Introduction 
If we have clear foreign policy goals, and defence capabilities that are credible wars should be as short and small as possible 
Wars should be as costly as possible (tax people), and then maybe there wouldn't be as many 
It offers certain advantages 
making the average citizen care more about the decisions about war made by elected officials behind closed door 
this type of FP is being scrutinized recently because more people are demanding the FP be made more accessible 
makes them more accountable 
if the elected officials say that they are going to do something, and the citizens are behind them (even though it costs them), they are more likely to follow through with their promise
it makes them more credible 

Definition of International Relations/International Politics
About relations between member states of the international system. Causes of war, and reasons of enduring peace highlights the field of IR 
Globalization means that it is not just relations between states. Now organizations influence the politics (IMF, WB, UN)
The two terms are interchangeable 
but she prefers IR 
We also look at domestic level of politics, because we need it to understand the international sphere
regime types 
power indicators
GDP 
military expenditures 
all influence how states compete in the international system 

Thinkers 
Hans Morgenthau
Politics Among Nations 
Realism – first chronological ideology of IR 
Bernard Brodie 
Nuclear strategist 
RAND – doomsday scenarios, cold war, close to Pentagon 
Henry Kissinger 
National Security Advisor 
Political Official - 1970's in US 
Vision for nuclear free world 
Nobel Peace Prize
Albert Wohlstetter 
Also RAN corp 
“Cold Warrior”
Argued for having just as many Nuces as your adversary 
Thomas Schelling 

most influential who are creating the field of IR are all white men 

Schools of Thought

Realism 
Emerged first 
Most Famous Realists 
Stephen Walt 
Syria clip 
A year ago, Obama wanted to strike Syria to punish them for using chemicals on their own people 
British refused intervention 
French favours intervention 
US brought it to congress 
S. Walt (Harvard) says that there should be absolutely NO intervention 
1) Only intervene militarily involved when it suits your vital interests 
2) Chemical weapons aren't as lethal as typical weapons. We should not be worried about the way people are being kills 
3) Doesn't think intervention would help, but make things worse 
“But we need some sort of response or else Iran will do it” 
Only reason we are having this debate is because Obama used the word “red line” 
Chemical weapons have been used on numerous occasions since WW1, the US used them in Vietnam 
Why at this moment we need to go to war? It's unconvincing 
Nations aren't supposed to go to war without UN approval, which they won't get 
So we would be protecting one norm by going against another 
Obama admin policy that won't make anyone happy – hardliners won't be pleased enough and everyone else doesn't want to go to war 
Military force shouldn't be used unless you have a clear objection, and you know you will win 
He said “Vital Interest”
Very realist outlook
strictly cost-benefit analysis 
very realistic way of looking at IR 
norms will only be served if they are beneficial
only great powers matter for deciding international outcomes 
Walt’s 10 Big Problems Article
one theme in common: states not follow the rules
how do you get states to follow international rules? And how to we sanction the non-compliers 
Answer: look at the structure of the international system itself 
currently, it is characterized as anarchy 
anarchy in IR: states coexist in an international system where there is no supra-national government to tell individual states how to behave 
there are organizations (international and regional) but no government
closest thing is the European Union 
realists say that anarchy is permanent and this means that states can not, and never will trust each other 

Realism
Focuses on power, security and state interests 
Assumptions: 
Unit of analysis: states (power maximizers) at the expense of other states 
International system: anarchic 
IR = power politics (often conflictual) 

Criticisms of Realism 
Obsessed with conflict 
Believe that power politics define the way international relations is conducted, there will always be war 
So they are always focusing on wars, alliances, increased security, and not how to prevent war 
Walt doesn't spend too much time worrying about the Welfare of the Syrian people (main unit of analysis is how states interact)
Can seem unethical and heartless
Insufficiently concerned with ethical issues?
Not scholarly in their approach? 
Not using systematic data through stats
True with founding fathers 
Somewhat changing now in response to this critique 
Too State Central 
It is a misguided approach because organizations, NGOs, corporate actors, can all influence outcomes of the international game 
Narrow Theoretical Approach?


Research Proposal – which is most compelling to you?

Liberalism 
IR not necessarily zero sum 

Week 1, Lecture 3 

Re-cap on Realism 
Not focused on ethics, states fight for their own interests, rather than the common good 
The international system is constantly in anarchy 
You can not overcome anarchy, and therefore there will always be war 
States are the primary, organizations don’t really matter 
Cost-benefit analysis 

Liberalism 
IR not necessarily zero sum 
Anarchy can’t really be overcome, but you can manage it and you contain the behavior of states in the international system 
Institutions and organizations can bring states together to cooperate 
It is not if one state gains, one state loses – they can cooperate and both gain
Organizations provide a forum where states can be shamed if they do not cooperate 
Emphasis on international cooperation and mutual benefits 
Impact of IOs (international organizations) and non-state actors in shaping state preferences 
Their contributions are increasingly being recognized by states who need help 

Critical Approaches
Refers to a cluster of theories 
Best way to divide is “Critical Security Studies”
1) Constructivism: ideas, norms and cultures 
2) Marxism 
3) Feminism/gender 
They question how realism and Liberalism see the world 
You can’t measure power and influence, and the value we give to this is subjective 
Reality is socially constructed 
Anarchy is constructed 
Our assumptions have made anarchy 
Maybe anarchy only exists because the world is ran by white English men, and not Asian women 
For instance, look at slavery 
At one point in time, it was normal and the ‘right thing to do’ where as now it is absolutely not 
The same can go for anarchy 
This would be consistent with the feminist approach 
Our foreign policy options are consistent with our leadership styles 
“Muscle flexing and masculinity” 
Marx would view the international political system as domination 
The states that are winners 
And states that are losers 
Global system of capitalist domination 
Why certain states have a veto 
Transfer his ideology to the relationships between states 

Difference between Gender and Feminism 
Gender doesn’t really differentiate the dichotomy between female and male 
Gender has more sub-categories than male and female 
Gender scholars would also agree that all sex labels are socially constructed 

It is damaging to hold on to any one of these ideologies 
Decide which theory is the most appropriate for what you are researching 
Analytical Equactisism 
Patterns of military cooperation between NATO nations 
Realism 
Integration of women in combat roles 
Feminism 
*For research proposal, you should look at every theory before you commit to one or another 
*It is a detached sober assessment 

*You can write about anything as long as it is linked to international politics 

Russia-Ukraine 
The Russian Security Dilemma: Through a Realist mind set 
Power Transition 
Cycles of power 
Russia has been undergoing power transition since the end of the Cold War 
1980’s: the economic system was collapsing under military expenditures to keep up with the US 
Also collapsed under the victory of the US 
The diction ‘victory’ alienates Russia but Realists don’t care – they just want to know who wins and who loses
NATO-Russia diplomacy 
According to Realists, Russia diplomacy was bound to fail 
Low level diplomats were sent to NATO Russia council 
Discussions were held, but nothing ever happened 
Didn’t rehabilitate Russia into international system 
NATO expansion 
NATO was a council of 12 in 1949 
After the Cold War, the US and allies looked towards Easter Europe and they were willing 
But Russia always expressed their opposition 
US was victorious, so of course they wanted to expand into Eastern territory 
Declining but: UNSC veto, 50% increase in defense over last five years, tons of nukes…
Last 5 years the Russians have increased military expenditures, and the US and allies have decreased 
They always feel challenged and diminished, and it is adding to the conflict 

The conflict today is about post Cold War politics, and a power (Russia) that wants to maintain the soviet world 
This is why they took territory in the Ukraine 

Obama Clip 
Realism 
The date
Liberalism 
Feminism 
Thanks to our military, America is safer 
Meeting the threats with “Strength and Resolve”
Constructivism 
Marxism 
They do this and that, the rape and pillage, but most importantly they have killed 2 Americans 
We can not do what we want, without the help of civil forces 


