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Introduction to the syllabus; international relation in the current context.

Course Notes
What Are International Relations?

“Politics is war without bloodshed, while war is politics with bloodshed.”
—Mao Zedong

“All warfare is based on deception.” 
—Sun Tzu, The Art of War

“The victor will never be asked if he told the truth.” 
—Adolf Hitler

“Mankind must put an end to war before war puts an end to mankind.” 
—John F. Kennedy 

“I know not with what weapons World War III will be fought, but World War IV will be fought with sticks and stones.” 
—Albert Einstein[image: ]


The theme of international relations is conflict and cooperation, war and peace.












NATION STATE
Internal Factors/External Factors
-the creation of modern state —the beginning of Modernity (Westphalia Peace Treaty 1648)
-erosion of the power of Rome —Reformism/Protestantism
-the end of the supremacy of the Imperial legacy (loyalty) —participation of France Luis XIII against The Papal Empire. 
-the birth of nation state —the beginning of the “imaginary communities” (extended family, tribes, ethnic groups)
-supremacy of the power of the state —political and juridical authority

FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES
Principle of Territoriality
Principle of Monopoly
Principle of Sovereignty 

WHAT ARE INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
-20th century origin of international relations as an academic subject
-has deep roots in Western political philosophy
Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679)
John Locke (1632-1704)
Karl Marx (1818-1883)
-relevance of Hobbesian, Lockean, and Marxist concepts in analyzing current military conflicts. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

POLITICAL PHILOSOPHERS
“No arts; no letters; no society; and which is worst of all, continual for and danger of violent death; and the life of man, solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.” 
—Thomas Hobbes, on the state of nature. 

	In a world without a government to enforce order —a condition that Hobbes calls a state of nature, every human must be vigilant against threats to their survival. A world without government forces humanity into a constant state of war because there is no way to trust in the good or peaceful intentions of others. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	We must always be on our guard lest we be attacked. This condition —in which there is no ruler or judge who can resolve disputes and establish security —is called anarchy. In an anarchic world, Hobbes argues that our lives must revolve around survival, leaving no time for agriculture, the arts, sciences, or international relations. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	The only remedy is the establishment of a government (in the IR context, a hegemonic power) capable of replacing the state of nature with order —a system of rules and laws. One ruler with unqualified political, spiritual, economic, and social power over a population responsible for replacing anarchy with order —replacing war with peace. 

“Wherever Law ends, Tyranny begins.” 
—John Locke
	According to Locke, all humans have natural rights to life, liberty, and property. These rights predate the formation of governments, so governments must uphold them if they wish to remain legitimate in the eyes of their subjects. The subjects, in turn, consent to government power only when their rights are being protected. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Subjects withdraw consent when their rights are violated. A government that does not deal with its population justly will not survive once its subjects stop recognizing its legitimacy and withdraw their consent from the social contract. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

KEY CONCEPTS
-political justice
-legitimacy
-consensual governing
-political order
-social contract

“You forget that the fruits belong to all and that the land belongs to no one.” 
“Man is born free, but he is everywhere in chains.”
—Jean-Jacques Rousseau

	Legitimate political authority, he suggests, comes only from a social contract agreed upon by all citizens for their mutual preservation. 		Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	One thinks himself a master of others, and still remains a greater slave than they.
	“As long as a people is compelled to obey, and obeys, it does well; as soon as it can shake off the yoke, and shakes it off, it does still better; for, regaining its liberty by the same right as took it away, wither it is justified in resuming it, or there was no justification for those who took it away.” But the social order is a sacred right which is the basis of all other rights. Nevertheless, the right does not come from nature, and must therefore be founded on conventions. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

“To renounce liberty is to renounce being a man, to surrender the rights of humanity and even its duties. For him who renounces everything no indemnity is possible. Such a renunciation is incompatible with man’s nature; to remove all liberty from his will is to remove all morality from his act.”
—Social Contract, Book I, Chapter IV

“Democracy is the road to socialism.”
—Karl Marx

-philosopher, social scientist, historian, revolutionary
-one of the most influential thinkers of the 19th century
	As a reaction to the industrial revolution, he believed people are fundamentally equal. Socialists reject the liberal “equal opportunity rationale.” Instead, socialists argue that the “free market” environment rewards individuals privileges in terms of assets such as capital, information, or education. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Marx interpreted the world through the lens of materialism —the belief that any understanding of the political community must be based on the physical and economic conditions in which that community exists. Economics is therefore the key that Marx used to unlock his political analysis. 
	He also believed that history is dialectical. That is to say, the story of humanity is shaped by clashes of opposing ideas and groups that produce new historical trends. 

-history is a class struggle; wage-capital relations (surplus value)
-principal of commodification; goods, commodities could be converted into influence, political power.
-the State is the representation of the capital. 

-Marx was a historical materialist; theoretical orientation of history based on mode of production. 
-focused on specific stages of human history: slavery, feudalism, capitalism.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
-antagonistic relationship and political conflicts: owner-slave, lord-serf, bourgeoise-proletariat.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

“Freeman and slave, patrician and plebeian, lord and serf, guild master and journeyman, in a word, oppressor and oppressed, stood in constant opposition to one another, carried on an uninterrupted, now hidden, now open fight, that each time ended, either in the revolutionary reconstitution of society at large, or in the common ruin of the contending classes.”
—Karl Marx

	Economic power translates into political power. The Law of Capitalist Accumulation indicates that capital will become concentrated in fewer than more individuals. The ultimate use of the state is to maintain the economic power of the bourgeois class. Wars are fought to access new resources and markets or to protect existing ones. 
	According to Marx, universal peace can only be realized when states disappear in the international structure. When a large majority of the world’s societies participate in global solidarity and joint action, a world socialist society can come into being. 

