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Week 1

· Intro;

· Stephen Walt, One World Many Theories
· Realism; enduring propensity for conflict
· IR as power struggle; pessimistic
· Classical realism; states’ innate desire to dominate others
· Neo-realism; effects of international system, anarchy (Waltz)
· Offense-defense theory; states seeking merely to survive (but how?)
· Liberalism; ways to mitigate conflict
· Economic interdependence, democracy, international institutions all mitigating conflict and encouraging cooperation
· Radicalism; transformative vision
· ‘dependency’ theory; relations between capitalist powers and less developed states as parasitic
· focus on language and discourse
· Realism Redux; 
· Absolute vs relative gains
· Split between offensive-defensive theorists
· Defensive; little interest in military conquest, costs outweigh benefits,
· Offensive; predatory revisionist states, benefits can exceed war costs, anarchy encourages bolstering maximum relative strength
· New Life for Liberalism
· Democratic peace; norms of compromise
· Critics; exporting democracy aggravates war, democracy has been ill defined
· Liberal institutionalism and liberal economic political theories
· Constructivist Theories
· Impact of ideas vs material factors
· Identities and interests, norms of behavior
· Sources of and capacities for change
· “anarchy is what states make of it” (Wendt)
· Domestic Politics
· Domestic interest groups and institutions’ influence on IR
· Cultural variables

· J. David Singer, Levels of Analysis Problems
· Requirements of analytical model
· Accurate description of phenomena (inevitable distortion)
· Capacity to explain, in a parsimonious manner, relationships among phenomena 
· Promise of reliable prediction
· International System as Level of Analysis; 
· IR as a whole; is most comprehensive but least detailed
· Exaggerate impact of system, discount impact of actors
· Requires uniformity in foreign policy operational codes; little room for diversity of interests and behavior; billiard ball concept
· Inadequate for causal but adequate for correlative statements
· National State as Level of Analysis
· Permits significant differentiation among actors, better comparative politics; however, sets up for exaggeration of difference amongst actors
· Parochialism; observer’s ethnocentrism
· Useful only within its particular framework
· Raises questions of goals, motivation, and purpose; is national behavior purposive? Free will vs determinism
· Demands we examine processes through which goals are selected, internal and external factors, and institutional framework
· Phenomenological issue; use objective factors or use actor’s perception of objective factors?
· Richer description and more satisfactory explanation of IR achieved at price of methodological complexity
· Conclusion
· Systemic level; comprehensive, total picture
· Sub-systemic; atomized, less coherent image balanced by richer detail, greater depth, and more intensive portrayal; better for explanation, able to replace correlation with causation

· Realism;

· Hans Morgenthau, Six Principles of Realism
· Politics governed by objective laws with roots in human nature
· Possibility of rational theory and distinguishing between truth and opinion
· Collect facts, give meaning through reason; rational outline
· Put ourselves into statesman’s position; what are the rational alternatives for him?
· Concept of interest defined in terms of power
· Politics as autonomous sphere of action;
· Observe and study actions and thoughts in terms of interest defined as power
· Guards against concern with motives and ideological preferences; no correlation between quality of motives and quality of foreign policy
· Moral and political motivation does not always translate into action
· Distinction between official duty and personal wish, between desirable and the possible; abstract from irrational elements
· Theoretical construct that cannot fully mirror reality
· Rational foreign policy; moral precept of prudence and political requirement of success
· Interest defined as power is an objective category which is universally valid, but that meaning is not permanent or concrete
· Political and cultural context affects the kind of interest and concept of power
· Conditions creating the balance of power are not permanent either; can be changed
· Change can be achieved only through manipulation of shaping forces
· Aware of moral significance of political action, and tension between moral command and requirements of political success
· Universal moral principles cannot be applied to actions; must be filtered through circumstances of time and place 
· Can be no political morality without prudence (consideration of political consequences); prudence is supreme virtue, since political ethics judges action by political consequences
· Refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a particular nation with the moral laws that govern the universe
· By looking at all states as pursuing their respective interests in terms defined as power, able to do justice to all of them; can judge others as we judge our own and pursue policies respecting other nations’ interests while promoting our own
· Difference between political realism and other schools of thought is real and profound; distinct intellectual and moral attitude towards political matters
· Autonomy of political sphere; pluralistic conception of human nature; emancipation from other standards of thought

