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Collapse of Soviet Union and the end of the cold war caused for all of us that the world will be more secure and stable place to live together in accordance with the rules of international law thought as the base of rights and responsibilities for a common world. In this climate, the students of theories of international relations began to discuss that liberalism would be the main criteria to advance the peace and cooperation to solve the problems which may arise and to cope with potential questions such as ethnic and religious based nationalism, proliferation of nuclear weapons and poverty causing many problems in many countries. In the first hand, the collective behavior which demonstrated against the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait consolidated our solidarity for other similar situations such as using power and military means to reach foreign policy aims and trying to be a hegemonic power. Unfortunately, after a very short time the silence and ineffectiveness of international society and the failure to enhance the collaboration to overcome the facing problems, disappointed the world society and increased the suspicions about the expectation of liberal and plural theories contemplated as a framework of promotion of cooperation and peace among international communities.

This paper discuss this dichotomy in terms of choice between realism and liberalism/pluralism in the context of increased security problems by considering the developments particularly aftermath of terrorist attacks to twin towers in New York and Pentagon in 9/11. We hope to share our anxieties about the developments in the international relations as a way that security problems will be basic agenda that none of us is willing to drag into.

As stated above, after the disintegration of Soviet Union, all the people throughout the world expected that the world would be changed to a very peaceful environment. They hoped that security considerations of the states were over, the agenda of the international system had been changed or varied, and security and military issues weren’t primary issues. Security related subject wouldn’t dominate the agenda, and expansionist policies wouldn’t be pursued. Mutual suspicions and fears would transform to the mutual confidence and trust. So, they estimated that the concept of self-reliance replaced with mutual reliance, and honest and sincere relations would be dominant rather than conflictual relations.

These expectations were supported at the beginning with Kuwait crisis since all the international society cooperated to end the invasion of Kuwait by Iraq. At the level of international organizations all the old enemies by forgetting their enmity, they unanimously adopted the resolutions without using veto powers. But, the same collaboration of the major powers couldn’t be achieved in other regional questions. For example, in Bosnia and Herzegovina conflict, international society intervened the war after 200.000 people died. All the world public opinion was disappointed and the result get them thought that all the optimistic expectations were only illusion. Particularly in the mid-1990’s there was a real uncertainty in which direction the developments would go and what the end result would be. Especially after 9/11, the structure of international relations has been radically changed even it reminded the Cold War. Because, the basic agenda has returned to security and military issues and the new basic concept discussed has been terrorism. In fact this process was started after with taking power of Bush in the beginning of 2001 and the new foreign policy jargon depending on security related concept. For example Bush, first of all, asked to repeal or to change the ABM Treaty of 1972. He declared to adopt the new anti-missile project (NMD) analogous to Reagan’s Star Wars Project (SDI). Such policies triggered the change in the existing structure. After a short time, as we know, 9/11 occurred and determined all the agenda of international relations. After Afghanistan operation, the US government started the process of occupation of Iraq unfortunately without regarding support of international society and world public opinion. Despite all of the protests in the world, Washington administration implemented all the plans step by step and eventually they completed this process. I wouldn’t discuss the reasons of this process. Since the realities are obviously known by everybody and everything was discussed with all dimensions. At least but not the last, we know that the real reason is not to democratize the Iraq, disarm of Iraq from WMD and/or end the connections of Iraqi government with terrorist organizations.

Bush government is prosecuting to use the discourse of violence even though the objections of regional governments of the Middle East. They try to dominate so called Greater Middle East and North Africa initiative to get the region democratized and economically developed. Such plans aren’t regarding the regional and local conditions especially peculiar features of regional countries. Some of them don’t have any economic problems such as Saudi Arabia and some of others like Gulf Sheikdoms are not willing too much to be democratized and it is known that likely US government aren’t prone to compel those countries which have very close relations with the White House. Despite the basic agenda of the region is Palestine problem, it is being consciously ignored by the Washington. On the other hand, persisting support of US for Israel and the authoritarian regimes in the region are also provoking the anti-Western oriented feelings and emotions.

