
peace. it'may be ilsef'i~l to look at the observation of Sorensen in this regard wlio argues that 
witli the increase i n  tile number of deniocracies in the world in the recent years, tlie prospects 
of a more peaceful world has, if anything, brightened ilp, tn S L I C I I  a world, he fi~rther argues, 
international relations will be c1iaracte1-ised by cooperation instead of conflict. Michael Doyle, 
perhaps, most systematically addresses tlie question as to why detiiocracies are at peace witli 
one another. He advances three elements to strengthen the claim tliat deniocracy leads to peace 
with other democracies. First, democriicies follow de~nocratic norms of' peacefill resolution of 
conflicts. Given tlie fact that democratic governments are controlled by tlieir citizens who are 
generally against .waging wars witli otlier democracies, democratic gover~imetits perforce 
encourage peacefi~l inter~iational relations. Second, democracies hold common ~iioral values 
which lead to tlie formation of what Kant called a "pacific unio~i". Union, not in  tlie sense of 
a formal peace treaty, %but a zone of peace based on the c o l ~ ~ m o ~ i  ~iioral foundations of all 
democracies. Such corn~nonalties tend to encourage peaceful ways of resolving conflicts botli 
at tlie doliiestic and international levels. Thirdly, ever increasing economic cooperation and 
growing interdependence between denlocracies strengthen inter~iational peace and ~izit~itllises 
tlie chances ofconflict. I n  the pacific ilnion, "tlie spirit of co~amerce". a term coined by Kant, 
will' result in  rnurunl and reciprocal gain for those involvcd in international econoniic cooperstion 
and exclialige eventually rendering the practice of' war obsolete. 

2.9 SUMMARY 

Wliat becomcs abunda~irly clear from the fo13cgoing discussion is the lBct that liberals do tlot 
speak in one liomogenous voice. T1ie1.e are varioils strands within liberalism, eacli of wl~ich 
approaches international relations from its own i~nique vantage point. I-Iowever, there are certain 
common underlying themes cutting across diiTerent strands that provide a comnioli idetitity to 
liberalism as a school of tl~ouglit in international relations. For example, the u~iderlying emphasis 
on the role of httnw7 relrson and rutionalily in securing international cooperation is common 
to all tlie strands of liberalism. Morcovcr, i t  is tliis commonality between them, which 
distinguishes tlie liberals from tlie Rcalists who treat conflict as a per~iinnent featilre of world 
politics. While tile Realists believe that recourse to war is a necessary condition for resolving 
cont'licts, liberals st!-ess l.hat conflicts can be resolved by forging international cooperation 
~vitllout actually ~.ez;or.ting to coe~.cive means. 1Jnlike tlie Realists wlio believe tliat existe~ice of 
a Ilegemonic (dominant) power is a prerecluisite to cooperation, the liberals are of the view that 
cooperation call be achieved tliro~~gli non-coercive bargaining based on identificatioii of ~ i i ~ ~ t ~ l a l  
interests. 

2.1 0 EXERCISES 

I )  Ideritify tlie i~nderlying assumptions of liberalism. Also, idcntify the main cliferetices 
between tlie Realists alld the l i  bclal frameworks. 

2) Wliat distinguishes tlie neo-liberals from the t~,aditio~lal liberal scliotars? Do tlie neo-libel-als 
present a contl-asting view of world politics fiom that of the traditional liberals? 
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3) What do ~ O L I  meail by "orde~." in international politics? Bring out the Realist and Liberal 
views on i n t e r ~ ~ a t i o n a l l ~ ~ d d  ordet.. 

4) Is globalisation different from globalism? If so, i l l  what respect'? 

5 )  Bring out the differences between Functionalislii and Neo-Functionalism. In what ways do 
they strengthen the liberal frallle~lork of international relations? 

6 )  What is meant by the notion of"security communities"? In what ways call they be realised? 

7) How do the liberals approacll the issue of resolving conflicts in international relations? 
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