Week Two, Lecture One – In e-mail (Pakistan Lecture)

Week Two, Lecture Two 

Midterm 
October 21st 
50 minutes 
Part 1: Provide definition and example for 3 concepts/terms (chose 3/5) = 15 points 
Part 2: Read the statement and identify the appropriate theory (5 questions) = 10 points 

Historical Overview 
Of IR 
Focus today on post WWII
Massive devastation in European cities in 1945 after WWII
Now, European cooperation has lead to economic development 
The European continent was able to transform in a matter of decades due to institutions that were created post WWII 

Yalta Conference 
Victors come together to have negotiations about what post war world would look like 
US – Franklin 
Brit – Winston Churchill 
Soviet – Joseph Stalin (Uncle Joe) 
Uncle Joe – in 1945, the end of the war the US and the Soviets had collaborated closely to destroy Nazi Germany
But Yalta was the last time that they came together as friends 
Solutions 
Realists – what was important ot get right at Yalta was a balance of power between the USSR and the US, and not constantly clashing 
Liberal – the necessity to revive the old concept of the league of nations (WWI). They would facilitate discussion between states to generate trust, instead of distrust. It needed to come back so that it didn’t happen again 
Constructivist – Push international institutions further. You need more than a forum. You need common identity, identify as friends not enemies. Take institutions to security communities (NATO and certain bi-lateral relationships, i.e., Canada and US). Expectation that if there was a dispute, it wouldn’t escalate to war. Total change of the omni-present war

The US and Yalta 
Deliberations were pretty much shaped by America 
Economically stable, military was strong, didn’t incur the loss of life like the other states 
There was not yet preponderance of power and an expectation of Soviet goodwill 
The USSR didn’t have nuclear weapons yet 
Nuclear deterance 
It was a short lived friendship but they did work together (pictures) 

Yalta Declaration 
“Destroy Germany militarism and Nazism and to ensure that Germany will never again be able to disturb the peace of the world” 
“Bring all war criminals to just and swift punishment” 
“Exact reparation in kind for the destruction wrought by the Germans” 
“Establishment of order in Europe” 
And also the idea of national self determination 
This was where the incompatible view of the US and USSR 
The commitment to democracy highlighted the difference of the states 

Collective Security 
Aims to keep the peace by preventing war by any aggressor 
Ties states to multilateral arrangements that guarantee military defeat for any aggressor that breaches the peace
Through sanctions 
This doesn’t always work 
The Gulf war
Lybia 
Similar sort of swift humanitarian response 
This collective security is a lot different than prior WWII world 
Compared to Collective Defence 
Military alliance 
Collective Security emerged that aggressions wouldn’t remain unchecked 
Trying to recreate league of nations 
But now, the US is behind it 
1919 - congress objected 

New World Order 
International institutions 
UN, Brentton Woods (IMF, WB), GATT (Embrace Free Trade like it did in the 30’s), NATO (initially only 12 states – defensive alliance in response to the shifting mood between the Soviets and the US), Counter alliance lead by the Soviet Union in 1995 

Wilson, Roosevelt and Truman 
Transformational leadership (Joseph Nye) 
Personalities dictate how wars emerge, are avoided, etc 
In the present time, its really hard to know what leaders are thinking
But most people agree that when there are opportunities to lead, personalities shine through 
We can associate with each of these presidents something that happened that change IR 
Wilson – collective security, advocate for a collective security international based system. He failed, but his influence was eventually re-emerged 
Roosevelt – no longer letting Americans consider isolationism. During recession. Being isolated from Britain wasn’t a good idea (with the experience of WWII). Americans were becoming nationalists but Roosevelt said they needed to be internationalists – supported international institutions and foreign policy
Truman – 
While the US helped create these institutions, they were supposed to be universal 
System created in the American image, so now states are asking if it is universal values, and not just American/Western values 
One of the most contested features of international politics 

Security Dilemma 
Overcoming the vicious cycle (spiral of insecurity) 
The Security Dilemma: measures a state takes to increase its own security usually decreases the security of other states. Thus, it is difficult for a state to increase its own chances of survival without threatening the survival of other states
This is a characteristic of the cold war emerging 

Option 1: Churchill 
Politicians had different views on how to respond to the conflct and tension between states 
He wanted to address Soviet plans aggressively 
He came to US and gave his Iron Curtain speech 
He wanted the US military to stay in Europe incase of a Soviet attack 
He wanted to liberate Poland, etc. from soviet influence 

Option 2: Henry. A Wallance 
Could be considered a constructivist 
“Mutual trust and peaceful co-existence” 
Wasn’t very powerful 

Option 3: George Kennen 
Winner 
Argued for a more defensive stance 
Soviet union had declared a presence, with limitations and we should keep it that way 
Not lose sight of what are America’s vital interests (European powers) 
 Key role of Allies 
creation of NATO – this is who is in the club and who isn’t 
Containment of Soviets 
Kennan’s Containment 
Balance of power vision 
Most stable international system is one where the great powers are relatively equal in power (economic and military might) 
The danger, is in power transitions (increase or decrease) because they will challenge the status quo and dominate 
Wars are often disagreements over power 
Spheres of influence approach 
Reconciles means and ends 
Tension between the rhetoric of democracy and promoting the political system 
Tension between moral and ethical 
Strategy of containment makes for uneasy alliances 
We shouldn’t compromise – stick to different spheres
But if the expansion of communist Russia and China try to expand, we must respond aggressively 
Economic/political bribes to ‘get other countries on their side’ 

Truman Doctrine 
Consistent with the containment strategy 
Europe’s business is America’s business (US had duty to interfere to prevent Soviet domination) 
Marshall Plan: massive injection of US dollars for economic recovery 
(George Marshall had been the army chief) under Truman 
Solution was defended on the groups was that economic hardships in Europe might push Europe into communist grounds 
There was a growing movement that saw communism and certainly socialism as a good alternative to free market capitalism 
“If we don’t do something quickly, the whole of Europe will turn communist” – this is why we will pay so much 
They also offered the Marshall Plan to the Soviet Union and they turned it down 
They knew this would happen, but it looked good 
PR ploy 


Week Three, Lecture One 

Deterrence 
A conditional commitment to retaliate or to exact retribution if another party fails to behave in a desired, compliant manner 
Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD): a situation of parity between the superpowers where both possessed such offensive capabilities as to be able to credibly threaten each other’s homelands with devastation levels that would be rationally unacceptable 
Threat: won’t be to bomb schools, but to destroy nuclear institutions 
To keep the situation of parody, the soviet union and the US embark on an irresponsible nuclear arms race 
More is better and bigger
Peaks in the 90’s? not knowing what the 

Falling Dominoes 
Chinese revolution 1949
Korean war 1950 
One of the major confrontations that reflected the deep divisions of the cold war 
North – communism 
South – capitalist 
Vietnam war 1965 – 1973 
Divided by communist in the North, and capitalist in South 
For the US, it didn’t prove to be a great gamble – they stayed there for a very long time (60,000 US died in this war) 
It was a another proxy war that was due to the cold war 
Eisenhower 
Kennedy 
Johnson 
Nixon (initiated rapprochement with China) 
The plan was to intervene in Europe, but it turns out that they intervened everywhere 
The paranoia in Washington was that if you let one go, then they will all fall 
Thinking was that if they don’t defend a capitalist government in Asia, the Europeans won’t think we will defend them 
Created domestic unrest and used up a lot of resources 

The Gorbachev Factor 
Withdrawal from Afghanistan 
Glasnost 
Perestroika 
Summit Diplomacy 
Fall of Berlin Wall

