
PSA Conference 2013 – City Hall, Cardiff. 

Tuesday 26 March Session 5 

International Politics in War and Peace. 

Tuesday morning saw the start of another full day of diverse discussions and paper presentations. 

One such session was the presentation of three papers on the subject of ‘International Politics in 

War and Peace’. There is a rich seam of study in international politics and international relations 

thanks to a vast array of different theoretical approaches. The three papers on this morning were 

presented by Hamza Bin Jehangir of the Texas A&M University at Quatar, Soohyung Kim of Korea 

University, and Corinne Heaven of the University of Reading. 

Hamza Bin Jehangir was first to present his paper, in which he argued for the merits of a 

constructivist approach to international relationships. He reasoned that states’ actions in the 

international sphere cannot be divorced from their self-defined national interests, which are in turn 

developed as part of national identity. The politics of identity are highly complex and contingent, but 

we know that they are not developed in a total vacuum. Hamza went on to outline why he believes 

that the Westphalian framework of nation states is still important, as although it was first 

established almost four hundred years ago, it is still relevant enough for us to note it as a factor 

upon which state identities and interests will grow. 

Soohyung Kim expanded this idea of interests as causes of international action in his paper Why 

don’t hostile nations go to war with one another? He expanded upon one of the central 

contradictions of the cold war era; that nation states that were outwardly hostile to each other 

tended not to go to war with one another, perhaps because they were simply unable to accurately 

assess the military capabilities of their opponents. If they cannot judge the potential costs of war 

against the perceived benefits of a victorious outcome, then they are very unlikely to take the risk. 

Of course if their interests are not served in any way by going to war, even against their mortal 

enemies, then it is highly unlikely they will. Upon questioning, the need to address the role of 

ideology, and that of proxy warfare was discussed, as an absence of warfare is not always as easy to 

spot as one might think. 

Finally, Corinne Heaven presented her research into why and how the peace process can break 

down. She built upon an idea borrowed from Steadman, known as ‘spoilers’ which examines actors 

in a given peace process who have the capability to withdraw their support and wreck the whole 

procedure. Spoilers need only be tangentially involved in negotiations, but they often wield 

disproportionate power resources, a pertinent example being a terrorist organisation. Corinne 

admitted that to some extent this has already been formalised into standard UN practice, indeed 

with some questioners asking exactly how this deviated from received wisdom about all diplomatic 

engagements. Perhaps then the spoiler model is just a useful reductionism, but one that may 

advance a more empirical study into this area. 

These three papers highlight just how diverse current research into international politics is, and it is 

fascinating to see how this work is already beginning to illuminate current practice, around the 

world. 

 



Tuesday, Session 7 

EPOP 5: Elections and Campaigns in the UK 

This session saw papers presented for discussion by Thomas Däubler of the Mannheim Centre for 

European Social Research, Alia Middleton of the University of Edinburgh, and Jane Parry of the 

University of Southampton. 

The first paper presented by Thomas Däubler was an interesting examination of who exactly buys 

party election manifestos. We have a somewhat unique situation in this country, in that party 

manifestos are sold to potential voters, albeit in pretty small numbers. Although they hold an 

important place in political theories of democracies because of the mandate they provide, and are 

particularly useful for political scientists who wish to study party policies, they tend only to be 

bought by a small group of specialists or enthusiasts. Thomas ran through some statistics pointing 

towards some interesting trends, such as the dramatic increase in sales from 2001-2010, as well as 

their distribution across the nation’s geography. It seemed apparent that patterns of manifesto 

purchase do not necessarily follow patterns of party membership, or even a party’s electoral 

support. One comment from the floor suggested that the majority of these purchases might be by 

journalists or other analysts for professional reasons! 

Secondly, Alia Middleton delivered some of her preliminary findings in her study of voting and 

campaigning in safe as opposed to marginal seats. So many studies of this type focus on marginal 

seats as the only ones which can change hands, so presumable that is where a successful campaign 

might make a difference. Nonetheless they are a minority. Many seats are considered extremely 

safe, and that may because of demographic factors as much as anything else: high levels of owner-

occupancy, low numbers of under-18s and so on. Nonetheless there are still low levels of 

campaigning which take place, particularly by incumbents wishing to avoid their own ‘Portillo 

moment’. Alia suggested that these elections may be used by opposition candidates as ‘dry runs’ in 

order to get experience campaigning. A comment from the floor suggested it may have something to 

do with mobilising support for local government elections at the ward level also. She also found that 

high profile members (i.e. cabinet ministers) did not necessarily spend more than their counterparts. 

