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Course Objectives
· To learn how U.S. foreign policy is made
· To understand past American policy decisions
· To learn how to apply and evaluate theories of comparative foreign policy
· To understand how events have influenced the evolution of international relations as a field in political science

Theme 1: Comparative Foreign Policy
· Theories of how one state makes a foreign policy decision
· Why adopt one particular policy
· Covering foreign economic and security policy
· Can bring in systemic, domestic and lower level factors
· But only interested in explaining the state’s decision (so not about changes in the systems characteristics)

Theme 2: The Historical Narrative
· You have to know the evidence to evaluate the theories
· Can you observe trends or patterns?
· Is there a specific American style of foreign policy?
· The US has several unique traits – do they produce a unique foreign policy?

Theme 3: How the U.S. Differs from Other States
· American political institutions differ, including: formal and informal decision making arenas, political parties, channels for public input, and so on
· The US has had specific policy-makers
· American culture is in many ways unique
· The US has evolved through its own historical experiences

Theme 4: U.S. Grand Strategy
· The course begins with the emergence of the US as a global power
· Come up with goals then figure out if you have the resources to make the means and the ends match
· Grand strategy is important when you start talking about global powers
· Then examines American influence in World War I and the interwar period, when the U.S. policy fluctuated
· US was hesitant about how it should influence Europe/the rest of the world and how they should do it
· Followed by a resurgence of emphasis on international responsibilities during World War II
· The Cold War, ending with the collapse of the Soviet Union
· Concluding with a  look at the post-Cold War era including the response to the 9/11 attacks

Theme 5: Linking Events to the Development of IR Theory
· Theories get created to explain significant phenomena
· Theories shape and inform policy decisions
· Bad policy or unexplained events can generate new thinking
· US policy has long been significant – and political science is a very “American” discipline – so the two have been very intertwined

You should look forward to…
· Learning the historical narrative…
· …with the various themes interwoven…
· …interspersed with opportunities to evaluate the policy decisions, especially concerning grand strategy
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Using Theories
· Theories are probabilistic statements about cause and effect
· Independent (causal) variables and output (effect)/dependent variable
· Trying to explain relationship
· Dependent variable – American foreign policy, different pieces security (war, military, spending), economic (trade, aid, embargo?)
· Talk about grand strategy, how do these pieces come together?
Causes – whatever you think could be an influence of foreign policy
Want to put cause and effect into some kind of sensible relationship
· Use theories to:
· Describe past events – understand why certain things happened in the past
· Predict the future – wants some sense we can anticipate what’s likely to happen
· Poli sci doesn’t make good predictions
· Come up with policy prescription 
· Propose better outcomes to pursue
· Want something that will be a good theory across all four tasks
· Our theories are not 100% accurate; in fact, we evaluate them using a criteria that includes accuracy, but other qualities too
· Why we talk about probabilistic statements
· Talk about accuracy, are they giving you good predictions consistently?

Evaluating Theories
· Accuracy
· Generalizability – distinguishing poli sci from history, historians would talk about US FP by looking at details and what makes it unique, we’re thinking about building theories that would work in the future, need to apply the theory across various cases
· Capacity to take a theory and apply it to different cases
· Parsimony (or leverage) – how much data do you need to make the theory work/apply it and get an answer
· The less input that’s required the better off you are
· Applicability or “policy relevance”
· Need to be able to use the theory for a policy prescription 
· Often you may come up with theories saying what’s going to happen but don’t give you any tools to make it happen, just have to watch and wait
· Usually we see trade-offs between these qualities
· If you have lots of variables that will cut into parsimony and generalizability (the variables are probably specifically related to one country, cant be used on another), however the theory will probably be more accurate if you use more variables
· Part of the game, part of what you keep in mind when we think about what makes one approach/theory more persuasive

Organizing Theories
· “Inside” vs. Outside”
· Emphasize causal factors from inside the state or outside the system
· Classic way of separating them
· Inside very popular for making predictions about certain states
· May use mixtures
· Include some internal and external variables and thinking how they relate
· In this class, we will end up addressing the “inside” more than the “outside”
· Because we will emphasize historical experiences, culture and other factors specific to the United States
· Some approaches use both – Neo-Classical Realism, for example
· Did not say the system should determine everything, they start at system level, states worried about security issues, but way one state reacts to a threat is different from how another state reacts, depends on there interior makeup 
· Some theories will be really focused on one specific area, others on both

Competing Paradigms
· A paradigm is a set of theories that share core assumptions
· As long as theories share core assumptions they will share other characteristics (accuracy, parsimony, generalizability)
· Realism is on of the oldest and best known
· Realism has evolved into several forms, with differing assumptions:
· Offensive Realism: states maximize power
· States use every opportunity they have to maximize their power (assumption – assume things to be true so we can build theories), states do not pass up opportunities to gain more power
· Defensive Realism: states maximize security
· Instead of saying they maximize power the assumption is states maximize security, sense you can satisfy your security
· US has spent enough money on its security so its satisfied its needs and doesn’t need to do more
Neo-Classical Realism: systemic pressures are filtered downward through domestic institutions
How a state reacts to an external pressure depends on what’s going on inside the state
Structural Realism is supposed to be very generalizable – different job in this class, looking at one state

Other Paradigms
· Liberalism: domestic interests organize to lobby government to pursue their interests regarding foreign policy
· Especially dominant in terms of IPE – Liberals say we don’t know what a state wants, a state wants what its constituents tell it
· When parties in a state change you will get a different foreign policy
· When we talk about economic issues we have pretty good ways of determining splits on different issues, security issues tend to be harder to predict – especially with issues such as: What should Canada’s attitude be towards Iran and its building of nuclear weapons?
· Trickier to apply to security side
· Marxism: class conflict drives foreign policy decisions
· Constructivism: actors are socially constructed; therefore norms and ideas shape identities, which in turn shapes interests and behavior
· Say can’t study US from 1890s to now and assume they want to do one thing from then until now (which is what the others assume)
· You shouldn’t make assumptions about who the actors are and what they want to span really long periods of time, its not helpful, what you should do is look at their identities and where they got these identities from
· With all paradigms (except constructivism) we start with assumption about the key actors, assume one actor is more important, assumption about the politics and what the actors want
· Statesmen had to run the US while trying to think about the US as an emerging major power, they struggled with it, needed to make decisions to ensure they didn’t look weak
· Bureaucratic Politics: policy reflects struggles between different organizations within the government
· Different agencies and orgs within gov fighting
· Individuals’ Idiosyncrasies: policy-makers matter; each person differs due to personality and/or experience
· Compare two presidents and see how one did things right and the other did things wrong

Grand Strategy
· Grand strategy refers to prioritizing goals and establishing the means to achieve them
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Grand Strategy
· Grand strategy refers to prioritizing goals and establishing the means to achieve them
· It is the comprehensive working of different elements of foreign policy
· Responding to threats while managing wealth
· Meant to be long term interests
· Difficult balancing act is you set these goals and try to achieve them but how do you achieve them with the means at your disposal?

Components of Gran Strategy
· Security: 
· Alliances – who are you allies? Strong/weak states?
Defense Expenditures
Aid
Pieces of the way you deliver security, can be complimentary but they are also potentially substitutes (find an ally to save me instead of spending more on security when I want to spend it on helping my economy) 
· Foreign Economic Policy:
· Trade Policy (tariff) – give allies break on trade policy? Treat a threatening country badly economically?
· Monetary Policy (exchange rate)
· International Investments (creditor/debtor relations)

Specific Grand Strategies
· External Balancing: find allies; trade with allies, not threat
· Internal Balancing: arms race; focus on internal development at cost to others
· Tap domestic sources of power
· Have to concentrate on internal development, don’t care about potential allies out there
· Bandwagoning: ally with dominant power; tie to it economically
· Want to tap its power as best you can
· Risk is that you loose your autonomy, are going to be dominated
· Buck-passing: maintain neutrality; invest in your own economic development
· Leave it up to others to balance for you
· Buying time to make yourself stronger so you can balance in the future
· Appeasement: concede to threats; aim for long-term economic development
· Has a bad name because of the Appeasement of Hitler
· Has been an effective tool
· Used by British successfully in 1800s, also in dealing with early US-Canada border disputes
· States have conflicting interests but you can come up with a settlement that will make both sides satisfied
· Realists don’t like it because they believe it alters the Balance of Power

Early Debates about American Exceptionalism
· “The US is unique” vs. “The US is like any other state”
· Unique will mean our policies will be unique
· Others amongst the founding fathers thought they’d have to be like every other state, its inescapable
· “The US is responsible for creating change” vs. “The US has no unique duties or obligations”
· We owe it as the first big state to promote these values (aka a monarchy-less state)
· Others thought they couldn’t go around telling others to do things
· At this time there were many people who read what the Americans were writing and ate it up
· Society of settlers, no aristocrats
· Thomas Jefferson is in Paris when Revolution breaks out and is giving advice, Lafayette who fought with the Americans in their war goes back to fight during the revolution
· Is there an obligation to promote change in other states?
· “The US can ignore Europe” vs. “The Us cannot afford to ignore Europe”
· Some say no the Europeans are the most powerful/rich so the US has to deal with them at least minimally
· How separate can the US remain?

Sources of Thought
· Americans saw their country as different because:
· Originated from rebellion – against the most successful colonial power of the day
· Focused on individual rights
Governed via democratic institutions
Very unique at that point in time, carried obligations
Faced an “open” frontier
Held economic advantages
The source of so many resources, didn’t need to look elsewhere

In the Beginning….
· George Washington
· Commercial relations: should “have with them as little political connection as possible”
· Don’t want to play great power games like the Europeans, because we aren’t like that and because the US is not that powerful, didn’t have same ability to project power as the French and British
· However trade is important, having more open trade ties was a major factor driving Americans to rebel against Britain
· Americans wanted to have a choice about who they could trade with, British regulations prevented them from doing that
· Want to separate economic ties from politics
· On Europe: the US should “pursue a different course”
· Washington, like many subsequent presidents, will also say we are lucky, have Atlantic Ocean in between us and Europe, lets use that, lets keep our distance
· To rely on other states: “an illusion”

Washington’s Farewell Address
· Often the phrase “no entangling alliances” is attributed to Washington – incorrectly
· Talks about similar idea but doesn’t say this
· What was Washington’s grand strategy?
· Jefferson’s Inaugural (1801): “peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all, entangling alliances with none”
· Where you have economic interests you will typically get involved with the politics also
· French trying to block trade with Britain, and visa versa and the US gets caught in the middle

Policy Outcomes: Conforming European Powers
· First, trade issues – legacy of rebellion
· No taxation without representation, don’t want to pay for defense unless they get to vote on them – under British rule Britain would determine what they have to fight for
· US hurt early on in Mediterranean, previously had protection by Royal Navy now they don’t and there are pirates in that area
· Second, French Revolution erupts
· The early American decisions are the US has no stake in this
· Third, wars in Europe – trouble on the high seas (U.S. conducts undeclared war versus France)
· Goes until 1815 with the Battle of Waterloo
· Finally, War of 1812
· Two things worth fighting for:
· Right to trade over the high seas, as a neutral party others cannot stop you
· Looking towards expansion on the frontier
US pretty much got what they wanted in terms of what they fought for

The Monroe Doctrine
· Consequences of the Napoleonic Wars
· Napoleon successfully invades Spain and overthrows the monarchy in Spain, this creates an opening for Spanish colonies to rebel in Latin America
· Creates same sort of issues as the initial debates, does the US have an obligation to support the spread of democracy or rebellions against colonial powers?
· Monroe and John Quincy Adams felt strongly about these things and wanted to do more
· Others did not want ti intervene, could lead to wear with European powers
· Stated the Americans were not for future or further colonization
· Doesn’t say they actively support the rebellions but they will stop the Europeans from coming to re-conquer these areas or another European country trying to take advantage and use this as easy pickings
· In the Americas
· Hypocritical given the US’s expansion out West where Native Americans live 
· European states they are addressing are primarily still ruled by monarchs with aristocracy,  the US looks at Latin America becoming similar to them (US) as a good thing
· Consistent with existing ideas
· In fact, the US could not enforce it
· Instead, Great Britain made the policy effective
· The British were not going to challenge the Monroe Doctrine, they actually liked it
· Would be the Royal Navy that makes sure the Monroe Doctrine would be effective
· They think it’s a good idea and they are willing to use force
· They like it because this opens up these areas to their economic penetration

American Expansion
· Louisiana Purchase – during Napoleonic Wars
· War with Mexico
· Wars vs. indigenous peoples
· By 1890s talk about continental US, not all organized into states but on its way

U.S. Civil War
· Country divided over slavery, but that shows up in a foreign policy (view of threats, idea of tariff, etc.)
· North sees Britain as an economic competitor
· The South is growing cotton and selling it to the North or to Britain where its being turned into British textiles, sees Britain as a friend
South wants free trade the North wants protection
· Almost drew Britain into the conflict; France moved on Mexico
· Northern victory; used tariff to collect taxes
· Establish tariffs as major source of revenue for government until 1890s
· South’s defeat meant financial system in those states ruined
· That is not going to be something they get over quickly
· Reconstruction had further economic consequences
· End of slavery but also have to play by the right rules to be included
· Will have other economic consequences
· North represented in congress while southern states aren’t, north gets best railways and canals
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· 
· 1890s are a period where we see a transition in a whole varieties of issue areas
· Changes in what the US is doing and what kind of outcomes pop up, associate this with the fact that the us is becoming a major power
· US could safely sit back on this side of the Atlantic and not worry about a whole lot
· In the 1890s the US’s interests are expanding, US finds itself in entangling relationships with other powers

Changes in American Politics
· Most noticeable: establishing larger, permanent military forces
· Not so much a land force but has a sizeable navy even though the US is at peace
· Traditional thinking was that democracies don’t need large standing armies, because countries that did that were monarchies or countries that felt threatened by the people, the US didn’t want to be like these countries
· Will see that before WWI they get some permanent forces
· Changed attitude on rights of creditors and debtors
· Who has more rights?
· Added together, these culminate in more frequent interventions in neighboring states, as well as war
· After 1900 the US is saying international creditors have the right to try to make some kind of claims, collect debts, and the US is going to have a navy that will be around at all times that they can use as a tool to collect debts
· Interventions in small/weaker states to collect debts
· US will find itself in some wars

The US Position in the World Economy
· Its position in international economy is changing
· In the early 19th C, the US was only abundantly endowed with land (i.e. poorly endowed with labor and capital)
· Competitive in producing with items like grain, cotton (which required labor – slavery)
· Mostly importing things that required capital and labor, manufactured goods
· It therefore took in immigrants and investments
· Lots of labor coming in, they can find work and land
· Capital being invested from abroad, particularly from Britain
· Around 1900, industrialization along with these capital inflows pushed the US among the more capital-abundant countries
· US will rise from being below average to being above, being one of the countries with more capital/land or worker, relatively rich
· Those changes show up in goods flows, investment flows, and in domestic economic activities
· Beginning of 1890s, exports are agricultural goods, around 1900 industrial goods catching up and after manufactured goods will surpass agricultural goods
· US will start investing elsewhere, enough capital in the US
· International investments become more balanced after 1900
· Economic activities will change in patterns

Following the Flag?
· As economic ties change what happens with foreign policy
· When US was primarily seen as a debtor by everyone else, US worried primarily about debtors rights, after 1900 its going to be US bankers lending money to people/governments elsewhere then the problem is going to be money being owed to the US, the US governments position is going to enforce the contract, people must pay their debts, US will send in marines to collect taxes to help them pay their debts
· What’s leading in this story? Money and the flag follows, or do security interests come out first and then economics follow?
· Do economic interests follow the flag, or does the flag follow economic interests?
· For the Liberal and Marxist accounts, the changing position of American capital influenced foreign policy decisions
· For analytical liberal argument, we’re looking at domestic groups competing to control the policy
· Now have debtors in the US as well as creditors, will see the fight played out in American politics
· Force used to collect debt and defend interests
· Cuba as a critical example – compare to Neo-Classical Realist view
· People at the top being relatively insulated from domestic politics, there are bigger things at stake
· People at the top (around the president) have autonomous responsibilities, they will try to deliver on what’s needed, will look at it from a top down perspective
· Cuba had most American investments and economic ties that will produce a war that US gets involved in

The Spanish-American War
· Economic ties between US and Cuba was sugar produced in Cuba and refined in the US
· Important was the trade ties, sugar refiners needed a supply
· Cuba of concern because of economic ties, but…
· Cubans are trying to rebel against Spanish rule, Spanish taking a hard line policy
· Cubans start to fight, Spanish reaction is to try a counter insurgency campaign, developed idea that you could clear out the countryside to separate insurgents from supporting population in the cities
· US is paying attention, because of economics and because they are being told all the details
· “Yellow journalism” sensationalized moral issue
· These emerging newspapers loved writing about what was going on in Cuba, got the public’s attention
· Public is captivated by moral issues, do you stand by while this is happening just across the straits?
· Demand from the public to do something, not just based on economic interests
· Not clear that economic ties even mattered all that much, many thought that Empires were out of date and Spain just needed to leave
· The sinking of the U.S.S. Maine helps tip public opinion (1898)
· US sent a battleship to Havana to support the Cubans, sat in the harbor
· There was an explosion one night and it sunk with about 260 US Naval personnel were killed
· Immediately the newspapers publicized this event
· Spanish said they didn’t know what happened
· Hasty investigation by the Navy, bomb put on outside but not conclusive
· Public took this as another example of how bad the Spanish were
· Congress demands action; McKinley has to move
· Spanish need to leave Cuba
· Builds in momentum
· McKinley was the republican president, but he’s watching congress pass resolutions, he sees their want to declare war coming
· US congress says Cuba belongs to the Cubans the Spanish should get out, authorize the President to use force to kick the Spanish out, in the resolutions that the US should not stay in Cuba
· In McKinley’s experience with congress he takes that and accepts it and uses it when the war is over
· US invades Cuba, but also attacks Spanish fleet in Manila
· At this time US doesn’t have a large standing army, building a Navy at this time
· Navy told to be prepared to invade, army getting prepared to invade
· Invasion done badly, navy and army don’t communicate
· Navy does its job fine, army does its job badly but navy does bad job of transporting and supplying the army
· Assistant Secretary of Navy, Theodore Roosevelt, is interested in seeing the US as a global power, tells the Navy to get ready to attack Spanish
· Spanish aren’t expecting them in Manila, US fleet sails in there is a battle, US out guns the Spanish fleet and destroy it
· The question is now what to do? Get army in there, the Philippines is occupied, not because people back in Washington thought about this
· US then says Cuba can be run by Cubans, don’t know about Philippines, if they pull out someone else might come in, against US interests
· Filipinos turn against US, US becomes an imperial power almost by accident
· With occupation of these Spanish colonies, US becomes an imperial power
· Were interests about China, Manila was a great sea port, if Germans or something got it it would be against US interests so the US should stay
· The US does leave Cuba
· McKinley has people from Congress come with people from the White House to negotiate the peace treaty
· McKinley is assassinated not long after the war
· McKinley taking over in 1896 meant that he could fire a bunch of federal employees and replace them with republicans
· A disgruntled man who didn’t get the job he expected killed him

Teddy Roosevelt
· Had been bumped up to Vice President, was made VP because he would never have an important task to do
· McKinley gets assassinated, he becomes president
· Personality Traits
· The only person that has won the American Medal of Honor (posthumously) and the Nobel Peace Prize
· He was famous for implementing conservationist movements
· Talking about being manly
· After retiring he went off to the Amazon, got some strange diseases that eventually killed him
· Talked about US FP in manly ways
· Military Experience
· Served in US-Spanish war, then resigned from his position
· He had to take charge of his unit, he was recommended at the time for the Medal of Honor, people who didn’t like him said no
· Principles? (Force and arbitration)
· Encouraged use of arbitration
· But says the US has a right to use force, right of Great Powers and US is now a Great Power
· Won Nobel Peace Prize for personally arbitrating between the Russians and Japanese during the Russo-Japanese war

Institutional Changes
· Finally begin spending on permanent military forces (though army remains small)
· Congress was not impressed with the military’s performance in the American-Spanish War
· Questions about military’s performance: Dodge Commission
· Evaluate what went wrong, US won in short time but it wasn’t pretty
· There was an intense lack of organization – especially on the army’s side
· Training with large formations – army officers weren’t trained to command large numbers of men which the war required
· Had to learn it on the fly and did it badly
Cooperation between the Navy and the Army 
For navy attack Cuba meant shoot with battleships
Congress meant do that but also transport the army there
· Reorganizing the military command: Army general staff created with Army Reorganization Act of 1903
· Need officers whose main job is planning and organizing all thses things when they need it
· Navy had already created General Board in 1900
· Navy even urged formation of “Council of National Defense”
· Navy and army encouraged to communicate but Congress was still against it, maybe they thought Cuba was different
· Army didn’t want to do Navy’s “Council…”
· Told Congress they didn’t want to be involved

Roosevelt’s Presidency
· “Speak softly and carry a big stick”
· Have force to back up what you say in foreign politics
· Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine: “If there’s no intention of providing and keeping the force necessary to back up a strong attitude, then it is far better not to assume such an attitude”
· But also pitched the notion that great powers have an obligation to defend their interests of others
· Led creation of Panama Canal
· Promoted the Great White Fleet (1907-1909)
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· 
· 1890s and early 1900s is a period of transition across a whole range of policies and interests
· Emphasizing two approaches in this course:

Explaining Tariff Policy
· Tariffs as tax – legislated
· Easiest way for states to collect money in pre-WWI period, implies ability to monitor all transactions in society
· As long as you have people at the border you will have ability to collect tax
· All major states prior to WWI collected most or all of their tax through tariffs
· As a tax its something that is a law that’s passed
· Tariff as weapon in trade
· You want trade with other states, talk to them, maybe lower tariffs
· Its being produced by congress, not the president
· Tariff as a way to redistribute wealth domestically
· When you put tariff up it will help some and hurt others, when you lower it it will still hurt some and reward others

Competing Theories on Tariffs
· Neo-Classical Realism
· External threat creates need for security
· If there is a threat out there the state looks to enhance security (maybe through balancing or buck-passing), need more money to do this
Internal balancing requires government revenues
Tariff imposed to raise money
During the civil war its clear the North doesn’t have enough money to conduct a war against the Southern states, does different things to make money (Greenbacks, imposes tariffs which it keeps after the war is over)
· Analytical Liberalism
· Domestic interests are divided – some people will win and some will loose
· Groups organize to compete for control of government
· Winner gets its preferred policy