Lessons of History 
Chong and Hall (articles for this week) caution against historical analogies 
Lessons of 1914 
Power transitions 
Viewing td
“Existential” threat 
viewing the adversary as the existential threat 
the policy prescription is to tone down the rhetoric 
don’t make conflict all or nothing 
find nuances in disagreements, to have a dialogue that isn’t all or nothing 
Presence of nuclear weapons
1945 – present 
absent before that 
these authors argue that nukes promote stability to certain extent, because now that everyone has 1000s of weapons, means nuclear war is impossible 
the nukes have a stabilizing effect  
Socio-historic ‘trust’ 
Absent in a lot of previous historical context 
Organizations that are set up after WWII that were absent before 
A way to demystify the adversary is to engage in an international friendship and dialogue 
Less anarchy 
Opportunity costs of war 
Mutual assured economic destruction under the globalization era 
States now factor in the economic costs of interrupting the trade ties with another country 
Strong factor for neo-liberals 

Levels of Analysis 
Don’t want to look at every little factor, just which factors matter the most 

	Levels 
	Factors

	Global 
	Consequences of nuclear explosion (environmental, demographic, economic…), ideological struggle 

Impact of nuclear explosion transcends state boundaries 


	Systematic 
	Power distribution, how states respond to power shifts and perceived threats, escalation dynamics, UN/diplomacy and institutions, role of allies

Refers to power in international system within the state system 
Unipolar – One dominate power 
Bipolar – Two dominate powers (US and USSR) 
Multi-power – Pre WW1


	National/Domestic 
	Bureaucratic politics, offensive military doctrine, role of congress, public opinion, media, religion, cultural stereotypes 

	Individual 
	Personal characteristics of decision-makers, cognitive approaches and rationality (stress, fatigue), misperceptions, historical analogies 

What is in the person in office values? 
Seeking approval of leader?


* Research proposal -> which level of factors influence your outcome and which type of issue is it? You can combine approaches 
* With realism, liberalism, etc. 

Theories in IR 
Realist 
(Kenneth Walts) * need to remember
Theory of International Politics – book 
Founded neo-realism 
Liberal 
Robert 
Prof at Princeton 
Coined neo-liberalism 
How international institutions can act between the system and the states 
Marxist 
Walerstine 
Interactions between capitalist states and periphery states
Constructivist 
Alexander Wendt 
Father of constructivism
Social theory of international politics (opposite of Walts) 
Feminist 
Ann Sphinker 
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Realism 
Power Politics *
The first great debate (human nature > power politics) 
Debate between classical realists and the first liberals (idealism) 
If you had bad people leading states, you have bad outcomes 
Therefore, life is brutish and short 
The assumption of human nature is what they argue 
Human nature (we are not to be trusted) > Power politics 
Pessimistic 
When IR emerged, Realism was the first one 
Neorealism (anarchy > power politics) 
Anarchy – there is no supra national government to tell states how to act (the guidelines don’t matter) 
Anarchy is permanent so we should expect states to behave according to their self interest 
The same outcome for neo and classical realism – that power politics is what governs IR, but classical is the individual where as neo is anarchy 
Neorealism 
Defensive/structural: security maximizers (Waltz) 
Defensive from offensive – what are the states after? 
Defensive – states are security maximizers (protect vital interest and to feel secure) 
The end state to power politics is that it can be managed, so long as you feel secure. (i.e., when you have enough nukes)
Implication: There will be some states that aren’t trying to change the IR status quo 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Offensive – power maximizers (Mearsheimer) 
Different from defensive/structural because states can’t ever feel secure 
It is an unattainable goal 
Therefore, states always pursue power with no end *even more pessimistic 
Implication: there are no status quo states – they will always seek to change the IR system to suit themselves (more war
Neo-Classical Realism (Lobell)
Popularized in last five years 
Critique on other realism: they are incomplete, and only looking at systemic factors and there aren’t 
Critiques by others: These neo-classical factors don’t matter 
RE: Levels of analysis – neo-classical will combine systemic and power politics but also combine different levels of analysis such as domestic politics, foreign policy decisions, parliamentary system (majority vs. minority can change what you can do as a statesman in matters of foreign policy) 
They still view the IP as characterized by power politics 
They have decided that in terms of war, power doesn’t always determine outcomes 
The US doesn’t always win 
So scholars became dissatisfied with basic realism and turned to domestic politics 
Where as classical realism and neo realism would say that these wars didn’t matter because it didn’t upset the status quo 
Liberalism
Liberalism 
Stemmed from “idealism” 
Kant and perpetual peace 
liberal political system, economic interdependence 
these things give states a reason to cooperate 
Realism was how it use to be, but transformation can take place 
this is the fundamental difference!! 

Democratic Peace (Doyle, Bruce, Russett) 
No two states that were democratic systems ever engaged in war together 
This is claimed to be an empirical law 
No one disputes that today 
Disagreement is how we explain it 
Is it that democracies are just more peaceful? No. 
Critique on DP is that democracies are just as war prone 
Another critique is that the period of democracy transition is the most violent 
Rebottle: those ‘transitions’ aren’t actually a STABLE democracy 
Neo Liberalism 
Institutions can facilitate cooperation 
IR is not a zero sum game 
Through institutions you can engage in a fruitful relationship, which is based on trust via I.I. 
I.I. make the rules fair for everyone 
Critique: cheating happens, and I.I. can prevent that from happen 
Rebuttal: Well I.I. can shame them into compliance or kick them out of I.I. 
Prissoners Dillemma 
Constructivism 
Constructivism 
Rules and practices from patterns of behavior 
i.e., slavery was normal under a different social period 
Established practices do change because behavior is just constructed
After WWII, institutions that enforced the view that colonizing was bad, changed that practice 
They understand that power politics is still there, but it is insufficient to explain how IR system works, and what it can do 
Material Power (resources)
Discursive Power (dominant ideas) 
Discursive power is very hard to measure 
You know it when you see it, but you can’t put that in a paper 
You need to come up with intangible ways of measuring 
i.e., the change in discourse in two speeches that are ten years apart 
Leonardo DiCaprio and climate change 
What is being challenged what is considered to be legitimate practices in the IR order 
Strategy to change mind set in the norms 
Shaming – in history you’re going to look bad 
Communities of scientists, scholars, practitioners 
Represent a global force in changing mindsets and policies 
Marxism 
Marxism is associated the communists in the Soviet Union Experiment
But Marxism practiced by these regimes isn’t Marxism on paper 
Important to study even after the Cold War because it is a distinct IR theory 
Dependency School and World System (wallerstein) 
Core/Periphery in global economy 
The periphery states are being dominated by free market capitalism 
They way the world is divided is between core that have shaped IR ruled according to their own interests, and now they are able to dominate via their own roles the periphery 
Systematically damages the periphery 
Systemic and domestic facts 
Economy is the driving factor that you need to look at to understand IR system 
Emphasis on different regions of the world 
Where as usually in IR, it is the system as a whole 
It is more micro than macro 
i.e., what are the power relationships in Latin America 
Feminism 
Socially-constructed role of women in world politics 
Illustrating the unpopularity of the word feminism 
Challenge how ideas are constructed in politics 
Biology determines sex, but not your identity 
All gender stereotypes that we apply aren’t rooted through sex, but with identity 
And these stereotypes influence politics 
Liberal Feminism: the gender gap in international politics 
Mostly security and defence 
Point to the fact that there are few female leaders in the world 
And even fewer military officers 
Unrealistic expectations of women for the double burden 
Raising kids and having a job 
10 years later, there are a lot less females in the professional field 
Anne-marie Slaughter is a key thinker 
It’s harder to fight the liberal feminist fight when you are one of the only females 
Stand Point Feminism 
There is a recognition of the gender gap 
Equality is the end goal, but shouldn’t be a goal in itself 
Liberal feminists tend to brush away basic gender differences 
Not okay to say “men and women are the same” 
Disregarding differences completely is disadvantageous because we have different skills 
i.e., wars where there are cultural differences 
male soldiers can only access the males in the community, and not the women and children 
But they both argue that women need to (for example) be involved in the military 
Liberal – because it is our right 
Stand point – equality is not a goal in itself, a competitive force requires a diverse team 
Counters the people who think only males should be in the military 
Marxist Feminism: Women’s inequality in the capitalist system 
Being a women in the GS makes you mostly disadvantage internally in that the same inequality structures are at the local level 
Acknowledges the double disadvantage at the local and international level 
Postmodern Feminism: Really hesitant to use terms like male or female 
Gender is best left an open question 
Rejects male-female binary 
What does this mean for policy making?
In 2000, the UN adopted a resolution (1325 and follow on resolutions) 
Women Peace and Security Agenda 
Meant as a commitment on part of the international community to recognize that women have a central role in conflict 
And not just as victims 
i.e., use of rape as a weapon 
But that women, boys and girls have a role to play 
If you want a good response to conflict, you need to consider these players 
In conflict prevention 
War itself 
Post conflict reconciliation 
If you don’t take into the basic gender accounts in society, you are proposing only a partial policy 
When you don’t, you are gender mainstreaming 
They can be agents of change 
Different unions and international players have followed suit

