POLI212
Government and Politics of the Developed World

TOPIC I: Setting the Historical Stage
OUTLINE
EUROPEAN POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT AS AN HISTORICAL AND ANALYTICAL NARRATIVE

· PATHS AND LEGACIES IN HISTORY: CRITICAL JUNCTURES IN EUROPEAN POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT (Readings from CoursePack and MyCourses: Howard and Mazower)
Reading Notes for Topic I: The Historical Stage

Readings and lectures on this topic are designed to provide some historical perspective on European political development. As I mentioned in class this week, our focus is contemporary Europe. But the political dynamics of contemporary Europe have histories, there are legacies of history which have consequences for the present.

Most of the course material deals with European politics from 1945 onwards, whether we are looking at the political dynamics of capitalist democracies such as France, Britain, Germany or Italy, the consequences of the collapse of Communism or the evolution of economic and political integration and the institutions of the European Union (EU). And, of course, within this time period from 1945 to 2014, we pay particular attention to the very contemporary period – to the dynamics of European politics today, whether we are looking at particular states or regions of Europe or the pan-European institutions of the EU.

But to do this -- to fully understand the present -- we need to understand the past, we need to put the dynamics of contemporary Europe in historical perspective. The readings on this topic are intended to provide some of this needed perspective. 

To start with, I will discuss the first two readings by Mazower, and Howard. The Mazower reading is a chapter from a larger book which Mazower has written on twentieth century Europe, the Howard reading is an article in a special issue of a journal devoted to the question, What is Europe? I think these readings fit together and I think they provide some historical perspective. 

Both readings are drawn from the work of historians and they are detailed. The Mazower reading in particular might on first reading appear to be daunting. 

You might ask, how much of this detail do I need to know and, then you might ask, what does this reading actually mean for the purposes of this course? 

You should ask yourself two questions: (1) What is the basic argument of each reading? Or, put differently, what is the author’s main point which he or she then illustrates or develops with historical detail and examples? The key is identifying to what use all of the detail is being put, and to do that we need to understand the basic point of the reading (2) How do these readings hang together? That is, are there points of similarity or difference between them? Are they making similar arguments but in different ways? If they are making similar arguments, then perhaps the readings complement each other. Or are there important differences among the readings, such as rival and competing interpretations of events or historical patterns?  

Now, to the readings themselves.

The Mazower piece has been included because it deals with interwar Europe. 

The Howard piece has been included because he suggests that both stable democratic institutions and practices and interstate peace are relatively recent features of European political history. He also picks out the French Revolution as a turning point in European political history, apparently not only for politics in France, but for European society more generally. Evidently, for Howard, the French Revolution crystallized a political quarrel between what he calls the ‘Party of Movement’ and the ‘Party of Order’ which shaped, not just French politics but European politics for all of the 19th century and some of the 20th century. By ‘party’ here, he does not mean what we mean by political party today – a bureaucratized organization which competes in regular elections and so on. Rather by ‘party’ he means something much broader and diffuse --  a more loosely organized group of individuals and organizations bound together by a set of shared values and political commitments about how political life should be organized. In order to emphasize the depth of the division between these competing political factions (or ‘parties’ as he calls them), he refers to the quarrel between them as a civil war.

Now, here are some specific comments.

Mazower There is a great deal of detail in this piece and his discussion ranges across virtually all of Europe in the interwar period. Let’s try to get to the heart of the matter.

I think the key to this piece is the argument: “… we should certainly not assume that democracy is suited to Europe. Though we may like to think democracy’s victory in the Cold War proves its deep roots in Europe’s soil, history tells us otherwise.”  Later he says [p.27 in the chapter itself]: “Even today it seems easier for many people to envisage inter-war Europe as a continent led astray by insane dictators than as one which opted to abandon democracy”.

People opted in the interwar for other “forms of political order”. He makes the point that these other political orders were not foreign to European traditions or culture. 

This invites us to ask the question: well, what does history tell us about democracy in Europe? So, what does Mazower say history tells us, specifically his history of interwar Europe? 