From the Position of the U.S. in the World Economy
· As noted, the US economy in the mid-nineteenth century was abundantly endowed with land only (and poorly endowed with capital and labor)
· Tells us who benefits from freer trade and who benefits from protection
· Stolper-Samuelson Theorem
· 1914 model on who benefits
· Specifically looking at US, why in democracy do we find a lot of people voting for protection (doesn’t make sense to an economist)
· Has to do with fact that country is poorly endowed with capital and labor, can as for a high price for labor from other countries
· Land is really cheap, labor is scarce – hiring workers is expensive
· S-S view was fairly simple, assumptions:
· One market in entire country for labor, any job a worker could get is easily transferable, one price for all labor in the American economy – could take a factory worker in a car factory and move him to a glass factory easily
· Not very realistically, not all workers are equal, not all land is equally useful
· Sector-Specific Approach
· Some workers are good at certain jobs while others are good at another
· Build a factory for cars, not easy to change into a meat factory, machinery is specific to the tasks you’re asking it to do
· Quite expensive to transfer a worker to another job

Distribution of Interests within the U.S.
· Factor-based interests: Capital, Land and Labor
· Divide society up into people who make their money by owning one of these things
· All workers (assume one market for all labor) share an interest, same with all land owners
· Owners of Land prefer freer trade, owners of other factors desire protection
· Farmers want free trade, urban workers and owners of capital want protection
· Sector-based interests
· Urban industrial manufacturing composed of both labor- and capital-intensive sectors
· Agriculture composed of land-intensive, labor-intensive, and capital-intensive sectors
· Labor-intensive – need a lot of workers to work the land, machinery isn’t good enough to do it
· Need to look at the ratio of inputs to tell which is most intensive 
· Some things require a lot more capital expenditure than others
Land-intensive sectors prefer freer trade; others do not

Distribution of Interests within the U.S.
· Regional divisions sharp
· Industrial manufacturing mostly in urban areas of the North
· Capital-intensive agriculture mainly in the North, too (dairy farmers)
· Land-intensive agriculture in west and Midwest (grain farmers)
· Labor-intensive agriculture in the south (cotton farmers)

Organizing Domestic Interests
National Political Parties
· Establish party platform – what does the party stand for, formulate the policies of the party at the convention
· First part of a platform (most important) is going to be about trade, want higher or lower tariff?
· Institutional pressures for a two-party system (FPTP vs. PR)
· FPTP – first past the post – who wins the most votes, pushes people to aim for the middle, will never get enough votes if you push for the fringe
· PR – proportional representation – people in the legislature reflect the percentage of votes they get, can run on whatever they want, parties will play the fringe because they will be able to have a voice still – can get national legislatures with many different parties rather than just two (or three)
· Party divisions sharp after the Civil War
· “Waving the bloody shirt”
· 1870s (into 1880s) if you wanted to be a good republican candidate you had to have fought in the Civil War on the Northern side
· Standing next to my brother on such and such a battle, he was killed, here is the shirt he was wearing
· Southerners did the same thing (democrats)
· The Solid South
· Republicans do well in the north
· In the South they almost always voted for democrats in 1880s/90s
· Presidential Returns in 1884
· Democrats did quite well
· 1888 – South only voted for democrats, North mainly republican, kind of a deadlock
· Democrats have to appeal to northern voters on something other than the Civil War (which is already loosing its effectiveness 20 years later)
· The thing they both look at is going to be trade

Parties’ Stances on Trade
· North, represented by Republicans, prefer higher tariff
· Parts that were more industrialized, had to compete with the rising industrial states of Germany and Britain, US didn’t want to compete with them – why they preferred high tariffs
· South, represented by Democrats, prefer low tariff
· Could sell (cotton) to whoever would pay the higher price
· Didn’t prefer exactly free trade, just lower tariff
· Ran arguing against the Republican high tariffs
· Government is making so much money from the consistently high tariffs, the government is getting more than they want to spend so its just sitting there not being used, but people get angry saying they are being taxed and the money isn’t being used
· Democrats use this to gain votes in the north
· Midwest and West left out
· Republicans pass the McKinley Tariff in 1890, but only by offering Midwesterners other policies
· Make the tariff so high that people will not even try to get past the border and so they wont even make any money
· Promise to regulate the railroads and build money supply with silver
· McKinley Tariff succeeds but they keep collecting money and they don’t actually do much for farmers
· Farmers feel like they got screwed, but don’t feel like they can go anywhere else

William McKinley
· McKinley Tariff 1890
· Republican Candidate 1896
· He will win
· High tariffs are protecting American labor, it will also benefit farmers he says
· Dingley Tariff 1897
· Another high tariff
· Move to gold standard, protect capital, no more fooling around with money supply like the farmers want
· Midwestern farmers are left out of the picture

McKinley and Republicans Win
· Republicans would win next election and again control both houses in Congress
· 
· 
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The Open Door Notes
· Background: American attitudes towards China
· Pressures on China
· A lot of competition in Africa and Asia in 1890s, China drew a lot fo people’s attention because the central government was loosing control and the Europeans were going in and asking for/forcing concessions
· Competition between the European countries also
· Americans are late comers in this story
· Have to look at this in terms of people seeing great opportunities of a market emerging in China
· US started being able to compete
· US looking for opportunities to invest money in China
· Boxer rebellion (1899)
· Rebellion by Chinese peasants being encouraged by some religious leaders to chase the foreigners out, get rid of foreign influence
· The central (imperial) government doesn’t really do much to stop the Boxers
· In a reaction to these attacks, the Western countries (Britain, France, Germany) send troops to enforce order and protect their property and investments
· Germans see themselves as a global power finally
· The US gets involved too, bit more humming and hawing about what to do, whereas the Germans show off and want to be right in the forefront
· Various states carving out “spheres of influence”
· US doesn’t want to play this game
· Germans intend to get their own port to control, block foreigners from getting in on the action – US doesn’t want to do this, partly because its not good at it
· US argues for “Open Door” on trade and investments
· Europeans all read them and think its naïve
· Does establish notion on US side that it would prefer t not build up a large military and play these kinds of games, would like to keep economic ties and politics separate 
· Signals changing views on creditor-debtor interests
· International borrowers have rights to be protected, shift to protecting the lenders

Rising Capital Abundance
· Analytical Liberals: as America’s relative position in world economy changes, distribution of domestic interests should change
· Deeper change going on – US if becoming one of the richer countries n the system in terms of capital
· US will change its position relative to other states
· Economic evidence: interest rates drop, capital exports increase, as do exports of goods made intensively with capital
· Interest rates are dropping (vary quite strongly in different parts of the US – low on Eastern Seaboard, Chicago and San Francisco, higher everywhere else)
· See a shift towards manufacturing, manufactured goods that require capital inputs
· Around 1900 manufacturing equal to agriculture, by 1914 more manufacturing
· Need to think about what this means for distribution of interests domestically
· Stolper-Samuelson expectation: owners of capital should switch sides on trade
· If S-S is right then around 1900 there will be trouble for republicans, capital will switch sides saying free trade is now actually good for them
· Now only the working class (labor) will want protection
· Sector-Specific expectation: industrial and agricultural sectors should realign

Consequences of Rising Capital Abundance
· Republican party splits
· McKinley assassinated, Roosevelt takes over, 4 years later gets a majority for republicans in House of Representatives and the Senate
· After 1900 they are still commanding majority in national elections
· Deep splits starting to emerge 
· “Insurgents” challenging party bosses
· Block of republicans from Midwestern states, even further West too, whoa re saying free trade will still be a good thing
· Insurgents because they wont do what republican party bosses are telling them to do
· Progressives try to take control
· People partly from the media, also people associated with labor’s interests, are saying there is a lot that is wrong with how industry is operating
· Need to regulate things better and deliver more to our citizens
· Labor intensive (textiles) are still much in favor of protection, more successful capital intensive sectors are more open to regulation and lower tariffs
· A lot of firms have formed monopolies at this time
· Charging high prices, can only do this if they are blocking foreign prices from coming in, need high tariffs
· Taft becomes president
· Progressives don’t like this, demand the US government do something about it
· Pressures building after 1900, Roosevelt is president after McKinley assassination then runs and wins
· In 1908 he says he essentially had two terms as president (even though he was only elected once) and therefore resigns from running for president again
· Roosevelt thought there was such a thing as a good monopoly, some sold good products at a good price
· He hand picked his successor, Taft, left him his cabinet, continuity in terms of policy, doesn’t want to cramp his style so Roosevelt goes away
· Taft was a completely different character, his idea is the law is the law, there is no such thing as a good monopoly
· Roosevelt starts writing letters telling Taft he’s been going too far with this
· Some people in White House under Roosevelt were gung hoe about conserving resources, Taft didn’t think about this very much
· Roosevelt was getting pissed at the direction Taft was going
· Taft versus Roosevelt on trusts
· Taft versus his own party:
· Trade policy again comes up because the democrats see this as a real way to steal some votes
· Payne-Aldrich Tariff
· Democrats finally get more of a voice in 1910, get a majority in House of Representatives 
· Tafts position is going to be lower tariffs will probably be a good thing (trying to prevent Democrats from getting more say)
· Leads to talks with Canada about free trade
Reciprocity with Canada
Taft is trying to push his party in that direction, not all republicans are interested

The Election of 1912
· Roosevelt versus Taft for Republican nomination
· Some people trying to convince Roosevelt to run again
· Taft is going to become the republican nominee
· TR forms the Bull Moose Party
· Roosevelt doesn’t go away, forms his own party (also known as the Progressive Party) centered on him
· Progressives in both parties push for domestic reforms, focus on trusts and tariffs
· Democrats see appeal in these issues
· Democrats are watching this
· Woodrow Wilson pick up and uses these themes
· He will go out and attack the trusts and argue for lower tariffs
· What really works to his advantage is the fact that Roosevelt will not quit
· Split in traditional Republican vote hands the election to Wilson
· Some vote for Roosevelt, some for Taft
· 35% Roosevelt, 20% Taft, 40% Wilson
· Wilson does really well not because he wins a majority of the vote but because of the split

Wilson’s Reforms
· Wilson’s first act: call Congress into special session to lower the tariff
· Hadn’t been done for decades
· Underwood Tariff Act of 1913
· This lowers US tariffs to rates below anything since the Civil War
· Wont have quite the effects we would expect because the war breaks out
· Signals how the US was ready to compete across a whole range of goods and how opinion had changed
· Federal income tax introduced successfully
· Federal governments main form of revenue is the tariff, lowing it means they need a new method of making revenue
· Federal Reserve Act also passed in 1913
· Interest rates different all over the country, they also didn’t use the same kind of money everywhere
· Problem with US not having a Central Bank had been evident for a while
· Problem is wording in constitution that gives out powers, Congress is the one with authority to issue coins and money
· Congress might approve something but the president would veto or undermine it
· When president would come up with something the Congress would veto it
· Resolved in 1913 with a  compromise on many levels
· Compromise because congress is authority that establishes it, Wilson accepts this, will be one kind of dollar that will be issued, Democrats not keen on concentrating power in Washington, set up a system of central banks instead
· Each central bank can do what it feels is best for its region of the country
· One currency but regional needs are expected to be quite different
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· How did the US get involved in WWI? Repercussions of its involvement? Will frame the issues dominant between 1919 and WWII

Explaining Entry into the War
· Neo-Classical Realist: responding to threat by external balancing
· Major shift for US to be involved in a major war in Europe and on the side of Britain
· Neo-Classical Realists will say its involved to protect its interests and it needs to be involved with allies
· Analytical Liberal: domestic groups preferred joining allies
· Constructivism: “the right thing to do”
· Not a calculation of material interests like the other two
· Joining the war is doing the right thing, what norms tell you you should be doing

American Interests & the War
· Had avoided commitments and entanglements with Europe
· Worried about potential European threats over Asia but they declined making alliances 
· Britain is focused on making various types of alliances before WWI, go to the US also but the US wants nothing of it
· One of the main reasons WWI becomes a major war is because of all the alliances
· Europeans tied together in alliances, which are activated in 1914
· What was the buffer between the US and other Great Powers?
· The Atlantic Ocean – plus Britain’s Royal Navy
· For the US it was geography, always understood it this way
· US is different and can play by a different set of rule because its far away from the rest of the world
· Technology made things closer
· Monroe doctrine stated things were going to be different
· Germany challenged Britain’s position
· Things US took for granted were going to change
· US trade was going to be affected by the war
· Notion that British power might not be there to keep things stable and calm means that the economic relationship the US has with various countries would be affected

Wilson and Neutrality
· When war starts in Europe Americans are largely appalled by this
· Wilson hoped to use American diplomacy to end the war – so he help the US impartial
· Casualties in first few months of the war, before trenches, were some of the highest in the entire war
· This war will underscore the notion of US being exceptional, thank goodness we are not a part of this war
· Wilson concentrating on domestic at this time
· Wilson says we have a diplomatic responsibility to try and get the Europeans to stop
· The US would be impartial (above it all), which is really what they had been before
· Wilson thought it was important to maintain this position of impartiality, especially if the US was going to be the proponent for negotiation and remain neutral
· He wasn’t saying the US doesn’t need to get involved, it did but as an example of a non-combating country
· Wilson wanted the US involved (but thought “carrying a big stick” was not necessary)
· US has to play like a big power, Roosevelt’s idea that the US needs to be listened to because it has the resources of a great power, Wilson is not going to talk like that
· In fact, in 1915 Wilson was angered to see press reports that US General Staff had prepared plans for a possible war with Germany
· That is what the General Staff is supposed to do but Wilson was angered because he thought this would undermine the US’s ability to be impartial

Provocations?
· Germans use submarines to try to strangle Britain
· Friction between the US and Britain over actions they took also
· Germans discovered, slightly by accident, what good weapons subs were
· Subs weren’t as advanced then as they are now but they still caught people by surprise
· The British knew that this was probably going to be a long war, their navy’s role was going to be to blockade Germany
· Germans chose not to go through the Netherlands, not to violate the neutrality of another country in order to get international goods from them
· So the British used this to their advantage and blockaded these other countries also
· Frictions on both sides, both trying to do the same thing to each other
· Leads to a collision of interests
· Americans suffer – Wilson responds on legal grounds
· Wilson talks to Britain about how what they are doing, blockading goods coming from neutral countries, is not among actions that are proper actions to commit in the laws of warfare
· Who even signed on to these laws of warfare? Not many countries were following these laws during wartime
· But note: prior to entry into war, US lost 6 merchant ships, plus 4 damaged, due to submarines – only 3 Americans killed
· Really not a lot at stake
· 176 had died on foreign ships
· War starts August 1914, US gets involved in April 1917
· What was really at stake was the Germans sinking French ships, including liners with a lot of people on them including Americans
· Laws of warfare on the high seas outmoded
· The laws established just don’t fit the situation anymore
· US appeals to Britain because they expect Britain to hold up the law
· British say they are going to do what they have to do to win the war
· The American position was highly dubious
· These laws weren’t founded on treaties
· US during the Civil war had done things against laws of warfare also
· Wilson will switch concerns over to ideological grounds: to “make the world safe for democracy”
· As Wilson realizes more and more he doesn’t like Germany he switches to say the US has more in common ideologically with Britait and France
· Quite a difference between what Wilson says in the first years and when the US enters
· Ends up saying this is a war of democracy against non-democracy
· Election of 1916
· Wilson runs for re-election
· His campaign is “Wilson kept you out of war”
· Wins re-election on this (November 1916)
· Zimmermann telegram sent January 1917
· Germans growing a it desperate in trying to figure out a way to win the war
· Telegram sent from German government to Mexican government saying US is probably not going to stay out of this war, why not align with Germany so when the US does enter then Mexico and Germany can defeat the US and Mexico can get Texas back
· The telegram is supposed to be secret but the British tapped it
· Just like Germany, Britain is looking for ways to win the war
· Unrestricted submarine warfare (Germany) begins February 1, 1917
· If any American is dumb enough to sail into a war zone they have to be prepared to die
· Revolution in Russia February 1917
Communists don’t gain power until October
· Ally of Britain and France
· Now Wilson can use his idea of Democracy vs. non-Democracy
· Revolution, tsar out, electing representatives, things seem to be shifting
· Wilson saying its clear there are good guys and bad guys in this fight
· Decoded telegram given to American press March 1, 1917
· American public opinion shows that the Germans are liars, clearly trying to develop some aggressive plans towards us
· US should be concerned about what the Germans are going to do
· Wilson going to Congress to ask for declaration of war, vote and passes on April 6
· Congress declares war April 6, 1917
· Vote is far from unanimous
· Wilson saying this is a war about good and bad, its time for us to come in on the side of the Allies
· Wilson separates German people from German government
· Don’t have a problem with the people it’s a problem with the government
· Logic is like what we would think of analytical liberalism, he’s saying change the government to a democracy they will have different foreign policy and we will then get along with them fine

American Entry into the War
· Military command institutions not terribly useful…
· Created institutions after Spanish-American war, not very important
· Challenges in terms of organizing, turning a small permanent military force into a large force and shipping it across the Atlantic
· There is no strategic choices to wrestle with, everything is already established
· Go to France, go where they are needed
· Navy’s duty is convoy duty, German fleet is stuck at home
· General Pershing insist on an American army
· British and French want Americans to join in little pieces wherever they are needed 
· US military commander, Pershing, with backing from the white house says no, they want their own chunk of the front
· They want independent action to show off their capabilities, less about what was necessary strategically but more about politics
· They will contribute to the war effort as an equal, not there to add on to their power
· US economic input important
· Can contribute a lot of supplies – equipment, ammunition, etc
· Extremely important given the nature of the fighting in WWI
· US money very significant
· Before US entered the war British and French were borrowing dollars from US banks
· Now that the US is in it will use government money to keep the allies in the war
· Wilson announces American war aims in January 1918 (enter war April 1917)
· 14 points
· Framed partly as response to Lenin
· Critical in understanding the 14 points, someone else had just stood up and said this is why we aren’t going to fight (Lenin)
· Lenin doesn’t agree with what the Tsars and British and French were fighting for
· Wilson feels its his responsibility to respond and show why the US is fighting

Paris 1919
· The 14 points shape what will be the basis of negotiations in Paris at the end of
· Wilson at the center of attention and activity
· Things put on hold until he can arrive
· People cheered for him, they read the 14 points and liked them
· Frustrated powers present – Italy, Japan
· Want some kind of reward for being on the winning side
· Mix of French and British concern
· Restoring peacetime conditions
· While checking German resurgence
· And dealing with Soviet Russia
· Both French and British worried by Wilson’s ideas
· Happy he’s there but worried
· Want to turn clock back to what life was like before the war
· Especially economic ties
· French especially worried
· Look at Germany’s economy and population, they will come back from this, France worried about how to check their power in the future
· US not worried about Germany, more concerned with Russia
· Communists make them nervous
· League of Nations- French and British worried about these ideas
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The Americans in Paris
· Wilson was well received in Paris
· Wilson gathered little advise from others
· His confidant on foreign policy, Colonel House was allowed to speak for him sometimes but they didn’t always agree with each other
· He wont listen to advise from all these experts they brought along with them
· Wilson will pursue his own ideas
· Ignored Republicans, who controlled the Senate (49 to 47)
· Treaties have to be approved by the Senate in the American system
· Not a wise move
· Will Roger’s comment: Wilson said
· “he would split the job 50-50…”
· “…I will go and you fellows can stay”
· Only spoke with top military aide 5 times
· Over the course of several months, very brief meetings
· Even though there are important issues being discussed that military personnel could contribute to

Wilson Returns
· With this deal that he made
· Tricky part was to get French to go along with league of nations, only went along with it if the US gave guarantees to France that it would protect them from Germany
· Wilson realizes he has opponents when he comes home

Rejecting the Treaty
· Senate opponents – led by Republicans (Lodge & Borah), but includes some Democrats
· Some Democrats don’t like it for the same reason that the Republicans don’t like it
· Lodge and Borah think the US shouldn’t agree to the League because they don’t know what they are getting into
· League – discouraging future wars through collective security – Lodge thinking like a realist by saying you cannot commit your power to things that have nothing to do with you, not in American interests, why leave this up to the league
· Some Democrats agreed with that logic
· Maybe 4 or 5 different groups in the Senate who have complaints about different parts of the treaty, Lodge and Borah get these people to act together
· Clash of personalities? Wilson’s idiosyncrasies emerge: “egotism, secretiveness, and urge for dominance”
· He’s not good at going out and constructing the personal relationships you need to be able to convince them to go along with what he came up with
· He didn’t get along well with older men who were trying to tell him what to do
· Lodge is that older male of the story – Wilson refuses to compromise
· So much so that when the treaty is finally killed, a version of it could have passed with a few compromises added in but Wilson refuses to accept that
· Henry Cabot Lodge, head of Senate Foreign Relations Committee, leads Isolationists
· The US benefitted from being separate from Europe, being involved in WWI was not the wisest idea, it was now time to cut ties with Europe
· Or at least limit ties with Europe
· Most people like Lodge, thought there should be some engagement with the world but first and foremost economic (which involves some diplomatic ties, but very limited) and not military
· The treaty would make the US too involved
· Wilson’s inexperience shows – especially in contrast to McKinley’s leadership earlier
· McKinley during Spanish-American War, when it came time to negotiate peace he went to Congress and asked for some Democrats and some Republicans to go negotiate the peace – he did that because he had experience in Congress before becoming president
· Wilson didn’t bother to do that – he wasn’t as attuned to how Congress worked
· Have people like Lodge there who remember how McKinley did things less than 20 years before, right and wrong way to do things, Wilson doing it the wrong way

Re-examining American Entry into the War
· Why did the US get into the war in the first place?
· What was the war about
· Wilson would say it was a “war to end all wars” and the League was a part of that
· Fight for democracy, ideological aspect
· But now that the Treaty isn’t going forward it leaves questions about why they actually did get involved in the war
· Senate Munitions Investigating Committee (also known as the Nye Committee)
· A book comes out saying they went to war because of specific lobby groups
· Widespread belief munitions firms and New York banks wanted the US to join the war
· Went to war for economic interests, but not the entire countries economic interests but instead certain groups who would benefit
· Munitions firms were selling these to Britain and France
· New York banks who had been lending money to Britain and France
· These groups convinced the President and Congress to go to war
· Notion that it was hard to pin down American investors
· What did the US have at stake in the years going up to the US’s entry into the war

Warren Harding
· The next couple of presidents after Wilson are Republicans, not much to talk about with these guys
· Warren Harding wins 1920 election
· “A return to normalcy”
· Campaign slogan
· A way of saying we are going to wash our hands of WWI
· Succeeded by Calvin Coolidge
· “Silent Cal”