Week Four, Lecture One 

The Endurance of NATO 
Why is NATO enduring if there is not real threat of the USSR? 

Realism: The resurgence of Russia was an Omni-present influence that couldn’t be ignored. Throughout history, states have tried to reclaim territory and power, so NATO stayed put in order to ensure that this didn’t happen. They are unneeded right now, but this is only temporary according to realists
Liberalism: The alliance permits member states to succeed in other ways. By joining together, they don’t have to spend .5 of GDP, and pursue economic prosperity
Constructivism: States that traditionally were USSR affiliated were applying to be part of the NATO. It was a demonstration that the appeal of the common norms and values is enough to keep the club together. Proof: no clear threat, yet there was expansion 
Marxism: Member powerful states (most powerful military alliance in the world) and there is a clear representation of capitalism in the dominant system vs. the rest of the world. Militarism is needed to keep capitalism in place. Eventually, the under dogs will challenge these institutions 
Feminism: Reproducing gender inequalities by putting war as a legit solution to conflict. Reinforcing traditional male roles in society, and by doing so is an inflexible organization. In every country, there isn’t much of a representation of women in the military and this carries over to NATO 

Hard vs. Soft Power 
How do you measure power?
Hard Power 
Military might 
You can measure it in % of GDP spend on defence 
Overall size of GDP
Power is always in relative terms 
Canada vs. US 
Canada vs. Iceland 

Soft Power 
Ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion or payments (due to attractiveness of culture, political ideals, and policies, see Nye). 
US has developed the broadest network and alliances in the world 
And has maintained it 

Dimensions of Power 
Defense expenditures 
Size of economy (share of world GDP) 
Innovation (science and technology indicators) 
Looks like a close race between China (166.1) and the US (682.5) 

Which Configuration of Power is Most Stable?
Multipolarity?
Least stable
Created two world wars 
States are fighting for security constantly
Bipolarity?
Most stable
As long as no power tries to become a hegemon over another 
But challengers say is it threat of bipolar power or threat of nuclear war? 
Unipolarity?
According to realists, it won’t be stable 
As soon as it is alone at the top, other states will attack them for power 
Why isn’t this happening to the US? 
Well, there is China – but they are benefitting from the status quo
And Russia – but they are declining and not able to challenge the US economically right now 
Yes, unipolarity is unstable but one a unipolar power passes the threshold for all aspects of power, you see that it is really cost prohibitive for another state to take it down 
This isn’t permanent, but right now the gap is too big 

Week Four, Lecture Two

Foreign Policy – Decision Making 
Wide variety of foreign policy issues 
It is making decision making processes more complex 
Under globalization, we call it the ‘whole of government approach’ 
Illustrates that foreign policy problems transcend boundaries, there is a push on governments to tackle foreign policy issues with the government 
It has opened up the arena to governments and non government actors, and not just international institutions 
Government can team up to do research and get expertise external of government
Levels of Analysis in FP
Useful framework to explain an outcome using different factors 

Crises Decision Making 
CRISES in FP 
Threaten high priority goals 
Vital national interest being challenged by outsider 
Limited time for response 
Element of surprise 
Adding to panic 
Usually decision makers don’t have a ready made solution 
See Graham Allison 
Three categories to make sense of decision making 
1) Rational actor model 
The actors of decision makers are not crazy 
They are rational 
Decision made by cost and benefits 
2) Organization model 
The government is an organization and governments will run based on standing operational procedures 
Crisis decision making will deviate from the model (for normal decision making) 
Will deviate more if it is more urgent 
3) Bureaucratic Politics Model 
helps distinguish between the individuals and the roles that they occupy 
your role will define your worldview 
highlights the interests of the bureaucracy 
i.e., Iraqi war – the struggle between the dep. of defense and the dep. of the state 
different agencies might not have the same solution and they will compete for their solution 
whatever puts them and their dep. in the lead 

Consequences 
Outcome – you see a smaller group of decision makers 
Cuban Missile Crisis – “Executive Com” appointed by president 
Who are the actors? 
A reduced group tasked with coming up with solutions 
The bureaucracy is side stepped in the decision making phase, and used in the implementation process 

Impact on Decision Making 
During decision making personalities shine through 
Even though you are dealing with rational decision makers you need to think of cognitive issues 
Stress 
Lack of sleep 
Not a lot of oxygen in the room 
Urgent need for consensus
Why FP decisions seem misguided 
They will resort to cognitive shortcuts 
Inability to process all the info available to them 
We filter info based on our past experiences, using analogies 
People refer to the crisis of the 1930’s 
Can appease the aggressor, have to attack
Today, people are influenced by cold war struggle, and Vietnam and the new decision maker’s worldviews will be shaken by 9/11
Group Dynamics 
Peer pressure basically 
Your boss might be in the room, don’t want to be the only person to say no 
Because there is finite time, there is pressure for consensus and to conform 
i.e., NATO 28 states 
consensus rule – breaking consensus you have to have a good reason to do so 

FP Instruments 
You also need to consider the tools at their disposal 
Normal to Acute 
	5) Military Action 
When Political intervention fails you can have military actions 
Like the air strikes in Iraq and Syria 
Key challenged for FP analysis – who makes the decision to use force? 
Call for greater public opinion (democratic, but not how we usually do things in Canada) 
Usually it is the prerogative of the executive, and they have the ability to keep it intelligence but it has been failing 
Too much power in the hands of a group of people 

	4) Political Intervention 
If negative sanctions fail 
High level decision makers have a calendar of meetings to resolve FP issue 
Are present in most setting (not so much in the Ukraine though) 

	3) Negative Sanctions 
What we are slapping on Russia right now 
What the international community has done to Iran 
Freezing their bank accounts 
Economic pressure and transactions to encourage them to stop 

	2) Positive Sanctions
Think incentives
Transfers in financial aid, military aid

	1) Diplomacy 



The range of the FP tools are limited to only a few states on the international stage 
Only really powerful (the US) can use these instruments to be effective
But when they come together, it is more effective 
If Canada puts sanctions on Russia, it doesn’t work 

FP Phases 
More normal decision making 
Not a crisis 
This process if for democratic governments 