One thing he says is that the crisis of democracy was European-wide. “Democratic values disappeared as political polarization brought much of Europe to the verge of civil war”. [p. 5 in the chapter]. What were the main lines of polarization? Are they at all related to Howard’s discussion of movement and order, remembering that Howard also argues that democrats were an embattled minority in Europe until the end of World War II.? Look at what Howard has to say on p.33 of his article]. 

He also tells us what these other political orders were. He discusses communism, fascism, national socialism, Christian authoritarianism. We might call these political regimes. For you to consider: Where did these regimes emerge and how does he distinguish among them?

Another question for you: How did the success of the Russian Revolution shape political choices within other countries? What does Mazower mean by the Bolshevik threat or fear of the Bolsheviks?

And another one; Is being ‘anti-liberal’ the same as being ‘anti-democratic’? What work does ‘liberal’ do in the phrase or concept, ‘liberal democracy’?

Remember: I want you to get the general contours of the argument in Mazower, not all of the details. It is just ONE reading. I will have something to say in class lectures as well.

Howard I have given you a way to think about Howard in relation to Mazower in my comments already, and I have summarized the Howard article above. A further set of comments about Howard:

For most of its history, Europe has been neither a land of peace nor a land of democracy. That is the simple message of Howard’s article. 1945 is a key watershed because two powerful alternatives to democratic politics – fascism and national socialism – were pushed off the historical stage. But these alternatives could not be defeated peacefully via the normal institutions of electoral democracy, they had to be defeated on the battlefield. The military elimination of these types of regimes opened the door to the consolidation of democracy in some parts of Europe previously vulnerable to authoritarian challenges. 

One might think, given what else Howard argues, that the defeat of fascism and national socialism in World War II ends the ‘civil war’ in Europe between the forces of ‘order’ and ‘movement’ but Howard’s story might be completed only if he took up this further stage of historical change, namely the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989 and its consequences -- the apparent removal of communism and democratic socialism from the realm of political possibility. Is the dialectic between order and movement now over in Europe. Is it now all order and no movement? Clearly not! 

Howard thinks of war as a kind of cultural activity. If the peoples of Europe are “disenchanted with war” is it because of cultural change or because war has simply become too costly? If the latter, which he seems to endorse, under what conditions might war emerge as an instrument of politics? 

Howard understands war conventionally. He means wars between states with relatively large armies engaged on the field. So ‘peace’ simply means the absence of these kinds of wars. If we think about parts of southeast Europe (such as the Balkans) or the Caucasus since the collapse of the Soviet Union, it is much more difficult to argue that 1945 marks the permanent end of the use of force in European politics. 

By Europe, Howard says he means “that land co-extensive with what was once known as “Christendom” [p.29 in reader]. In the next sentence, he then seems to imply that Europe has become secularized. This would seem to invite the question, why is Turkish entry into the European Union such a problem, if Europe is secularized? And are there particular problems in integrating Muslims into European states? These are questions that will be taken up later in the course. 

But the larger question now might be: What is Europe, where does it begin, where does it end?

 Do you get a sense of Howard’s attitude toward the EU from this piece (especially at pages 34-35 of the reading)?

These reading notes are fairly detailed. For other readings I may be much briefer. But since these readings are dense and packed with a fair amount of information, I wanted to spend some time outlining how you might think about them. 

I will provide similar reading notes (but probably briefer) for the readings for Topic I from Philpott and Bunce. To anticipate what to expect in these readings:

We wil have used a couple of terms so far without too much attention to what they mean: regimes and states. (Another term which appears in the readings is of course ‘nation’. That too, we will take up later). Maybe the meaning of these two terms is self-evident, but here are some thoughts:

Roughly speaking, a political regime defines the rules of the political game. These rules are sometimes codified in written constitutions, but not always. We will have more to say about regimes later, this is enough for now. But a regime is not a state. Think of France. Its territorial boundaries have been relatively stable for centuries (leaving aside Alsace, which Germany took over after the Franco-Prussian war of 1870-1871 but returned after defeat in World War I) but there have been five different republics with different constitutions, not to mention several attempts to restore the monarchy in the 19th century.  

States are the basic political institutions of Europe. That may be no surprise to you, states are still the basic political institutions in international society more generally. States organize international society into territorial units. This we take for granted. I don’t want to prejudge the question of the EU and its consequences for the state system in Europe but, that said, we need to know more about states – what they are, how they can vary and their origins. 