Herbert Hoover
· War relief efforts
· Makes his name as an administrator
· Some involvement in organizing American war effort for WWI
· Right after WWI ended he really gains fame
· Germans surrendered because their war effort fell apart because of economics, not because they were pushed back
· Problems, Hoover says they can solve it
· Need more railways to go from France to Belgium they can now start distributing food
· Solving problems and delivering war relief to Europe
· President 1928-1932
· Same mandate as other two, return to normalcy
· “Roaring twenties”
· Comes in at end of this era, he will not be able to handle the beginning of the great Depression well though

Consistency in Policy?
· Isolationism in practice? Were the republicans doing things completely different from what Wilson had been doing?
· Permanent Court of International Justice (World Court) opened in 1922
· Republican Presidents wanted to get involved in this
· But US not in, despite Republican president’s desires
· Congress doesn’t want to get involved
· Arms limitations agreements
· 1920s and 1930s
· US has built up a big army from WWI, it starts building it down
· Navy is a bit more of a complicated story, more expensive to build a navy
· US has second largest navy, Congress asks why they would spend money to keep the Navy up when they don’t need it
· Washington Naval Conference 1922 – partly because Congress wants to reduce naval spending partly to reduce likelihood of another war
· each country agreed to reduce their battle ships to a certain number (Britain, US, Japan, Germany)
London Naval Conference 1930 – doesn’t work well, countries who are looking for an edge over other countries will still spend money
When Japanese decide they want to change things, they are allotted 3 battleships, they get rid of their old ones and build 3 new technologically advanced ships, the US then does the same thing
Still get an Arms Race in 30s, goals of these agreements doesn’t pan out
Kellogg-Briand Pact 1928 – an agreement not to use aggressive force in international politics, meant as a solution to the US not being in the League
· Suposedly great heyday of isolation but US is still out there getting involved diplomatically
· Isolationists weren’t trying to close off completely, their point was to say they will limit the type of involvement they had
· K-B Pact was easy, the US didn’t want to aggressively attack any one, the League would have required the US to go help a country if they were attacked which the isolationists didn’t like

Post-War Rebuilding
· US could have been more involved in post-war rehabilitaion but isolationists wanted to limit involvement here too
· France and Britain owe $2.6 billion to American banks, and allies overall owed $10 billion to the US government
· 2.6 billion dollars borrowed by Britain and France from US banks before the US entered the war
· Banks lent them the money with interest
· No one has money, or much money, to pay the loans back
· US government insists on payment
· France and Britain think they deserve a break because they lost a lot of people before the US joined the war
· US says no you signed a contract
· Leads France and Britain to demand reparations from Germany
· French need to pay US back but they are also feeling very insecure, said okay to the League if US and Britain gave guarantees to France btu the US doesn’t sign on to the Treaty – so now its virtually useless, no support from US so therefore no support from Britain
· French want to make sure the Germans don’t recover from the war any time soon, so they will ask for a lot of money in reparations
· British thought that was a terrible idea until the US said they had to pay them back
· US refuses requests to be represented at BIS
· Bank of International Settlements
· Official American representatives only allowed to sit “with” not “in” the League, the BIS and other bodies
· US is saying they don’t want to be wrapped up in these affairs

Foreign Policy in the 1920s
· If any grand strategy to speak of: buck-passing
· There are problems out there and potential threats but they are shared by others, rather than using your own abilities to solve it you pass the buck
· Let the Europeans work these things out before the US gets involved
· Issues with security, civil war in Russia coming to a halt, issues with borders as USSR is established, let the Europeans deal with it
· US refuses to make security commitments; trade and monetary policy look like buck-passing as well
· But is that produced as a conscious effort, or by policy incoherence?
· Neo-Classical Realism: threat declined
· Analytical-Liberalism: balancing domestic interests
· 
· 
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Crisis and Response: the Stock Market & Tariff
· Stock market crashes, October 29, 1929
· US will expand agricultural and industrial exports at the same time
· Agricultural prices will start to drop back down as Europeans start to recover and go back to peace time production
· Same thing will happen with industrial production
· Crash is a function of the roaring twenties in sense that things were going well
· Stock market prices were going up, people wanted a piece of the action
· Problem was it was unregulated
· People were allowed to buy the stock keep it for a bit then sell it and make some money to pay off their loans
· When prices peak and start to go down everyone panics, everyone wants to sell rather than buy so the prices crash
· Starts as a stock market crash but will have a ripple effect, will hurt banks because they will have bad loans on their books, stock market is meant for corporations to raise money but they cant now
· Starts as a stock market crash, hurts banks, leads to economic recession then depression
· Workers laid off, no one to buy goods produced, cycle gets worse and worse
· Demands for assistance for agriculture interests
· Farmers had been complaining about drop in prices for most fo 1920s
· Go to congress saying what they need is a tariff again (right before WWI the US lowered its tariffs)
· The international prices aren’t there, foreign and domestic demand aren’t there, they cant afford competition need a tariff
· Other groups more organized than before
· Bunch of other groups lobbying congress 
· Look at this time period, during WWI they had to organize production for a lot of these goods and the firms for this continued to talk and organize after the war and formed lobbying groups at this time
· Smoot-Hawley Tariff 1930 – wide range, very high
· 1913 low tariff, 1930 put up a really high one, higher that what they had in 1890s even
· Not just having trouble agricultural goods, trouble selling industrial goods too, need tariff to block off competition
· Covering a huge range of products
· Intended to simulate demand, or at least ensure that US market is left for American producers
· Money being made is spent on Americans
· There were a huge number of economists who signed a n open letter to congress that said this will not work as a stimulus, free trade is the key to opening up economic development
· Tariff worked only to extent that they made sure that demand for US market would go to American producers
· Fails to stop slide – leads to retaliations
· Fails to raise demand
· Didn’t encourage any new demand and so other countries decided to retaliate and raise their own tariffs
· Even if they thought it was stupid had no choice
· British who had been living with free trade for a long time had to cut themselves off
· American exporters were hurt even more

Why this Response to the Crisis?
· Rival arguments concerning the tariff
· Constructivist emphasis on ideology – economists told congress beforehand this would not work, however amongst congressmen it is republicans under Hoover who think that tariffs are a good thing (looking back to 1890s and how they were elected based on a tariff) – democrats passed the low Underwood tariff
· Hoover put his faith in the tariff
Analytical Liberals on domestic interests and institutions – looking at how congress works, these tariff bills being passed work first through house of representative then in the senate
· But so many groups for protection…
· Republicans versus Democrats on tariffs?
· Ideological split
· Republicans gung ho on the tariff
· Problem is a lot of democrats will vote in favor of the tariff too, not a complete split between the two sides
· Not quite
· “logrolling” – legislative technique, refers to what lumberjacks do, cut down trees in a mountain put in river to go down to mill but every once and a while there is a log jam and someone has to go roll the log to get rid of jam
· A bunch of people coming with desire to have a higher rate on different things
· To compromise they say wait lets make a massive bill, you do me a favor I’ll do you a favor
Hoover accepts outcome – not really what he was asking for (probably higher) but he does believe in tariffs so he passes it, unfortunate because it what he is remembered for
· High tariff makes the problem worse, 1932 unemployment even higher in US, trade has dropped off even more so income from foreign loans has dropped off

Franklin Delano Roosevelt
· Elected in 1932
· Long “coattails”
· Elections in US are cycled together, it also has really important political consequences
· Vote on a whole bunch of things together, 1/3 of the Senators come up, might also elect governors, members of state legislators, county elections, might have 40 or 50 things to vote on
· People worry about the big ones
· Can do a split ticket vote, vote different parties for different things
· However a lot of people are lazy, want this person as president so vote straight democrats all the way down – what we call riding on his coattails
· When Roosevelt is elected in 1932 we have a sweep of democrats elected into office and republicans voted out
· Works to FDR’s advantage because he can get legislative passed more easily
· Longest serving President
· Re-elected in 1936, 1940, 1944
· Some people say that’s too much power but tis during a series of economic international crises and the WWII, Roosevelt says you need to stay with a leader who will get you out of these crises

The World Economic Conference 1933
· Aim: to coordinate policy response to the depression
· World economic conference in 1933 in London
· Problem is he is elected by saying what was done before was bad but no clear sense on how to get out of it, but he is open to ideas
· US announces change in monetary policy, however
· US looks at what Britain is doing, Britain going off gold standard to lower its value for trade
· US devalues the dollar, in effort to raise domestic prices
· Not in line with coordinating responses, British were compelled because they were running out of gold reserves, US does it to get an edge for US exports
· But that also produces and edge in trade
· FDR promoting recovery in US first
· For US to be able to help others it has to fix its own problems first
· Same thinking that was behind the tariff
· Have to stimulate demand in US not world level

Mixed Signals: Trade
· Analytical Liberals look to shift in Congress
· Congress is different, policy should be different
· Congress passes the RTAA in 1934
· Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
· Meant to be reversal of raising tariff, telling President to go out and negotiating lowering the tariff on a reciprocal basis with other countries
· Who’s got the power on tariffs? Every other time we’ve talked about tariffs before they have had a name of members of Congress, Congress is the one who is passing them
· RTAA says we get to pass the tariff, Congress will temporarily concede its power to the President to go negotiate
· President temporarily authorized to negotiate reciprocal lowering of tariff
· He will think about the aggregate good
· Presidents almost always lean more towards free trade no matter the party than Congress does
· Still had to notify Congress and other agencies to generate discussion (but not bound by those other bodies)
· Congress wants to remain in the loop
· Effect is minor prior to 1939
· RTAA is a big shift for where economic policy is going to be made
· See elements of RTAA copied into the constitution today
· Not really much happening in the 1930s because many countries will not negotiate, they don’t need their trade or the US wont lower tariff enough to make it worth their while

Cordell Hull
· Former Congressman and Senator from Tenassee
· FDR’s Secretary of State
· Advocate for this free trade
· Thinks its good economically but also focused on if they don’t do something about trade in the world there will be repercussions on the security side
· Sees USSR pull out of international economy, fine but see similar stories in Germany with the Nazis will only engage with US on their terms
· Germany and Japan will get oil from somewhere else if need be

Emerging Security Issues
· Congress passes the Neutrality Acts 1935-37
· Got involved in WWI because we let economic interests drive foreign policy which we shouldn’t have
· Need to ensure that if Europe gets involved in a war again the US wont be dragged in again by banks and munitions manufacturers
· Directs President to institute embargo on warring parties
· Japanese in Manchuria
· Bill says US shouldn’t have tie with either warring party, don’t lend money to either Japan or china
· Italians in Ethiopia
· US cant help Ethiopia even though they are the ones being attacked
· Goes against thinking in Monroe Doctrine, US should be interested in seeing Empires get smaller
· Germans take Austria, then Czechoslovakia
· Neutrality Acts constrain American action
· Limiting what the US can do in these situations
· US largely sits on sidelines
· League of Nations clearly fails in the first few events and becomes irrelevant
· FDR and Hull ask Congress to repeal Neutrality Acts in the summer of 1939 – isolationists refuse
· Things are getting desperate, if we cant give some incentive for these things to stop things will just get worse
· Congress has tied their hands too much
· But congress doesn’t want to give president a free hand just yet

War in Europe Begins
· FDR announces American neutrality, Sept. 5, 1939
· Yet FDR refuses impartiality – wants US to be “non-belligerent”
· Opposite of Wilson’s initial attitude of being “above what’s going on”
· US should be playing favorites, there is obviously a side to favor 
· Fourth Neutrality Act (Nov. 1939) allows for sale of arms and ammunition to belligerents (“Cash and Carry” provisions)
· FDR says US needs to play at least an economic role, Congress relents
· Cash and Carry is way for US to get involved without really having major ties to the Allies
· Congress passes rearmament budget, plus first peace-time draft
· Chance they could wind up in war, need to be prepared

“The Arsenal of Democracy”
· December 1940 – Nazis incredibly successful in Europe, France has fallen
· IF you want to defend democracies around the world the US has to be involved
· Already signed “Bases for Destroyers” deal with Britain
· Taking over responsibility of defending parts of British empire, good deal for Britain and what FDR wants
· The Lend-Lease Act – eventually covered $50 billion worth of goods by end of WWII
· Need to help Allies because its in the US’s interest to prevent the war from defeating the Allies
· Secret staff meetings in Washington also begin
· US and British start talking to each other in 1941
· US gets involved in defense of Greenland and Iceland
· 
· 
· 
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· 
Foreign Policy in the 1920s and 1930s
· If any grand strategy to speak of: buck-passing
· US refuses to make security commitments, hopes others will counter the emerging threats
· US not just staying out in we don’t want security commitments but they stay out in economic terms with their neutrality act also
· Even when FDR is pushing for changing the neutrality acts its wanting to support Britain and France economically so they will be successful
· US will be arsenal for democracy, supply of weapons for the other democracies
· Trade and monetary policy look like buck-passing as well
· There are elements we can see the US trying to do things to lead the others but not particularly successful
· Beginnings of doing something other than buck-passing but it doesn’t add up to much by 1939
· But is that produced as a calculated strategy? – think about Neutrality Acts
· Roosevelt and Hall don’t like the things in the Neutrality Acts
· Analytical Liberals say what matters is constituents demanding the state go out and do things for them
· Neo-classical realists say the international system dominates 
· Choices about internal and external balancing, president/state does what it has to do according to the international environment, not what the public wants
· Period in 1930s public opinion pushing congress in one direction (neutrality acts) and Roosevelt is not moving in that direction, mixed evidence in terms of how you want to approach that

Pearl Harbor
· Japanese attack settles domestic disputes over neutrality
· Isolationism is dead, might have been a good idea at one point but we cant do it any longer
· Even the most steadfast isolationists admit its no longer an option
· Unlike entering WWI where there was debate, here there is only one person in House of Representatives who votes against war
· To make things easier the Germans, allies of Japan declare war on US
· Germany declares war soon after
· Why would Germany do this? Japan didn’t join Germany in war against USSR
· People look at another example of Hitler’s idiocy, thing we should realize is that when US does lend-lease and send troops to Greenland and Iceland the US navy is already coordinating a lot of its action with Britian
· In White House the idea is lend lease is to help Britain win the war successfully
· Lend lease given to the Soviets also 
· No point in giving them the equipment if they are just going to get sunk so they need to make sure it will get to Britain, but Britain only has enough forces to patrol around them, so US has to patrol to that point
· US tracks and traces German submarines so British can come and bomb them
· US and German ships already bombing each other before December 7
· German thinking, US will be at war with us anyway, might as well declare war now
· Led a lot of people to suggest that FDR got the US in the war on purpose
· Did FDR “back” the US into war?
· Knew the Japanese were up to something, didn’t know exactly what and where, didn’t expect Pearl harbor
· Roosevelt had pushed the Japanese to consider war with the US, put economic pressure on Japan
· Roosevelt could not convince Americans that it was in their interests to fight the Germans

Grand Strategy in Wartime
· Now we’re talking about the short-run – and actually fighting
· Japan is no where near as powerful as the US
· “Waking a sleeping giant”
· Japan could produce only a certain number of ships and planes a month, US could produce 100 times the amount Japan could
· Real thing for US is they will do whatever they can to win the war
· Find allies, tap internal resources to win
· US will supply all its allies under lend lease with equipment and money
· Looks like external and internal balancing
· There are still choices in military strategy:
· “Blitzkrieg” style offense
· Attrition
· Even if we loose at an equal rate or higher we will still beat you
· How WWI was won, just wore Germany down
· US will use a combination, will hit hard sometimes but will also rely on producing a lot of weapons and soldiers
· US opts for combination, with emphasis on overwhelming its enemies (because it was defending the status quo)
· Nazis want to change the status quo, want to become a major empire, harder to get allies because you have to share the spoils
· US wants to maintain status quo so it will be easier to find allies who want to do the same thing
· US was able to find lots of allies here, helped the attrition strategy

Alliance Politics
· Japan also attacks British Empire
· Attack Hong Kong, Singapore
· Means US and Britain will be allies in this right away
· US, British and Australian military officers were already talking about what do we do if….
· Had already worked out some mechanisms for attack
· US finds itself heading up an alliance (26 countries in January 1942; 47 by end of the war)
· Not because they were all attacked, large number join because their interests are at stake and after US joins they are able to pick a side
· Once US joins most Central and South American countries join too
· Alliances must be managed – decisions coordinated
· The US has to modify its military commands
· In discussions with the British before US in war, the British have already figured out the Navy, Air Force and Army have to talk to each other
· Go to coordinate with Americans, British say ‘we’ Americans say ‘I’
· British dominate in early discussions because they have one voice, US bickering among themselves have to get their act together so they can get what they want
· Germany already at war with Soviet Union
· US now allied with USSR
· Soviets not at war with Japan though
· US is going to say they need to support USSR now too because they are now their ally

The “Special Relationship”
· Coordination between the US and Britain (Churchill an Roosevelt)
· To this day, we talk about the US and the ABC countries (Australia, Britain, Canada) – often shared highly classified info with each other and took similar stances on issues, until we get to Iraq War – ABC agree there is a problem with weapons of mass destruction but Canada opts out
· Similar economic and political interests
· Agreement on important points:
· Nazi Germany is target #1 – if US got involved in the war, Germany was most important target
· Issue once US gets involved in war, everyone in US wants revenge on Japanese but FDR and advisors say Germany is enemy #1 first, we’ll get to Japan but need to get to Germany first
· Nazi Germany was bigger threat – where major powers were located, balance of world hinges on what happens here
Post-war order (based on the Atlantic Charter) – before US had gotten involved the two countries had already discussed what the end outcome of the war should be
US and Britain seek no territorial aggrandizement
Free trade is good and should be promoted
Disagree with democratic countries being taken over by others
Shows how much Roosevelt and Churchill agree
· Disagreements on:
· Soviet Union – Roosvelt think its good, they will help us win the war faster
· Churchill more skeptical, Stalin and Hitler not very different, doesn’t trust the Soviets very much
· Wants to handle strategies with political end in mind
· Roosevelt is more about ending war as quick as possible doesn’t matter how
· Churchill doesn’t want USSR coming out too much on top after war 
Getting troops on the ground in Europe
· This is why Churchill wants another front being opened in Europe, doesn’t want USSR to be the sole defeater of Germany on the continent
· Churchill wants either: land in Balkans meet up with Russians, or go through Italy from North Africa
· Choose second option
China – considered important by US
US wants to see China as a major power after the war
Less important to Britain
European imperial possessions
French colonies in Indo-China, Dutch colonies have been overrun by Japan
US thinks these are things of the past and should be abolished
Churchill doesn’t necessarily want to get rid of its Empire
Atlantic Charter says no new colonial possessions, not getting rid of old ones

Teheran Conference 1943
· The Big Three – Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin
· Face to face meetings where they could talk about what the three of them thought about

Anticipating the Peace 
· Main point of Yalta conference was talking about what do we do once we win, not just about war aims
· What will the world be like when we get a chance to remake it in the peace
· Key points of agreement among the “Big Three”:
· Soviet entry into the war versus Japan – US doing an effective job in 1943 and especially 1944 economically strangling Japan
· Sink and capture merchant ships, min harbors, cut them off
· Long range bombers to bomb factories
· Yet Japanese strategy has been extend themselves out to control oil and resources in SE Asia and China and defend as much as we can, make it as costly as possible for enemies to try and get Japan out
· Japanese built fortresses, soldiers were conditioned to fight to the death
· Japanese have lots of troops in China also
· USSR come into war to tie up whatever troops they have in Asia so they cant go back to Japan and make US invasion of Japan difficult
· Key points of disagreement:
· Fate of Germany (and the lessons from post-World War I) – each has different perspectives on what went wrong 
· US: treaty of Versailles was too harsh, instilled hatred in Germany for the other countries, made them elect someone like Hitler
· USSR: Russia has been invaded by Germany twice, millions died, there will not be a third, ensure this by not letting Germany off easily, take away industry, make sure they aren’t major power in future, ship their factories to USSR, divide Germany up like it used to be
Fate of Eastern Europe (though not obvious at the time)
USSR wants to make sure they aren’t a threat to them
Disagreement not so clear here, US doesn’t understand the threat to USSR, not obvious to US that USSR is going to stay
· Disagreements set up potential for conflict after the war
· Things USSR will do will be out of line with US expectations
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Superpower Status – American Military Doctrine 
· Emphasize what WWI did in terms of the US and its look on the world
· 1890s US is becoming a major power, how should it go about doing this
· Teddy Roosevelt, Wilson, etc. had different views
· WWII shut down discussion about this, the US finished the war as the dominant power

Evolution of Command Institutions
· The Pentagon
· Symbol of American power and the size of the US military bureaucracy
· Have military command institutions close to where the politics are going on
· Joint Chiefs of Staff – need for meetings of Combined Chiefs
· Even before the US entered the war there were discussions between US and Britain on how to manage security concerns
· Americans needed to speak with one voice, at the beginning of the talks they didn’t but British did and kept winning the discussions
· Created JCS in response to this
· One person in charge of Army and Navy talking about what the American vision was going to be, would expand to cover the Air Force and Marine Corps later
· JCS gives military direct access to the President for the first time
· Before that the President always went through the Secretary of Defense 
· Someone there to advise the President from a military perspective
· Special role for Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
· Head of Army and Navy still arguing what’s best for their respective branch
· Chairman to be a conduit between the White House and Pentagon
· Regional commands (operational commands)
· Divide the world up to regions, in each region one military person gets to be in charge for all military actions going on in that region
· Coordination at the top now with JCS, but in each geographic region they decide whoever is there has to answer to one person who the JCS will decide
· South Pacific – General McArthur, army person, all navy people have to answer to him
· Other places it may be an Admiral
· Every 10 years or so they reconfigure the geographic zones
· Things get messed up on 9/11 because there is no command structure for inside the US
· Navy also took steps of combining Chief of Naval Operations with role of Man of US fleet so one person is in charge of commanding where the ships go
· Certain amount of streamlining in each of the organizations also

Troop Deployments and Bases
· Spanning the globe, on every continent
· Went from isolationist policy, had a few bases
· But in 1945 there are US troops everywhere
· Airbases in 1945:
· Atlantic islands 21
· South America 32
· Africa 21
· Europe 196
· Australia & Pacific island 59
· Asia 115

Military Technology
· Dominant position for US
· Mass production
· Produce a standard sized fighters like you would produce cars
· Japan had nothing like this, could not keep up, couldn’t even destroy at a fast enough pace
· Aircraft in 1944: 33,000 fighters and 35,000 bombers
· Aircraft carriers
· Had more of the biggest than everyone else combined, and had smaller versions 
· Could produce more than the Japanese could destroy
· Advanced Aircrafts
· Could fly high, Japanese couldn’t even get that high very effectively and they weren’t pressurized or heated unlike the US planes
· 1945 you can compare what the USSR had and the US because the USSR had massive military forces in terms of numbers but they didn’t have nuclear weapons
· Even when USSR gets it in the 50s they don’t have the capacity to get it to US, US already has all that in 1945
· Has a navy that spans the world, bigger than British, has latest weapons also