SCIENTIFIC PARADIGM
“To learn without thinking is in vain, to think without learning is dangerous.”
—Confucius, Chinese philosopher 

	Learning or knowing anything requires both thought and investigation, theory and data. In The Structure of Scientific Revolutions by Thomas Kuhn, he defines a scientific paradigm as:
what is to be observed and scrutinized.
the kind of questions that are supposed to be asked and probed for answers in relation to this subject.
how these questions are to be structured. 
how the results of scientific investigations should be interpreted. 

	Alternatively, the Oxford English Dictionary defines paradigm as “a pattern or model, an exemplar.” Thus an additional component of Kuhn’s definition of paradigm is:
how is an experiment to be conducted
what equipment is available to conduct the experiment.

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS PARADIGM
-politics at the global level
-the decisions of governments concerning their actions toward other governments
-activities of international organizations
-global trade
-armed conflicts 
-international financial institutions
-global, regionals environmental issues
-global traffic (goods, services, people)
-globalization
-civic, protest movements

	Traditionally, international relations must answer the question of war and peace, reflecting one the causes of war. A sub-field of political science using international security studies coming from a) diplomatic history and b) international law.  
	WWI, with its 13 million killed, destroyed the myth of the progressive “civilization mission” of the West. New reflection on the causes of the war; on the conditions for the establishment of a durable peace; on the understanding of mechanisms of the political control over a state sponsored violence. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	
	IR’s objective was to replace the chronological approach of diplomatic history with a more sociological vision where the focus of the IR research would be to study the influence of the deep forces of the behaviour of the international actors. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

















TOOLS TO UNDERSTAND IR
	HISTORY
	LAW
	SOCIOLOGY
	ECONOMY

	Identify the unifying elements/tendencies.
	Analyze the tensions between actors and new principles of the international community e.g. the effect of EU intervention in Libya.
	Analyze the society "from within” e.g. acknowledging sociological difference between Athens and Sparta.
	Analyze the relations between power and autonomy of the political authority in the context of an increasing independence.

	Identify single factors/events of a historical continuity.

	Analyze the challenges of the application of these principles. 
	Analyze the social forces having an impact on the international community.
	




	REALMS
	

	INTERSTATE
	A realm where the states try to maximize their interests using dialogue, and the acceptance of common rules established as a result of a mutual consensus. 

	INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS (UN, IMF)
	The process of the intergovernmental cooperation via international organizations. The success of the new type of international cooperation —EU challenges the traditional premise of the sovereignty of the nation-state. Analyzes the mechanisms of a supranational integration

	TRANSNATIONAL SOCIETY
	Civic movements (environment, religion, migration, human rights, peace movements).

	WORLD ECONOMY
	Actors are not the most important but instead it is the context of world economy. Analyzes the process of the globalization and the evolution of the international community under the influence of the new markets. A new approach vis-à-vis the traditional actions by the states. 




IR PARADIGM EN BREF
-international security —conflict and peace making 
-comparative foreign policy
-environmental policy
-human rights
-trade regulation 
-international law
-migratory processes and refugees
-role of the international organization

	Why does the US dominate the IR discipline? IR scholars want to understand why and how international events occur in the way that they do i.e. outbreak of war. IR require theoretical/descriptive knowledge and most scholars are very modest to make predictions e.g. the fall of there Berlin Wall in 1989. There remains no consensus amount IR scholars about IR theoretical framework. 
	There are three dominant IR paradigms: realist, liberal/pluralist, critical.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

Week 1
June 23rd, 2017
Why we study international relations; paradigm(s); units of analysis; debates of theoretical approaches to international relations; realism; liberalism. 

Readings
M. Genest, “Introduction, What is International Relations Theory.”
INTRODUCTION —WHAT IS INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS THEORY?
	The relationship of nations and their behaviour toward one another—international relations—is what makes up out human history.
	International relations scholars often interchange various terms with theory, such a paradigm, model, image, or perspective. 
	The laboratory is the international system as a whole, and we just speculate about the behaviour of the states an individuals within it.
	Theories of international relations can be grouped into two broad categories: explanatory theories and prescriptive theories.
	A theory may be correct, incorrect, or even partially correct. In the end, it it up to the individual student to decide for themselves which theory or theories provide the most accurate and useful guidelines for understanding the course of global politics.

HOW IS IR THEORY FORMED?
	They [scholars] do not simply look at distinct, isolated events that have occurred over the course of history. They also examine the various elements that acted as the driving force of the crisis. 
	The methodology commonly employed consists of several components: analysis of historical events, conditions or progressions; reasoned deduction based on the facts or evidence; and assessment of quantitative data. 


LEVELS OF ANALYSIS: A METHOD FOR STUDYING IR THEORY
	One lasting methodology fro studying international relations theory is known as the levels of analysis, developed originally in the 1950s by Kenneth Waltz.
	