It can be broken down into 4 phases 
1) Define a problem: Agenda Setting 
a list of priorities 
the issues that get the most attention will depend on the effort of different actors to influence the key decision makers
sometimes it’s the media that has influence in exposing policy problems 
think of a number external influences 
2) Develop a response: Policy Formulation 
Type of dynamics, resorting to experts outside of government 
Expert reports, testimonies of scientists and academics 
This is still a broad group of actors involved 
When deciding what to actually do, it is smaller
3) Act on one or more of the responses: Implementation 
Who will be on the ground 
4) Evaluate the effectiveness of the policy: Evaluation 
Performance indicators tell if the policy was successful or a major failure 
If it was a major failure, you will be called into account during question period in HOC 

Robert Jervis 
Role vs. Individual 
You are heavily influenced by the role you occupy in decision making 
But you need to keep it separate from your personality 
In times of crisis, it is harder to do so 
It’s hard to find evidence for that 
Our journal article for this week tries to argue that personalities do matter for types of decisions, and the decision making over time 
Without going into stats ask a counterfactual question 
Would the policies have been different had someone else been in power? 
Bush vs Gore

In Canada 
Executive are formally weak but informally strong 
Nothing in the constitution that the PM makes the call 
The crown has the authority, but the PM is the representative for the crown 
Ex.: Parliamentary approval for the declaration of war 

Cold War Crises/Conflicts 
Berlin Blackade 1948 
Invasion of South Korea 1950 
Cuban Missile crisis 1962 
Vietnam 
…
Potential for escalation 

13 Days in October 1962 
Kennedy is in power 
Discovery of Soviet missiles in Cuba 
30 missiles that can reach major urban centers in the US 
80n Millions of deaths on the call of the Soviets 
Threat: Nuclear attack with little warning 
The missiles would be operating in 13 days 

Russian Standpoint 
Justified by the fact that the US had nuclear superiority 
They wanted to counter by having missiles closer to the US and have a larger threat 
Mutual threat standpoint ?
To prevent attack on Cuba, they wanted Castro in power 

Week Five, Lecture One 
Cuban Missile Crisis Video
Use levels of analysis 
Think of personalities of leaders, etc.
Think of FP instruments 

	Levels 
	Factors

	Global 

Consequences of nuclear explosion (environmental, demographic, economic…), ideological struggle 

Impact of nuclear explosion transcends state boundaries 


	- Involve the UN 
- To avoid nuclear war, other options are considered 
- Like a blockade of Cuba
- However, if they do pursue airstrikes then it definitely would ensure that Soviet’s wouldn’t have first airstrike in the event of nuclear war but it does mean that they will respond because the US would kill their soldiers, and then what? Nuclear war?
- UN Ambassador – one person has to be a coward because both (airstrike or blockade) can lead to nuclear war 

· Nuclear weapons are unthinkable 
· Everything else first must be exhausted (like diplomacy) 
· Nuclear taboo 

	Systematic 

Power distribution, how states respond to power shifts and perceived threats, escalation dynamics, UN/diplomacy and institutions, role of allies
Refers to power in international system within the state system 
Unipolar – One dominate power 
Bipolar – Two dominate powers (US and USSR) 
Multi-power – Pre WW1

	- Shift in USSR mindset, first strike mentality 
- They can do whatever they want, when they want (unipolar power by doing this) 
- Or they hit them with airstrike first (bipolar) 
- Or they get them out 

-Military alliance
- What happens if Berlin then gets attacked as retaliation? We have to go to war to support our allies 

	National/Domestic 

Bureaucratic politics, offensive military doctrine, role of congress, public opinion, media, religion, cultural stereotypes 

	- Congress 
- US wants to continue with an offensive military doctrine to ‘make it come out right’ 

- Strength of pentagon in comparison to the other units of government 
- UN ambassador doesn’t have nearly enough say 
- Pentagon is dominant in all of the discussions 
- Interservice rilvary (the military differences) 
- Blockade highlights marine for example 


	Individual 

Personal characteristics of decision-makers, cognitive approaches and rationality (stress, fatigue), misperceptions, historical analogies 

What is in the person in office values? 
Seeking approval of leader?

	- Smart guys, lock them in the room and kick them in the ass 
- Individual experiences (Atchison - old guy who use to fight soviets) agrees with airstrike and invasion because of past experiences because soviets only know ‘force’ 
- Coming up with the idea that the president has ‘a call’ to return to Washington 
- “You’re the president of the US, they can wait for you” 

- You can tell the individuals who have witnessed WW2 
- Fear of looking like an appeaser 
- Mistake: Europeans trying to appease Hitler ‘Munich analogy” 
- Bay of pigs – failed invasion in 1961 (one year prior) 
- These events are affecting the attack mentality 
- Popping pills and downing alcohol 



Contextual Variables 
Congress doesn’t have a lot of input – they are just yay or nay at the very end 
Media is who is providing the checks and balances 

Week Five, Lecture Two?

Week Six, Lecture One 

The Actors of Globalization 
States 
International/regional organizations 
MNCs 
Civil Society (NGOs, foundations, George Clooney) 

MNCs
Liberal view: MNCs = positive force, spreading technology, efficiency and wealth 
Marxist view: Marxist = core capitalism, create dependencies in countries where they invest, and maintain core-periphery global economic structure 
Important to recognize that there have been calls for greater accountability 
Especially from civil society 
So labels have emerged 
Corporate social responsibility 
Social license to operate within a country 
Environmental, cohesive with community, and respect human rights, and security (left out of the CSH label) 
Security is complicated because it is sensitive internal information 
Example: security issue – if there is a mining site that has theft, and someone is taking gold, you might want to hire security. But security issues escalate when the security gets shot at all of the sudden, so then you want to arm your security. It disrupts the community 
If private fails, they bring in public security (police) 
Sometimes they are the thieves, or that they are ill equipped. (They might not have gas to get there) 

NGOs 
Working with states to resolve problem (partnership) 
Increasingly, it’s not just states 
Also targeting individuals 
Non governmental entities, MNCs 
Get information for state 
Disseminating information to call attention to a problem (information) 
Report by e-mail 
NGOs own initiative
Calling attention to a problem or event (symbolic) 
Campaigning 
People are still arguing how much this makes change 
Awareness through celebs or social media 
Head of NGO participating in a round table debate 
Using material resources to achieve a goal (leverage) 
A lot of money and expertise can leverage their impact on the ground 
Providing certain services (red cross) 
Forcing states to meet public promises (accountability) 
Important 
Putting the burden on actors themselves, to make them more accountable when there is reason to believe that they aren’t 
Can provide it because they are neutral 
A lot of NGOs have turned to the consumers and not the companies to promote ethics and morals

The Tyranny of the Missing Alternative 
What is a more pragmatic vision?
This tension is illustrated in the Toolkit reading 
Globalization and its discontents: 
Social Justice 
Empathy vs. Lack of clear Solution 
Anti-corporation 
Anti-Americanism 

Tragedy of the Commons 
States must establish international governance regimes to regulate trans boundary environmental problems and sustain global commons 
Commons: not owned by anybody 
Same issues for international resources because there is no supranational government 
The solutions are all imperfect and uneven 

The Green Idea 
UN facilitated inclusion of environmental concern on the international political agenda (1992 Earth Summit) 
Ozone hole: Montreal Protocol 
Success story of environmental activism 
Movement that began in 1980s to target harmful chemicals that were used worldwide 
The created panic and international momentum to get rid of them
Montreal protocol declared a ban on these chemicals 
Not only was it a good campaign but the measures that were put in place in order to identify the sectors was incredibly effective 
The other thing was that they made sure that the solution was fair for the developing world and the developed world 
Realized it was harder for countries in the developing world to just get rid of them 
So they provided alternatives to those countries and supported them 
Other example that failed: Kioto because it was focused on a material that is central in our life 
It required a mass change for the individual and society
Rise of high profile NGOs like Greenpeace 