· Kenneth Waltz, Anarchic Structure of World Politics
· Political Structures
· System is composed of structure and interacting units; distinguish between structure and characteristics, behavior, and interaction of units to observe unit-level variables and system-level variables
· Unit-level; political leaders, social/economic institutions, ideological commitments, states’ interactions 
· Relation refers both to interaction of units and relative positions; 
· Structure-level analysis concentrates on the relative arrangement of units
· Positional picture propositions; structures endure while personality, behavior and interactions vary, applies to different realms as long as arrangement of parts is similar, and theories for one may be applied to another with some modification
· Domestic politics’ structure defined by 1. Ordering principle 2. Specification of functions and 3. Distribution of capabilities
· hierarchical; super- and subordination; formally differentiated actors with specified functions; different combinations make for different outcomes
· A change in relative capabilities changes units’ standing
· Ordering Principles (International Politics)
· All actors are equal; none entitled to command, none required to obey; relations of coordination; decentralized and anarchic
· Supranational agents are either ineffective, or if so, acquire attributes/capabilities of states
· Authority is expression of capability
· Economic analogy to conceive of order without an orderer, of organizational effects without formal organization; self-interested acts and interactions of individual units; decentralized market; 
· Coaction of self-regarding units creates international political system; individualist in origin, spontaneously generated, and unintended; principle of self-help, where success is determined by ones own efforts
· Motivation of actors is assumed to be survival; beyond this, motivations may vary, but it is a prerequisite
· Character of the Units
· Units not formally differentiated by their functions; anarchy entails coordination; “like units” as primary units
· 2 Arguments against states as main actors; states are not the only actors of importance, and states are declining in importance
· states are still the major actors; economic analogy to firms also having no control of environment, and influenced by “nonfirm actors” like governments
· states set the terms of intercourse, remake the rules; they are whose interactions form the stucture of the system
· “in a system of sovereign states no state is sovereign”; decides for itself how it will cope with its internal/external problems but not free from constraints and pressures
· states are “like units” in the tasks they face, not in their abilities to deal with them; different in their capabilities, not function; duplicate one another’s activities despite huge variations in character of states
· Distribution of Capabilities
· Units distinguished by greater/lesser capability; structure changes with changes in distribution of capabilities, ie number of great powers
· Power is estimated by comparing the capabilities of a number of units; not a unit attribute, but system wide concept
· Abstract from states every attribute except capabilities; examine range of expectations from the type of order and distribution of capabilities in that order
· Anarchic Structures and Balances of Power
· Violence at Home and Abroad
· State of nature is state of war; absence of authoritative agent; however, hierarchical structures (internal domestic politics) can be just as bloody/violent as anarchic structure
· Time and place influences the severity and likelihood of war; 
· Main difference; an effective domestic government has monopoly on legitimate use of force, while the international system does not; national system is not one of self-help, int’l system is
· Interdependence and Integration
· Formally organized system; free to specialize, pursue own interests without concern for maintaining identity and security; no reason to fear increased interdependence; costs of breaking interdependent relation are high
· Anarchic system; like units work to maintain measure of independence
· Interdependence within (integration) and interdependence among (interdependence) nations
· Division of labor; structure limits cooperation; specialization provides mutual benefits, but unequally; concern with relative gains; insecurity and uncertainty
· The more specialized a state is, the more dependent it is; eg imperial thrusts to widen scope of control to secure what they’re dependent on; greater self sufficiency
· Self help means each state’s interest is to take care of itself; security concerns subordinate economic gain to political interest
· Structures and Strategies
· Pursuit of individual interest produces collective results nobody wants; “tyranny of small decisions”; make decisions sensible only within the narrow context
· The structural effects and constraints that push actors toward collectively undesirable results can be remedied only by modifying the structure; 
· Virtues of Anarchy
· Self-help is principle of action in anarchic order; situation is one of high risk
· Organization has two motivations of pursuing goals and survival, with the second one carrying greater importance
· States cannot entrust management to a world government unless agency is able to protect its client states; center must have great power, but this leads to stronger incentive for states to control the center
· Anarchic order; states act for own sakes and free to leave one another alone; force is employed for sake of own protection and advantage
· Wars do not determine authority and right, but allocation of gains/losses; no relations of authority, only those of strength; 
· Realm of power, struggle, and accommodation instead of authority, administration and law; anarchic, horizontal, decentralized, homogeneous, undirective and mutually adaptive
· Constant possibility of force limits manipulations, moderates demands and serves as incentive for dispute settlement