SYSTEM LEVEL
	The system level of analysis looks at the international environment and how that shapes the pattern of interaction between countries. Questions are centre on how the distribution of military and economic power among states affects the course of international relations and how the global political environment affects the behaviour or states.
	Theories associated with system level analysis are realist, liberal, class systems, and, to a lesser extent, postmodernism. All tend to suggest that relations between states can be explained by factors that influence the system as a whole. Allocation of power among states or groups of states, economic interdependence, and distribution of wealth are some general factors. 
	Realists believe the international system is anarchic. States, then, are forced to be self-reliant and use their own power—or establish a mutually beneficial alliance with other states—to preserve their independence. “strong states do what they have the power to do and weak states accept what they must” —Greek Philosopher Thucydides, 461 B.C. (Athens vs. Sparta)
	Liberals accept that the world is anarchic, they suggest that this condition is not static and the system can be changed. A harmony of interests does exist among nations, implying the incentive to cooperate is stronger than the incentive for conflict. 
	Liberal institutionalists (idealists) advocate for international political organization and international law. Conflict will be inevitable but can be stopped with collective security; suggests that if all states agree to join together to defend the independence of every states in the international community, then their collective ability to rebuff the aggression of a single state is greatly enhanced. 
	Economic Liberals emphasizes the importance of other transnational actors such as MNCs to build bonds between nations based on economics and trade. 
	Class system theory suggests that the distribution of wealth within the international system shapes the system itself. In the capitalist system, wealthy people and wealthy countries mold global affairs to their own benefits, perpetuating a cycle of dependency among the poor and weak states.
	Postmodernism focus primarily on the importance of ideas and culture in shaping our understanding of international politics. It argues that traditional theories are inherently subjective and therefor focus on how our understanding of international relations is shaped by our beliefs and social identities. 

STATE LEVEL
	The state level of analysis examines how states make foreign policy. This level asks two fundamental questions: First, are some types of governments more prone to war than others? Second, does the competition for influence over policy making between interest groups and within the bureaucracies have a significant impact on a state’s foreign policy?
	Both political regime theory and decision-making theory emphasize the domestic factor of nations in their international behaviour. These factors include the type of government and how it operates, level of citizen participation, sense of popular well-being, and adaptability of the state to both internal and external pressures and changes. 
	Political regime theory questions whether the types of government of a nation has an impact on the nations foreign policy e.x. are authoritarian regimes more prone to conflict or war than democracies?
	Decision-making process theory emphasis no the type of government but the characteristics of the bureaucratic machine itself. That is, how do governments make foreign policy and how does that, in turn, affect foreign policy?
	
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL
	The individual level of analysis looks at whether and how the characteristics, values, and perspectives of individual leaders affect their foreign policy decisions. 
	The first approach looks at the base characteristics of human nature in general e.x. Hobbes argues that the individual is naturally insecure and aggressive. This nature shapes and defines society and government. 
	The second analyzes the motives, principles, and preconceptions of individuals e.x. Thomas Carlyle once said “the history of the world is but the biography of great men” suggesting that the perceptions, misconceptions, and behaviour of individual leaders can have a dramatic impact on the actions of a state. 
	Lastly, an optimistic perspective, peace studies e.x. Arthur Stein characterizes humans as potentially “good” and capable of positively transforming individuals, societies, and the world in general. 

KEY CONCEPTS
Theory: a proposition or set of propositions that tries to analyze, explain, or predict something. 
International Relations Theory: a set of principles and guidelines used to analyze both world events and relations between states. Such theories help to assess past and present conditions, in turn, provide a reasonable basis for predicting future trends.

Explanatory Theories: try to explain events and circumstances. They are based on description and evaluation of past events, conditions, and patterns of behaviour. Scholars form a theory based on how nations have acted and interested in the past in order to predict what their future behaviour might be e.x. realism. 

Prescriptive/Normative Theory: a set of principles and guidelines that contain overt value judgements about how the world ought to be rather than how the world actually is. Prescriptive theory often involves the development of standards or principles for the conduct of international relations. Based on both past and contemporary conditions and patterns, these theories prescribe or suggest a particular course o faction, policy, or doctrine. This perception is designed to improve and enhance relations between states within the international system e.x. peace studies and many theories such as liberalism, class system theory, and postmodernism that cross over incorporating both explanatory and prescriptive methods. 

Hypothesis: an educated guess or proposition about how or why something—an event or specific set of conditions—occurred. A hypothesis must, however, have a certain degree of probability.

Case Study: uses a specific event, set of circumstances, or period of time to introduce and/or exemplify the key concepts of a given theory.

Concept: an idea, thought, or notion derived from a theory.

Levels of Analysis: a method for examining international relations theory based on three different perspectives of levels. These levels are, from broad to narrow in scope, system level, state level, and individual level. Each theory or set of theories associated with a given level emphasizes the characteristics, conditions, and confines of that particular level in understanding and explaining world events and relations between states. 

System-level Analysis: attempt to explain international relations by focusing on the manner in which the structure on the international system (global distribution of resources among states) shapes or constrains the actions of states. System-level theories contend that relations between states can be explained by factors that influence the system as a whole and by the characteristics and proclivities of the system it self.

State-level Analysis: an analytical approach to international relations that focuses on the domestic or internal causes of state actions. State-level theories attempt to explain international relations by emphasizing the internal workings of the state itself.

Individual-Level Analysis: an approach to understanding international relations that emphasize the common characteristics of all individuals, often referred to as “human nature,” or they look for explanations based on the impact that particular individuals have on the foreign policy of a given state. 


S. Walt, “International Relations: One World, Many Theories.” 
WHERE ARE WE COMING FROM?
	The study of international affairs is best understood as a protracted competition between the realist, liberal, and radical traditions. Realism emphasizes the enduring propensity for conflict between states; liberalism identifies several ways to mitigate these conflictive tendencies; and the radical tradition describes how the entire system of state relations might be transformed.

REALISM
	The dominant theoretical tradition throughout the Cold War, it depicts international affairs as a struggle for power among self-interested states and is generally pessimistic about the prospects of eliminating conflict and war. 
	Classical realists, Morgenthau and Niebuhr, believed that states, like humans, had an innate desire to dominate others, stressing a classical, multipolar, balance-of-power system (saw bipolar rivalry of US and Soviet Union as destabilizing)
	Neorealist’s (Waltz) ignored human nature and focused on the effects of the international system. Anarchic system where each states seeks to survive, leading weaker states to balance against, not bandwagon with, greater powers. Waltz claimed bipolarity to be more stable than multipolarity. 
	