The reading by Philpott provides an answer for part of this: He gives us an account of the origins of the modern state system in Europe. This account takes us back to the Peace of Westphalia in 1648. There is a very interesting twist to his argument. The Peace of Westphalia is a political settlement of a complicated set of interstate conflicts rooted in religious differences – the Thirty Years War. For Philpott, this means that the Peace of Westphalia and thus the system of states in Europe is a byproduct of the Protestant Reformation. 

The reading by Bunce is a discussion of the east-west divide, which she takes to be the most striking contrast in European political development. This reading begins to address the striking contrast in European history between East and West by looking at what we might call Russian exceptionalism. She pays attention to how political authority was organized in the Russian empire. Much depends on what she calls (following the sociologist Max Weber) patrimonialism and how she treats the patrimonial state of the Russian empire and the contrast that is implied with the ‘rational-legal’ states of the developing West.

· THE LONG NINETEENTH CENTURY IN EUROPE, 1789-1945

· BEGINS IN REVOLUTION AND ENDS IN WAR AND THE DEFEAT OF FASCISM

· TURNING POINTS: REVOLUTIONS, WARS, PEACE SETTLEMENTS: 1789, 1815, 1848, 1870-1871, 1917, 1918, 1933, 1945

· THE CONSOLIDATION OF THE STATE SYSTEM: DOMESTIC HIERARCHY AND INTERSTATE ANARCHY

· THE TROUBLED HISTORY OF DEMOCRATIC CONSOLIDATION 
· THE SOCIAL QUESTION AND INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM

· 1945

· MILITARY DEFEAT OF FASCISM

· OCCUPATION OF GERMANY

· POLITICAL SEPARATION OF EAST AND WEST

· DEMOCRATIC CONSOLIDATION IN THE WEST: GERMANY, FRANCE, ITALY

· POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC RECONSTRUCTION

· VISION OF A FEDERAL (WESTERN) EUROPE

THE BASIC STRUCTURE OF EUROPEAN POLITICS: TERRITORIAL STATES AND EUROPEAN SOCIETY 

· MODERN STATES AND TERRITORY

· ORIGINS OF THE EUROPEAN STATE SYSTEM: THE PEACE OF WESTPHALIA (Reading from Coursepack: Philpott)
· TYPES OF STATES: PATRIMONIAL AND RATIONAL-LEGAL STATES
· THE DIVISION BETWEEN EAST AND WEST: PATRIMONIALISM, RUSSIAN EXCEPTIONALISM AND THE EAST-WEST DIVIDE (Reading from CoursePack: Bunce)
Keep in mind this is just an outline. I will be filling in details in lectures and reading notes. 

EUROPEAN POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT AS AN HISTORICAL AND ANALYTICAL NARRATIVE
· PATHS AND LEGACIES IN HISTORY: CRITICAL JUNCTURES IN EUROPEAN POLITICAL DEVELOPMENT (Readings from CoursePack and MyCourses: Howard and Mazower)

· THE LONG NINETEENTH CENTURY IN EUROPE, 1789-1945
1789 matters because of the consequences of the French Revolution for European society going forward

1789 introduces a new kind of political challenge to old regimes in Europe ns that challenge has enduring consequences going forward, it is a radical kind of challenge, it is a challenge rooted in… 

Democratic republicanism.

1. And the central feature of Democratic republicanism is that it is e rejection of the principle of monarchy (which is a dominant organizing principle in European politics in the 18th century) 

2. Second feature of Democratic republicanism: it is a challenge to and rejection of organized religion especially Catholicism 

Democratic republicans are anti-monarchal and anti-Catholic and that are very important consequences on European politics. Not just for French politics but for European politics because these are challenges that are not specifically French. They are challenges for different institutions across Europe.

3. Other important feature of DR: its incarnation in French politics and more generally in European politics is that it is not completely successful. Democratic republicans cannot and do not push aside European monarchs, they challenge, but do not completely replace European monarchs. 

