POLI 205 Study Guide
REALISM
Realism – Realists emphasize the constraints on politics imposed by human selfishness, egoism, and the absence of a world government, anarchy, which leads humans to seek power and security, respectively. Claims that world politics is driven by competitive self-interest. Realists focus more on the individualistic aspect to life. In this school of thought, importance is put towards leaving nature unchanged which is why political situations are claimed to be self-interested in character and nature.
Hans Morgenthau – (CLASSIC REALIST) - Six principles of political realism 
“A foreign policy guided by universal moral principles is… a policy of national suicide.” - Morgenthau
· Politics is governed by objectives laws; IR theory reflects these laws, laws rooted in human nature.
· Politics is an autonomous and unique sphere, independent of economics and personal morality.
· International politics is about national interests defined in terms of power; states seek to maximize their power.
· The political ethics are different from the universal moral principles.
· Particular nations cannot impose their national aspirations or morality on other nations.
· Pessimistic knowledge of human nature is in the centre of international politics.
Patterns of foreign policy are: status quo (survival0, and imperialism (maximizing power).
In political realism, states are the key actors – states seek power – states are rational.
In this approach, bandwagoning would be more likely to happen as it is easier to form alliances than to expand that states resources. 

NEOREALISM
Neorealism (structural realism) – This school of thought gives a more structural/systematic approach to realism in that anarchy and great powers define international structure and only the stronger states that make it through will survive. This structure is decentralized so there is no main authority but rather numerous equally sovereign groups/states. These states base their actions on the logic of self-help – meaning they only seek their interest and will not subordinate these interests to other states.
Kenneth Waltz - (NEOREALIST) – The international system and balances of power
· The state is the primary actor in world politics.
· States are unitary actors that behave rationally.
· The international system is anarchic.
· The behavior of states is governed by the power relationships between them (balance of power).
· States pursue power to survive; states seek to maximize security, rather than power. 
· Emphasis on the structure of the international system—a systemic analysis.
In this approach, balancing would happen as opposed to bandwagoning. Neorealist states follow a unipolar system with one single center of power.

LIBERALISM
Michael Doyle & Immanuel Kant- 
Liberalism - Liberal international relations theories are based on the idea that humans are PERFECTABLE.  In contrast to the greedy man of realism or even the survival man of realism, liberal theories tend to see man as rational as well as learning, striving, and improving over time. Liberals believe in PROGRESS.
LIBERAL CRITIQUE OF REALISM:
· The assumption of anarchy is only a partial truth
· States are not simple unitary actors, they are complex institutions shaped by bargaining among and within the state as well as with outside interests
· The Realist conception of rationality is problematic, liberal rationality focuses on seeking to share in long term collective benefits
· Power is not simply power over, it is power to accomplish shared desired ends
· Military force as a form of leverage is a costly way to influence others

Immanuel Kant – Perceptual Peace (1795) 
Democratic Peace Theory - DEMOCRATIC PEACE THESIS, the idea that democracies do not fight one another.  Goes back to Immanuel Kant’s Perpetual Peace (1795), but backed up by some data that democracies may be no less belligerent than authoritarian regimes but they do not seem to fight each other.  Prescriptive element: make all countries democracies, promote world peace. Source of war here: bellicose authoritarian regimes. Reason is key and peace requires: All states to be representative democracies, international law (not world government), free movement of people and free trade. DPT is the closest thing to a law in IR.
Kant:
· The civil constitution of every state shall be republican (democratic).
· The right of nations shall be based on a federation of republican states.
· Kant dismisses the idea of a world government above states.
· Cosmopolitan rights shall be limited to conditions of universal hospitality. 
· Peace depends on the internal character of governments- specifically that republics, with a legislative branch that can hold the monarch in check, will be more peaceful than autocrats. 
· States could develop the organizations and rules to facilitate cooperation, specifically by forming a world federation resembling today’s United Nations (reciprocity).
· Kant was an advocate of universal or cosmopolitan rights.
· Kant was also an advocate of free trade.