LIBERALISM
	One strand argued that economic interdependence would discourage states from using force against each other because warfare would threaten each side’s prosperity. A second strand (President Woodrow Wilson) argues that the spread of democracy was the key to world peace, based on the claim that democratic states were inherently more peaceful than authoritarian states. A third strand argued that international institutions such as the IEA and IMF could help overcome selfish state behaviour. 
	All liberal theories implied that cooperation was more pervasive than even the defensive version of realism allowed. 

RADICAL APPROACHES
	Orthodox marxist theory saw capitalism as the central cause of international conflict. Capitalist states battled each other as a consequence of their greed. 
	Neomarxist “dependency” theory, by, contrast, focused on relations between advanced capitalist powers and less developed states, arguing the former had grown rich by exploiting the latter. 

REALISM REDUX
	A recent contribution of realist theory is its attention to the problem of relative and absolute gains. Realists such a Grieco and Krasner point out that anarchy forces states to worry about both the absolute gains from cooperations and the ay that gains are distributed among participants. If one state reaps larger gains than its partners, it will gradually become stronger, and its partners will eventually become vulnerable. 
	An interesting conceptual development within the realist paradigm in the “defensive” and “offensive” strands of thought. Defensive realists (Waltz, Evera, Snyder) assume that states had little intrinsic interest in military conquest and argues that the costs of expansion generally outweighed the benefits. But Schweller notes that nations such as Hitler’s Germany valued what they coveted more than what they possessed and were willing to risk annihilation to achieve it. Liberman showed that the benefits of conquest often so exceed the costs. Offensive realists (Labs, Mearsheimer, Zakaria) argue that anarchy encourages all states to try to maximize their relative strength simply because no stat can ever be sure when a truly revisionist power might emerge. 

NEW LIFE FOR LIBERALISM
	Democratic peace theory is a refinement of the earlier claim that democracies were inherently more peaceful than autocratic states. It rests on the belief that although democracies seem to gift wars as often as other states, they rarely if ever, with one another. Reasons for this include norms of compromise that bar the use of force against groups espousing similar principles.
	Issues with this theory include Snyder and Mansfield’s argument that states may be more prone to war when they are in the midst of a democratic transition. In addition Layne has pointed out that when democracies have come close to war in the past, their decision to remain at peace ultimately had little to do with their shared democratic character. 
	Liberal institutionalists have adapted to a more modest view. Institutions are now said to facilitate cooperation when it is in each state’s interest to do so, but cannot force state action. 
	Economic liberals argue that the rapid spread of global communications technology are undermining the power of states and shifting attention away from military security toward economics and social-welfare. This view has been challenged by scholars who argue that the actual scope of globalization is modest and that these various transactions still take place in environments that are shaped and regulated by states. 

CONSTRUCTIVIST THEORIES
	This approach emphasis the impact of ideas. Instead of taking the state for granted and assuming that it simply seeks to survive, constructivists regard the interests and identities of states as a highly malleable product of specific historical processes, especially attentive to the sources of change. 
	Although power is not irrelevant, it emphasizes how ideas and identities are created, how they evolve, and how they shape the way states understand and respond to their situation.
	Wendt has argues the realist conception of anarchy does not explain why conflict between states occur. The real issue is how anarchy is understood, “anarchy is what states make of it.” 
	Another strand suggests that transnational communication and shared civic values are undermining traditional loyalties and creating radically new forms of political associations. Others focus on the role of norms, arguing that international law has eroded earlier notions of sovereignty and altered the legitimate purposes for which state power may be employed. 
	The common theme in each of these strands is the capacity of discourse to shape how political actors define themselves and their interests, and this modify their behaviour. 	
	
TOMORROWS CONCEPTUAL TOOL BOX (Summary)
	Realism remains the most compelling general framework for understanding international relations. States continue to pay close attention to the balance of power and worry about the possibility of major conflict. 
	Liberal theories identify the instruments that states can use to achieve shares interests, highlights the powerful economic forces with which states and societies must now contend, and help us understand why states may differ in their basic preferences. 
	Constructivist theories are best suited to the analysis of how identities and interest can change over time, thereby producing subtle shifts in the behaviour of states and occasionally triggering far-reaching but unexpected shifts in international affairs.[image: ] 
































K. Pease, “Mainstream Approaches.”
	Often thought of as the “conventional wisdom” in international governance, realism and liberalism approximate widely held world views about how the world operates and what the role of international organizations should be within the broader context of world politics. 
	A fire debate continuities between realists and liberals about their relative importance to international organizations in global governance. 

REALISM
	Referred to as power politics or realpolitik, realism’s central focus is the acquisition, maintenance, and exercise of power by states. Power can be “hard” in that it is identified in terms of tangible military capabilities such as tanks, planes, troop, and missiles; or power can be “soft,” meaning that it stems from the influence that results from ideas, wealth, or political/economic innovation. The realist lens focus on nation-states and directs analysis toward particular sets of international issues—security, war, and other forms of violent conflict. Realism also asked certain questions. What accounts for order and stability in international relations? How does order deteriorate and why does stability break down? Thus realism analyzes the perennial issue in international relations—the use of violence. 
	Grown out of European historical experience and scholarship, why the preoccupation with security and war? The European continent has witnesses some of the world’s more destructive and brutal conflicts. 
	Realists are generally pessimistic about the independent role of international organizations, arguing that international organizations can neither constrain state behaviour nor prevent war. 
	Many realists see war as the inevitable result of uneven power distribution among states, in which case international organizations can do little in the face of state power. They are instead tools that powerful states use to control weaker states. That is, international organizations are important only as reflections of great-power values. Hence governance in international relations boils down to a great-power concert, which is thinly veiled by international organizations. When the security interests of the great powers conflict, international organizations are either discarded, ignored, or rendered impotent by the states that created them. 