Of course the organized Catholicism continues to be important in European politics even after the democratic republican challenge. But what the republican challenge does is to introduce new issues into European politics. –Reading by Michael Howard-

Party of order

Party of movement

Not a party like we think in contemporary politics, he’s talking about the emergence of tendency or factions in European politics.

He draws our attention to the fact that this is a conflict that he calls ‘’ a civil war’’. He’s illustrating the deepness of the tensions between party of order and the party of movement.

The consequence of this tension is domestic political instability and one of the most fundamental question: what kind of political regime should we live under (answered by the fifth republic)?

The further consequences: that is not a contest that is expressed only in domestic politics. The contest between movement and order also influences foreign policies.

Begins in revolution: French Revolution and ends in war, the military defeat of fascist, the end of WW2
How to interpret the French Revolution: how it began? At as an attempt at reform the French monarchy, liberalize monarchy, introduce constitutionalize their powers. Constitutionally limit the power of the absolutist monarchy. Not to throw it away, put limit (at the beginning)

Motives and goals of the French revolution: reshape French politics, not revolutionary

Reform can’t completely be managed, F.R became a more radical movement (movement for deeper transformation, social and political), and that radical change is called democratic republicanism

Reform gives way to a more radical challenge to the French regime

And that transition is associated to democratic republicanism

The introduction of republican ideas radicalize the process of political change in France = the French revolution

Republican Ideology: 

Radical republican are:

- Suspicious of representative government democracy, favor direct democracy

· Tend to be resistant to or suspicious of professional standing army ( depend on citizen militias rather than professional army) supporter of militia

· Tend to be patriotic (patriotism), recognition and valuation of the body politic (civic patriotism)

How they work their way into the French revolution?

It wasn’t just a challenge in institutions in France but also institutions throughout Europe

Republican challenge in France:

1. They want to do away with the monarchy altogether (not just want to limit their power) towards a republican constitution that doesn’t not recognize monarchy. Leads to violence. (Habitually cause regicide) they could not live with monarchy anymore. Want to move toward a republican constitution that does not recognize the  priority or superiority of natural born monarch

2. (Liberal would want to limit the monarch not eradicate it)

3. Republicanism in France is anti-Catholic, want to break the hegemony of the church in French society (the church support the monarch the monarch supports the church. Both have to go), they are imagining the French politic(and society) as focused on devotion to the French republic
4. Republicanism is more than a liberal challenge, liberals can live with a constitutional monarchy, they can make peace with religious, republicans can’t and won’t. they fear the social power of Catholism

5. Attempts to break with the French past altogether : new calendars, new social etiquette … to consolidate republican virtue: the old regime is corrupted, virtue which motivates as to be consolidated

6. Local revolution but as impact throughout Europe, challenge to religion authority everywhere. Attack on Catholicism and monarchy wherever you find them in Europe.

7. The French Revolution is Modular, can be imitated or copied, can be diffused, becomes a seed

The French revolution is incomplete, it has been powerful enough to push the monarchy (to the edge of the political stage) out but not powerful enough to make republicanism the hegemony in French politics. Not powerful enough to make the republic the game in town for the French politics forever in time

It has polarized French politics and French society: 

French politics never answers/solves the question: how France will be governed politically, what kind of regime will reign in France?

How many regimes since the F.R? 5th republic in 2014 but there were attempts to push back the republicanism

History of politics= history of division

Periods marked by: domestic political instability across most of Europe and recurring inter-state wars (inter-state military conflict)
Begin in revolutions and end in fascism

Consequences of French revolution have enduring repercussions (19h and 20th century) in the long nineteenth century

Very distinctive phase of European politics 1789-1945 which is characterize by recurring attempts to introduce radical change in domestic politics across Europe, attempts at Revolution that imitate the French revolution (in some ways) in the later part of the 19th century and the 10th century. And you get forces of reaction, forces of counter-revolution that are expressed in domestic politics but also in inter-state relations.
· TURNING POINTS: REVOLUTIONS, WARS, PEACE SETTLEMENTS: 1789, 1815, 1848, 1870-1871, 1917, 1918, 1933, 1945

Revolution, wars and peace settlement.