In this respect, these are two alternatives the scientist to choose. That is we are at the crossroads, either we are going to resume the existing conflict based remarks and analyze the foreign policies by encouraging the policy makers in this favor or we encourage the peace and cooperation-oriented discourses and object the use of force or threat to use of force and also encourage the decision makers to get them develop peaceful methods to resolve the existing questions. The basic problem in fact what amount the process can be transformed from security oriented, self-reliance based and conflict led zero-sum game situation to the non-zero sum game situation.

The question is relevant to the theoretical approach that you choose to analyze the outstanding relations. Whether we resume to analyze the ongoing developments from the perspective of security related conceptualization of realism or the cooperation oriented framework of liberalism is the critical subject. Since the point of view and the conflict resolution methods you prefer, dominate the results you reach. In this vein, a comparative approach indicating the weak and powerful aspects of liberal and realist theories is the best way to pursue. 
On the other hand, the end of the Cold War and disintegration of the Soviet Union triggered the contention between realist and liberal perspectives. As we know, realism maintains focusing largely on the balance of material forces in the international state system, though liberalism focuses on the individual freedom and the potential effects of international institutions on conflicts between states. 

As a philosophical tradition, realism presents a fundamentally pessimistic view of human nature and political life. Realists see politics as a continual struggle among groups for power, prestige, influence and security in a world of scarce resources. So all the variants of realism share a pessimistic worldview and an emphasis on power. In this respect, it is assumed that the international system is anarchic and international politics is fundamentally different from domestic politics. In the international system there is no world government or universal sovereign to adjudicate disputes, enforce agreements, or prevent the use of force. The international system is mostly responsible for how states conduct themselves in the international environment. The relative distribution of capabilities shapes the foreign behavior of states. States are also self-regarding, not other-regarding. The desire for survival in the absence of a universal sovereign requires states to look out for their own interests. The international system induces self-help behavior on the part of states. States rely on the use of force or the threat to use force to protect their interests and enhance their security. War in such an environment is always possible. 


To sum up, Realists advocate that anarchy compels states to maximize their relative power. Security and survival in the international system are never assured. States seek to maximize their security by maximizing their relative power and influence, since the stronger states in the international system stand the best chance of survival. However, it cannot be said that, all the states are reckless for unlimited expansion. Instead, states seek to maximize relative power at times and in places where the benefits of doing so outweigh the costs. Relative capabilities largely shape the intentions of states. As a state becomes more powerful, it will attempt to maximize its influence and control its international environment. In general, states pursue aggressive, influence-maximizing strategies when central decision-makers perceive an increase in relative capabilities. In this context, realism normally plays down the theoretical importance of norms because they assume that norms themselves possess no power to affect state behavior. Gilpin, for example, argues that “the primary foundation of rights and rules is in the power and interests of the dominant groups or states in a social system,” and that “In every social system, the dominant actors assert their rights and impose rules on lesser members in order to advance their particular interests.


Whereas, neoliberalism admits the role of international institutions including norms in shaping state behavior. According to Robert Keohane, international regimes, reduce the costs of legitimate transactions, increase the costs of illegitimate ones, reduce uncertainty and facilitate negotiations leading to mutually beneficial agreements among governments and also affect incentives for compliance by linking issues together and by being linked together themselves. According to neoliberalism, states comply with norms of a regime that offers the states long-term economic incentives. Neoliberalism stresses the instrumental role of norms in affecting state behavior. In this perspective, the international system is anarchical but not disordered. It is not a Hobbesian state of nature. It does not have a supranational government but is not without governance that do not rely on police powers to overcome defiance and attain and compliance. For governance, coercive power is not sufficient. Governance also asks for legitimacy: that is, normative influence. As Inis Claude noted that, “Politics is not merely a struggle for power but also a contest over legitimacy. ”