PHILOSOPHICAL ROOTS OF REALISM
“You must act with relish on the basis of what we both think, for we both know that in human reckoning the question of justice only entered where there is equal power to enforce it and the powerful exact what they can and the weak grant what they must.” 
—Thucydides
	
	The first realist lesson is clear: might makes right, What is just and mortal is relative and usually defined by the powerful.
	The second realist lesson is equality clear: the strong do what they have the power to do and the weak accept what they have to accept. 
	Thucydides also questions the usefulness of alliances. He shows that alliance can lull states into a false sense of security (Melians vs. Athenians). Potential aggressors also know that allies are not likely to risk themselves unless it is in their immediate self-interest to so so. Hence, alliances are of questionable value when it comes to national security. 
	The lesson of the Melian story is that states must guarantee their own survival through their own military power. An alliance will not necessarily deter an aggressor not does it necessarily mean an ally will help. Power is the only thing adversaries will understand. 
	Niccolo Machiavelli (1469-1527) argued that feelings of love are likely to be fleeting, but fear makes foes and friends (potential foes) cautious in their dealings with the prince. Both Machiavelli and Thucydides stress state self-reliance as the decisive factor to survival, particularly as it relates to military defence. 
	Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679) conceived of men as essentially selfish and evil creatures. In a state of nature, man is pitted against man and the only rule is survival of the strongest. Writing in the Leviathan, Hobbes characterized the state of nature as “continual fear and danger of violent death; and the life of man solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.”
	Realists have drawn upon Hobbes’ state-of-nature themes, characterizing the international system as anarchy, or absence of higher authority, lacking a world government to enforce agreements or prevent aggression. Without a world government, or an overall Leviathan, international relations can be very dangerous, so states must be prepared for war. Thus the law of the jungle applies to nation-states in this international state of nature. 
	Carl von Clausewitz (1780-1831), in On War, sees war as the continuation of political activity by other means. He stresses the importance of military power for achieving political aims. Military power is an appropriate tool of states to accomplish their goals, especially when political pressure and negotiation prove infective. 
	Alexander Hamilton (1755-1804) asserted that the U.S. government should actively promote a highly diversified economy based on industrial production. A strong, diverse domestic economy is crucial to a nation’s security because it enables a state to be self-reliant in times of crisis. 
	He argues that political considerations such as state-building and national security must take precedence over strictly economic incrusts and the state must be willing to intervene in the market to secure state interests. 

CONTEMPORARY REALISM
	Contemporary realism embraces many variations—traditional realism, neorealism, structural realism, mercantilism, and neomercantilism. Whatever their difference, each of these variations react on four organizing assumptions from which hypotheses, propositions, and generalizations may be deduced regarding the nature of international relations. 
The state is the most important actor in international relations; (while sovereignty and autonomy may be considered right in legal theory, in practice the final sat within a territory requires the power to deter outside interventions i.e. autonomy stems from capability).
The state is a unitary and rational actor; states are composed of individuals, groups, etc., but the state itself speaks with one voice, and that single voice speaks for a rational state. 
International relations are essentially conflictual; 
Traditional realists see international relations as inherently conflictual because they are pessimistic about human nature itself. 
Structuralist realists point to systemic attributes which contribute to international conflict. The system is characterized by anarchy and the balance of power—both of which shape state action. Anarchy leads to arms-racing and arms-balancing behaviour on the part of states. States with good and kind leaders will engage in the same kind of behaviour as selfish and evil leaders because they exist in the same international environment. 
States must contend with the distribution of capabilities; also known as the balance of power. The distribution of capabilities in the international system is not static, and shifts in the balance of power can threaten international stability. Several factors can disrupts the statues quo:
Technological innovations can quickly give one state a significance military or economic advantage over others. 
Uneven economic growth rates can also disrupt the status quo, causing shifts in the balance of power.
	
	Security and geostrategic issues, or high politics detonate the international agenda. Traditional realists see the acquisition of power as the principle strategy for achieving national security. Other international issues, including economics, the environment, human rights, and poverty, occupy the realm of low politics. States may address these issues but by no means treat them as priorities. 
	Neorealists modify the traditional realist position by ascribing greater importance to economic issues. They emphasize economic issues because they relate to national power and security. Neomercantilists see participations in a highly interdependent world economy as necessary for attaining and maintaining great-power statues. However, interdependence, of necessity, limits the autonomy of the states. Neorealists and neomercantilists argue that interdependent relations are rarely symmetrical. States foster dominate, asymmetrical interdependent relationship with others an manipulate theses relationships to their advantage. 
	The trade-off hypothesis (guns vs. butter hypothesis) posits that spending in the military sector can compromise economic health. It suggests that states will seek to maximize security, not power. The acquisition of power is not the principal goal of states, as traditional realists suggest. Rather neorealists/neomercantilists argue that states are often willing to satisfy, not maximize, military security, changing some power for robust economic health. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