1789

1815: Congress of Vienna: peace settlement among states in Europe but also an attempt to contain the corrosive effect of democratic republicanism on old regimes. It is an expression of monarchical solidary. The congress of Vienna has two function: - a peace settlement that ends the Napoleonic wars but it is a peace settlement controlled and organized by monarchs to attempt to contain the revolutionary implication of DR.

1848: series of failed social revolutions in different part of Europe. Revolutions that picked up some of the themes that are introduced in the period of the French revolution.

1870-71: The Franco-Prussian war (formation of the German state in the early part of the 1870’s) and what this war does, in these terms is consolidate the place of Prussian in the newly formed German state.
Also, it marks the transition to the third republic in France. And the 3rd republic will prove to be the most sustained form of political regime in post-revolutionary France for the 19th and most of the 20th century.

1917: Russian revolution
1918: End of WW1. Also begin of the disintegration of three important empires in the eastern and southern Europe. The beginning of the end of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the beginning of the end of the Ottoman Empire and in 1918 the Russian empire has been crushed from the revolution within.
Also, it is a peace settlement (end of WW1, Versailles)

Formation of a new group of states in the remnant of the fall of the empires

1933: coming to power, peacefully, of Hitler in Germany
1945: end of the long 19th century
In this period there is a tremendous amount of challenge and discontinuity 1789-1945

· THE CONSOLIDATION OF THE STATE SYSTEM: DOMESTIC HIERARCHY AND INTERSTATE ANARCHY

In this period, there is a failure to agree about how European states should be governed (political regimes) what form of democratic or autocratic rule?

Autocratic= order

Democratic= radical changes/innovations

One constant trough this period is the importance of territorial state in European politics: the most basic organizing feature in European politic is the territorial state= not challenged in this period, already consolidated because it is so deeply rooted historically.

To make that argument (the territorial state in Europe) what have I done? I have made the distinction between state and regime. Democracy is a form of political regime, autocracy is a form of political regime but regimes are not states, states are more basic.

To illustrate that point: France, the regime changes post-1789…France as experiences several form of autocratic rule and five republic= tremendous change in term of regime. Tremendous change in term of political rule under which the French live=political regime, it provides political rules of the game. Despite this instability in term of regime, the border of France stayed the same throughout the long 19th century (exception of Lorraine and Alsace that were exchanged between France and Germany as consequences of the Franco-Prussian war and WW1)

State: territorial

Regime: set of political rule of the game

Consolidation of the state system in Europe: Domestic hierarchy and inter-state anarchy. States are characterized by concentrated political power at their center. States are sovereign, at the apex of the state is concentrated power associated with the legitimate use of violence within territorial state boundaries. States are sovereign power within their borders. And we measure the success of a state to an important extend to the degree that it is able to maintain sovereign authority within his borders. When states fail, we think of territories in which states do have the capacity to effectively rule and to provide or establish order. State are sovereign units.

European society lacks a sovereign power at the top of states (anarchy)

· THE TROUBLED HISTORY OF DEMOCRATIC CONSOLIDATION 

States are a constant feature of European political life. Democracy is NOT a constant. Democracy only moves toward full consolidation in 1945. Democracy is under challenge from 1789-1945. In some part of Europe it is consolidated in a very definitive way AFTER 1945.
-Masower-

Democracy is not a European birthright it has had to be achieved slowly over time. Kind of process starting to be consolidated in 1945(late in historical time). Consequence of the fact that democratic forces for change associated with the French Revolution are not powerful enough to become hegemonic.

· BEGINS IN FRENCH REVOLUTION AND ENDS IN WAR AND THE DEFEAT OF FASCISM (end of WW2)
ENDING 1945:

· 1945 matters because it’s the end of WW2, military defeat of fascism

1945: end of WW2, military defeat of fascism (fascists Italy, nazi Germany)

Fascism what a political option that emerged in inter-war period in 1920’s, powerful political option with a lot of support, which could not be defeated domestically through electoral politics or domestic challenges, it was only removed by the defeat of fascist powers. It took a war to remove it.
1945: End of ww2, beginning of the rehabilitation of Germany, occupied, divided among the allied powers

End of the war, what to do with Germany? It has a history of very aggressive foreign policy, (with France WW1, WW2, Franco-Prussian war (formation of the German state)) Germany=aggressor
We had to make sure they wouldn’t recidive
Germany=industrial heart of European economy