De-Mobilization
· Tradition in US is you don’t keep a large military
· Raises question in 1945 about what to do with all the forces around the world
· US not used to having permanent military forces
· People in uniform were there for the war, not as a career
· Costs were naturally quite high
· And why would you need such large forces?
· Defeated the enemy
· Force levels scaled back rapidly (from over 10 million personnel to 1.5 million by late 1940s)
· Radically scaled everything back
· Even with de-mobilization US will still have a lot of capacity

After WWII – Creating Institutions of International Governance
International Institutions
· US decides coordination would help resolve international problems – creates several international institutions
· US in a really unique spot, its untouched, doing incredibly well
· We will create multilateral institutions, want other states to join and participation because coordination is key, wont just impose on the damaged countries
· Why respond to potential problems this way?
· Some people argue this is a traditional response of the US
· Need to write the rules down, extremely critical
· League of Nations first step but here US goes into it full force
· Undertaking the job more effectively than with the League
· Across the board people involved on the American side were people who had formative experiences as juniors and assistants in WWI period
· US wont be waffling about what to do the US will be leading the way
· Us want s to create institutions to manage the international economy too
· Agreement creating the UN was signed in San Francisco, land for it in New York

American Economic Interests
· US technologically ahead
· War fuels recovery from the Great Depression
· Does well in WWII because its supplying the Allies war effort
· Roosevelt’s New Deal legislation helped but it did not significantly reduce unemployment
· Roosevelt takes office in 1933, 1939/40 unemployment was still very high in the US
· WWII the government then spends a lot of money, taking people out of work force and putting them in the army
· However, everyone remembers what happened after WWI
· In US WWI stimulated the US economy also but then the depression hit
· In peacetime competition comes back
· US could export agricultural goods, industrial goods, services, etc. because the competition wasn’t there
· Want to preserve the US economy status, how do we keep the US economy rolling forward while still getting everyone else back on track
· Americans argue over what to do, several policies discredited
· Wont go back into protectionism again
· US dollar in short supply
· The one currency everyone else wanted
· 45,46,47 first thing that stands out is US had accumulated much more gold than everyone else, US held just under 50% of the world’s gold supply
· Had plenty of gold to back its currency
· Everyone wanted dollars, had to do business with the US but to do that you’d have to sell more to US than you were buying which no one was doing it
· Everyone was running deficits
· Solution was to give them trade advantages versus the US 
· In short run you don’t worry about competition in trade
· Want countries who are going to be your allies to do better (i.e. Europe)
· Encourage them to put up small tariffs against American goods, slow flood of American goods down
· Second have free trade amongst yourselves and come up with a way to make payments amongst yourselves easier
· Balance things out so you don’t need as many dollars
· Accept American investments
· These will all be the key features of what will be the European Common Market which will later become the European Union

Monetary Policy
· Keynesian policies in place
· Can model the macro economy and include in it a role for government where government can stimulate or slow down the economy using two policy tools: employment levels and rate of inflation
· Everyone is trying to do this, manage economies at domestic level
· Interest rates manipulated to increase employment
· Economy going to fast, inflation rises, government increases interest rate
· Could only do this in 1930s because international economy had fallen apart, can only do this if you aren’t on the gold standard
· Has a side effect on what’s going on with exchange rates
· Fiscal policy also used for that purpose
· Treasury had taken over central role
· Federal reserve was there to play a role with interest rates, but they were more concerned with protecting the dollar, politicians more concerned with employment which the Treasury could deal with
· Treasury fears its policy tools may be weakened

Henry Morgenthau
· Secretary of Treasury

Bretton Woods Conference
· Evils of 1930s: currency devaluations, off gold
· International Monetary Fund (IMF) to monitor and stabilize exchange rates
· Need to figure out how to stabilize exchange rates through coordination
· US will get what it wants because in 1944 no other country is really in a position to come up with another plan
IMF wants to encourage states to keep running Keynesian policies at home but IMF will be there to help things internationally
· International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD)
· Would become WTO
· Need mechanism to raise capital 
· International Trade Organization (ITO)
· Discuss how to lower tariffs
· US lost on some points – international investments, wanted those protected as private property, Soviets said no
· Newly independent countries, like India, are saying the same thing
· Agreement negotiated through ITO was pretty much what the US wanted but not completely
· When they brought it back the Senators said it wasn’t good enough, ITO never came to exist
· The US and Britain and a few other countries then signed a general agreement on trade and tariffs instead, became the institution that would govern trade in post-WWII period but not the same thing, not mass amount of rules like with the IMF
· Says trade is a good thing, liberalized tariffs are good thing
· 
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· 
Onset of the Cold War
· Did this rivalry have to emerge?
· Is one side more responsible than the other?
· How did the Us react to this emerging threat?

Sources of Tension
· Seeds for conflict were already there as things left over from WWII
· The whole story about the end of WWII is going to be continuous throughout our discussion of the Cold War
· Soviet occupation of Eastern Europe
· The US was not expecting the USSR to do this and then install puppet regimes there
· Differences over how to deal with Germany – results in East-West split
· US believed Germany had been treated too harshly in the Treaty of Versailles which allowed someone like Hitler to come to power
· US doesn’t want that to happen again, need to rehabilitate Germany and bring it back into the fold
· USSR thinks opposite, need to keep Germany weak so it will never be powerful enough again to cause more problems
· Unification of Western Germany only took place because the US said the allies needed to consolidate what they were doing
· Soviets like splitting the country up into four parts, but then moved into two parts
· Communist threats within other countries (Greece and Turkey, but also in western Europe more broadly)
· Internal disorder in Greece, active communists who had played a major role in resistance during the war, Soviets support the communists
· US gets involved because the British who had been on point was cutting back on what it could do
· Various countries with internal trouble left over from the war and the Soviets exploiting this situation
· US saw potential for this to happen if other countries even Italy and France
· Build-up of Soviet military forces apparent

Views on these Sources
· These are all sources of tension, but who is really responsible for perceiving these tensions?
· How do you understand why there was conflict over these tensions?
· Ideological differences
· Soviet Union has a different view of how the world should operate than the US
· Some would say these two states were on a collision course because of this alone, all these other tensions were just where they ended up bumping into each other
· Individuals’ personalities (on both sides: Deborah Larson)
· USSR occupied Eastern Europe and built up military because they were worried about security, who was worried about security? Stalin, was he thinking rationally? Maybe…
· Stalin was paranoid, this carries over to foreign policy, there is no amount of security that would be enough basically
· Even when the US was not acting threatening to the USSR it was always a potential threat
· Also how US decision makers handled these things, how personalities interacted
· Demorah Larson did research in psychology and tried to build psychological profiles of leaders and tried to see what happens when these leaders interact
· Harry Truman on US side, Truman met Stalin, thought he understood Stalin
· Then he realized he didn’t trust him, wont make deals with him because he feels like he cheated him
· Miscommunication (Yalta)
· US and Soviets negotiating
· Last of Big Three meetings during the war involving Churchill, Roosevelt and Stalin at Yalta
· Talked about what was going to happen in Eastern Europe after the war is over
· Not spending detailed amounts of time on what is going to happen with the specific countries
· What Soviets took away was they will do what they want, its their sphere of influence
· But US thought no they have a certain obligation to do certain things
· Simple miscommunication, didn’t spend enough time on certain things, Roosevelt may not have been tough enough in negotiations
· Misunderstandings about what each expected from each other
· Systemic distribution of power (Realist approach)
· How can you be surprised? Look at every other war
· One side typically wins, that alliance is made up of a few major powers
· The losers are now weak, the winners are now dominant states
· The winners eliminated one set of rivals, now their rivals were once their allies
· It’s the situation the states find themselves in
· The only country that can harm American interests in the late 40s is the USSR
· Once they start being suspicious of each other you get a rivalry like the Cold War
· Neo-Classical Realist view: internal political economic management differs
· Has to do with the choice of the US and USSR in that situation
· US is going to choose to engage in an arms race, and that’s going to be what keeps this a rivalry
· How they manage to get mass power

Comparing Demobilizations
· Forces of roughly equal size in 1945
· Although edge would go to the US
· Soviets reduce their forces to around 2.6 million in 1947
· Just like the US, but maybe not as rapidly and completely
· For some of the same reasons, its expensive, need peace time normalization, etc.
· US reductions deeper
· Soviets begin building up again after 1947
· This worries the US
· Worrisome because the Soviet Union is running a centrally planned economy and they use five-year plans
· So if they are building their forces back up these first couple of years, that will increase over the rest of this five year plan
· Will move in same direction in next five year plan also
· By 1948-49, Soviet defense expenditures hit 18% of GNP (and would then rise even higher)
· Currently the US spends 6% of their GNP on military expenditures
· Soviets in late 40s are trying really hard to amass power, wouldn’t spend 18% if they weren’t

George Kennan
· Expert on USSR
· Ambassador in Soviet Union
· “Long Telegram” February 1946
· Said this is what I think the Soviets will act like in the future
· Will be published in 1947 but signed X
· “X Article” in Foreign Affairs in 1947

The Sources of Soviet Conduct
· Depicts Soviet Union in interesting ways
· A country still ruled by people who were involved in the revolution in 1917
· Will be thinking of it as Russian 
· Notes Russian influence, as well as ideological
· Time-frame
· Their ideology tells them they are going to win, eventually
· Marx ahs written capitalism will die, there will be a world wide socialism revolution and they are on that path
· Really different way of looking at things, its going to be a long rivalry according to this analysis
· Competitive, non-yielding
· USSR is a force like a river, constantly pushing like a river – not saying negotiate, cant negotiate with a river
· Think of USSR as a rational actor, not a threat at the moment but they will be pushing they are in it for the long haul, promoting their ideology, wont compromise on anything
· This assessment will produce the policy of Containment
· Eventually comes to this
· Soviets pushing here and there, we stop them
· Its like saying, Soviets like a river, we’ll build a damn
· When they push on a country, we will intervene and go in and support them with aid or assistance
· Builds off geopolitical ideas, and the work of Spykman
· Spykman said older ideas on geopolitics was who controls land mass in central Europe, but he says no power comes from economic capacity, industry which comes from North America and Western Europe, Japan
· Cannot let these areas fall into the hands of one country
· Took a while for this to kick in
· This just says what they will do in the future, don’t know when or how

Harry S. Truman
· President 1945-1952

The Truman Doctrine
· Knowing there are problems in some countries like Greece, US needs to counter this
· Stop internal disorder
· Observing Soviet interests in internal disorder elsewhere
· Soviet direction to Communists in other countries
· Therefore want to promote stability and economic growth
· To make them less vulnerable
· Truman doctrine will be Truman going to Congress and telling them it is in the US’s strategic interests to prevent these countries (such as Greece) from going down the path of communism
· Way to prevent that is give them some money
· Not altruistic so much as in American strategic interest
· Worlds a mess in 1940s, wont go fix everything, just the places its in the US interest to do so
· Congress has to vote, so needs to be strategic

NSC-68
· Key turning point
· National Security Council memo
· NSC created in National Security Act of 1947
· Created with a clear purpose – we need something that does “grand strategy”, something that will asses threats figure out US assets and come up with ways to counter those threats and keep the US secure
· JCS was there to do things that involve the military, not there to figure out the US’s economic status
· This is the first body that’s created to asses resources, allies, threats and come up with an effective policy
· Given the task of designing a response to the Soviet threat
· In 1949
· Not told tell us about the USSR
· Question is how do you interpret what they are doing now
· Not about Soviet intentions, nor Soviet power – about timing
· 49-50 is really the beginning of the Cold War
· Not about Soviet intentions, what’s different is suddenly the US is thinking about Soviet power surging up and what this will mean a few years down the road
· Called for “rapid and concerted build-up”
· The US needed to do something quickly to build up American and allied forces in response
· Needs to be done in a few years so allies cant really contribute
· Defense budget in 1950: $14.6 billion
· In 1951: $27 billion
· In 1962: $60 billion

War in Korea
· North Korea invades South Korea in 1950
· US reacts – but has few combat troops available
· US turns to UN – successfully!
· This is what we created the UN for
· Works because the USSR was boycotting the UN Security council so they can’t veto
· USSR will not miss another meeting
· Allied forces beat back North Koreans; drive nearly to border with China
· Chinese intervention reverses those gains
· Pushes them back close to original border
· Not a war you could say was entirely successful
· Not able to occupy the aggressive state

American Grand Strategy
· Initially, US sought reconstruction of Europe & Japan, but wanted to maintain its economic advantages
· Did not consider these states valuable – but didn’t want them to fall under Soviet control
· Defensive action initially
· US provides aid though various mechanisms; creates NATO without worrying about military contributions
· About getting Europe back on its feet so it can defend itself, not about you need to help us until…
· After NSC-68, American attitudes on NATO, Germany change; begins signing treaties (such as ANZUS) – external balancing
· NATO created to keep US in Europe, Soviets out of Europe and keep the Germans down
· Including German participation, they have the manpower to contribute to this rivalry
· US will go out and sign treaties to get military contributions from other countries 
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Europe as a Priority
· Wasn’t obvious it would be a priority
· Debate after the war whether US policy should be directed towards Europe, others said they needed to pay attention to China
· In 1945, debates over where American priorities lay
· But after “loss” of China, that debate is somewhat settled
· During the war the US was trying to support the Chinese Nationalist government as an ally against the Japanese, but Mao’s Communist government pushes them out
· When the communists take over it is presented as a loss, the US must have done something wrong to have this happen
· View that Mao and China is one more satellite of the Soviet Union
· Skews things and says Europe is now where the US needs to focus its efforts in trying to handle the distribution of power
· How should the US deal with Europe? What does it want from Europeans? What does it expect?
· The answers reflect changes in American grand strategy

Post-War Europe
· Divided between East and West
· Soviets set up their own puppet regimes in Eastern Europe, get what Winston Churchill referred to as the Iron Curtain, little traffic between the two in terms of people, trade investment
· Soivets control the East and indirectly the US and its allies control the west
· Germany itself is divided
· Soviet position was Germany needs to be treated harshly to ensure it wont threaten the USSR in the future, US disagreed with this but couldn’t force the USSR to reintegrate East Germany with Britain, France and the US’s pieces
· Berlin is also divided in half
· Britain, France , Italy, Belgium, Netherlands all struggling to recover
· France, Belgium and the Netherlands were all occupied by Germany and much of the fighting occurred here and in Italy
· Post-WWI sense the US didn’t do what they should have done
· Scale of destruction of WWII compared to WWI, there was fighting in WWI but it occurred along a pretty well defined front but not a lot of movement
· There is a lot more destruction after WWII
· Britain wasn’t invaded but it suffered from bombing campaigns
· Weren’t producing normal consumer goods because they had been on a war-time footing
· Each still trying to hold onto own roles
· Britain and France were used to being great powers, they had Empires
· Churchill said to his people you didn’t elect me to fight a war to protect our empire and then give it away
· The way Britain looses its empire should be determined by them in their opinion
· France also trying to hold on to its empire
· Dollar shortage, as mentioned
· Truman Doctrine directed funds to the most threatened only
· Protecting certain vulnerable countries from take over by the Soviets, such as Greece and Italy
· Give a reasonable amount of money
· Not of the same scale for bigger countries like France

General George Marshall
· US Army Chief of Staff 1939-1945
· The architect of American military strategy in the war
· Secretary of State 1917-1949
· Marshall Plan is injection of US money into Europe for strategic purposes
· Secretary of Defense 1950-1951
· If they are going to spend a lot of money on military again they want someone in charge who is an expert

The Marshall Plan (1948)
· US funds to be offered with conditions:
· Recipient must agree to engage in economic planning – US doesn’t do this itself, need to think how the country will spend it before getting the money from the US
· So they wont waste the money and so they have something to show after they spend it
Recipient must agree to coordinate exchange rates – US had already discussed this at Bretton Woods but it goes further
Stabilize exchange rate between Europeans to promote trade and do it in a way that reduces their need for other forms of payment besides their own currency
Will be reinforced with what US says to do with tariffs, put up tariffs that are discriminatory towards the US because they can compete but establish free trade amongst themselves
· Funds allow Europeans to invest, but more importantly ease the shortage of dollars
· Funds give governments clear role in their economies
· Doing more direction of where the economy should be going
· Western Europe recovers relatively quickly
· US initially feared Europe would recover really quickly and there would be problems because of it, such as what happened after WWI and the Great Depression
· In 1946 and 1947 Europe was not bouncing back, bad weather in winter of 1945-46, needed more assistance
· So when money comes in it helps get them back on the right path
· Means by end of the 1950s Western Europe has definitely come back economically, definitely not on par with US and Canada yet but its made up much of what it lost in war years
· Not same story in Eastern Europe, Marshall Plan plays important role in this

Germany
· Evaluations on Soviets that lead to onset of Cold War drive American attitudes towards Germany
· US can get France and Britain to go forward with tis plans for Germany
· Germany needs to recover economically just like rest of Europe
· Allies had tried to cooperate with Soviets at first
· Now could abandon the Soviets; concerns, to pursue own policies
· In Western part they will use one currency
· US will push for a constitution and different governing institutions so Germany can get back on right path
· Gave West Germany its own government, as well as its own currency
· For some people they fought two wars against the Germans, so there really was a debate over whether Germany should be occupied and when they should get their own right to government
· And after NSC-68, would allow them to re-arm
· NSC-68, not that US strategic thinkers thought that USSR was up to trouble, the thing that changes with this is the when. When will the Soviets have the capacity to act? Soon
· Need a response to the Soviets now, not later
· US is looking at its allies and thinking about who will help with the Soviets in Europe
· Britain? Maybe
· France? Have troops elsewhere, can’t afford to put more in Europe
· Who has the manpower then? West Germany, can contribute to defending Western Europe
· Shift in thinking is not because they have secured Germany from reverting to its old ways, instead its about the need for them

NATO
· Military alliance US makes with Western Europeans
· NATO initially (1949) about coordinating military efforts – with US expecting little
· Is everyone going to do what they have always done
· OR are you going to think about at least coordinating decisions at least at basic level – using same guns so have same ammunition, etc. so money goes a little further
· In other words, it began as US commitment to them
· “An attack on one is an attack on all”
· US not expecting Britain and France to save North America from attack, really about saying if the Soviets invade you we will come and fight on your side
· Ironic because only time this clause has been invoked was 9/11 – attack on the US by Afghanistan
· NSC-68 drives US to demand a standing force from NATO
· Stop talking and start building, not just about discussing building up need forces now
· Need an operational headquarters that can figure out how the units will fit together
· Cant just wait for an attack and then figure this stuff out
· Also ask the Europeans to contribute together
· Too expensive to think you can build all the different complex components of a modern military, so each country will specialize in certain areas
· They will tell some countries not to bother with certain aspects of military because the US already has it
· President Truman calls Eisenhower out of retirement to be first commander
· Tells the Soviets they are ready, tells the Europeans they are putting in place someone they are all familiar with
· Many European politicians worked with him during and after the war
· Signal the US means business with this

Evaluating US Policies towards Europe
· Economic Imperialism by the US?
· US pursuing its own narrow economic purposes through these narrow policies
· US told the Europeans, create this common market but on international investment allow US corporations to operate the same as they treat their own companies
· Europe was okay with this they wanted American investment, US firms interested because there is a lot of technological development in this area
· Large flow of American capital into Western Europe
· Key to recovery?
· IS Marshall Plan key?
· Getting money is helpful, but probably not the most important thing
· It was really important though because it speeded the process up
· Compare Western and Eastern Europe
· Lay basis for European economic integration
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· What happened after NSC-68 and policy changes made after 

American Policies in 1952
· As those policy recommendations are actually being implemented
· Deadlock in Korea
· US fighting not just the Koreans but also the Chinese
· Unlikely the US will win this war
· Bloody battles along a really rugged part of Korea
· Build-up in military forces across the board
· Defense budget over a couple of years tripled
· Defense costs soaring as a result
· Soviets explode their own atomic bomb in August 1949
· Earlier than expected, successfully stole some secrets from US
· Could the US sustain its superior position vs. the USSR?