There has been a normative shift on Academia on Environment 

Explaining Change 
Importance of NGOs: scientific knowledge and advocacy 
Epistemic communities: transnationally organized groups of scientists and policymakers to change harmful practices 
Norm creation and diffusion over past 30 years 

Critical Perspectives 
Marxist: global capitalism reproduced relationships that are profoundly damaging to the environment 
How hypocritical of them to tell developing states to not hurt the environment when that is how they developed 
It isn’t fair because that is exactly how developed countries limbed the ladder 
Ecofeminists: violence against nature is part of the same historical pattern of violence (which justifies violence against women and mother nature as well) 

Threats 
WMD Proliferation (Nukes)
A lot of the challenges have to do with the cold war 
There was a massive push to get rid of arms 
So then it hits the black market, or labs are abandoned 
Particularly in the Soviet Union 
Terrorism 

Insurgencies 
Internal crises in other countries 
Even though we see the two powers decline in conflict 
We see a spike in internal crises 
Near-peer competitor?
Non traditional threats

Threats/Responses 
Nuclear (or other WMD) 
Conventional (heavy) 
Unconventional (light) – special forces 
BMD – missile defence 
Cyber – private or public, part of the new weapons of war 


Week Six, Lecture Two 

Terrorism 
The history of FP has been 1949 – 1989 Cold war central 
1990’s was humanitarian intervention and civil wars 
2001 happened, and it has since been the GWOT (global war on terrorism) 

The use of force by non-state actors (sometimes it is state funded) that 
1) is intended to influence an audience beyond its immediate victims
2) violates the standards of discretion and proportionality for the use of force under the customary Law of Armed Conflict 
it is illegal and illegitimate

Key Features 
Private individuals and groups 
Prior planning 
Willful use of violence 
Targeting of civilians 
Meant to instill panic in the society 
And generate mass anxiety 
Shake our faith in the ability of our government and political leaders to keep us safe 
Highly symbolic 
Deep psychological impact  

Responses 
Antiterrorism: defensive efforts to reduce the vulnerability of targets to terrorist attacks and to lessen the impact of terrorist attached when they do occur 
Counterterrorism: practuces, strateduesm abd oikucues that governments employ fight terrorism (more active) 

Strategies 
Terrorists have been branded by the US as unlawful combatants, therefore we can treat them as such 
Torture (terrorists detainees at Guantanamo) 
Extraordinary renditions (take terrorists to secret locations in countries that don’t mind torture) 
Wars (GWOT, Afghanistan and Iraq) 
Targeted drone strikes 
Damages US credibility? 
Protections on privacy – tapping into citizens lives 

GWOT 
Bush Doctrine: 
1. Pursuing terrorists
2. Halting WMD proliferation 
so that it doesn’t get into the hands of terrorists 
3. Promoting democracy 
following military intervention 
if the whole world was democratic, then things like terrorism wouldn’t exist 

The War in Afghanistan? Was it Worth it?

Midterm Review 
Identification section – five terms, define three and give example 
Statement section – which theory is most applicable 

Go through every theory (and sub theories)
Study bank of terms 

Theories of IR 
	Theories in IR 
	Features 

	Realism 
Distrust




Classical Realism 






Neorealism 




Defensive/structural
Offensive


Outcome



Neoclassical Realism 
	Due to the anarchic nature of the international system, states are engaged in a constant struggle for power to ensure their survival 

They agree with everything else, but that human beings are bad people, human nature is to blame for all of the worlds problems (Human Nature > Power Politics) 

After Classical, use anarchy to describe why states don’t trust each other (Anarachy -> Power Poltiics) 

Security Maximizers 
Power Maximizers 


Power politics is the outcome for both, but they come to them in different ways 

Realism is only helpful to analyze big questions like What explains war/peace? But doesn’t help you understand to day to day FP “Anarchy motivates states, but we need more info!” Regime types, and other domestic variables. Need reasons for offensive/defensive strategies 

	Liberals 
Optimistic





Classical (idealist) 







Democratic Peace: 




Neoliberalism/Neoliberal institutionalism 

	A view of international politics based on the pursuit of democratic values, free trade markets and multilateral cooperation in a rule based international society 

Perpetual peace based on economic and political liberalism. Focus on institutions that will have a pacifying effect on institutions. Without these forums, negotiation won’t happen 

Quantitative data that two democracies don’t fight each other therefore, everyone should democratize 

Global governance and international institutions can facilitate cooperation and the pursuit of mutual gain. Different for neo-realism because it says that join gains are possible due to institutions. Neo realism says it might happen, but it won’t be sustainable because states want to know if they are getting ahead. Eventually they will disagree on the agreement because one will be gaining more (nothing is perfectly fair or else they wouldn’t agree) 


	Constructivism





	The international structure shapes actor’s identities an, therefore, their interests. Actors, in turn, can reproduce or transform that structure through repeated practice 

Rules and practices are social constructed and form patterns of behavior (rules, practices, identities and norms): material vs. ideational power 

*It doesn’t discount the material practices, but that ideational power is just as important because it provides context 

They would say that anarchy is socially constructed, and that it is equated with power politics. Just established practices, that can be replaced! 

International actors can drive change by promoting new ideas and transforming patterns of interaction in the international system 

Fundamentally disagree with realism that the state is the only actor that matters. All other actors MATTER! 
Liberalism and constructivism share this theory (institutions and NGOs) 

Idea that reality is socially 

	Marxism
Our current FP is completely reversible through revolution, therefore what it is right now is ‘socially constructed’ 
	Critique of the capitalist political economy to explain patterns of political domination 

Economic development and the means of productions describes interactions between the core and the periphery 

The core dominates the world economy, and exploits less developed periphery 

Driver of conflict: increased awareness about inequality through globalization against current capitalist and liberal system

	Feminism 
Also believes that our current system is socially constructed 





Liberal Feminism 








Marxist Feminism 





Postmodern Feminism 
	The study of gender based exclusionary practices in international politics 

Focus on the socially constructed roles that women occupy in world politics: 

The Gender Gap – Focus on equality as a right, and an end goal between men and women 
Specific attention to keeping track of the Gender Gap (% of females in institutions, and the presence of women at all levels of their business) 

Women’s inequality in the capitalist system. The capitalist systems highlights the exclusionary practices for women 

Question the male – female binary. Can gender really be classified? Pushing the broader feminist agenda to recognize that there are more than two types of gender identities. 




Terms to Study 
Soft Power 
Security Dilemma 
Collective Security 
Uni-polarity 
Agenda Setting 
MAD 
Anarchy 
Globalization 
International Organization 
Counterterrorism 

A+ answer on Moodle


Week Seven, Lecture Two 
Military Objectives 

Libya: success story? Operation Unified Protector 
Considered one of the few ‘successful’ military interventions
Moral justification: stop the protests to prevent violence
 
UN mandate: 3 resolutions 
Clear UN mandate for the design of the intervention 
1) ceasing assets of Kaddafi regime quarters 
2) naval blockade in the Medditerrian (no weapons being able to reach Libya) 
3) no fly zone
4) authorizing all necessary means to prevent Kaddafi (responsibility to protect – when the international community redresses the wrong of the government who is committing crimes against people) 
NATO allies in the lead: France, UK, Italy, Canada…
Obama ministration didn’t want to lead because of Afghanistan with Busch and wanted it to look more organic in legislation 
Significant: Security council discussions 
Russia didn’t act as a spoiler 
So they were able to adopt resolutions 
Others could lead 
It couldn’t have happened without an American role though 
All allies pooled together (military capabilities) were inefficient without the US 
Especially intelligence 
France wanted the EU to lead but they were incapable  
Economically and military 
*Question: If not US lead or NATO lead, what sort of intervention can take place?
Regional partners: Jordan, Morocco, Qatar, UAE 
US ‘leading from behind’ 
No allied casualties 
Little collateral damage 
Cost effective (only several billion dollars) 
In this case it was considered effective 
It was pretty cheap because no causalities and only several billion – especially because it is shared between so many allies  