REALISM AND THE NATURE OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
	Realists argue that no hierarchy of authority exists in international relations. Anarchy, however, does not mean chaos. The international system is, in fact, quite orderly because a power hierarchy does exist among states. Some states are endowed with a plentitude of resources and, through design or chance, have attained great-power status. Realists tend to classify states in terms of this hierarchy as super-, great, middle, or lesser powers. 
	Hegemonic stability theory is a widely accepted explanation for there creation and behaviour of international organizations “an international system is established for the same reasons that any political system is created; actors enter social relations and create social structures in order to advance particular sets of political, economic, or other interests. Because the interest of some of the actors may conflict with those of other actors, the particular interest that are the most favoured by the social arrangements tend to reflect the relative powers of the actors.” (Robert Gilpin) Thus, international organizations and law represent the social arrangements among state whereby the interest of the powerful are institutionalized. The dominate states, or hegemon, creates international organizations and regimes to further its own interest and values in the international system. International organizations are simply an extension of the hegemon, according to adherents of hegemonic stability theory. For many realists, hegemony is required for the formation of international organizations, and their maintenance required continued hegemony.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Long-cycle theory posits an international order provided by a world leader. George Modelski (1978) argues that the international system can be understood in terms of recurrent historical patterns, or cycles, of world leadership. Each cycle lasts approximately 100 years and can be categorized in four phases. 
Global War
A crude selection mechanism of the state that gets to decide the rules and norms of the new system. 
World Leadership
The winner of the global war consolidates its power and established international organizations and international law, the world leader’s vision of there world order is institutionalized and its dominant position legitimized. 
Delegitimization
As the world leader’s power capabilities decline, rising states challenged the world leader’s authority to lead. 
Deconcentration 
The world leader resorts to domination by force rather than domination by nonmilitary means

	Both Gilpin and Modelski argue that the decline of the hegemon or world leader is no sufficient for the breakdown of world order. For that, a desire to change the existing system is required. That is, a revisionist power must be willing to challenge the status quo. In addition, the existing order must have weaknesses that the revisionist power can exploit. 

	The British/French/Israeli invasion of Grenada (1984) illustrate the signal failure of UN collective security to deter aggression and maintain peace and security. If great powers wish to use force, no organization is going to stop them. That is, UN collective security measures work only when the powerful states want them to work. 
	Realists also recognize that international organizations can be formed without the benefit of a hegemon or world leader, International organizations can be created when states have common interests or common problems.

ON GAME THEORY
	Contemporary realist analysis of international organization and cooperation often employ game theory as a tools to explain why cooperation is difficult under conditions of anarchy. 
	Game theory, which is a variation of rational choice theory, originated with economists who were trying to explain choice among actors participating in a market. It seeks to explain economic and political choice by placing that choice in the context of a game—a game based on several governing rules or assumptions. 
	The first of game theory’s assumptions is that rational actors seek absolute gain when choosing among strategies. That simply means that actors choose the best possible outcome for themselves, not matter what other actors might gain. Another assumption is “perfect” information.
	Many traditional realists and mercantilists see international relations as economics as a zero-sum game. In a zero-sum game, the interest of players are diametrically opposed and one player’s gain is balanced by another player’s loss. Realists are criticized for characterizing all international relations as strictly zero-sum but respond that the security dilemma that states face in an anarchical environment is a Prisoner’s Dilemma. The Prisoner’s Dilemma is a simple game, but it clearly shows why cooperation is difficult to achieve even in non-zero-sum situations. This dilemma demonstrates how rational behaviour can lead to suboptimal outcomes and why cooperation is difficult to achieve. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UkXI-zPcDIM 
	Realists have never argued that international cooperation does not occur. However, these situations tend to reside in the realm of low politics. While cooperation may occur with issue areas such as transportation and telecommunication, international and national security are not conducive to such cooperation.  	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

	International organizations are directly tied to the powerful states that control them. As a result, international organizations are not more than the sum of their member states; hence their behaviour can be explained by the underlying power distribution in the international system. 

REALISM AND THE ROLE OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
	Despite a pessimistic view, international organizations do matter in the realist world. They perform serval important functions:
Provide a mechanism for great-power collusion.
Useful for making minor adjustments within the existing order while the basic underlying principles and norms remain uncompromised. 
Can be agents of international socialization, legitimizing the existing order. 
They are the “brass ring” so the speak; the right to create and control them is precisely what the most powerful states have fought for.
CRITICISMS OF THE REALIST APPROACH 
	Realism is based on the concept of power. But what is power? Very little census exists regarding a precise definition of power. Some see power as tangible, concrete military capabilities, measured by the number of tanks, planes, and nuclear weapons. 
	Others see power as including potential. Japan and Germany are considered powerful, even though they do not possess any significant military capability. Their economic and technological prowess indicates that they could put forth a formidable military. And what about states that do have formidable militaries, but do not have the will to use them? Thus, many realists conceive of power as thing—a thing that includes both tangible and intangible elements. Power is also conceived of as influence. Influence meaning the ability to get other actors to do what they would otherwise not do. Analysis also becomes complicated because power is linked with authority e.x. the pope is powerful not because he has any divisions but because he commands moral and religious authority. 
	Realism is based on a concept that is so imprecise that it raises questions regarding other key concepts. If we do not know precisely what power means, then how do we know what balance of power means?
	Another imprecise concept discussed by realists is national interest, but interests vary and claims of national interest have been used to justify almost every kind of state behaviour. This leads to a circular logic. Realists assume rational states act in the national interest. Yet. national interest is measured by state action. Hence, anything the state does is, by definition, in the national interest. So, when the US participates in the UN, it does so because it is in the national interest to do so. And if the US ignores the UN, it does so because it is in the national interest to do so. 

REALISM SUMMARY	
	Realists are not very optimistic about the role international organizations play in preventing war and violent conflict. International organizations are tools of the great powers to control lesser states without dominating them by force. They are agents of the dominant power(s) and serve great-power interest are the expense of others. International organizations so not promote some idealized notion of the “collective good.” For realists, the so-called collective good is defined by the dominant power(s)—in effect, what is good for me is good for the collective. The behaviour and privies of international organizations are to be understood in terms of the motivations and priorities of leading member states. 