Election of 1952
· Korea is a mess, US went in to Save the South, almost occupied the north, China intervened and pushed the US/UN forces back to original border, now deadlocked
· Eisenhower runs for the Republicans (he fears Robert A. Taft’s rise)
· Saying those isolationist days were probably the right thing, US doing too much, should probably cut back, cant afford all these things
· Some republicans go to Eisenhower saying wouldn’t it be bad if an isolationist becomes president, so he runs as Republican candidate
· Defeats Democrat Adlai Stevenson
· War hero vs. egg head
· Egg head becomes UN ambassador later
· Ike’s platform: “security” and “solvency”
· Security but in a way that wont cost too much money
· Emphasizing the economic cots of the military build-up
· Other solution than isolationism, as a person with military experience he can look at the military budget and figure out a better way to do things

NSC 162/2
· Eisenhower wins the election, and authorizes a new assessment of the security situation
· Actually uses the NSC as it was intended
· Look at the big picture in terms of Grand Strategy – the actual job of the NSC
· 162 – go look at security situation, assess threats, assess our tools and give me some recommendations
· NSC memo stresses that Soviet threat will be long-term
· Thing that’s different is NSC-68 said Soviets will come after us in a few years so now we have to do something
· Now in 1952 NSC-162 instead of saying they are coming in a few years now they are saying it’s a long-run competition
· Can’t keep taxing so much because it will slow us down in the long-run
· Have to think about the long-term competition, US has to think about managing its economy
· Therefore economic management has to be long-term
· Establishes the logic for The “New Look”
· Fancy way of saying we will do something different with our military forces
· Different forces, different deployment of those forces in a way the US can afford to do in the long-run

The “New Look”
· Cost-cutting by reducing the reliance on manpower
· Reducing number of units saves money, but also reduces fighting capacity, meaning will be less secure
· Stressing use of technology instead
· Increase firepower, increase ability to damage the enemy
· Nuclear weapons key
· Use less soldiers, more planes
· Use nuclear bombs, cheaper than 20 deployment units in Europe
· Ground troops needed only as a “tripwire”
· Trying to convince the Soviets not to attack West Germany, and Western Europe
· NSC-68 put as many soldiers needed to counter any sort of assault
· NSC-162 says leave 2 or 3 divisions in Germany and then just blast them with nuclear weapons if war breaks out
· Will still have troops just way fewer amounts
· Army and Navy budgets take a back seat to the Air Force
· Air units now split off from the Army and Navy (unlike during WWII) and its now given prominence
· More money to buy new planes and bombs
· Emphasizing technology

Diplomacy of the “New Look”
· Nuclear weapons to deter Soviet forces
· Implicit in NSC-68, may not have thought everything through though
· Kennan was not thinking of the Soviets as rational actors, don’t negotiate
· Now try to convince them not to attack
· To deter assumes that the Soviets are rational
· Massive retaliation (Dulles 1954)
· Secretary of State if Soviets cross the tripwires somewhere, the US will use Massive retaliation
· If they invade one of our allies, the US will use all its nuclear arsenal and wipe the Soviets out
· Deterrence rests on specific assumptions – and the need to make clear the costs that would be inflicted on Soviets, then convincing them of American credibility
· Whatever benefits they think they will get from an action the costs will outweigh the benefits.  Have to have cost-benefit calculation established and make sure they understand it, have to convince them of this
· Have to communicate it
· But you have to be believable, they have to believe you mean it
· As Soviets develop their own nuclear weapons, they still need to come up with ways to deliver them to American targets
· Soviets don’t have capacity to hit the US yet
· The US had, from WWII, bombers that can fly to the Soviet Union and back
· By middle of 1950s the US has even better technology
· Its believable when the US says this in 1954
· US threat credible for the time being….
· How long until the USSR develops better ways of delivering the bomb
· “Brinksmanship”
· Soviets make a threatening gesture, US has to deter, has to make really big threats that the Soviets believe
· You have to go to the brink of war without blinking to convince the Soviets you mean business to counter a Soviet attack on American allies
· Economics driving what the US is doing, now played out in diplomacy
· What the US did with NATO, as part of containment, they made alliances with a lot of states around the world to try to build a damn around the USSR

Kissinger’s Criticisms
· Credibility is one of key things US has to pull off, will it really be able to do this?
· Doubts arise about the logic of the New Look (Kissinger, 1957)
· Credibility part is not really believable
· US going to war, meaning massive retaliation, for West Germany is one thing
· But massive retaliation because the Soviets invade Iran? That’s another story
· Would the US go to war over any ally?
· Already sort of had an answer with South Korea, could have used the bomb against China
· That’s what McArthur wanted but Truman said no
· Where was the line of credibility
· Not all that clear that US would really go to nuclear war for any ally
· Once the Soviets develop bombers (in volume) the US can be threatened
· Then when US says we will massively retaliate the USSR could do the same
· Massive retaliation is not credible in this circumstance now
· Just 5 years after implementation people begin questioning the logic
· Sputnik (Oct. 1957) shows the Soviets have technology equal to or better than the Americans
· US can’t do this in 1957
· Soviets had German engineers which the US didn’t
· Implication if you can put something out in orbit you can also figure out how to bring them down where you want
· So could put nuclear bombs in orbit and bring them down on the US
· First question, how many of these missiles do they have?
· Gaither Report (Nov. 1957) identifies “Missile Gap” – American credibility questioned
· Report said the Soviets had a lot of missiles
· US behind because spending money on bombers not missiles
· Bombers take hours to get to USSR, they see them coming then launch rockets

Moving Away from Massive Retaliation
· Recommendations were for the US to meet Soviets at different levels of threat
· Need to have conventional forces that can at least defend West Germany for a while, if it comes on high seas need to hold threat, same with in Asia
· Need to match whatever the Soviets put up
· That would give the US decision-makers the choice of staying at that level or going higher (flexible response)
· Equal, slightly more, a lot more force?
· Rather than any sort of violation means massive retaliation
· Requires spending more money on conventional forces, will undo what was gained from “New Look”
· Kennedy will use the so-called “missile gap” to criticize the Republicans
· Eisenhower doesn’t believe there is a missile gap, he wants to see better intelligence on this
· On his second term at this point, his VP would run as Republican ticket, Kennedy runs as Democrat ticket says the Republicans were asleep at the wheel
· Kennedy is young war hero from WWII, says the White House doesn’t know what they are doing, Soviets have come ahead of us, need someone who will be tough, need flexible response, need more missiles, we are falling behind the Soviets
· Eisenhower says no we aren’t falling behind but voters don’t listen to that
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· JFK defeats Eisenhower’s VP Nixon in 1960 – and will change American foreign policies
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Problems of the 1960s
· Dollar overhang creates the Triffin Paradox – how do you adjust the value of the dollar versus everyone else?
· Currencies would be backed by gold or currencies would be as good as gold (only the dollar)
· Not enough gold in Fort Knox to back the dollars
· Would have to negotiate some change in the value of the currency
· Triffin noted this made no sense, what’s backing all the other countries’ currencies? The US dollar
· How do you manage change in exchange rate to recognize the problem of a dollar overhang – Triffin paradox
· Need to have a political not economic solution
· Need to engage in currency swaps to intervene effectively
· To make the system function the US and other countries have to buy and sell currencies to keep the prices relatively fixed
· Doing this throughout the 60s and the problem is just getting bigger
· These interventions become bigger and bigger
· US domestic policies are inflationary – and US unwilling to change
· Look at 1960s the US government is spending a lot of money domestically, on two things:
· Prosecute the war in Vietnam
· Johnson wanted to be remembered for something else – comes in on Roosevelt’s coattails in 30s, wants to be a second FDR, programs revolved around “The Great Society” all kinds of social programs they want to develop
· The dollar overhang will get worse rather than better
· Others will tell the US to change what its doing but it wont listen
· Even when Johnson leaves office there is very little desire to cut back spending on these social problems
· Others don’t like the side-effects on their policies…
· Allies don’t like buying up other’s currencies using their own currency causing their money supply to rise
· West German, France, Japan

“Benign Neglect
· US resist pressures to change policies at home or abroad
· Allies telling US to reduce gov expenditures, but US cant feel too much pressure
· And When other threaten to do things they counter threaten
· US is fighting for the west in Vietnam, wont cut expenditure
· West Germany isn’t paying for their own defense
· Connection between Security and Economic policy
· Under Nixon, US policies move first towards making others carry more of the burdens (i.e. “benign neglect”)
· In late 60s the US changes the bargain in terms of how intervention on exchange market works
· Before it was both countries intervening, now Nixon is saying you guys doing all the intervention since it’s the US dollar that’s dropping
· We wont make the problem worse (benign) but we’re going to forget about it (neglect)
· Putting additional burdens on the allies, partly to force them to the table, force others to raise the values of their currencies and let the US lower the value of the US dollar
· Others resent US economic pressure – only France can offer effective resistance though
· US can tell West Germany to do what they want or they will rethink how many troops they will provide to protect them from USSR
· This doesn’t work on France, for the Soviets to get to France they need to go through West Germany first
· De Gaulle says the US dollar is out of whack from what its stated value should be
· Under the rules they can take the dollars back to the US and ask for gold, why would they hold on to dollars that are loosing value
· West Germans and Japanese may be thinking the same thing as France but they cant actually do it
· US changes internal rules at this point on relationship between dollar and gold so US citizens couldn’t exchange it for gold, but states can still do it
· US cant get consensus on changing exchange rate parities
· By end of 60s its clear things have to change but the US cant get its major allies to agree to what the changes should be, deadlocked

The Nixon “Shocks”
· August 15, 1971 – Nixon announces US dollar will no longer be backed by gold
· US dollars are out there, can spend them in US but cant trade them in for anything, nothing backing them anymore
· He’s trying to force the others to come to the table
· No real evidence of direct pressures from domestic groups….
· They are worried about votes, slowing inflation means slowing down the economy which makes the electorate unhappy
· August 1971 right before the elections in the following year
· They wont slow down the economy
· Not what the Analytical Liberal argument would think, no big domestic pressure to explain the change
· Also imposes “surcharge” on imports to force countries to bargain on exchange rate movements
· Punishing tax, meant to bring other states to bargaining table on monetary policy
· Works, come up with some agreements by December 1971
· Forces others to change their exchange rates – but triggers greater speculation, which produces a shift to floating exchange rates
· For speculators this benefits them because they had been expecting the dollar to drop and when it did they walked away with the profit
· Sold 100 dollars for 400 deutschmarks in August but then they take their 400 deutschmarks after the rate changes and can buy 200 US dollars
· Speculation continues, the problem isn’t solve, causes the whole thing to collapse
· Within two years there is no promise on what exchange rates should be
· 1971 first big blow with “shocks” by 1973 the whole thing is in shambles
· So did the Bretton Woods regime serve American ends?
· Was the end of Bretton Woods a sign of weakness or strength?
· 1944 the US could tell everyone else what to do, 1971 they cant, clearly sign of US weakness, US not getting its way

Trade Problems
· US develops appetite for foreign goods
· Starts to import more goods than it did before
· Look in 1940s US still exporting a fair amount of raw materials but then becomes a big importer
· US used to export oil in 40s then developed a large demand for it
· Trade imbalance arises by end of 1960s
· Part of why Nixon says we have to do something on monetary policy
· US develops “stagflation” in 1970s
· Describes crisis where typical policies weren’t working, stagnant economy
· Thinking since 30s had always been you do these Keynesian policies – spend money, lower interest rates, get some inflation but you speed the economy up, reduce unemployment
· Trade off between inflation and unemployment, and pick where you want to be
· But in 70s this wasn’t working, tried to slow economy down to deal with inflation but inflation kept going and unemployment, so put money in but didn’t create more jobs and inflation got worse
· Oil embargo accentuates the problem (1973)
· Trade is making all these things worse

Reacting to Trade Problems
· US doesn’t want to undo GATT, or trade liberalization
· They believe it’s a good thing
· Faces a challenge in the NIEO
· Want to prove market economies will work, free trade is key
· NIEO – the non-aligned states were using the UN to say the international economy is out of whack, they don’t agree with US system, emphasizes market forces – the NIEO is being proposed by third world countries, asking for some sort of compensation or assistance for developing countries through UN as way to reconcile their problems and get economic growth, not through extending market networks
· In fact, begins to ask for liberalization of trade in areas where US remains competitive
· Now the other states the US had to help recover have recovered and they are becoming competitive with the US, so lets expand the GATT idea rather than face the criticisms from NIEO
· Services
· Agriculture
· This is a problem for the allies, Western Europe’s agriculture sector isn’t competitive
· Japanese also aren’t interested because their agriculture isn’t competitive either
· Services is a different story because the Europeans and Japanese can compete
· The things the US achieved in the late 40s is all starting to unravel

Understanding Pressure to the American-led Order
· Post-WWII order challenged on several fronts
· Allies no longer as dependent on US support
· US is still at center of security network but not relied on for economic support
· Talk of American “relative decline”
· US is growing at a certain rate and the other states are catching up, not that the US is shrinking or smaller than it was
· The gap between the US and the others has gotten smaller, so the US doesn’t have the same leverage it once had
· US no longer able to give concessions; seeking to reverse some
· Meeting resistance from other states that liked the old rules because they are the reasons they grew as quickly as they did
· US no longer able to dictate – or can it?
· If you actually look, the US is forcing its own preferred policy on others by demanding renegotiation, if you don’t want to negotiate we will kill the rules
· Who benefits from “closing the gold window”?
· What happens to GATT?

Interpreting Change
· Realists: US in relative decline
· 1944/45 US was really powerful, hegemonic, wrote the rules but by 1970s its no longer as powerful, everyone is catching up and the rules fall apart
· Analytical Liberals: US domestic interests are changing, as competition increases – so groups demand foreign economic policy change
· As they face increased foreign competition they will start to demand policy change
· Part of what’s going on but not very good description, didn’t see these pressures building on the monetary side
· Even on trade side its not that farmers are saying agriculture should be liberalize, American farmers are fine with getting subsidies, thinking in US gov is they’d do better if they liberalized so they wouldn’t have to subsidize the farmers any more
· Pieces that fit but some pieces missing, worrisome
· Neo-Classical Realist: threat levels shifting; US ability to tap its own resources changing, too; so policy has to accommodate these changes
· 
· 
· 
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American Relative Decline
· The Vietnam war saps American power; how did the US get into this mess?
· US investing too much of its military resources into a conflict
· Cause questions to arise as to how the US could deal with threats elsewhere
· How did the US deal with relative decline?
· First, the war flowed naturally from “flexible response”
· Notion emerging in late 50s, massive retaliation is not sustainable because it lacks credibility
· Not likely US will go to nuclear war with USSR over any ally
· Then Soviets can retaliate
· Flexible response says you choose how to retaliate, match it on the level it comes at
· Build up conventional forces
· Plays out nicely in Cuban Missile Crisis
· Will have standing military forces as a result
· Just happens that its Vietnam that US troops are deployed
· Threat to American ally met with conventional power
· American involvement begins slowly, with aid and advisors
· Massive retaliation says fight or don’t fight, but with this its different
· Battle ground in 60s is supposed to be third world, insurgencies
· First send in special forces to give some sort of advice on how to deal with the insurgency, then aid
· Johnson orders in large forces
· Need full-scale ground military (army and marines) on the ground fighting alongside the South Vietnamese government
· Created more military forces for precisely this situation

The Vietnam War
· American forces could win large set-piece battles, yet not hold onto territory
· One key character was Robert McNamara, one of the first things he did was an analysis of effectiveness of allied bombing of Germany in WWI
· One o the things that shows up early, if there is a large set of American ground forces with support from artillery they will win
· What happens is they win the battle and move on and then the insurgents come later and regain control
· Us cant occupy the entire country
· Increasing use of power – yet difficult to find “metrics” to judge performance
· Come up with some way of figuring out whether they are winning or loosing
· Starts to look like a bad score card, comparing casualties
· Media will become a big factor because they way it perceives the war will change
· Some point in 60s, major anchor starts to believe the war is wrong and the US should get out
· Unable to find route to victory
· Tried different air power, exerting force, holding territory
· Shows there are limits to the effectiveness of coercion
· IR theorists in 1960s were schoole din a realist way of thinking, main focal point was competition between USSR and US with emphsisis on power
· Now have US struggling to defeat this country, why?
· Why the US could inflict a lot of pain on North Vietnam it didn’t necessarily deter the North Vietnamese from wanting what they wanted
· What the US lacked in this instance was the will for the US to use all its power at its disposal (nuclear weapons)
· Question about how much power were they willing to exert
· Once doubts are arising in domestic society over effectiveness, then question of different wills becomes main focus, greater will of north Vietnamese than US
· Raise questions about what else matters besides that raw embodiment of power
· Reflects broader issue concerning America’s relationship with its allies; do you support anybody against the Soviet bloc?
· Risk to escalating things with north Vietnamese? Same situation as with Korea, will China intervene in Vietnam also
· Not even getting to USSR yet
· USSR might do something in countries along its border such as Iran, will US intervene there too?

US Hits its Limits
· In 1960s, JFK has started military build-up
· Johnson’s budgets ramp up spending on social policies
· When people think about what to cut between these two things it will be defense
· American people questioning whether the war is successful or worth it and whether spending money on it is worth it
· Inflation begins – accentuating the “dollar overhang”
· Major allies don’t agree on the importance of Vietnam
· Who cares if you loose South Vietnam? Its not adding to US power, wont shift the balance
· Can afford to loose it
· Is the difference because the US more greatly fears “dominoes” in Asia?
· Concern the US might be forced to respond to probe or test somewhere else, but that’s played in debates over reputation, where do we draw the line?
· If you let South Vietnam fall then it knocks into next country, one after another
· Important sense here though of something else being at stake – credibility
· Why be allies with these countries at all if you aren’t actually willing to support them
· US has a lot of alliances as part of containment
· Iran is more valuable so maybe don’t have to reiterate that, but what about some places in South America or Africa
· Worried about reputation from backing off, doesn’t that just encourage the Soviets to try somewhere else

The War Turns
· Tet offensive shocks public
· 1968
· Sense there was some progress being made, Johnson sending in more troops
· US military was saying everything was good, progressing as planned
· Then the Tet offensive (Vietnamese new year), it was really a last ditch effort by the Viet Kong to show they had strength
· Gambled by using irregular forces to attack urban areas across south Vietnam in coordinated offensive
· Decimated Viet Kong forces
· Showed they could strike in calm, secure and orderly places
· Such as Saigon, all provincial capitals where it was thought they were safe
· Completely shattered image of orderly and credibility of US military’s talks with the public
· This flew in the face of what the military was saying
· Shattering to Viet Kong, lost a lot of their best fighters, but what it did was it affected American domestic views on the war
· Johnson declares he will not run again
· 1968 election, he won’t run
· He becomes more remembered for the war rather than what he wanted to be remembered for, his social policies like Roosevelt
· Internal politics become more violent and turbulent
· Assassinations in 67 and 68
· Riots over racial issues
· Demonstrations against the war at universities
· Demonstrations at presidential nominee conventions
· Nixon wins the election in 1968 by appealing to “Silent Majority”
· Was Eisenhower’s VP
· Republican candidate who lost to Kennedy in 1960
· He’s going to be campaigning with message a lot like Eisenhower’s message in 1952, security and solvency, Republican so will take foreign threats seriously but will be conservative with budget
· Eisenhower said he would deal with the Korean War
· Nixon will say the same thing, he will say we have to keep fighting until we find a way to stabilize it, to end the fighting but in a way that’s acceptable to the US
· Wants to speak to the Silent Majority, average families out there
· Draw distinction between the people protesting that are getting all the attention on tv and those who are not getting coverage who are the majority
· The silent majority wants the war to be ended but in a successful way
· He wins
· SO there is public support for the war effort
· But clear he is elected with a mandate to end the war and get out
· When candidates speak to the votes its easier for republicans because they are conservative so therefore the public can believe them

Nixon Seeks to Find an Exit
· Widens war – and applies greater force
· His Security advisor is Henry Kissinger, good realist
· He sees it as we haven’t inflicted enough pain, need to convince them we have a long way to go in terms of what we can do to hurt them
· Johnson was afraid of provoking China, Kissinger says forget that, we have a lot more we can do
· Wanted to force them to be more serious in negotiations
· Started bombing sites in North Vietnam
· Widened war by sending US troops into Cambodia and Laos to bomb resources the North was using – angered many
· Kissinger wanted to ramp it up
· Mined North Vietnamese harbors making it harder to get supplies
· Kissinger probably threatened US use of tactical nuclear weapons
· If you don’t talk to us we will go up a step, and so on
· Very calculated set of decisions
· Seeking more effective negotiations with North Vietnam
· “Vietnamization” begins
· Wanted to reduce costs on US
· Give the fighting over to the South Vietnamese, train them better, pull US ground forces out and let locals do fighting on ground where casualties are happening
· But keep US involved in Naval and Air power
· Spend money but get rid of casualties
· Not wildly successful at first, slow process
· Nixon Doctrine – limiting use of ground forces
· “Guam Doctrine” another name
· US will support its allies with conventional forces if necessary but emphasis in support will be with high tech weapons, not through ground troops
· Not just about Vietnam, about other places US can get involved in
· Not getting rid of flexible response
· Is this rejecting “flexible response”? Or just resetting priorities?
· Resetting priorities
· Flexible Response is at the root of entry
· They were set up to fall into some sort of conflict somewhere thanks to FR
· Analytical Liberals
· Domestic pressures to end the war – perhaps
· Is this the story of how the war ends? Sort of
· Protests didn’t solely drive policy, Nixon won election with support from Silent Majority
· There was support for the war under Nixon so US could exit in a positive fashion
· Not as clear as you would expect, hard to find how we divide interests
· Problem with AL approach when we apply it to Security issues, easier to apply it to Economic issues 
· Domestic pressure is there but its harder to model
· Doesn’t tell us why the US got involved in first place
· Neo-Classical Realist
· Who calculated the costs and benefits of entering?
· Would say you need to look at both economic and security
· They would say this wasn’t a very smart decsion, what benefits would US have gotten from this
· Difficulty in extracting themselves from the conflict
· Respond in some fashion
· Broader set of things that Nixon and Kissinger think about is that they cut their losses but they also need to fix home economy and find an ally to weaken Soviets, look outside for resources
· Concerns over reputation/credibility
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· Will just be tested somewhere else

· Kissinger’s advise to approach China and open up relations, more than just talk but come close together on certain issues

Nixon, Kissinger and Retrenchment
· Retrench – reassess priorities, think about resources and get the two to balance
· Recognizing American relaive decline / overextension – responding by:
· Overextention – commitments to many different allies, deterring USSR, engaged in large war that requires ground forces in Vietnam, doing too much
· Shedding economic constraints (such as Bretton Woods regime)
· Constratints on foreign economic policy
· If Bretton Woods Regime was a problem for the US by the 70s then lets find a way to get rid of it
· We are going to do things unilaterally, if we destroy the regime then so be it
· Gets out from certain demands on its own resources, frees US up to pursue different policies
· Cutting losses in Indochina
· Vietnamization and Nixon Doctrine – all about lets reduce amount of American forces being used in the war
· Struggling to find a way out of war as promised to the voters
· Reducing American forces involved in fighting – retrench
· Still have to manage the Cold War competition
· Unable to fix underlying economic situation, however
· Cant figure out how to get more resources out of the American economy while its doing poorly
· What options do they have at system level?
· So what do Nixon and Kissinger do next?
· Turn to China…
· Change game at system level

Assessing the Distribution of Power in the early 1970s
· US economy in trouble
· Key point to recognize is US economy had leveled off and was suffering from a variety of issues and there was no obvious solution for Nixon
· Nixon wants to get out of Vietnam
· Vietnamization is not going to help reduce the cost, ending the war will help that
· Vietnamization is reducing cost in terms of troops on the ground, reducing casualties
· Taking troops out of Vietnam but replacing combat power with airforce units and bombs
· Nixon wants to reduce defense expenditures
· Meanwhile, Soviets have responded to American buildup of 1960s
· Soviets trying to catch up on nuke side, lied about missiles that created missile cap story
· Seeing US build up its conventional forces, going to try to do the same
· Lesson from Cuban Missile Crisis? Navy wasn’t powerful enough to challenge the US on the high seas, need to build it up
· If we are going to be a superpower player need to extern power over more than just Europe, need to spend more money on Navy and rest of conventional forces
· Match what US is doing, come up with advanced aircraft, mirror response to US
· Starts after the US, US starts in early 60s, after Cuban Missile Crisis do Soviets start investing a lot of money
· In Soviet centrally planned economy, easier to introduce productions than to adjust it
· US needs approval from congress and the electorate
· In USSR there is no voting and the economy is centrally planned
· The thing to imagine is someone sits down in Moscow and says what is this country going to consume? Figure out how much to produce of all the various things and where to ship, etc. but because someone did it early on no one wants to do it
· USSR wanted higher defense expenditures, so on top of what they are producing they wanted to add in extra things
· Not a lot of taking things out or adjusting levels from one year to the next
· Timing is off with what’s going on in US, US spends a lot in early 60s but will ramp it down in 70s, Soviets will continue producing into the 70s
· In short-run, in US in early 70s, looking at Soviet output it looks like it will increase while you are forced to slow down
· So Soviet arms production goes up, and up