Democratic Peace Theories – 1) Structural 2) Normative 3) Satisfied states
Structural – 
· Elections (leaders fear that they will be replaced if they lose a war)
· Individual freedoms magnifies the importance of public opinion and elections
· Separation of power between the three branches of the state (executive, legislative and judiciary). 

Normative – 

· In their foreign relations, nations will try to follow the same norms of conflict that characterize their domestic political processes.
· They expect decision-makers in other nations to do the same.
· When democracies face each other, they expect the other side to resolve disputes through diplomatic means (negotiations).

Satisfied states – 
Democracies are satisfied states—power is transferred smoothly
· They are less likely to fight about territory, especially if they are well established democracies.
· They have strong economic ties--liberal peace.

LIBERALISM SEPEREATED

Liberal Pacifism – 
· Democratic pacifism, or Democratic Capitalism (DC) leads to peace:
· Democracies cannot pursue narrow interests of a minority within it and tolerate high costs of imperialism. 
· Democracy: its populace is democratized, individualized, and rationalized (economic rationalism).
· Capitalism: Free trade, division of labour among nations and interdependence.

Liberal Imperialism – (Machiavelli & Lenin) 
· Liberty: disunion—division of power among the parliament, government and judiciary. (separation of power). 
· The people have to be managed by the few, who seek expansion: “tranquility...would provoke internal dissensions”. Machiavelli. 
· Export Monopolies seek imperialism: expand closed markets: colonized markets become an outlet to excessive productions.  

“Ultimately, the best strategy to ensure our security and to build a durable peace is to support the advance of democracy elsewhere. Democracies don't attack each other, they make better trading partners and partners in diplomacy.”  - Clinton

NEO-LIBERALISM (J. Sterling-Folker)

· States main  actors (rational egoists and unitary).
· States create international organizations (IOs) to enhance their own interests.
· States are concerned about their absolute gains
· The theory explains: under what conditions states seek cooperation between themselves. 
· Neoliberal approach stressed importance of international institutions
· States are unitary actors rationally pursuing their self-interests, states cooperate because it is in their self-interest
· Mutual gains better than cheating or taking advantage of each other
· Neo-realists’ pessimism is unjustified.  States cooperate MOST of the time
· Positive reciprocity
· Cooperation occurs when states ‘adjust their behaviour to the actual or anticipated preferences of others, so that the policies actually followed by one government are regarded by its partners as facilitating realization of their own objectives.’ (Axelrod and Keohane 1986: 226.)
· States create international organizations to further their own interests.
· Despite lack of coercive capabilities, international institutions can
· Reduce transaction costs.
· Create multi-dimensional issue spaces to facilitate bargains.
· Monitor compliance.
· Encourage repeated interactions.
· Create norms (standards of behavior).
· Absolute/Relative gains
· States who trade with each other are less likely to go to war because it would cause them to lose out on trade and this is too costly
· States with more common international organization memberships are less likely to go to war together because they have non-violent ways to resolve their conflicts
** A realist would argue that it is in fact the opposite: states do not become dependent on trade with states that they may fight with – and states only join international organizations with states that they already trust.

NEO-REALISTS & NEO-LIBERALS

They agree on:
· Analysis begins with fixed actors and assumed, fixed preferences
· Each actor is trying to maximize their own payoff
· The outcome depends on both actors actions

POWER AND INTERDEPENDENCE (Keohane and Nye)

Complex interdependence - Complex interdependence refers to a situation among a number of countries in which multiple channels of contact connect societies (that is, states do not monopolize these contacts and states are not unitary actors); 

State Agenda – no hierarchy of issues and military affairs do not control this agenda

Decline in the use of force - the  use  of  force has  become  increasingly  costly for major states as a result of four conditions: risks of nuclear escalation; resistance by people in poor or  weak countries; uncertain and possibly negative effects  on the  achievement  of  economic goals;  and  domestic  public opinion  opposed  to the  human  costs of  the use  of force

“Power can be thought of as the ability of an actor to get other to do something they otherwise would not do… Power can also be conceived in terms of control over outcomes. In either case, measurement is not simple” – Keohane and Nye

Changing world politics - These authors explore how increasing economic interdependence is changing politics. They also are interested in how politics is changing the nature of economic interdependence, and refer to governmental programs and actions designed to create procedures, rules, etc., as international regimes.