Kuperman – Challenge on this ^ 
Reconstruction of history if things had been different 
What would have occurred without NATO support?
There would have been less radicalization on either side of rebels, and there would have been a compromise 
NATO intervention lead to worse outcome 
Due to duration of war 
Number of causalities 
Compelling case that a political solution would have been seen early on if NATO pressured them to come to the negotiation table 

Just War Principles 
Is this war compliant with just war principles? 
Principles 
Use of force should be last resort 
Legitimate authority, (NATO or some sort of global body with transparent constitution consent as legal or not) 
Reasonable chance of success (What are the indicators to inform practitioners if they can succeed or not? Usually they are dead wrong in assumptions)
Proportional use of violence (count bodies, and try to distinguish between combatants and non combatants) 
Distinction between combatants and non-combatants 

Michael Walzer on Just War Theory 
No government in high civilization will send young men into battle to be killed without justification 
JWT – what justifications make sense and how do we judge what governments do when they go to war 
Greeks, Bible and Islam – when and how to fight 
JWT – comes out of Catholicism 
Point: ongoing and long argument 
Double character 
1) When to go to war 
issues of aggression – right to resist attack and to defend, and to come to the aid of a victim (all just) 
beginning to think that when a government is massacring that it is just to go in and stop it by force 
2) Justice in war 
issues of non combatant immunity – attacking only other soldiers 
war is a combat between combatants from which non combatants should be shielded (women, children,r eligious officials, medical personell – for us = civilian population)
3) Justice after war 
once other side is defeated what are your obligations? 
If the country is devastated what is just? 
We thought it was raised in Iraq, but the war proved not to be over 
So we are still focused on number 2) 
When you are occupying another country? 
Post war obligations 
Delecate balance between what is political feasible 

Metrics of Success 
How can we measure success of military intervention 

Vary on who you ask 
It is in the eye of the beholder 
Public Opinion (civilians of the country intervening) 
Worthiness 
2001 – right after 9/11 attacks intervention by Canada because of collective security 
“Worthy cause that Canadians are fighting for” 
Shift when they were moved from the capital once the Taliban was over thrown 
New Justification: Counter insurgency rising, war becomes not one of only self defense but of counter insurgency. So now, the Canadian’s job was more combative and killing things became our identity (different from peace keeping roles of past) 
Issue: It has been really hard for Canadians to see what the governments plan is due to shifts 
In 2008, there was more reports released 
Cost ($ and casualties) 
^ this is also how the cost was justified 
Determines worthiness 
We suffered causalities that are substantial per capita (especially during Kandahar) 
Progress vis-à-vis goals 

How does NATO measure it? (Differs because they are an organization) 
Level of alliance coordination 
Successful for NATO because from the perspective from sec gen he is assessing how the organization is collaborating and there was lots of that 
Military interoperability 
How well do countries work together 
Compatible hardware and military technology 

Local Population – how the local Afghans view their conditions 
Answer: conditions haven’t improved and they don’t trust NATO – so is ‘winning hearts and minds’ hasn’t really translated into tangible results 
Very sobering thought 
Security conditions 
State Capabilities 
Human rights…

Success from an Alliance Standpoint? 
Complicated because domestic political constraints on what troops you can commit 
Ex.: Force Generation Process (NATO) 
Create operations plan (OpPlan)
Deployment requirements and scheduling 
,,, MISSING 
See Saideman’s Fighting Together, Fighting Alone 
Caveats – what troops can and cannot do 
Every government has unique specifications on how their militaries can be employed 
NATO has to make sense of lots of different caveats 

Force Generation Process 
Combined Joint Statement of Requirements 
Drafter by DSACEUR at the Supreme Headquarters allied Powers Europe (SHAPE) in Mons, Belgium 
National Commitments by allies 
Informal interactions between ministries of defense and SHAPE team, via national contingents in Mons  
Force of Gen Conferenes 
Forces commitments made as reps from all member states discuss CJSOR 
*this process takes a long time and is labour intensive and takes lots of collaboration 

Success Metrics – GWOT (US data) 
Afgahnistan 
Costs – 444 billion 
Deaths - 2,229 
Iraq 
Costs – 806 Billion
Deaths – 4,488 
Trillion 
6000 + 

Lessons Learned? 
Mission Creep: Intervention motivated by original objective (ex. The desire to protect civilians destroying terrorist haven) is prone to expanding its objective to include regime change and nation building 
It becomes a different mission if security conditions worsen once military presence is felt 
Moral Hazard: By providing support to opposition, sometimes you are emboldening that actor to be more radical, more violent and less likely to cooperate politically. An interventions risks backfiring by escalating rebellion both in the country where it is an beyond. It can encourage sub-state groups to believe that by violently provoking state retaliation, they can attract support achieve their political objective 

Policy Implications
1991 to present: foreign presence = important variable 
Social dynamic 
Local economy 
Diplomacy 


Week Eight, Lecture One 
Human Rights, Human Security and Development 
If you aren’t prepared to play the long game, perhaps you shouldn’t play at all 
Lesson that could be learned 
You never go in for the amount that you think, and you never spend as much as you think 
If you don’t want to play the long game, maybe regime change isn’t the strategy because if you break it, you fix it. 

Research Proposal 
Topic – something that we can observe in the media, or something we don’t have an answer for 
What’s the puzzle? Necessary if we want to make a contribution 
Something that happens/happened/happening that is unexpected or counterintuitive 
Defines your research contribution 

Research Question 
Should tell a story 
Should summarize your research plan 
Can address correlation, cause, process 
Situate your research questions in the broader literature (literature review) 

Tools and Techniques 
Compare own argument to your own argument 
Or who you are building on 
Case study research is usual and acceptable 
Chart of Quantitative, Qualitative and Mixed techniques
Mixed is best but it is not the expectation

Puzzle For Today 
Do countries have an obligation to improve the living conditions and protect the rights of people who live in other countries? 
Can the situation actually be improved? * Research question?
There has to be a reasonable expectation for success 

Human Rights 
Vs. nonintervention 
1945 Un Charter addresses human rights 
1948 UN declaration on Human Rights 
not universally – SA and the Soviet Union didn’t sign on 
really basic social, economic human rights 
any sort of ‘universal’ commitment is that compliance is always an issue 
non-binding because the implication of sanctions are imperfect 

Human Security 
Vs. Traditional Security 
1994 Human Development Report (economic security, food security, health security, environmental security…) 
International community wants to intervene when they see images 
Tension underlying in the HR principles because they aren’t consistent with cultural obligations so they aren’t under obligated to abide by European standards 
But they are pretty basic 
Population centric because governments can’t take care of their people 
When people are dying from famine, it is difficult to exercise political rights 
Can’t abide by human rights when there are other things that need to be taken care of 
Link with development 
“Individual freedoms and rights matter… but people are restricted in what they can do with that freedom if they are poor, ill, illiterate…” 

Humanitarian Intervention 
Is the international community justified in intervening in the internal affairs of states accused of gross violation of human rights? 
Complicated when it is a man made crisis and not environmental 
*** 2005 R2P asserts the moral obligations for states to intervene against human rights violations in other states 

Case Study: Somalia 
The media is having more and more power in terms of agenda setting (CNN effect – drives it up the political priorities within a given government) 
Context: Civil War 
Humanitarian imperative (CNN effect) 
Mission evolves from humanitarian to nation-building 