China’s Interests
· Chinese have reasons to fear the Soviet Union
· By 1970s
· China was a client of USSR, in early 50s accurate description
· But around 1960 there was a breech between USSR and China but it wasn’t public
· Division over what USSR says Chinese need to do and what Chinese decide to do
· Shapes some of the decisions of the US
· Johnson administration doesn’t want a repeat of Korea in Vietnam, fear of Chinese intervention
· Reluctant to engage in heavy bombing of North
· Probably didn’t need to worry about that in 1967/68, Chinese were instead worried about USSR
· Chinese and Soviets had border disputes
· Long shared border, some disputed area
· This makes it into the media
· The two shoot at each other over some of these disputes
· Ideological differences
· Root of early split between the two – Mao believed China had its own path, not interested in following Moscow, but also posing as a rival source of aid and ideas for communists operating in Africa and Latin America whereas Moscow thought it was the only voice for communists
· Soviets have nuclear forces; China’s are too few to threaten the Soviets
· Doesn’t take much for Soviets to retarget, change from US to China
· Problem for soviets in 1950s and early 60s was not that they lacked nukes what they lacked was ability to hit US, what lead to the Cuban Missile Crisis – put nukes in Cuba
· Have plenty of medium range ballistic missiles to his Western Europe, which they can also use against China
· China is just moving down that path – so they feel threatened by USSR
· China’s strategy is that if it comes between a war between us and USSR we will let them come to us, have enough pop to withstand nuclear hits – not a good strategy
· So China can gain from closer ties to the US
· Don’t agree on everything
· But if they can get US to help them if there is a war between China and USSR it will restrain USSR from using nuclear weapons
· To give that impression will slow Soviets down
· Strong lure driving the Chinese to talk to US

Do Chinese and American Interests Coincide?
· US wants to reduce flow of assistance to North Vietnam
· US getting Chinese help on this would be great since they share a border with the North
· Cut off flow of aid to North Vietnam – two methods: land through China and Sea which the US can cut off
· Need China to stop land flow
· China can do so; and North Vietnam may be too strong for Chinese interests
· North Vietnam is more of an ally with USSR, so another threat to China if they become more powerful
· Reasons the Chinese would be interested in seeing the war end with the North Vietnamese being trimmed down a size
· Kissinger sees these as interrelated; good at seeing the different interactions
· Not because US is talking to Chinese, no direct ties to China from time Mao took over
· Kissinger getting bits of info, then stepping into Chinese shoes and figuring out what they are worried about
· What can the US offer the Chinese in ways that overlap with the US’
· Kissinger viewing things through Structural Realist lens
· Puts himself in shows of Chinese leaders, thinking about power politics, not about ideological rivalries
· Threatened by Soviets, how do we swing this situation
· Not a bipolar distribution of power any more, need to think of China as an independent power

The Turn to China
· Nixon better positioned to exploit this opportunity
· Because he is conservative he can approach communist China because no one would doubt he is anti-Communist unlike a democrat
· Still, took secret negotiations – and then bold diplomatic stroke
· Nixon thinks it would be great if the US had some cultural exchanges with China
· Have ping pong players come from China, and US ones go to China
· China will give US some Pandas
· Real part that’s important that’s secret had US and China talk to each other through Pakistan, Pakistan was an ally of China, US talks to them
· China wants to talk to US, send message through Pakistan
· Kissinger goes to Pakistan to go to meetings gets ‘food poisoning’, but actually goes to Beijing 
· Tells US reporters that Nixon would like to go to China one day so it would get back to China
· Shock to a lot of people how quickly these things the US did unfolded
· Kissinger’s’ appreciation of tripolar distribution of power
· Question for Structural Realism: is tripolarity the result of structure or process?
· Is it that the Chinese didn’t listen to Soviets and no one paid attention to it for all that time but was always tripolar?
· Or was it because the US and China began talking that we get a tripolar distribution of power?

Explaining US Approach to China
· Analytical Liberalism: pressure to reduce expenditures – but no one even thinking about PRC…
· No one was really demanding Nixon to go talk to China
· Actually opposite, once he started to talk to PRC people wondering what about Taiwan? Those are US’s real ally, they are trying for democracy, they were run out of their country
· Will have ties to PRC vs. the Soviets but wont cost US their existing formal alliance/ties to Taiwan
· US is playing a different game, comes from fact that there are powerful lobbies wanting US to keep ties to Taiwan
· So nothing through AL tells us why Nixon did this
· Neo-Classical Realism: US need resources to keep up with USSR; domestic resources unavailable, so turn to possibilities at system level
· Look for a way to respond at system level if domestic is tapped out
· Look for an ally to bolster position vis-à-vis the Soviets
· IF soviets need to deploy more conventional forces because afraid of Chinese that’s good for US, less forces to use against US
· Focusing on State decision makers, and choices they are making
· Constructivist: Kissinger followed realist thinking, and did a deal with whoever could help…
· Kissinger is approaching it like a good Structural Realist would
· Think about what he is doing, he is saying what are the Chinese concerned about? Security/power Soviets? Power, US? Powers
· All about structural realist interpretation and playing the game the way a structural realist would
· 
· 
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Nixon, Ford and Carter
· Problems of these three presidents lay in domestic economic affairs
· Nixon was disgraced in the Watergate scandal, and resigns
·  Nixon Whitehouse hired people to do a variety of things (planging things in media, vandalized offices and covered it up)
· Lobger trend from 30s to this point where congress was fairly defferential especially on foreign policy issues
· Started with FDR, Congress was really restraining the President with the Neutrality Acts but FDR pushed back with things such as RTAA
· Executive Agreements signed with countries between the President, not a treaty so Congress doesn’t have to be consulted
· Congress doesn’t really reel Presidents in when Presidents do thing
· Congress gives President some freedom to use force against Vietnam, never intended it to fund the whole war though
· Early 70s Congress is taking thigns back, using power over budget, if you don’t get out of Vietnam we will force you out
· Congress was more than happy to investigate Nixon and go along the road to impeechment
· Economic challenges come with:
· The OPEC oil embargo
· Inflation turns to “stagflation”
· Internal rflection of having the currency loose value, shouldn’t be surprised to see this happening
· Part of whats gone on with Johnson effort to push Vietnam War and social policies at same time
· Stagflation is what’s new, slow economy down should reduce forces that are pushing for prices to rise – but stagflation occurs instead even though the economy has slowed down
· People’s confidence in the currency holding value in the future is challenged
· Underscores the failure of existing economic policies
· Keynesianism wasn’t working

“Stagflation”
· Keynesianism posited a role for government inmanaging the domestic economy
· Developed in Great Depression in US through some of FDR’s experiments
· The model itself is developed by British economist
· Posits role for government to play in managing the economy
· Argument partly in reflection to what happened in 20s and 30s but also within the Depression, what gov can do in context of very severe slow down in economy
· Real contribution is integrate new variables of government expenditure, then after collapse of gold standard, thinking what you can do with the money supply
· Fiscal policy ould stimulate the economy as needed
· Government can use its budget, buy more stuff to help resurrect demand – smart observation for situation in 30s where demand had dropped off
· In 30s governments had not spent a lot of money in previous periods, not same context as 70s
· Monetary policy could accelerate or decelerate growth as needed
· Drve interest rates up or down to stimulate the economy
· In 30s market based economy that isn’t operating very well, government can step in to raise demand by lowering interest rates then back off when its not needed, raise the rates
· These also shape foreign policy outcomes…
· Chief problems for making things go awry in early 70s – government expenditures (arms race with USSR, Vietnam War and social policies)
· Same thing with monetary policy – notion of Mundel-Flemming conditions – how do interest rate changes affect exchange markets
· Not completely free to use domestic interest rates howver you want because there will be a spillover effect on exchange rates
· Problems with Keynesian model in 70s, worked well in 30s not necessarily 70s
· Results pictures as as trade-off between levels of inflation and unemployment known as the Philips Curve
· Two outcomes on domestic side: level of inflation and level of unemployment
· Stimulate economy: increase inflation, decrease unemployment, opposite when you don’t stimulate the economy
· What combo of unemployment and inflation do you want to live with
· 50s and 60s, sense Republicans didn’t like inflation willing to have some unemployment whereas Democrats wanted more employment and if that meant some inflation that’s okay
· Trade off between the two
· When you get Stagflation that trade off isn’t happening anymore
· What happens – slow economy and wind up somewhere new, unemployment has gone up and so has inflation
· So what do you do?
· Stimultae economy again to resurrect employment levels, what do you get more inflation not much better employment
· So slow down, but still doesn’t change much
· The model isn’t working

Trying to Reverse the Economic Situation
· Fordtries to generate greater confidence…
· People don’t hold on to the dollar because they anticipate it being worth even less in the future – makes inflation worse
· Partly psychological
· Ford wants to convince people psychologically that inflation is going to end
· “WIN” buttons – whip inflation now
· Doesn’t really work
· So does Carter – bt hes hit by:
· He is elected in 76 because he’s seen as an outsider of Washington, Governor of Georgia, talking about same thing Ford was trying to do (its psychological)
· Seen as opposite of Nixon, Cater is supposed to be clean
· Problem is he is blindsided by a variety of things:
· Another oil crisis – US hadn’t done enough to deal with this problem already so this proves it
· Hurts economy again
Overthrow of Shah in Iran – had been an American ally
Pivotal because it was on border of USSR (worried about Soviet expansion into Iran) and because Iran was suppsed to be a regional power to align interests in the region with the US
Ayatollah Khomeini(?) is a big problem for US in the region, complete reversal
Thing to emphasize is that there is a lot of chaos in Iran at this time, appears to be an opportunity for Soviets to exploit
Then Soviet invasion of Afghanistan – Cold War competition hasn’t gone away
US is feeling more vulnerable, looking at critical region and seeing Soviets taking steps to control it and the oil supplies which are critical
Creates “Carter Doctrine” – said US was not going to let the USSR or other important powers dominate the Middle East
The US will respond with force if someone tries to
Level of force will be up to US to determine – could be conventional force or nuclear weapons
Part of why US creates central command which is critical later on under Bush’s presidency
· Neither president solves economic issues
· Throughout 70s economic problems still there
· Stagflation still around, still unemployment

Policy Shift: Monetarism
· The Federal Reserve shifts the basis for its economic models to new approach: monetarism
· Step away from Keynesian model
· Monetarism said stip thinking about managing a national economy like a car with accelerator and break, cant fine tune it to get goals you want more likely to crash – what you need to do is create a stable economic environment, key point is the money supply
· Keep a stable slow growing money supply and you will create stable markets
· Slow and steady growth of the money supply
· The Fed. As the central bank, is independent
· Independent from political pressures
· President and people in Congress are elected
· Fed. People are nominated and given long terms, longer than the President
· Want them to make policies separate from the President
· Monetarism also shields it from some political criticism
· Now Fed. Is saying employment levels aren’t in our model, not their problem
· Their model says managing the money supply is important, emplyment levels will follow
· Nice political dodge, employment isn’t their thing
· Now it can tackle inflation, but at a cost
· Restrict the money supply, raise interest rates high, reward people for saving money
· Drastically high adjustments starting in 1979 – Carter president still
· Cost will be in higher unemployment – people cant borrow money
· Demand will slow way down
· Carter going into an election year in 1980, he will suffer politically
· High interst rates begin in 1979, and last through the early 1980s
· Even when they do adjust it down it will be a slow process
· This damages Carter’s bid for re-election (though he had already been in trouble because of hostages in Iran)
· Media was paying attention to the hostage situations in Tehran 
· Carters strategy going into the election – crisis in Tehran, he cant leave the Whitehouse
· He wasn’t actually doing anything though

Defeating Inflation
· The Fed.’s policies worked well given the time and the costs
· High interets rates trigger unemployment, global slowdown
· If US isn’t consuming as much as before it will slow down economies in Europe, Japan, etc.
· People are convinced to save dollars again; prices stop rising
· Regain confidence in the dollar
· This also causes foreigners to again have confidence in the dollar
· Floating exchange rate now but if value is rising domestically it will raise confidence elsewhere
· This will also solve the problems associated with the downfall of the Bretton-Woods regime
· Helps dollar maintain its preeminent status internationally
· There isn’t really a currency out there to replace the dollar anyways – Germany doesn’t want the Deutschmark to replace it same with Japan and the Yen
· Yet high interest rates inadvertently triggers an international debt crisis
· Latin America took on large debts in 70s thinking they could pay it off later cheaply, low interest rate and high inflation but with change in policy this makes it harder for them to pay it off
· U economy getting back on track when 1980 election held

Interpreting Change
· Analytical Liberal: creditors vs. debtors on inflation
· Creditors benefit from higher interest rates and an appreciated currency
· Debtors prefer inflation, easier to pay off debts, easier to earn money to pay off debts
· Question is  do we see a cleavage between these groups and driving policy?
· Problem is the policy is pushed by Federal Reserve, who is pushing them? In theory no one but if any one it would be Congress which isn’t happening in 78/79
· Right ingredients but process is harder to map out
· Neo-Classical Realism: US reasserting its position – no rival on monetary affairs, so can get its house in order
· See US reasserting its currency, reclaiming some power
· Getting domestic in order will hurt some allies
· Adjustment but still obtaining what you want in FP
· Constructivism: Keynesianism discredited; monetarism available
· 
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The Cold War in the 1970s
· US forced to reduce military spending
· Nixon and Kissinger sought to balance the Soiviets with allies, but also desired limiting competition: détente and arms control
· Approaching China, trying to get out of Vietnam, retracting on commitments to allies elsewhere
· Thinking about hwo to cut back on the budget to fix the economy
· Battling with allies on coast
· Will approach Soviets with things they could both do to help each other
· One is opening up trade and other such things where there is mutual benefits
· Next thing is arms control – reduce your own expenditures, so convince the Soviets not to spend too much money on their arms either, some rough parody and that’s enough
· Sense that things had gone out of control
· Acceptance of “mutual assured destruction” (or MAD)
· Once Soviets had capacity to hit US with nuclear weapons, both side would be locked in a situation where neither would have an edge
· If one tried to use nukes against the other the other side would also launch nuclear weapons, both sides would then be destroyed
· Notion that both sides are somewhat equal now
· Sense of the realist model
· Soviets meanwhile pursued the logical counter-strategy to “flexible response”
· Still instructing their factories to build more weapins which they started in the 1960s
· US is saying lets have arms control, the Soviets don’t seem to be slowing down though
· Doubts about wht the Soivet intention is, do they really want détente
· Goes back to the way they set up their economy, prodction just happened to go on not strategic choice
· Only their production got ramped up with few or no constraints
· People start to doubt whether détente is a good idea and whether the US is being exploited
· How did the US respond to the Soviets attaining parity?

Regan Enters Office
· Big issue Regan will use in 1980 election year
· Carter isn’t popular
· Regan will ride this point toe elction victory – US ahs been slack in terms of confronting USSR and its time to do something about it
· Very ideological in his outlook; some think he was simple-minded
· Thinking in 60s and 70s was partly fueled by realist assumptions, what does that mean for foreign policy? Is there really no morality?
· Also very willing to delegate decision-making (so unlike Carter)
· Carter liked to be on top of every little decision and know every detail about everything, that meant he wasn’t always very decisive
· Regan is opposite, makes someone an expert on something and has them report to him
· Sometime delegation isn’t a bad thing as long as you can trust them
· Really different way of approaching decisions, tended to be very decisive
· Decides to raise American efforts in the Cold War
· US need to do more, needs to confront the USSR
· Soviet Union has exploited détente and arms control, US cant let this happen
· Carter had already reversed the trend (in his PD 59)
· In 1980, leading up to election, Carter is starting to talk about US responding to USSR
· PD (Presidential Directive) 59 is a statement from the White House telling the Department of Defense to do something
· Countervailing strategy – saying we think Soviets are trying to prepare themselves to use nukes in their attack, therefore the US has to countervail – survive a nuke strike and fight a war against the USSR after
· Start thinking about building weapons that allow the US to fight a nuclear war over time
· Regan takes things further – his administration will deliberately race against the Soviets
· They want a race, we will race them into the ground
· US is going to engage in large arms building, shift in internal balancing
· Don’t expect much from their allies, will find resources inside the US
· Think: internal balancing

Regan’s Military Build-Up
· MX missile
· A new intercontinental ballistic missile, two things made it special
· Designed to carry 10 warheads – Soviets launch a bunch of missiles, as long as one US missile gets out it can hit 10 different targets
· Designed to be mobile – worried that Soviets know where your nukes are
· US kept some bombers on runways and in air so they cant be hit or put them in subs but those ones don’t have very good guided capacity
· New generation missile, small enough to be mobile, could fit in a train car
· Pershing II missile
· Designed for use in Europe
· Shorter range missile, its improvement over I was that it was incredibly accurate – can hit within a 50 foot radius
· Perfect for use in Europe where the Soviets would hit with conventional forces and wouldn’t destroy all of Europe
· B-1 Bomber revived
· Project in design when Carter cut it back, Regan started it again
· Battleships brought out of mothballs, upgraded with cruise missiles
· Retrofitted the engines a bit, removed part of the armament and replaced it with modern weapons
· Part of strategy to build up navy, Soviets had built uo its navy
· “Star War” research – Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI)
· How do you intercept incoming missiles
· 1980s see computers
· US will spend a bunch of money on this, what if the Soviets thing the US has made progress on this?
· Will give Soviets two years until this happens in US, increases the thought that USSR should strike sooner before that happened and their missiles are useless
· Reagan said he would share this research with USSR
· Because the Cold War had gotten so much more intense we were on verge of real problems
· M1A1 Abrams MBT
· New battle tank designed to face Soviet tanks in Europe

Impact of the Regan Years 
· Implications for Cold War – heightened hostility, greater risk of accidents
· People concerned because this heightens chance of accident
· Other weapons were not nearly as disturbing the arms race – cruise missiles which are very slow, gives the Soviets time to see and make a decision
· Soviet leadership will activate their war time military commands
· Implied that the US was moving away from MAD…
· At MAD now but that’s not where we are going to be in a few years
· Started under Carter with PD 59
· Federal government financed these larger expenditures through increasing its debt
· Coming right as US is entering a recession
· Big spending surge will start to hit in 82-84 which will help the US economy
· Defense budget in 1980: $325 billion; in 1987: $456 billion
· Large increase, financed mainly by borrowing
· Will end 1980s with a lot more debt than it had at beginning of 1980s
· But combination of high interest rates and looser fiscal policy delivers economic recovery in US
· Regan comes out of it looking pretty good on economic policy side
· Side-effect create economic problems for others 1980s
· Debt crisis, slow down of world’s economy
· Is the US leading here, or just watching out for itself?

Interpreting the Change
· Analytical Liberal: where are the domestic groups demands? (Regan is popular…)
· Carter’s image was US did bad things, needs to apologize, humble, US will promote human rights
· Regan will come in with image of confidence which resonated with a  lot of people
· Shift in popular culture, top movie in 1980s Top Gun, Regan part of shift
· AL really good for talking about economic policy, a lot ea
· 
· 
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Regan and the Pressures on the Soviets
· Regan’s Military build-up
· Regan voices an ideological challenge, too
· Nixon and Kissinger’s attitude was détente, “we can live with you”
· Regan describes the USSR as evil, doesn’t leave a lot of room for compromise
· He will give speeches in Europe where he says the uSSR is evil that stands for many things that we in the west don’t believe in
· Contrast to the policies of 1970s
· Soviets are equal, they are the other superpower, there is parity in arms
· In 1980s this is all beign undone
· Ideologically, military, how you talk about them, etc.
· External support for internal change: Helsinki Accords
· Helsinki Accords come up in discussions about politics inside the Soviet Union and the Soviet Bloc
· The Accords was an agreement signed in 1975, produced in 70s when the West agreed on a clam status quo
· Western Europe, US, Canada and USSR and its allies sign this agreement in 1975
· USSR wanted an agreement from the west that the current borders in 75 are accepted
· The US and the other countries sign onto that
· Brezhnev can show his people that the West has finally accepted the status quo
· In return the west was also concerned that borders stay the same, they also asked for the Soviets to start to accept certain kinds of civil right in the USSR and Soviet Bloc countries
· Freeing up the media
· Leaves a little space for civil society to get started in the East
· That turns out to be a big deal, will be the beginning of protests in the Eastern Bloc where people will challenge what the government is saying, give a voice to opposition
· Helsinki Accords having an impact?
· Clearly made a difference in some of the countries in the Soviet Bloc
· Does it make a difference in the Soviet Union? Harder to say, there weren’t that many groups there trying to give a different voice in the 70s and 80s

Soviet Economic Woes
· Have a better grasp on the effect of this now than at the time
· Centrally planned economies not very flexible
· Difficult to take certain goods out of production and to intriduce others
· Think about whats happening in the west in 70s and 80s all kinds of consumer products are coming in (i.e. computers)
· Source of great productivity in west, problematic for the Soivets, they want to control information
· Even where there are things they might want to use, its very difficult to make changes and intergrate them
· Soviets supporting their allies
· Economically
· Opposition to Soviet control
· Part of what the Soivets did to make their rule more legitimate was provide some goods cheaply, things the USSR had in abundance such as oil and natural gas
· Over time this started to look like a bad deal, what were they getting in return
· Becomes a drain on the Soviet Union to support its allies
· Spending too much on their military
· Two ways to think about this:
· Difficult to pull these goods out of the plan
· Who’s making the plan? The Bureaucrats at the top in which the  military plays a role, who aren’t willing to reduce their role
· Therefore not investing enough
· Have to start reinvesting in their productive capacities in ways that will be productive
· Not saving any money or resources
· Burning resources up supporting their allies and trying to maintain image as a super power through military spending
· Leadership in USSR is looking at the US’s stagflation, thinking the long-run will belong to them
· Intelligence service says no, we are going to be in trouble
· US goes through problems cyclically, they will bounce back
· But for USSR is a gradual slope downward
· Older generation dying off, Gorbachev takes power in 1985
· Gorbachev is from a different generation, the older men had been alive during WWII, their adult lives had been shaped by war and competition and proving the USSR was a superpower
· Their whole adult lives had been playing catch up to the US, finally think they are there in the 70s and people are telling them this isn’t the case
· They don’t have other ideas
· Gorbachev wasn’t an adult during WWII
· His experience was mainly in 60s and 70s when USSR had relatively consolidated power
· He will come at it with a different perspective
· He is from the communist party, understands how it works, has links to the older generation, not a radical 
· He knows the priorities are screwed up and knows the way the domestic economy is working is the problem