LIBERALISM
	Liberalism challenges the pessimistic world view of realism by painting a more encouraging picture of the relations between societies. Liberals see international relations as a mixture of cooperation and conflict and argue that international organizations can play a positive, constructive role in promoting international stability and global welfare. For liberals, the nature of international relations has fundamentally changed during the latter half of the 20th century for three substantive reasons.
The importance of military force in international relations has waned; weapons of mass destruction function as effective detergents, but are not practical for war fighting. 
The spread of democracy has instilled values of compromise and the rule of law in governments; values that inhibit decision-makers from resorting to war to settle disputes.
Societies are not as isolated from each other as they were in the past; societies are linked together by global markets and global production. 

	Liberalism in economics refers to a belief in capitalism and its emphases on profit, private property, and a free self-regulating market. In political theory, liberalism means a belief in individual equality, individual liberty, participatory democracy, and limited government. Both of these definitions represent classical liberalism. 
	The US emerged in trade with all the major European power under a liberal trade and monetary order sustained by Great Britain (1815-1917). Through example and incentives, Great Britain established free trade (reducing tariffs) and a stable monetary order (the gold standard). The political interest of states were subordinated to international economic stability and market considerations. Both the US and Great Britain benefited extensively from free trade in terms of wealth and economic diversification.
	WWII ended in 1945 and the US emerged from the war as the dominant state in terms of military and economic capabilities—in a position, political and economically, to shape world order and to fashion a system in which it and other states could mutually benefit. The US institutionalized liberal rules and norms in international politics through the creation of international organizations and a capitalist international economic order. 

PHILOSOPHICAL ROOTS OF LIBERALISM
	Hugo Grotius (1583-1645) is considered to be the father of international law. He argues that states need to abide by their agreements in order to foster cooperative international relations. Grotius’s contribution to liberal international relations theory is his acknowledgement of the cooperation that occurs among states in an anarchical environment. He also articulates how formal and informal rules governing international relations are in the self-interest of states. 
	John Locke (1632-1704) believed that individuals and individual happiness are the keys to a productive society. Human beings possess rights, rights that exist in nature and belong to individuals by virtue of their humanity. These natural right include the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of private property. They also include the right to political equality, equality under law, and self-government. Locke’s more important contributions to liberal international relations theory are how view that human beings are essentially cooperative and the idea of limited government composed of, and influenced by, those governed. 
	Adam Smith (1723-1790) argues that self-interest motivates individuals to action, yet this selfish behaviour can have a surprising result—social harmony. Unlike Hobbes, who argues that selfish behaviour makes life particularly nasty, Smith argues that the “market: can harness the selfish impulses of individuals and propel a society to progressively higher levels of development.
	The writings of Adam Smith support Locke’s idea of a limited government. The idea of society’s being self-regulating because of the market’s individuals hand suggests a limited role of the state in the market. Borrowing the term laissez-faire from the french, Smith argues that the government should not interfere in the market, lest it disrupt the market’s natural tendencies toward equilibrium. Smith sees economics as being strongly associated with peace, and politics as associated with war. 
	David Ricardo (1772-1823) believes that international trade is important to states because domestic economies are constrained by limited recourses and conflicting interest while the international economy provides additional avenues for growth and expansion. Through comparative advantage, global resources and welfare can be maximized. 
	Immanuel Kant (1742-1804) argues that states need to form a federation whereby they can peacefully resolve their disputes. The formation of a world republic is part of the natural evolution of human society.
	Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832) is commonly associated with a group of thinkers called the utilitarians. The utilitarians see individuals as rational creatures who are capable of engaging in cost-benefit analysis and deciding for themselves what their wants and needs are. The utilitarians principles is that laws and institutions of a society should produce the greatest good for the greatest number. 

 CONTEMPORARY LIBERALISM
	The liberal theoretical approach to international relations is based on four assumptions:
Both state and non state actors are important in international relations; as a result, liberals focus on households, firms, interest groups, governments, and international organizations. Liberals see non state actors as important because these actors have independent, as well as indirect, influences on the domestic and foreign policies of states. 
The state is not necessarily a unitary and rational actor; what may be rational form the standpoint of a unitary state may not be rational from the standpoint of the government official. While choices are still made on the basis of self-interest, what is considered “self” is determined by the level of analyses that effects the perception of rationality. This disaggregation of the state expands analyses of government decision-making and can explain why governments make the policy choice they do. The state is a more fluid entity comprising competing interests that seek either to control the government of lobby the government to achieve their policy objectives. The state is not always autonomous and it can swayed by internal, as well as external influences. Liberals argue that the national interest is defined by the equilibrium between all the competing interests within the US.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
The nature of international relations is a composite one—a combination of conflict and cooperation; complex interdependence provides incentive to state and nonstate actors to cooperate with each other because they rely on each other. 
A variety of issues can come to dominate the international agenda; unlike realists, who see security and military issues at the top of the agenda, liberal point to the fact that economic, social, and environmental issues are also important to governments and societies. 

LIBERALISM AND THE NATURE OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 
	Functionalism and institutionalism are two prominent liberal explanations regarding IGO and regime creation. 
	The functionalist believes in the efficacy of a gradualist approach to world order with the attainment of political federation by instalments. IGOs are created because of the basic need for them. The increase in transitional ties has led to integration and interdependence, which in turn has led many societies to share common problems. Many of these problems can be managed only through international cooperation. 
	Institutionalism is a hybrid of realism, game theory, and functionalism. Robert Keoehane’s seminal work, After Hegemony, examines how IGOs can assist egoistic state actors in overcoming collective action problems and encouraging cooperation under the conditions of anarchy. Like realists, liberal institutionalists argue that a hegemonic power is necessary for the creation of IGOs and regimes. Like realists, institutionalists see the state as a unitary, rational actor intreating in a dangerous and uncertain world. Liberal institutionalists have been charged with being “realists by another name” but unlike realists, they are more optimistic about the importance of international organizations when a hegemon is in decline.
	Liberal institutionalists argue that IGOs and regimes serve several purposes in addition to promoting the interest of the hegemon. IGOs and regimes reduce transaction and information costs to member states. They also regularize state behaviour and promote transparency. Under conditions of complex interdependence, IGOs and regimes become valuable assets to states. They provide tangible benefits to members, who the become willing to share the cost of maintaining IGOs and regimes “after hegemony.”
	For many liberals, the key ti US hegemony is not so much economic or military as ideological. The US posses soft power, or the power of ideas. The US has been able to convince the world of the value of free trade and markets and has promoted the idea of democratic and limited government. Liberal ideas have become so pervasive internationally that they are widely accepted as economic and political “truths.”  
	In sum, institutionalists argue that hegemonic power is necessary for the creation of international organizations, but hegemony is not required for their continued maintenance. Hegemony is not required for functionalists. Issues and their complexity determine the need and creation of IGOs. Like-minded individuals and governments create organizations to manage complex problems. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