· International regimes affect and to some extent governs the political bargaining and daily decision making that occurs within the system.

THREE MODELS OF FOREIGN POLICY
Graham Allison – 3 models of analyzing foreign policy
MODEL 1 – Rational Model
· The Rational Policy Model (Model 1): analysts attempt to understand foreign policy as the purposive acts of a unified national government. The point of an explanation is to show how the nation or government employs the most efficient available means to achieve a defined national interest. 
· States are treated as monoliths or black boxes
· Model I assumes that the actor is the national government and that the action is chosen as a calculated response to a strategic problem.
· What goal the government is pursuing and to what extent its reaction is a reasonable choice given the nation's objectives. 
· Governments select the action that will maximize strategic goals and objectives. A nation has one set of specified goals, one set of perceived options, and an estimate of the consequences that follow from each alternative.
· Action is chosen rationally in response to the strategic problem which the nation faces.
· Governments always choose the option that best suits the strategic needs of the state. 
Lester B. Pearson and UN peacekeeping
· Pearsonian Internationalism – a foreign policy orientation that emphasized international cooperation
· Lloyd Axworthy, former Minister of the Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, emphasized the UN notion of ‘human security’ 
· More recently, we see moves away from that commitment under the Conservative government - also attempting to distinguish its foreign policy orientation from that of its predecessors

Cognitive Biases: 
· Cognitive dissonance
· Justification of effort
· Wishful thinking
· Mirror image
· Projection
· Historical analogies







MODEL 2 – Organizational Process model 
· Model II: analysts identify the relevant organizations and displays the patterns of organizational behavior from which this action emerged. 
· States consist of various organizations in a highly differentiated decision-making structure
· State behaviour as a whole is the consequence of numerous and conflicting smaller actions by organizations in the service of partially compatible conceptions of national and organizational goals. 
· Model II: "acts" and "choices" are outputs of large organizations functioning according to certain regular patterns of behavior, called routines.
· A government consists of a conglomerate of loosely allied organizations, each with an autonomous life of its own. Government leaders do sit formally on top of this conglomerate. But governments perceive problems through the lenses of the organizations. Governments define alternatives and estimate consequences as organizations process information. Governments act as these organizations perform routines. 
· ROUTINE AND ORGANIZAITONS INTEREST: Large organizations function according to standard patterns of behavior. Each organization acts as quasi-independent on problems within its domain. But few important problems fall exclusively within the domain of a single organization. Government leaders can substantially disturb, but not substantially control, the behavior of these organizations. 
· The behavior of these organizations, and consequently of the government, is determined primarily by routines established in these organizations prior to the occurrence of an event.

MODEL 3 – Bureaucratic model

· Model III focuses on the internal politics of a government. Foreign policy is understood according to the bureaucratic politics model. Foreign policy is an outcome of various overlapping bargaining games among players arranged hierarchically in the national government.
· Model III analyzes the cognition, motivations, positions, power, and maneuvers of major bureaucrats from which the outcome emerged.
· Government behavior can be understood not as organizational outputs, but as outcomes of bargaining games between bureaucrats.
· BUREAUCRATS: The bureaucrats who sit on top of organizations are not a monolithic group. Rather, each, in his own right, is a player in a central, competitive game. The name of the game is bureaucratic politics: bargaining along regularized channels among players positioned hierarchically within the government. 
· NO UNITARY ACTOR: The bureaucratic politics model sees no unitary actor but rather many actors as players, who focus not on a single strategic issue but on many diverse intra-national problems as well. 
· “Where you stand depends on where you sit.“
· Those in charge of various state responsibilities (Secretary of State, Secretary of Defence, etc.) make predictable arguments based on their present position.
· Policy outcomes are the result of negotiations among these bureaucrats. This model dispenses with the unitary government idea.
· DEFINING INTERESTS: In general, national interests defined not in terms consistent with a set of strategic goals, but rather according to various conceptions of national, organizational, and personal goals. Making government decisions not by rational choice but by bargaining that is politics.