Mikhail Gorbachev
· Glasnost and perestroika
· Need to be open to criticism domestically, need other voices – glasnost
· Need to listen to what people say because they don’t have a really good idea of how to fix things
· “New Thinking” in Soviet foreign policy
· Hard to put finger on what’s new about it
· They acknowledge privately that the economy isn’t doing well
· Cant keep the military spending going, especially when Reagan has ramped the US’s military spending up
· Decided they cant keep up with what we are producing now, have to ratchet back
· Searching for something that will allow them to reduce their spending on the military

Soviet-US Relations Evolve
· Regan and Gorbachev meet in four summits (1985-88)
· Gorbachev speaks to Thatcher at a summit and Thatcher talks to Regan and tells him that he is different
· Different in the fact that he attends summits in the first place, not the usual Soviet leaders
· Thatcher’s points to Regan was that Gorbachev came to talk about things of substance
· She said Reagan need to meet him
· First summit they meet, about feeling each other out, couldn’t really find common ground
· But from there it moved forward
· Interesting because this is the same Regan who a few years before talked about the “evil empire” and joked about bombing it
· Discussion to decelerate arms race – initiated by the Soviets
· Reversal of Nixon and Kissinger earlier going to the Soviets to discuss arms control
· All beause they don’t want to spend any more money on weapons
· That doesn’t come across well because from perspective of the day we don’t understand the economic problems they were facing, knew they had problem but didn’t know how big they were
· So when Gorbachev talks like this people think the Soviets really are finally calming down, no longer revolutionary zeal from earlier periods
· INF Treaty 1987, START
· INF had to do with nuclear forces in Europe, all going to be regulated and brought down
· Limit the amount in Europe and start reducing them
· Pretty rapid progress considering that Regan came into office in 1980 and began producing these weapons, now in 87 they are limiting them
· START – Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
· Soviets worried about the MX Missile, worried about the big picture not just Europe
· START is about the big picture, how many warheads do each side
· Soviets don’t want a race any more
· Soviets gain breathing space, but have no serious plans to reform their economy
· Helsinki Accords sparked protests in EE and having to grant more concessions
· Glasnost and Perestroika did not provide a means of solving the problems or reforming the centrally planned economy
· On foreign policy side, all this was going to do was give them a chane to solev economic problems
· Regan’s Berlin speech
· HE wont stop the ideological attacks

Regan: “Tear down this wall”
· June 12, 1987
· Still have ideological differences
· Will stop military competition but political/economic competition is still going on

End of the Cold War
· The importance of Berlin – and Germany
· What do the Soviets hope from Helsinki Accords, acceptance of the peace treaties after WWII
· About unresolved issues after WWII
· Helsinki Accords – but what are the Soviets thinking?
· Soviets want recognition of the borders
· Think of Cold War ending when the wall came down, next part was the Germans wanting to unify into a single country
· Key thing the Soviets did not want, from WWII and from the Accords
· Will loose control over the Eastern Bloc
· Unwinding in Eastern bloc: begins in 1989
· Surprising speed of the whole thing
· Most were coming from a perspective of the stability of a bipolar world according to Waltz, which said competition will go on forever or someone makes a mistake
· No thinking one side will give up, made no sense according to structural realism
· Soviet Union itself collapses in 1991
· Communist leadership lost its legitimacy
· Because of the economic failures
· Once you loose EE there are other repercussions in the Soviet Union
· Once things started in EE in 89 Soviet leadership was doomed
· Second thing, if something like this was to happen there was fear Soviet leadership would lash out and start a war to prevent collapse

The End of the Cold War and IR Theory
· At the time, Realists did not expect any of this…
· The fact realists had nothing to say meat that, looking at realism we wanted it to answer one question which it failed at utterly
· Need to look elsewhere to provide answers
· What alternatives are there?
· Analytical Liberalism: emphasizes change in the Soviet Union (domestic politics there)
· Government inside USSR changes
· Different when you say its not USSR its Russia
· Different when Poland goes from communism to democracy
· Of course their foreign policy will be different
· Not the way a realist would look at it, they don’t care about type of regime
· When people will start to say democracies behave differently than non-democracies, democratic peace theory
· ConstructivistsL stress Grobachev’s “New Thinking”
· 
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Did the US “win” the Cold War?
· If we think of this as either great power competition, or ideological rivalry, the answer is: yes
· Clear the US did come out ahead in terms of a battle between ideologies, we don’t talk about communism or centrally planned economies very often
· The end of the Cold War really marked a consensus around democracy as the way to organize domestic politics, capitalism as a way to organize domestic economy – everyone moving towards the same systems
· “End of history” a bit over stated
· On the other hand, some, such as Janice Stein, say no…
· Both sides essentially paid a lot of costs to compete, the US was hurt less than the USSR but it did have to pay
· There are no winners, just relative losses
· What did the US gain?
· Enhanced security – the main external threat the US faced came from the USSR in 50s, 60s, 70s, 80s
· When we get to 90s, Soviet missile systems pointed to the US are adjusted so they aren’t in a state of readiness, clearly a benefit to the US
“Peace dividend” – competitive spending ends, if you don’t have to compete that will free things up
Peaceful relations with Russia would mean that money could be spent on other things
And productivity growth in 90s eliminates the debt load – US economy grew and within the economy growth is coming from enhanced productivity
By time we get to 99/00 the federal budget on an annual basis is actually not so bad
· Foreign aid to lots of places gets cut back, no longer worrying about the rivalry, don’t need to keep people on your side

How did the World Change?
· Break-up of the Soviet bloc translated into a series of new dangers
· Fear that as the USSR was collapsing it would lash out in a last attempt to maintain power
· Didn’t actually see that
· As it broke apart it became clear that there were other wars and civil wars that could occur that weren’t thought of
· Disarming nuclear forces an issue (that remains)
· Looking through a structural realist perspective nothing has really changed
· The balance of power is different because the USSR is weaker but other than that not much
· Real concern over disarmament
· Nationalism and ethnic divisions resurfaced
· Baltic states independent prior to WWII, taken over by USSR and integrated into USSR, now sought to be independent but since they had been integrated there were lots of Russians in the countries and Russian military bases which Russia still wanted
· Whole variety of different settings and how they played out
· Political tensions pulling apart, economic ties
· A lot of potential for political problems to be solved violently
· Serious possibilities of civil war – or of states using force to settle border disputes
· This doesn’t sit well with the prevailing norms of the international system
· US will try to intervene diplomatically because its worried about the precedent that could be set
· If you let one country settle disputes violently other states could follow
· Former Yugoslavia falls into conflict
· Yugoslavia had pulled together various states so when the regime collapses the different states will seek independence
· Violence along ethnic lines erupts
· Issue about borders and how you allow borders to be changed
· Europeans say they’ll take the lead
· They have the most at stake, how things get handled here will affect Western Europe, refugees will travel into their countries
· US retrenching, even as sole superpower
· Don’t want to get involved everywhere even if you are the sole superpower
· Have one superpower that is dominant on several different dimensions (military, size of economy, currency)

The Unipolar Moment
· Power in hands of one state, unprecedented in history
· How does unipolarity change US foreign policy?
· New dangers but also new opportunities, in some sense
· Structural realism – distribution of power determines the structure of the system which presents constraints and opportunities to states, but in this case the US is free to do whatever
· Makes the structure useless in terms of making a reduction
· US not driven to do one thing or another
· Observe the US doing a bunch of different things
· Iraq invasion of Kuwait, for example (1990-91)
· President Bush says, this is unacceptable, we wont allow states to use force to change borders
· Moreover this is a threat to Western interests more generally, wont allow powers to dominate in Middle East where the US has strategic interest
· Bush Administration handles initial response well
· Talks to allies and UN, Iraq has violated the UN charter, lets use it like we are supposed to
· Normally this wouldn’t work because the Soviets would have vetoed it, but now its Russia who wont veto it
· Looks like the UN will actually be able to work now
· Brought together wide coalition – via the UN
· Motivates American pubic via imagery…
· Suddam Hussein is a dictator, compare him to Hitler
· His actions are just like how Hitler got started
· Convinces the US public once Hitler was brought in

The First Gulf War
· American military excellent position
· Cold War just ended, have a lot of new military hardware sitting around, have trained units part of Regan build-up
· Iraqis have Soviet weapons or older US weapons, nothing to match US weapons
· A lot of the fighting will occur on open desserts, perfect for US 
· Well led under General Normal Schwartzkopf
· Strategy how to cut off Iraqi forces in Kuwait, employs everything the US has advantages in
· Takes time to use force to its best advantage
· Their weapons are in Europe, camouflaged for German forests not desserts
· Concentrated US military forces closer to the coast then spread all along a much broader front
· Victory comes relatively easily
· With dominating air power doing a lot of destruction while ground units are moving
· Popular in terms of PR, low US casualties
· But what we don’t see… US forces surprisingly overstretched
· Specialized units were overstretched
· Electronic aircraft, for example, important to make sure enemy radar isn’t in use, US doesn’t have many of them
· Need to keep some near North Korea and some in Europe but need a lot to use against Iraqi radar systems
· Need more to deal with what is going on in the Balkans
· All the planes are used up, if another problem comes up there aren’t any available, but these are pivotal in ensuring swift success in these missions
· And then no clear plans for what to do at the end of fighting
· The mandate, built around international norms, was to retake Kuwait, not to invade Iraq or overthrow Hussein’s regime
· So once Kuwait was retaken not clear what to do next
· Clear you want the fighting to end
· Armistice signed – which allowed Iraq some things like ability to fly helicopters
· Groups in Iraq try to overthrow regime thinking they will get help which is then able to be repressed by the regime because they were allowed to do certain things under the armistice agreement

Problems elsewhere…
· Yugoslavia dissolves, with violence…
· Chaos and disorder
· Start to get ethnic violence and retaliation
· Groups within various states want to redraw borders along ethnic lines which wont be easy given the fact that everyone are fairly scattered
· US eventually leads NATO intervention, but diplomatic ground uncharted
· Europe supposed to take the lead but US eventually steps in
· Europeans couldn’t really agree on what they wanted
· Military intervention to try to impose through the UN some kind of peace on various actors in different places
· Diplomatic ground uncharted:
· The thing that worried West Europe, Canada and US so much was slightly different for each
· For Europeans it was fact they were watching bloody ethnic violence in what they thought of as Europe, this was not acceptable based on international norms (after Holocaust – “never again” and it was happening again)
· For Canadians, Quebec separation was a big issue, government want to show federalism works, just because you have different ethnicities doesn’t mean you cant have a  federation
· For US they are concerned about force being used to redraw borders – if that is allowed others will follow suit
· All interested in seeing the violence end, different motivating factors though
· Bad job handling similar situations such as Rwanda
· Clear things happening in Rwanda that aren’t going to be good, see beginnings of genocide but US state department refused to declare it a genocide
· Part of what the US and the West are saying to these new states is that norms concerning how you treat your civilians will override sovereignty
· When genocide occurs
· States that signed on to the international law governing genocide are not supposed to commit it and they are supposed to do something about it when it occurs elsewhere
· When they see it in Rwanda the US doesn’t want to get involved, don’t think its okay but the problem is what can they do about it? Military people tell them it wont be easy
· No air bases near by, unlike in the Balkans
· Would be great to do something but how
· Geographic scope enormous, no infrastructure to support
· Pentagon will drag its feet on this
· Clinton people got out maneuvered on this by people in Pentagon who didn’t want to see American forces at risk in something they couldn’t do well
· Trouble enforcing sanctions on Iraq
· Done through UN but with difficulty
· Different assessments about what the Iraqis are up to and how much they need to comply
· Issue of sovereignty, Iraqis gave up part of it with the peace treaty
· By middle of 1990s doesn’t look like things are changing
· Wider set of problems with dangers ad problems originating in the Cold War (dictators, arms, etc.)
· 
· 
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· This part is really more about change, will talk more about continuity in later lectures

September 11th
· Shock of the events – terrorism as political theater
· Meant to be shocking
· In this particular case, the point of the terrorists was to strike at particular symbols of american power – Pentagon, Whitehouse, World Trade Center
· Symbollic blow
· Challenge to the US on several fronts
· Security is going to be a major issue, US not really prepared for these sorts of security threats
· US challenged on several levels
· Secuirty threats – protocals in those days for a plane being hijacked was negotiate with the hijacker, didn’t expect them to use the planes as a weapon
· Wondering what the extent of the threat was
· US had to reassess its security
Ideological challenge – end of the Cold War as the end of history, end of ideological wars, communism is gone democracy can take over
But this is a criticism, many said a lot of things about the US and the West isn’t good
Foreign policy challenges 
· Bush calls for Global War on Terror (GWOT)
· We are going to get the bad guys, phrased as a global war on terror
· Not the best term to be using
· Grand strategy about making means and ends reconcilable – if you say global war on terror that is way beyond the capacity of the US, setting a goal way beyond the capability of the US that will be hard to achieve
· Includes all forms of terrorism, even terrorism against a dictatorship

The Immediate Response
· Ultimatum given to the Taliban government
· Demand they hand over Bin Laden to the US authorities
· NATO obligations activated
· Military obligations associated with the alliance were actived for the first time
· Ironic because NATO was alayws thought of as the American commitment to Europe
· Then it was just there after the Cold War
· Keep the US in Europe, Keep Russia out of Western Europe and Keep the Germans down
· People thought now that the Cold War is over do we need NATO
· NATO found other jobs to do, Balkan interventions
· But this was the real evocation of the core elements of NATO
· Shocking and ironic that the attacked state to support was the US
· Useful military assets NATO could contribute
· US needed more aircraft for radar to monitor what was going on in US, got these from Europe
· UN Charter invoked
· US says we have been attacked, source of attack is from people outside the US
· This violates the UN charter, we have a right to defend ourselves by forcing the Afghan government to turn over these people or suffer the consequences
· The UN said you are right
· Taliban acknowledged they knew who did it and knew they were in Afghanistan but woulnt hand them over
· American forces deployed in new style
· US went through all the right channels
· Thinking was how could the US do this any better
· What made the US use of force more successful* was the fact that it could use air power more effectively because the technology was better
· One or two steps above what they used against Iraqi forces in first Gulf War
· Using things that used GPS, coordinating attacks in terms of target and time
· Not using similar forces SOivets used, lots of conventional forces on the ground
· Working with locals who don’t like the Taliban
· Part of the deal Bin Laden offered was he used his people to assassinate some of the main opposition within Afghanistan prior to the attacks
· Successful at initial thing – overthrowing Taliban government
· Overthrow of Taliban government easy; establishment of order difficult; so too is the formation of a new, stable government
· See troubles from beginning, easy to remove government but harder to fill vacuum and restore order on the ground
· Counting on locals being on their side, but didn’t mean consensus between the two would be easy
· Issue of the use of force, military technology
· Thinking about how you use force to translate into some form of political end you want
· While the main thing they wanted was to remove the government opposed to the US was the immediate goal, but long term goal was to put in place a friendly government or at least one that is easy to deal with and is responsible

 Bush’s National Security Strategy
· Presented September 2002
· National Secruity Strtaegeis are statements by executive branch to congress about how they are thinking about national security
· Report to congress how the executive is executing national security
· Controversial for a few reasons
· Preemptive war deemed a legitimate form of defense
· If you see a threat you have a right/obligation to remove that threat
· In internaltional law, preemptive war is okay in limited circumstances where there is a clear threat that will be carried out soon
· Thing about this statement was that it really said, if there is someone with capability to hurt US and the intent they are a legitimate target, its not fulfilling the conditions of international law
· People worried because US is in a unipolar position, so its very powerful
· This is a very powerful statement, there are a lot of countries who were made very uncomfortable by this, even allies
· Opened the door to the US using its for against a whole number of states
· Striking at threats before begin attacked
· Some thought this was a move by US to maintain its dominance
· Anyone trying to rise up to challenge US dominance would therefore call for action by the US according to this statement
· Also known as the Bush Doctrine
· Creation of Department of Homeland Security
· Comes from dissatisfaction with the security efforts before 9/11
· Looking at where there were chances to stop the attack
· Bureaucracies who saw pieces of something happening but no one put the pieces together
· Thinking in US that foreign threats need to be thought of by one bureaucracy while another one thinks of internal threats, don’t need to coordinate or talk
· Create this department at the top that’s meant to be an umbrella and bring all these other groups in
· Problematic because its trying to bring so much together
· Massive bureaucratic effort
· Response to 9/11 and the specific problems that happened that day
· What happen in New York? Firemen show up, do they talk to the police? Some but not all Can the police talk to the coast guard? No Does the coast guard talk to the Navy? Etc.
· People looking at air threats to the US in Colorado Springs, all radar set up was at the borders of the US looking out, nothing looking in, no radar input from inside the US
· Didn’t have any way to talk to the US in New York, know things are happening from the news
· Homeland Security and NORTHCOM was meant to deal with all these different problems at all these different levels
· Reorganization of US military commands (Northern Command created, NORTHCOM)
· North Atlantic command – deals with the North Atlantic, New York not in jurisdiction
· No one in the military was in charge of using the military within the US boundaries because that is not what the US is about
· Do not use federal forces within the boundary, so no need to have any military command within the US
· So whatever they did in response to 9/11 was made up as they went
· Air patrol over some areas, figure out how to do it
· A lot done on spur of the moment
· As a consequence they created a regional command to cover North America including inside the boundaries of the US

Extension to Iraq
· National Security strategy was then used to justify the war against Iraq
· Ties between terrorists and Iraq implied (“axis of evil”)
· If Iraq had WMD that’s the threat to US, if there are terrorists that’s the inent so they could go in
· Sources saying there were still WMD were false
· Broader statement with “axis of evil” which said there are states (north Korea, Iraq, Iran) states embarking on WMD who don’t like us there fore we will label them as threats, “evil”
· The major issue was lack of clarity on WMD – hangover from First Gulf War
· More than 10 years later and there is still issue about inspecting areas of Iraq to determine whether there are WMD projects going on or hidden
· Clear Iraqi efforts at propaganda
· What does US public think? Recall first Bush comparing Hussein to Hitler
· Because its gone on for so long there is not a lot of consensus among the allies or UN
· Another concern arose from the continued basing of American troops in the Gulf (and in Saudi Arabia more specifically)
· Type of policy of containment of Iraq
· Bin Laden argued there shouldn’t be US forces inside Saudi Arabia
· Problematic to try to keep large amounts of US forces in the Middle East
· Consensus amongst the allies to decide what to do about Iraq is eroded
· Not clear sanctions are necessary any more
· Using air patrols to enforce parts of the sanction, no longer consensus
· Some say cant keep US forces policing Iraq indefinitely
· US should find some sort of solution
· Diplomatic run-p led to very public debates
· This doesn’t play out like Afghanistan in that sense
· Even more telling was position of Canada in the lead up to the invasion of Iraq
· Since WWII the US has shared intelligence information with the ABC countries, so in diplomatic run-up to this war the US was making a case that it should be sanctioned because Iraq wasn’t following previous sanction
· France and others saying no, what about the ABC countries
· Britain and Australia were right there with the US, Canada was too until it got closer
· Became less about upholding previous commitments and more about regime change (analytical liberal)
· Canadian gov said this isn’t what we are signed on for
· In Afghanistan NATO was there, UN sanctioned things right away, this was completely different
· Another apparent quick victory on the ground – followed by problems establishing order
· 
· 
· 
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Bush Administration Decisions
· Invasion of Iraq – without UN approval
· US tried to ground the invasion in previous UN resolution, but it was clear that other states, like France in particular, wanted to ensure the US had a new form of approval
· Refusal to accept the ICC
· As part of the regulations there is a part that says if people are brought before the law in your own country then they wont be tried by the ICC, but the Bush Administration did not think these safeguards were enough
· Rejection of Kyoto Accords
· Thought the goals of the accords were wrong
· The Clinton administration had signed on
· Was the US abandoning international institutions?
· Turning its back on cooperation through these institutions and deciding to do things on its own
· Clearest is the invasion of Iraq, where there was a debate in the UN but the US still went forward without UN sanction
· What would this mean for the future?
· What will the US be doing? What will that mean for international institutions and countries that believe in them?
· Big worry in Canada about this

The Fears Were…
· …that the Bush Administration did not want to be restrained by laws or international norms
· Easy to look and say in a relaist framework, if you are really really powerful, why do you want rules
· Realists say rules are created to reflect the balance/distribution of power
· A way to save your own power, if you can convince others to adhere to rules because they believe in them then you don’t have to go around exerting your resources to convince them to follow those rules
· The rules can also be self-constraining
· Bretton-Woods forced the US to do certain things which it eventually chose not to do therefore destroying the regime
· In years after WWII there were a lot of questions about what the laws of the sea should be – US, with the most powerful navy by far, re-wrote the rules based on its brute force
· US didn’t want to be constrained by anything
· Logic thatsays perhaps the US is so powerful its going to do what t wants
· …that the US would exercise force too often
· Only country with capability of moving troops and equipent anywhere in the workd fairly easily
· Has technology that is too expensive for its allies to keep up with
· Will it start to use its power however it chooses? Unrestrained?
· Have seen that the US military is not inexhuasable
· Overstreatched just being involved in Afghanistan and Iraq
· …that the US would ignore its allies and friends
· This is costly
· Citizens and governments in allied countries are worried that the US is no longer listening to them
· On 9/11 and days right after there was massive political capital in the US and its military – striking the way allies, NATO and the UN supported the US after the attack
· Within a couple of years you see the reverse, allies and friends worried about what the US is doing
· US is undermining the bases for future cooperation
· Going up against international norms and law
· …that international institutions would become irrelevant
· If most powerful country in the system says the UN is not very relevant or says that preemptive strikes are acceptable that is opening up the flood gates
· Many states felt they needed international institutions and norms to help society function