Finally Jane Parry presented a paper on the behalf of a trio of academics which also included Jeremy 

Kendall of the University of Kent, and Pete Alcock of the University of Birmingham. The paper was 

titled Decoding Third Sector Electoral Politics: The shaping of the agenda and getting heard in the 

2010 general election, and charted the rise of voluntary organisations to much greater prominence 

in the New Labour years. Nonetheless, since the run up to the 2010 election, the Conservative Party 

too has taken more of an interest in the charitable sector, perhaps to be utilised as a vehicle for the 

delivery of social security outside of the machinery of the state. This interest was formalised as part 

of the party’s ‘Big Society’ agenda, and although this has had limited expression in the Coalition 

Government’s policies, one change that has been made is the renaming of the Office of the Third 

Sector to that of ‘Civic Society’ highlighting its importance. Jane and her colleagues argue that 

although there appears to a cross-party consensus on the surface, this simply masks much deeper 

ideological divisions. Each party has their own ideas of how best to utilise the third sector, but while 

important, is unlikely to make any drastic differences in party electoral fortunes. 

 



Wednesday 27 March Session 11 

The Continuing Relevance of Democratic Socialism in Britain 

Wednesday morning saw a particular treat, as the Cardiff’s City Hall played host to a panel of 

practicing politicians. Representing the House of Lords and the House of Commons respectively, Roy 

Hattersley and Madeleine Moon joined Andrew Vincent to discuss the place of Socialism in the 

contemporary British political landscape. All three admitted that Socialism has become something of 

a dirty word nowadays, but this ideological hole in labourist politics is one that still ought to be filled. 

Roy Hattersley argued that this lack of an ideological driver has expressed itself as a lack of principles 

and direction for his party, which may have led to some of its more opportunistic and even 

damaging actions which it has been so criticised for in recent years. He said that this dereliction of 

theorising may have emerged in the years immediately after the Second World War when the party 

saw its first extended periods of governance, and it was so obvious what needed to be done. 

However once reconstruction had been successfully achieved and the years before the social 

democratic consensus receded into memory, the good society that they were hoping to realise 

slowly became less clear in the minds of Labour politicians. 

Roy argued passionately that Labour is at its absolute best (and performs best electorally) when it 

has clear, radical convictions, and it sticks to them. He said the party needs to reaffirm its 

commitment to reducing inequality much more forcefully, and reject the market logic of the 

conservative neoliberals. The fact remains; unregulated markets are not suitable for the fair 

distribution of social goods, and the profit motive is incompatible with genuine public service. Roy 

Hattersley has at times been branded ‘old labour’, and by implication, resistant to change. He 

wholeheartedly rejects this: the Labour movement should always attempt to modernise itself, but 

that means searching not for an alternative to socialism, but for a superior form. 

Andrew Vincent looked at this story from a slightly different standpoint, but he too argued for a 

reintroduction of some kind of ideological dimension to Labour’s activities, and it should stand in 

clear opposition to the free-market neoliberal principles it was led to embrace between 1997 and 

2010. The ‘progressivism’ that he argues for would be some sort of hybrid between liberal and social 

democracy, which refrains from fetishizing any one policy area. This effective social democracy could 

then provide a firewall against more extreme or barbaric political ideologies. Above all, he urged us 

to recognise that current arguments about austerity are not disputes of one ideology against 

economic reality, they are two competing ideologies. Although neoliberalism has receded to some 

extent, many of its values have become submerged within the field of economics, and are now 

masquerading as facts. Social democrats ought expose this for what it is, and revitalise the notion of 

public service as a valid and important one. Not everyone must be a consumer at all times. 

Finally Madeleine Moon discussed some of her experiences in the House of Commons since being 

elected MP for Bridgend in 2005. Although her background is in teaching and social services, once in 

the House she became attracted to debates about Defence Policy, particularly as it appeared to be 

dominated by elderly white male former army generals on the Conservative benches. Despite this, 

the major victims of warfare are women, in the form of civilian casualties. 



She also hoped to draw attention to some of the crises within the military, such as sexual and racial 

discrimination which both originate, and are the responsibility of the chain of command, where it 

should really be dealt with judicially. In addition, Madeleine discussed the role that the armed forces 

play as an indicator of the failures of society. Many young men who join the armed forces are all but 

illiterate, often coming from unstable backgrounds, and turn to a military life in the hope of finding 

stability, an education, and purpose. This all just highlights the need for Labour to not let anyone be 

failed by their social policies. 

These three speakers each in their own way contributed to the beginnings of the debate that will 

hopefully end in Labour once again finding its distinctive ideological voice. They cannot be afraid of 

the word ‘socialism’, lest they become afraid of the idea itself. 