Kenneth Oye – Cooperation under anarchy

Cooperation – 
· Conscious coordination policy that is necessary for the realization of mutual benefits. 
· Mutual benefits exist when: actors MUST prefer mutual cooperation (CC) to mutual defection (DD). 

Game theories – Prisoners dilemma – Stag hunt – Chicken game 
· Game theory is a method for developing rationalist theories that is adapted for both neo-realist and neo-liberal assumptions.
· It represents the actors’ preferences mathematically, over a simplified range of actions.

PRISONERS DILEMMA
· “Suppose that two suspects have been apprehended by the police and are being interrogated in separate rooms. The police strongly suspect that these two individuals are responsible for a robbery, but there is not enough evidence to convict either of them of the robbery. However, they both resisted arrest and can be charged with that lesser crime, which would carry a  one-year sentence. Each of the suspects is told the following story. ‘If you confess, and your partner doesn’t confess, then you will be released and your partner will be charged with the crime. Your confession will be sufficient to convict him of the robbery and he will be sent to prison for 10 years. If you both confess, then we don’t need either of you to testify against the other, and you will both be convicted of the robbery. (Although in this case your sentence will be less — 4 years only — because of your guilty plea.) Finally, if neither of you confesses, then we can’t convict either of you of the robbery, so we will charge each of you with resisting arrest. Your partner is being offered the same deal. Do you want to confess?’”

STAG HUNT
· Suppose that two people are out hunting; if they cooperate, they can catch a stag (which would be the highest-payoff outcome).
· But on their own, each can catch a rabbit. The tricky part is that if one hunter tries to catch a stag on his own, he will get nothing, while the other one can still catch a rabbit. Thus, the hunters are the two players, their strategies are Hunt Stag and Hunt Rabbit.

CHICKEN 
· Two teenagers racing their cars toward each other, daring each other to be the one to swerve out of the way. The two strategies here are Swerve and Don’t Swerve: the one who swerves first suffers humiliation from his friends, but if neither swerves, then both suffer an actual collision.

Improving to prospect of cooperation – 
· Altering the payoff structure:
· Reducing one’s own gains from exploitation  DC
· Reducing adversary’s fear of exploitation CD
· Altering the game from PD to SH (alter the preference ordering).
Shadow of the future – 
· Iterated games
· Reciprocity and mutual gains
· Tit-for-tat
· Surveillance, monitoring and verification
 Greico – Anarchy and the limits of cooperation

Positional or atomistic??

Atomism – a theory that understanding the parts comes before understanding the whole.

Neo-liberalism: States are atomistic actors. The unit of analysis of a rational-egoist state, seeking to maximize absolute utility and does not consider the effects of cooperation on other states. They conclude that rational-egoist states may cooperate to achieve absolute gains. Believe that bargaining may solve the problem… International Regimes: This is not in any way meant to substitute bargaining but rather to facilitate it.

Neo-realists: States are positional actors. Instead here, realists caution that even if the absolute gains are assured, these states that are solely concerned about relative gains may still not be willing to cooperate.

Greico – Absolute gains are a problem because: “State are uncertain about one another’s future intentions, thus they pay close attention to how cooperation might affect relative capabilities in the future.”

Critique:
· Bargaining issues may in turn being mistaken for relative gain issues.
· When states do not cooperate, it does not prove the dominance of absolute gains but rather the lack of bargaining of how absolute gains should be distributed.

International Regimes:
· International Regimes confer on each decision the weight of all future decisions  reciprocity and the shadow of the future
· Short-term self-interest refers to government’s perception of the relative benefits to them of alternative courses of action
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Because international regimes exist, issues can rarely be kept in isolation from others, and gives states a reason to cooperate even if they will gain relatively less by agreeing.