Its core idea is individualism. Individualism leads to private property, markets, the rule of law and a preference for maximising the role of civil society while minimising that of the state. Individualism also leads to rationalism, secularism, tolerance, belief in progress, and belief that these ideas are universally good and universally applicable to the human condition. Given these values, liberalism is opposed both to autocracy, and to collectivist, totalitarian models of modernity that challenge its self-perceived right to inherit the world. As a rule, liberalism is hostile to the balance of power, war and militarism, preferring more rational, legal and institutional approaches to international order.


Hobbesian argument that a social contract constructing a commonwealth was necessary or at least preferable for security and thereby liberty. To enable individuals to exercise their personal freedom, a state was necessary to defend both towards the outside and to defend individuals against each other, but Leviathan should not be a threat to individual liberty or even life. According to liberal writers such as Locke, Montesquieu, Kant, Bentham and J. S. Mill the state is constrained by the rule of law, constitutional government and division of powers. In this phase liberalism became closely linked to the state as the mechanism by which individual liberty and good government could be assured . Security and liberty became closely linked. Liberty is not just against the state, but a central element of how to govern.


Liberal theory try to desecuritise, and eventually demilitarize, relations between states not by constructing a global Leviathan, but by pursuing the logic of economic interdependence between states and democratisation within them. The basic liberal idea of openness in economics, politics and society means that states and societies agree to narrow the range of things that they treat as security issues. The idealistic goal of the liberal project is first to squeeze security into the military sector, and then to erode the legitimacy of the use of force, eventually eliminating security issues. Free trade was the most consistent and forceful suggestion of the liberals, but liberal thinking on international relations emphasized other instruments in varying mixes: public opinion, reason, internationalism, interdependence, disarmament, information, democracy, and international organisations.


Therefore, we need to anayze liberalism, democracy and security. These concepts are commonly assumed to belong to separate research agendas, security mostly to realism and strategic studies and liberalism and democracy mostly to IPE. They are even used to define contending approaches to the study of International Relations (IR). During the the Cold War, liberal theory has downplayed security and security studies mostly ignored or dismissed liberalism. 


But liberalism and security are in many ways mutually constitutive, both in theory, and in the ever-changing interplay between "real existing liberalism" and actual security practice. Their strained relationship has deep roots. The realm of security threatens liberalism, since the motives that propel actors in their security behavior are what liberal theory finds most difficult to explain, and what liberal practitioners see as most dangerous to their projects of liberty, openness and economic progress. 

On the hand, traditional narrow definition of security tends to focus on material capabilities and the use and control of military force by states. This contrasts with the distinctions among military, political, economic, social, and environmental security threats, which affect not only states but also groups and individuals, as well as other non-state actors. Despite the traditional strategic studies continues to be an important part of the field of security studies, and the state continues to be an important actor on questions of security, changes in world politics have broadened the security agenda that confronts states, and non-state actors are of great relevance to traditional issues of military security. In the light of recent political and theoretical developments, it serves no purpose to restrict scholarship to only one part of the field of national security studies. So, security studies should not be narrowly restricted to states and questions of military security only. 

To sum up, democracy and security are not the concepts, which are contrary to each other. Security can be realized without sacrificing from democracy. Democratic governments’ approach to security issues differ from the authoritarian governments since for authoritarian regimes’ security are the top issue because of the fact that they don’t feel themselves secure and they perceive threats from within or outside. These situations compel them or they think they are compelled to adopt and/or undertake military policies either to its own people or to some other countries. However in democratically elected governments, of which don’t feel or perceive the same threats, political decisions are likely taken after a comprehensive and intensively debated process. On the other hand, the establishment of democratic international system is only possible on the basis of certain principles such as democracy and human rights. To these, the non use of force to solve issues among the states and the non proliferation of mass destruction weapons should be added as essential principles. 