German economy= essential to the economic reconstruction of Europe post-1945
They had to let them reindustrialize, the contrary would have slowed the reconstruction of Europe

They had to find a way to bind Germany’s economy to other European states

This is the seed of the modern European Union (European Coal and Steel community1951) they linked Germany’s economy to the other Europeans economy

Not be allow to reindustrialize (Morgenthau’s plan)
· Consolidation of democracy in 3 cases: Germany, Italy, France

Democracy failed there during the in-between war (fascism, nationalism…) triumph of democracy
· THE SOCIAL QUESTION AND INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM

· 1945

· MILITARY DEFEAT OF FASCISM

Fascism replaced by democracy but it takes an inter-state war to defeat fascism. It is powerful enough domestically that it take inter-state war to push off fascism from the historical stage of European politics. (Importance in inter-war Europe) it was difficult to push it off.

· OCCUPATION OF GERMANY

Germany is occupied after 1945 by the allied powers. Germany is divided eventually in the period between 1945 essentially along the line of the occupying powers. British and American sectors of occupation on the one hand and Soviet zone of occupation on the other. The division between these sectors become the basis of the division of Germany into West and East Germany. The occupation and division of Germany is associated with the cold war. 

Why occupation and division of east and west mattered going forward? 
· POLITICAL SEPARATION OF EAST AND WEST

Different trajectories going forward 1945

Eastern pattern of political development post-1945:

· Democratic transition is delayed and consolidation of democracy is incomplete. Hybrid political regimes (not fully authoritarian but not fully democratic, they combine feature of both. Especially after the fall of the soviet union 1889-1990. The regimes that emerged are not fully democratically consolidated regime, tend to be hybrid, competitive authoritarian regimes)

· Development tend not to be state-led 

The way the Soviet Union organized and controlled politics in eastern-central Europe. The Soviet Union was a kind of imperial structure: it was dominated by Russia (core) and it was the core of an Empire. States that were a part of the empire their interests and need tend to be subordinated to the foreign policy of the Soviet Union. States, in the Soviet bloc tended to lack both internal and external sovereignty (because of their subordinated position). 

· The economies were planned economies, not market economy, controlled by the party-state

· Model of change is not incremental, not gradual, it’s a period of change in which you have long period of stasis followed by fundamental kind of change or rupture

Western pattern of political development post-1945:

· Tend to see successful democratic consolidation

· Pattern of development centered around the importance of states

· States tend to have relatively stable territorial boundaries

· Market economies, and for the most part these are political system in the west in which radical politics tend to be mainstreamed, radical political option come to be disciplined, and their impact in politics are relatively limited

· Long peace: elimination of inter-state wars, very few full blowing civil wars

· Model of political change: incrementalism: change is not dramatic (no period of stasis followed by rupture) you see change which occurs incrementally, over time

As a consequence of the collapse of the soviet Empire, there is something unusual in politics post-1945: ethnic wars emerged in the Balkans.
Collapse of the SU= formation of large number new states, tremendous change in the territorial after 1989. 

How many new borders post-1945?

What are the important changes? Challenges in the primacy of the territorial states?

2 challenges: 

· The formation of new states through the process of secession, a territorial unit withdraws and forms a state of its own

· DEMOCRATIC CONSOLIDATION IN THE WEST: GERMANY, FRANCE, ITALY

· POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC RECONSTRUCTION

· VISION OF A FEDERAL (WESTERN) EUROPE

THE BASIC STRUCTURE OF EUROPEAN POLITICS: TERRITORIAL STATES AND EUROPEAN SOCIETY 

· MODERN STATES AND TERRITORY

· ORIGINS OF THE EUROPEAN STATE SYSTEM: THE PEACE OF WESTPHALIA (Reading from Coursepack: Philpott)

· TYPES OF STATES: PATRIMONIAL AND RATIONAL-LEGAL STATES

· THE DIVISION BETWEEN EAST AND WEST: PATRIMONIALISM, RUSSIAN EXCEPTIONALISM AND THE EAST-WEST DIVIDE (Reading from CoursePack: Bunce)