· Robert Jervis, Offense/Defense and Security Dilemma
· Security dilemma; increase in one state’s security decreases the others
· Two variables; whether defensive weapons can be distinguished from offensive ones, and whether the defense or offense has advantage
· Offense-Defense Balance
· Offense advantage; easier to destroy the other than it is to defend one’s own
· Defense advantage; easier to protect than it is to move forward
· Security dilemma most vicious when only route to security is through expansion; status-quo powers must act like aggressors, even if they’d prefer to forego expansion for security guarantee
· If states are roughly equal size and defense has advantage, aggression is extremely difficult
· Two questions; 1. spend more or less than one dollar on defense to offset each dollar spent by other side on offense? 2. With a given inventory, better to attack or defend? (first strike incentive?)
· If defense has the advantage for the first question, stable equilibrium will be reached; 
· the second question deals with short-run stability; incentive for preemption and “reciprocal fear of surprise attack”
· (offensive advantage); belief about course of a war can heighten dilemma and decrease chance for cooperation; war is profitable, incentives for high levels of arms for a quick and strong reaction to other side, alliances are made in advance during peace time usually resulting in bipolarity, and perceptual thresholds adjusted to perceive ambiguous evidence as aggressive
· (defensive advantage); states prepare to receive attack, status-quo powers will cooperate, states can increase security simultaneously and stably
· wars likely to become stalemates; smaller states can hold off larger ones making conquest very costly
· security dilemma lessened after WWI
· Technology and Geography; the two main factors determining whether offense/defense has advantage
· Security dilemma eased when natural barriers in place between states; buffer zones, DMZ
· Easy to cross borders usually unstable until borders reach natural obstacles; defense assisted by naturally divided ethnic groups, which raise the cost and lowers the incentive for conquest (nationalism)
· Technology determining ease of attacking/defending influences security dilemma; today’s situation unclear
· Nuclear weapons; defense impossible, not triumph of the offense but of deterrence; equivalent of primacy of defense; no incentive for first strike, simultaneously gain security
· Offense-Defense Differentiation
· Whether weapons can be used for both, and if not,  can they be distinguished
· If defense is at least as potent as offense and differentiation is possible;
· Status-quo powers can identify each other, lay foundation for cooperation
· Status-quo states will obtain advance warning when others plan aggression; time to take countermeasures
· “forces were now so strong…impossible…to attack her successfully. She could not want any further armaments for defensive purposes; what then did she want them for?”
· if all states support status-quo, arms control agreement for ban on offensive weapons is possible
· difficult to differentiate weapons; even if possible, status quo will still want offensive arms if 1. Offense has great advantage, making defense expensive 2. May need offensive to regain territory lost in early stages of a war 3. Prepared to take the offensive due to belief over other sides’ behavior or prior commitments requiring they act as aggressors
· mobility, fortifications, guerilla warfare, citizen militia, surprise all factors in defense vs offense
· defensive coalitions are easier to maintain than offensive; conquest is too uncertain to hold an alliance; most expansion campaigns waged by the one dominant nation against coalition of relative equals defending status quo
· Offense-Defense Differentiation and Strategic Nuclear Weapons; offensive weapons provide defense in the context of deterrence
· Four Worlds
· First; Offense Advantage, No Differentiation; worst for status quo, menace others and defense expensive; same posture as aggressors, attacking is best incentive, unstable world; highest security dilemma; a bit like pre-WWI, 
· Second; Defense Advantage, No Differentiation; likely that status-quo can adopt compatible policies; not able to judge intentions but can observe arms level spending; defensive advantage means status quo can maintain high level of security with lower level of arms than of its adversary; states can react slowly, with restraint; closest to matching most periods
· Third; Offense Advantage, With Differentiation; may be no security dilemma (can procure unthreatening defensive systems), but security problem; aggression possible, perhaps easy; can wait for warning of offensive weapons; have to watch each other; such a world could become unstable in nuclear era
· Fourth; Defense Advantage, With Differentiation; no reason for status quo to be tempted to procure offense, and aggressors give notice; most safe and stable; 