Continuity vs. Change
· On several of these issues, the Bush Administration held on to a previsou decision
· State department had never liked the ICC
· On the ICC – the US state department had told the Clinton Admin not to sign on to it because it would not be fair to the US
· Clinton admin had not made a final decision so Bush Admin simply gave an answer and pushed it a step further, but in essence continuation
· Kyoto Accords disputed by republicans in Congress
· Clinton had approved it but knew it wouldn’t be accepted
· He could say he approved it but there are no costs associated with the implementation of the accord
· Clinton can make a symbolic gesture of approving it while knowing it would be rejected
· Bush Admin basically continuing what the result was
· Signs of continuity of several issues
· Big issue – US not getting approval to invade Iraq but went ahead anyways, already a precedent: NATO’s use of force in Serbia, knew that if they went to the UN SC it would be vetoed by Russia and if they went to the General Assembly they would not get a majority because they wanted to intervene in the internal affairs of Serbia
· Still some sense of legitimacy under NATO but still don’t have UN support
· Nonetheless, there was a clear sense that the US was turning its back on international institutions
· Can see this as a trend that is building, its not just one Administration turning its back, its been slowly building
· Sense that the US was moving away and that this would have bad consequences

Shortcomings in our Concepts
· Unilateralism vs. Multilateralism
· Unilateralism – notion the US is going it alone
· Multilateralism – US consults other states and decisions are made jointly
· Not quite accurate, not quite what was going on
· US had not acted unilaterally – it went through the trouble of finding allies and including allies in their actions
· The US was not alone, it had allies along side it
· Not necessarily multilateral though
Confusion between wars in Iraq and Afghanistan
In Afghanistan everything was done by the book, go to UN, invoke UN charter, use alliances like NATO – that is multilateralism by the book
The way the media treats them tends to be the same
· Usually worried about the role the international institution plays in this
· Why do international institutions matter? Legitimacy
· Not really worried about the other countries in Iraq with the US, only a few divisions anyways
· At the heart of this is more a question of doing things through the proper process
· Multilateralism implies that but doesn’t describe it that well
· Worry about the process because of legitimacy
· Legitimacy may come partly from other countries agreeing with you or at least supporting the US but not much
· The key thing we are trying to hone in on is the legitimacy that comes from international institutions
· Ne concept: “coalitions of the willing”
· Its not going to be unilateral, going in with a coalition but with states that are willing to work with the US
· How should we think about these coalitions of the willing?
· What's wrong with the US building an alliance outside institutions?
· Thoughts that the US would do this every time around, ad hoc 
· Made people nervous
· Hinted that you could turn your back on international institutions
· International institutions and the strategy of “embracing” a strong state
· Opposite of what the Bush Admin was saying, that those institutions were constraining the US
· But others, like Canada, think these strong states need to be constrained to give a voice to lesser states
· “embracing” want to be friendly towards strong powers but also want to lock them into institutions so they wont act in a way against you

Leadership Institutions
· How do we tie foreign policy choices to international problems?
· More specifically, problems arise from anarchy
· Rooted in notion that the international system is anarchic
· UN is not a very useful tool for solving disputes or problems, anarchy is the root of the problems
· Solutions require collaboration or cooperation
· Huge problems at international level arise from the provision of public goods
· The answers that come from IR theory ten to be grounded in a couple of different paradigms
· What are the best methods for creating collective action? Institutions or leadership?
· Realists stress leadership – in anarchic situation you wont get a global government created, therefore you have to fall back on something which for them is hegemony
· Rival view point comes from institutionalism – emphasizes institutions, need mechanisms that help states come together and discuss the problems
· The rules serve a function, which is to aid cooperation
· Problem is these answers did not arise at the same time
· Realist viewpoint arose in the 1970s and then institutionalist argument came as a critique (Keohane)
· Treat these two as rivals, two different ways of solving the same problem
· Why do we have to choose? How do the two work together?
· Should be thinking about how these things work together, institutions and leadership
· Albright’s view: the US as the “indispensible nation”
· If the US isn’t going to participate in the multilateral solution to a problem you wont get a solution, an institution wont be enough
· As in the response to the break up of Yugoslavia violence
· Sense you need leadership and institutions

Theoretical Issues
· Realists: leadership first; institutions as product
· Analytical Liberals: Structure of preferences matters first; then leadership is either easy or hard
· Institutions serve as means to achieve collaboration or cooperation (hence Institutionalism for explaining systemic outcomes…)
· Neo-Classical Realists: institutions and legitimacy mattes for considering means but each comes with a mix of costs and benefits. State still decides what to do.
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· Differences between Analytical Liberalism and Neo-Classical Realism

A New Version of Liberalism
· Tell tale sign comes from that piece in Moravchek where he talks about states and preferenences, talk about that as solidifying a view of liberalism
· The rise of Analytical Liberalism after 1990
· This has become the dominant way we view IR
· Its really dominant in IPE
· It has definite utility in IPE
· Really easy to apply this approach to trade, investment, monetary relations because we can borrow so much from economics, tweak it and apply it to poli sci
· Results have been reasonably useful for making policy recommendation
· Harder to apply to questions of security
· Narizny has written about grand strategy, looking at domestic interest groups and what they want and seeing if that is useful for determining past grand strategies
· He used this regarding Britain
· See people applying it in that way but the answers are a lot less satisfying
· Harder to trace through the various steps of the AL approach
· That doesn’t mean it isn’t relevant – it means its harder to use for making predictions regarding security
· Trick may be we cant figure how to connect interests on security 

Analytical Liberal Theories
· Economic models identify array of domestic interests  Domestic politics to control policy  state pursues preferences  International politics as states interact; (structure of preferences)  econ models identify…
· Give us a simply handle on where the benefits and costs of liberalizing trade go
· State pursues your policy
· Trade in 1890s, tariff is key thing
· US approached Canada about having a free trade agreement in 1911, the government pursues it but there is no guarantee its going to go through
· Nothing came of it because the Canadians said no
· To get to the fourth step we have to go back to the beginning
· When preferences clash then it becomes more of a question of power
· Negative or positive sense of power
· How to get someone to come aboard
· US so powerful after WWII, gets others to follow it, like the Marshal Plan which is a positive exercise of power because the countries will benefit
· To explain 1911 have to apply the model to two different countries and look at the domestic politics of each country to determine each’s preferences
· Typically do this application for one states policies
· Not trying to talk about systemic outcomes
· What we really like to see with this approach is you close the circle
· This is the classic version, the way you will see it done, but there can be variation

A New Version of Realism
· The development of Neoclassical Realism in the late 1990s
· Got its title from the work of Rose who wrote a review article about people who were working on new versions of realism, he coined this term
· Still finding its place in the security debates
· A point when structural realism was laid low, end of Cold War if structural realism cant see this then what good is it
· So the doors were left wide open
· Time when people said we don’t know what we mean when we talk about security now that the Cold War is over, USSR is gone, China isn’t that powerful yet
· What does security even mean?
· Survey on what people worry about most
· There are other things to worry about other than international war like crime, climate change
· This stuff came back after 9/11 again when so much money was being spent (some times unnecessarily) on defense against terrorism
· What happened with these people who start this neoclassical realist push is they want to talk about realism still being relevant, not Waltz’s bare bone structural realist approach but something
· Everyone else in IR is talking about domestic politics and analytical liberalism
· Waltz never said domestic politics doesn’t matter, he said it doesn’t matter in determining systemic outcomes
· Can understand systemic outcomes without knowing what states are there
· Waltz’s students said lets use realist thinking in comparative foreign policy
· Recognizing its limitations
· First consensus about what we mean when we talk about this approach has really only been in last 5 or 6 years
· Applying it to questions of important to IPE remains to be done…
· May be because people interested in neoclassical realism don’t care about IPE or those doing IPE are satisfied with analytical liberalism
· But question remains can it be used on more than security issues
· Also, it should be possible to create “middle range” theories with Neoclassical Realism
· “Middle range” theories that talk about the interaction of 2/3 or 4/5 states, not broad systemic patterns

Neoclassical Realist Theories
· Systemic pressures (threat)  Interpreted by the state (foreign policy executive)  State seeks resources if necessary  Change in grand strategy  Systemic pressures
· AL starts with groups at bottom and how they compete
· This is starting at the top and looking at threats and what that does
· Its seen by and interpreted by the state
· Key actor in US foreign policy is the President/White House – foreign policy executive
· How they respond depends on the resources they have, will look internally will look externally to allies
· Is economy doing poorly?
· Where to get resources drives grand strategy
· Congress has to approve, look at system level, are there allies are there threats that need resources to confront
· Can use this for middle range because this allows you to close the circle and look at systemic outcomes
· US chooses one grand strategy and USSR chooses another what will that look like?
· Why didn’t Britain France and USSR successfully balance against Nazi Germany
· AL shows those states share a preference in keeping Nazi Germany down, why couldn’t they combine their preferences, disagree about when threat will emerge and what to do about it
· France wants an alliance, Britain thinks if they appease they can buy time
· They agree on the goal but have different means of dealing with it
· But when the threat emerges they have all started to pursue their own means of defense against Nazi Germany, but when you add them all together they don’t compliment each other
· That’s how you would think about using this as an approach to get systemic results, looking at how strategies interact

Comapring the Two
· Competing theories of foreign policy
· Anaylitcal Liberalism is supposed to provide a picture of the structure of preferences
· Neoclassical Realsim is supposed to provide insight on individual state strategies
· One can therefore use Neoclassical Relaism to produce systemic ….
· ….
· Nature of the issue may gove one an advantage over the other
· Trade: divisive internally, interests sharply defined
· Security: goal not decisive, interests murky
· Monetary Policy: divisive internally, but interests murky
· 
· 
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Obama and Change?
· Obama criticized the bush Administration’s foreign policy during the campaign
· Argued in favor of multilateralism – Bush had made mistakes by turning its back on institutions, US would have been better if it had been constrained by these institutions
· Runs along certain ideological differences, Democrats tend to lean more towards the use of multilateral institutions, ad less willing to use force to resolve disputes, opposite of Republicans
Noted arguments against prison in Guantanamo Bay – tricky issue because it centers on how you deal with terrorists, what kind of laws govern this, how do you treat people who aren’t in uniform or people who aren’t signatories to the treaties of war (i.e. Al Qaeda) 
Bush seemed to be avoiding constraints from internatliona law and instituions which is not positive and mad ehte US look like it was going around the law
Cirticized use of torture – there was approval from very high up to use forms of torture against prime sources of information, need to go beyond the norms because of the threats facing the US
Obama admin pointed out that this is never a good tactic because it doesn’t usually get you good info and just makes you look bad
US’s image was in need of being recovered
Argued for ending mission in Iraq
Favored concentration of effort in Afghanistan – mission in Iraq took away from the mission in Afghanistan which was more important
· Obama’s points concerned the legitimacy of US actions, and therefore of US standing in the world
· Focusing on legitimacy is probably more important issue at stake, legitimacy of the US in the eyes of the world
· By criticizing this, Obama could bring back legitimacy

International Situation Changing
· Financial meltdown in 2008
· Obama will inherit an economy that’s in big trouble
· US foreign economic policy was not a big issue in Obama’s campaign other than saying we need more jobs which is common
· But the meltdown had many issues, international spillovers, and US was the origin of it to some extent
· US at center of the problems
· Responsibilities in other countries (Europe) where they also made policy mistakes
· Thing that is clear is the US is where the problems start
· US displays international leadership – but are others following?
· Issue about being a leader is you need followers
· Followers are there but not always happily
· Easy to say the US has been displaying certain kinds of leadership 
· Interesting to look at others who could be leading and seeing what they are doing – the Europeans, focused on fixing their own problems, same with China, small symbolic acts in trying to get others out of the crisis
· Not everyone agrees on what the US says is the financial solution
· US relies more on old style Keynesian policies, which isn’t attractive everywhere else in the world
· Obama Administration hesitant at firs ton trade policy matters
· Leaning towards protectionism
· If Obama was really dead set on the multilateralism route they would have told Congress no right away, but they hesitated to say anything against this protectionist legislation
· Waited a few weeks to say they wouldn’t accept this idea
· Not best examples of leadership on trade side
· International institutions matter though…
· Easier for them to say you cant go down the path of protectionism
· Coordinated use of monetary policy, despite disagreements on how much to rely on stimulus packages
· Other point is if US economy doesn’t do well it means the US has to spend money on fixing it so it constrains what it can do elsewhere
· Now “Arab Spring” going on
· Clearly an important change in the international system
· Obama Administration agrees to support Libyan rebels
· US agreed to the use of force but it only agreed on a small amount
· But Congress not consulted first…
· Part of it was time pressure 
· Part of it is how its cloaked, NATO international agreements which the US is committed to
· A lot of debates start to look like there are institutional struggles, how much authority to use force does the President have before they need to talk to congress
· US policy driven by moral aspects? Or strategic interests?
· Stressing moral aspects, by applying power in this you could achieve something that is good and right
· But can also see that the region has strategic interests also
· What will be done about other countries?
· Like intervention in 1990s
· Apparent hypocrisy, involvement in Balkans don’t want to see genocide, but then things happening in Rwanda that are clearly worse but they don’t do anything, how do you justify that?
· Obvious contrast is what the US and others have done regarding Syria and the fact that there has been no military commitment there but there has been in Libya

How Has Policy Changed?
· US troops leaving Iraq
· Plan is to have them all out shortly, combat and most of support troops
· Leaving Afghanistan, but mixed signs of progress
· In the way the Afghan government is progressing towards its goals set out for it and the way the Taliban was defeated
· Obama unable to elicit greater support for that mission…
· Which proved difficult
· Was the US successful in returning the US to the multilateral routes and what rewards were there for pushing it back in that direction
· Guantanamo Bay continues to operate
· Have moved some people out
· But what are the alternatives
· Take them out and put them in regular federal prisons and federal courts, tricky because the prisons don’t necessarily want them and because of grey areas in law
· Cant agree on an alternative to it
· No prosecutions over torture allegations
· Obama Admin has made it clear they don’t sanction the use of torture
· But those who used it have not been prosecuted
· Advice within the government has advised them not to prosecute which the Obama Admin has listened to
· Would make a powerful statement to the rest of the world if the Obama admin had pursued at least some of this to show policy was changing
· Increased use of drones to carry out attacks
· Obama Admin has decided to use Drones in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and other areas in more numbers than Bush
· Important legal issues that arise here, some of this again is in grey area of law
· Drone was used to kill an American citizen outside the US, not enough effort made to apprehend him
· May be seeing a really important change in how the US engages in its use of force
· Several things the US could be involved in – Iran
· Friction with Pakistan as a result
· Result of the use of Drones and over issue that Obama Admin found Osama in Pakistan where it was evident that some knew he was there
· Think about our theories and which ones would lead to continuity here and which ones would lead to change

What do our theories tell us?
· Realists: structure constrains event the powerful states; but for the grand strategy, one can see lax situation (i.e. “permissive environment”)
· Structure has been pretty consistent, policy will be pretty consistent
· Flip way of talking about this – you are the most powerful state, you aren’t constrained very much (especially in grand strategy), not threatened by a lot, other than terrorists, even potential state threats are way down the line (China, Russia, etc. not in a position to fight a war) – when you aren’t constrained by the structure, Waltz would say you can do whatever you want, structure kicks in when you make a mistake, it punishes you and you correct your policy when that mistake happens
· If you have a permissive environment then you are free to do all sorts of things and there will be very little consequences for this
· Analytical Liberals: tightly balanced forces disagree on security policy goals; greater consensus on foreign economic policy
· Experience of the 90s with Yugoslavia showed decision makers that working with NATO is less effective, may gain legitimacy through working with UN and NATO but cant expect the military to operate effectively through those alliances
· Legitimacy is still, for international relations, a relatively new thing to think about
· What's difficult for us is to turn polls into something that make predictions
· On foreign economic policy there is a general consensus across the two parties about the importance of openness
· US is much more tightly integrated with international economy than it was 20 years ago
· Neo-Classical realism: struggle over the means to achieve security – so domestic contest centers on multilateralism vs. unilateralism (and neither allies not threats are obvious)
· As far as American security is concerned, who can really help the US project power beyond allowing American troops transit
· Not clear
· Not clear where the threats are coming from (other than terrorists)
· Constructivists: apparent consensus on democracy & capitalism, but no real consensus on specific forms of each
· Thing that is interesting is the crisis has exposed how vague that consensus is, especially on capitalism
· How should you organize relations between government and market
· Something that keeps US and Europe from coming to a consensus is that they have different markets and different means of fixing problems
· 
· 
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The Future of US Foreign Policy
· Realists: system will become more multipolar, so odds of conflict should rise – will balancing recur?
· Waltz would tell you there will be a balance but doesn’t tell you when
· Interesting to look at what realists are advising people
· Analytical Liberals: domestic lobbies matter; US has ties with others in globalized world… (also link to Institutionalism?)
· What's really interesting is the number of people with ties to India in the US, potential for some kind of important lobby to develop inside the US
· There will undoubtedly be some development of more economic ties in the coming years
· When think of forieng economic side, US has more ties with international economy now that it did 20 or 30 years ago
· Emphasize: if you were to jump to system level and look at relaytionship between US and China or India, the US actually has a lot of leverage, easier for the US to cut ties with them than for China
· This will shape how relations develop
· Institutionalism because its about systemic outcomes, sense that you have to have groups that want the US to be engaged with the rest of the world
· Neo-Classical Realists: US policies will look different on monetary and trade issues, than on security; trade competition will create problems, while security policy will be fostered…
· Getting trade and monetary policy in line with security policy is not always easy
· Sometimes they can all be pushed together and they work together nicely, but mostly they don’t
· Security policy can be really focus, US tends to see threats and respond with security policy fairly well, doesn’t mean you will see same consistency and coherence with trade policy
· Constructivists: if consensus on democracy & capitalism, what will rival ideas look like?
· Consensus that democracy is best form of government
· Consensus around capitalism, but for a lot its by default because there isn’t really another option
· No real consensus on the forms of democracy and capitalism
· There may be grounds for cooperation on surface that often become difficult to implement because states rely on specific tools
· Makes cooperation a little more difficult
· Question for the future, the way the US promotes things like democracy and its values depends a lot on who its rivals are
· Clear rivals for most of this course: 1930s was fascism, Cold War period communism was the ideological rival
· Forced the US to think about and promote a certain vision
· Now what is the rival? Could talk about 9/11 and terrorism
· Simple answer is there isn’t one at the momenet but that doesn’t mean there wont be one 10/15 years from now, especially if the economic crisis continues to roll along and more and more people are unemployed and left dissatisfied

Course Objectives (again)
· To learn how US foreign policy is made
· To understand past American policy decisions
· To learn how to apply an evaluate theories of comparative foreign policy
· To understand how events have influenced the eveolution of international realations as a field in political science

Comparative Foreign Policy
· Covering foreign economic and security police: have they been in harmony? (grand strategy)
· Usuing systemic, domestic and lower level factors to explain results
· Naturally tend to focus on domestic level
· But only interested in explaining one state’s decisions
· If you are going to talk about the system wind up talking about system level outcomes
· US peculiarities:
· Political parties – unique thing about US is that its system tends to push towards political parties, building really broad coalitions, really different from what you see elsewhere where there are more than two parties and/or coalition governments
· Congress’s role vs. president’s – policy is made by both, especially when talking about grand strategy
· Big problem in 1930s of US involvement – shaped by Congress’s efforts in Neutrality Acts and the Presidents actions to try to get more involved
· Tariffs 
· Started with Roosevelt who wouldn’t talk to Congress, Taft unwillingly broke that, then Wilson gave a state of the Union address, not message
Bureaucratic tensions

The Historical Narrative
· Can you observe trends or patterns? Recurrent mistakes – or “overcorrections”?
· Typically American? Or something you see in other democracies?
· FP help presidents get elected? OR hurt them?
· Is there a specific American style of foreign policy? (Overselling threats? Inattention?)
· Wilson’s 14 points, a lot of it directed to a foreign audience, very American thing
· FDR and Churchill writing the Atlantic Charter, again an effort at public diplomacy, very American
· Overselling threats – if you see a trheat, what do people in state do? Raise resources, how? Go to congress, so oversell, make trheat look really bad so they will give you the resources
· Missile Gap for instance
· Inattention – how often do Presidents say foreign policy is the most important thing as opposed to jobs or the economy?  Many times people are elected President and know nothing about foreign policy
· The US has fairly unique political system – does that produce a unique foreign policy?
· Will get people with really different perspectives trying to make policy together
· Naturally there will be confusion and conflict over how to make policy
· Political process matters – especially in our theories
· Analytical liberal starts from the bottom up, political process
· Neo-Classical Realist talks about poli process but talks about the top when president sees a threat in systemic environment and works its way down
· Both emphasize the political process

 Unique Traits of the US
· American policitcal instiututions, including: political parties, channels for public input, and so on
· American policy-makers: TR, Wilson, Hull, FDR, Jennan, Truman, Eisenhower, JFK, Kissinger & Nixon, etc.
· Some have been successful (K&N), some haven't been (Wilson)
· One thing we didn’t spend time on – American culture: soft power
· Joe Nye and his concept of soft power
· There are a lot of different connections
· Nye’s point is that the US has a culture that is attractive, maybe for bad reasons because its very materialistic and individualistic, but its attractive
· Position challenged in recent years by Europe
· “Venus versus Mars” (or do we have two Venuses?)
· Europe says we are Venus people follow us, US is Mars its aggressive
· Or maybe we have two competing examples of ways to do things, values that are similar but not the same

US Grand Strategy
· World War I and the interwar period when policy fluctuated: from buck-passing to efforts at leadership
· There may be problems with recovering from WWI and need to protect France, but US doesn’t want to do it
· Efforts at leadership in 1930s but not coherent, best in monetary relations, truning point in trade but not much success, nothing on security side
· Followed by the resurgence of emphasis on international responsibilities after World War II (lax setting; institution building…)
· Need a written constitution, how you get stake-holders
· Approach US takes is really different from what you saw earlier powerful states doing
· Reflects a really American perspective
· The Cold War (balancing via different means – external, then only internal, then external again, followed by internal)
· Think about foreign economic policy components…
· Start with NATO we’ll do everything, then we need help, then no we can handle it
· Love-hate relationship with Europe
· Broader systemic competition
· Post-Cold War era: what exactly? (another lax setting)
· Hard to make predictions using our theroeies when there are no big trheats out there
· Since realism and neo-classical realism stress security they cant really tell us anything

Linking Events to the Development of IR Theory
· Theories get created to ecplain significant phenomena, then shape policy
· Bad policy or unexplained events tends to generate new thinking, especially for US
· World War I: Idealism
· Debate between realist and idealist
· Roosevelt (US is a great power) vs. Wilson (US needs to be on a higher moral plane, set an example, different take on politics)
Interwar Period, World War II: Classical Realism, Structural Realism
A lot has to do with how you think about the Cold War, what are US goals beyond security, what is the way the US is behaving
Cold War: Bureaucratic Politics, Individual-level theories
End of Cold War: Constructivism, Analytical Liberalism, Neo-Classical Realism
· See how things in terms of substance have reflected IR theorys
· 
· 
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