Somalia was a man made crisis 
There was a famine, but when the US pulled out at the end of the Cold War, a civil war ensued between rivals who wanted to govern 
The militias were actively attacking the livelihoods of civilians (cutting livestock and crops) to gain ‘support’ 
Therefore the goals were to deliver humanitarian intervention with food aid 
But it quickly escalated because civil war forces used the food aid as currency to buy weapons
The delivery of rice bags fuelled the fire of civil wars 
Seems counterintuitive 
Classic case of mission creep * 
Unforeseen expansion of the mandate 

Timeline
Said Barre overthrown: Jan 1991 
Militia fighting precipitates famine (Ali Mahdi vs General Aideed) 
300,000 dead 
2 million displaced

UN Involvement 
First goal: bring food to the people, build infrastructure to get it there. 
Goal seemed straight forward 
Given civil war dynamics it wasn’t going to happen 
In clearing certain roads and bringing it to certain populations, the head of government saw this as a way for foreign governments to strengthen his rivals 
So the food was taken, sold on the black market for militias 
The intervention was seen as highly political on one side over the other 
Resolution 646, after ceasefire (March 1992) 
Resolution 751, creation of UNOSOM: UN operation in Somalia (April 1992) 
Resolution 794, leading to UNITAF (December 1992) 

Week Eight, Lecture Two 
Note book 

Week Nine, Lecture One

Week Nine, Lecture Two 
Why Do States go Nuclear? 
Scott Sagan 
External existential threats 
International normative criteria for great power status 
Nuclear and military bureaucratic/organizational interests 

Building a nuclear program is very risky and costly 
Understanding motives are therefore, important 
Third factor ^ 

Why Do States Choose Nuclear Restraint 
Dominated by realist scholars 
Constructivist – Nuclear nonproliferation regime 
The international community gathers on a punctual basis to discuss non nuclear socialization 
Civil society is invited to these meetings 
Socialization into international rules 
Nuclear Taboo – moral prohibition against nuclear weapons 
Law - Binds states to limiting the size, etc. 
But no law that says you can’t 
Only a moral prohibition and a record on non-use since 1945 (Japan) 
Really hard to distinguish between combatants and non combatants when dropping a nuclear bomb, the implications last for a lot longer 
Cuban Missile Crisis – shows nuclear weapons are last resort, but is understood around the table 
Korean war, Vietnam, etc. considered the use of nuclear weapons but chose not to 
Constructivist points to the moral restraint due to the change normative context which is evolving (the socialization of nuclear taboo) 
If states forgo to use them, you have to winder why states invest in them – if they can’t use them 
Answer: existential threat, the possession can restrict the adversaries from using nukes 
Contested answer: prestige of being a nuclear state and having advantage on the international stage 
North Korea for example is a pathetic regime – the only thing giving the state a voice is their nuclear weapons 
Also the global zero agenda is another normative change 

Techno-centric Analysis 
Jaques Hymans in Achieveing Nuclear Ambitions: Scientisists, Politicians, and Proliferation 
John Mueller in Atomic Obsessions: Nuclear Alarmism 

Will this state have the knowhow to see this kind of nuclear program through?
If you look at states that are pursuing illegal nuclear weapons programs, and are bad managers of economy, people, etc., they will probably be bad at managing nuclear weapons program 
So either, they suck at management so they will fail 
Policy implications: just ignore them, and they will fail on their own 
Very original and innovative policy prescription 
Because everyone is trying to halt the proliferators 
Lesson: you can have all the different parts to set up nuclear program, but need a whole lot more to ensure it actually takes off 
i.e., Yukasalvia: know how was there, but interference and undermine from within due to internal factors 

Policy Lessons 
Kim John Un is not a rational actor 
Doesn’t matter what incentives or disincentives you give him, he is going to ignore you 
It makes this type of regime possessing nuclear weapons dangerous 
She doesn’t agree or buy it 
Regime has used cycles of inclusions and exclusion 
SO it isn’t irrational – it is thought out 
It isn’t great 
But to say it is irrational is to say that it is border line racist 
Reading – by demonizing these regimes, and putting so much attention on them, we are glorifying them 

New nuclear capabilities not necessarily impressive 
Nuclear ambitions do not mean nuclear state 
Misperceptions on resolve 
Slow process 
 
Nuclear Weapon Free Areas – Silver Line
Majority is nuclear weapons free zone 
Mexico, South America, Africa, Australia, all nuclear free zone 
Nuclear umbrella – US protects NATO allies including Canada 
Nuclear assurances 
Grey area – few EU states that have nuclear American weapons on their soil 
Belgium, Germany, Netherlands, Italy and Turkey 
Small number of tactical nuclear weapons that are American owned 
The US can’t use the weapons without the approval and vise versa “dual keys” 
You can not transfer this technology unless it is for peaceful uses – but these transfers were made around the time the nuclear nonproliferation treaty was being negotiated 
Germans are anti-nuclear so there is a negative opinion
Political pressure saying remove these weapons but it is more complicated to dismantle these weapons 
200 tactical weapons around 5 states 
The areas that are nuke free are done by treaties, and the mechanisms to ensure that they stay this way is done by the UN 

Puzzle 
Why are nuclear weapons radically different from conventional weapons?
Anti nuclear campaigns during cold war lead us to believe that it is tapered off 
During cold war there was massive protests 
People felt like a nuclear exchange could happen at any given point 
Drills in class rooms – massive anxiety that there were 1000 of bombs directed at US cities 
Pushed people onto streets to protest 
Bi-polarity means stability and deterance leads to the stability? Not really in reality… There was no ‘crisis’ but a lot of people mobilized 
Hasn’t been massive mobilization/protest 
We only see arms reductions and limitation talk on policy level
You know that they are different in nature because of the political culture 
Damage done is much greater – but this can be matched by the development of conventional weapons 
Prompt Global Strike – same as the nuclear weapon destruction, but not the after math 
Flies in the face of arguments that says nuclear weapons are different from conventional 

Refer back to: Principles of Just War to see how conventional weapons are different 
Last resort 
Legitimate authorituy 
To redress a wrong suffered 
Reasonable chance of cusses 
Proportional use of violence 
Key because it is hard to make that qualification 
No first use policy on nuclear weapons – national commitment that they will not use nuclear weapons 
Didn’t exist until after the Cold War 
Distinction between combatants + non combatants 
Nuclear weapons can harm the soil and water 
There can’t be any attempt to differentiate between combatants and non combatants 
With conventional weapons, there are a lot of collateral damage (civilian deaths) but the intent there is that conventional weapons can be used between combatants and non-combatants 

Syria – Levels of Analysis 

If you use chemical weapons, you cross the ‘red line’ said Obama 
Assad used chemical weapons, and the US didn’t respond 
There was a lack of intervention when ‘morals’ were broken 
Why?
Assad was asked to surrender, they did surrender, and signed on to the OPCW 
	Levels
	Case

	Global 
	Moral prohibition against indiscriminate killing with chemical weapons 
Organization for the prohibition of chemical weapons 
- Intervention was avoided and instead Syria voluntarily signed on 
- Russia very subtly stated that this was a no go 
- For Obama, there was no support domestically because of political obstructionism 
- Did past interventions have an impact on public perceptions (Iraq?) – yes in terms of public opinion and some congress members that you saw in the media. But, why Lybia? There was support for that 
Refugee flows 
- Literally talking about 200000 deaths and millions of displaced people 
- Delivery of food on refuge camps but no real acknowledgement that causes of civil war had to do with intervention 

	Systemic
	UN actions to uphold CWC regime 
Iranian and Russian influence on Syria/regional balance of power 
Coercive diplomacy vs. intervention 

	National
	Civil war and growing fractionalization 
Regime holding onto power (survival mode) 

	Individual 
	Historical analogies: Hussein and Gadhafi
Assad as untrustworthy 
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