· Liberalism

· Kenneth Oye, Conditions for Cooperation – finish!
· When is cooperation likely under anarchy, what strategies can states adopt to foster cooperation through alteration?
· Payoff Structure; mutual/unilateral cooperation/defection;
· Changes in values of outcomes, magnitude of differences among payoffs within games, change likelihood of cooperation
· To alter; diminish one’s own gains from defection and reduce adversary’s fear of exploitation; publicizing agreement; multilateral strategies, int’l regimes
· Norms generated by regimes internalized and alter payoff structure; information generated may alter states’ understanding of interests
· Future Interaction/Iterated Game (Shadow of the Future)
· Expectation of future interaction, future losses/benefits considered with immediate losses/benefits
· Questions; Improve cooperation for prisoner’s and stag but not chicken; strategies of reciprocity; effectiveness of reciprocity based on conditions of play; strategies to improve conditions and lengthen shadow
· Iterated; expect to continue interaction, payoff structures not change over time, discount rate applied to the future affects iterativeness (little value on future, basically single-play game)
· Number of players
· Prisoner’s dilemma, stag, chicken

· Robert Keohane, Int’l Institutions; can interdependence work? – finish!
· International institutions assisting cooperation/mutual benefits; uncertainty, credibility
· Pro multilateral
·  transparency, democracy, accountability
· International regimes

· Michael Doyle, Kant Liberal Legacy and Foreign Affairs – finish!
· Democratic peace
· Constructivism/Cognitivism

· Alexander Wendt, Anarchy is what states make of it – finish!
· Self-help is only one of the possible outcomes of anarchy (competitive, individualistic, cooperative)
· Create meaning through process and interaction
· 
· Structure of identity and interest; people act on basis of meaning they give to object; intersubjective understandings and expectation based on distribution of knowledge; collective meanings
· Identity as the basis of interest; define interest on the process of defining situations; construct meaning, sometimes within defined roles
· Institution; stable set or structure of identities and interests; do not exist apart from actors’ ideas; coercive social facts, but still function of collective knowledge
· Self-help is institution, one of various structures of identity and interest; under anarchy, concerned foremost with security/preservation of self
· Competitive security system; ego’s gain is alter’s loss, negative identification; realist power politics
· Individualist security system; indifferent to others; neo-liberal systems; self-regarding, but more concerned with absolute gains than relative; collective action possible, but states still egoists
· These two systems are both self-helping systems; security is individual responsibility; lack of positive cognitive identification
· Cooperative security system; identify positively, security of each is responsibility of all; ‘self’ defined as international community; restructures efforts to advance individual objectives in terms of shared norms instead of relative power
· Waltz’s three definitions of structure needs fourth of the intersubjectively constituted identities and interests

· Ian Hurd, Legitimacy in Int’l Politics
· States’ compliance with international rules is a function of legitimacy of rules/source
· Legitimacy; normative belief something ought to be obeyed; subjective quality, ruled by perception
· How did it become legitimate? What is the role of power in the process of legitimization? Can an int’l institution be authoritative with democracy and accountability?

· Jonathan Mercer, Anarchy and Identity
· SIT (social identity theory), ‘other-help’, 
· Positive social identity; in-group, out-group

Week 2

· Systemic Level, Alliances and War

· Stephen Walt, Alliances; Balancing and Bandwagoning
· Balancing (vs Bandwagoning); 
· align with others to oppose external threat (ally with most threatening)
· greater the power, greater tendency to align against (with)
· the nearer a powerful state, the greater the tendency for those nearby to align against it (with)
· the greater the offensive capabilities, the greater the tendency to align against; provoke other states to form defensive coalitions (with)
· the more aggressive intentions, the more likely to be aligned against (with)
· alliances formed during wartime will disintegrate after enemy is defeated (alliances formed to oppose a threat will disintegrate when threat becomes serious)
· Balancing is more common than bandwagoning; 
· The stronger a state, the greater its tendency to balance; weak states will balance against other weak states but bandwagon with great ones
· The greater probability of allied support, the greater the tendency is to balance; when it is certain, tendency for free riding or buck passing increases
· The more unalterably aggressive a state is, the greater the tendency to balance against
· In war, the closer one side is to victory, the greater the tendency for others to bandwagon with it

· James Fearon, Rationalist Explanations for War
· Why can’t states reach agreements that are ex post efficient; would have been better off coming to a mutual agreement instead of incurring costs of war
· Private information about relative power and will, and incentive to misrepresent these; want peace but also want to do well in bargaining
· Commitment problems; lack of enforcement capabilities, no credible commitments not to defect; iteration will not make cooperation possible; preemptive war for preventive motivations; uncertainty and lack of trust from structure of preferences and opportunities; strategic territory, problem of appeasement

· The Domestic and Individual Levels

· Moravscik, Taking Preferences Seriously: A Liberal Theory
· Examines domestic politics and identities as influencing state preferences; preferences influence foreign policy
· Discredits realism/institutionalism; preferences are not fixed but vary;
· Ideationalist (identities and borders) 
· impact on state behavior of conflict or compatibility among collective social values and identities concerning scope and nature of public goods provision
· Commercialist (economic interdependence) 
· Impact on state behavior of gains and losses to individuals and groups in society from transnational economic exchange
· Republican (representation) 	
· Impact on state behavior of varying forms of domestic representation and the resulting incentives for social groups to engage in rent seeking
· Assumptions; 
· Primacy of social actors; socially differentiated individuals
· Representation and State Preferences; states represent subset of domestic society; state is not an actor but a representative institution, subject to capture
· Interdependence and the International System; configuration of interdependent state preferences determines state behavior; binding constraints due to interdependence, but no assumed conflict/convergence, 
· Liberalism’s analytical priority
· Security threats as coming from ideological, institutional and material conflicts among state preferences instead of coming from relative power (realism) or uncertainty (institutionalism)
· Two stage process of decision making; state preferences (liberalism) then strategies and tactics (realism/institutionalism)

· Byman and Pollack, Let Us Now Praise Great Men
· 13 hypothesis; 4 examples (Hitler, Bismarck vs Wilhelm, Saddam Hussein vs Hafiz Al-Asad, Ayatollah Khomenei)
· individuals’ impact

· Jervis, War and Misperception
· Misperceptions about other state’s capabilities/intentions can exacerbate war (underestimate capability, overestimate aggressive intention)
· Overestimating hostility is more common than underestimating it
· Statesmen’s psychological processes and their tendency to think their messages are understood while failing to empathize/fully understand a rival statesman’s situation

· Use of Force in World Politics

· Robert Art, The Four Functions of Force
· Defense
· Deterrence
· Compellence
· SWAGgering 

· Thomas C. Schelling, The Diplomacy of Violence
· Military violence vs coercion or threat of pain
· Nuclear weapons reversing course of war (destroy nation to disable military forces, instead of disabling military forces in order to coerce nation)

· Robert Art, The Fungibility of Force
· Power assets; military power being one of them
· Versatility; pervasive effects; influence expectations and calculations; pervades other policy realms (greater amounts of it increase its fungibility); greater clout; less subject to influence of other states; political advantages in bargaining
· Spill over effects; military power encounters military power, leading to outcome with significant consequences for non-military matters
· Force used against force
· Prerequisite; result produced by act of force creates something deliberate and essential in order to reach given outcome in other domain, eg physical security is prerequisite of bank’s solvency/safety
· Byproduct; produces something in other domain that may be beneficial but incidental/unintended, eg American military in Cold War produces open and interdependent economic order
· Linkage politics; military power deliberately linked to non military issue with purpose of strengthening state’s bargaining leverage
· Force linked to other issue
· Functional; causal connection, eg price of dollar and price of oil imports
· Artificial; no causal connection, statesman makes connection for bargaining leverage; bring about politically what’s not achieved functionally; strength offsets weakness; eg, American proposal for security umbrella in Gulf in exchange for Saudi economic support

· Nuclear Weapons and their Proliferation

· Henry Sokolski, Getting Ready for a Nuclear-ready Iran
· More nuclear proliferation, higher oil prices, increased terrorism

· Barry Posen, A Nuclear Armed Iran
· Economic coercion; unlikely
· Preventive military action; political and military risks
· Limited attack; ineffective
· maximum damage to program; forceful response
· larger attack plans; costly
· “grand strategy”; Iran and US as competitors; 
· US economic interests
· Iran’s power in area; regional hegemon; minority religion; Israeli rhetoric
· Four Threats
· More adventurous Iran; would be heightening tensions in region, probably provoke sanctions against it
· Direct Threats; nuclear threats are difficult to wield; 
· Non state actors; terrorists are finicky and difficult to trust
· Iran and Israel; Israel has capability and resolve to fight; would not be effective
· Other issues
· Inadequate resources; unable to maintain stable deterrent relationship
· Organizational incompetence; guard against Israel or US? Unstable strategic relationships
· Political decentralization; Revolutionary Guard Corps
· Regional Nuclear Proliferation and Risks to Non-Proliferation Treaty
· Israel, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Turkey
· Advantages in siding with US
· Conclusion; strategy of containment and deterrence has highest probability of success; offer Iran = and if turned down, Iran’s intentions more clear and easier to gather diplomatic power against it

· Vipin Narang, Pakistan’s Nukes Are Safe. Maybe.

MIDTERM! 
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