LIBERALISM AND THE ROLE OF INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS
	Liberalism is more optimistic than realism about the contribution and independence of international organizations in international relations. Five interrelated roles can be discerned from the liberal approach:
International organizations help states overcome collective actions problems; the pursuit of power and immediate self-interest have led to war, not stability as realist suggest. For liberal institutionalists, NATO is the exemplar, the quintessential example of how egoistic states can overcome the most difficult of collective action problems—security. If each member state were seeking to obtain this goal unilaterally, it would bear enormous costs, moreover, such unilateral strategies would likely lead to suboptimal outcomes. Collective action problems exist in other issue areas ranging from the economy to the environment, the most difficult being the “free rider” problem. 
International organizations promote economic prosperity and global welfare.
International organizations help societies develop shared values and norms; they foster certain values and help to establish certain norms that are conducive to the peaceful settlement of disputes, such as compromise, reciprocity, multiculturalism, and the rule of law. 
Multinational corporations are seen as a figurative needle and thread that binds societies together through the formation of a common global market; their activities benefit societies because they bring jobs, industries, managerial skills, and technologies to scotties. 
International organizations provide assistance to the victims of international politics; these victims include abject poor, refugees, and those who have experienced environmental disasters, medical epidemics, and war. 

	In sum, international organizations are prominent features in the liberal landscape. International organizations help states overcome collective action problems and help promote economic prosperity and global welfare. In addition, they foster shared norms and values among societies and further economic interdependence. Lastly, they aid the victims of international politics. Rather than being marginal actors, international organizations are at the forefront of international governance. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

LIBERALISM AND ITS CRITICS
The liberal theoretical approach to international relations and organizations is widely criticized as ethnocentric; their arguments that the contemporary liberal order is beneficial to all is influenced by their own bias that their societal organization is superior to other kinds of organizations. This bias is perpetuated in that international relations is a discipline dominated by English-speakers from Canada, Great Britain, Australia, and the US. The normative bias in liberal arguments is evident—democracy is a “better” form of government and capitalism is a “better” mode of production. It is a mighty bold statement to say that free trade benefits all. Liberals claim that consumers benefit because free trade widens the range of consumer choice. However, consumer choice means very little is the consumer’s job has been lost because foreign competition has driven the domestic employer out of business. Why do liberals unconsciously assume that other societies want to be like the US and the Western democracies?
“Blame” for underdevelopment and poverty is placed squarely on the individual, firm, or government; individuals are poor because they did not make the right choices in order to effectively participate in the market.
It assumes that all interest are able to compete effectible in the political arena; but if only big-money dominate the political process, then only their interest will be represented in the political process. Considerable evidence suggests that small, private-business interest are better able to influence governments than are large public-interest groups. 
It relies on the market and economic considerations; liberals argue that economics should determine politics. The state should not intervene in the market, absent of market failure. 
Liberals assumes that the market is apolitical; that is, the market is driven solely by the laws of supply and demand, and the price mechanism. According to liberals, it is irrational to hire a white male just because he is white when a black women is better able to do the job. 
Liberals never seriously consider whether markets and capitalism cause international conflict and contribute to global inequality; they assume that markets lead to optimal outcomes, when suboptimal outcomes emerge they must be caused by something other than the market (poor choices)

LIBERALISM SUMMARY
	For liberals, the nature of international relations has fundamentally changed during the latter half of the 20th century. The world has been tied together through economic, political, social, and moral interdependence, making effective international governance a necessity for nation-states. International organizations play an important and constructive role in international governance. Some liberals see international organizations as the pillars of a nascent new world order. Others see international organizations as assisting states in overcoming collective action problems. The liberal theoretical framework provides a mechanism for understanding the role of state and nonstate actors in the governance of international affairs and highlights the role of the market in promoting international change, economically, politically, and socially. 

H. Morgenthau, “A Realist Theory of International Relations.”
	The history of modern political thought is the story of a contest between two schools that differ fundamentally in their conceptions of the nature of man, society, and politics. One believes that a rational and moral political order, derived from universally valid abstract principles, can be achieved here and now. It assumes essential goodness and infinite malleability of human nature, and blames the failure of the social oder to measure up to the rational standard on lack of knowledge and understanding, obsolescent social institutions, or the depravity of certain isolated individuals or groups. It trusts in education, reform, and the sporadic use of force to remedy these defects (liberalism).
	The other school believes that the world, imperfect as it is from the rational point of view, is the result of forces inherent in human nature. To improve the world one must work with those forces, not against them. This being inherently a world of opposing interest and of conflict among them, moral principles can never be fully realized, but must at best be approximated through the ever temporary balancing of interest and the ever precarious settlement of conflicts. This schools, then, sees in a system of checks and balances a universal principle for all pluralist societies. It appeals to historic precedent rather than to abstract principle, and aims at the realization of the lesser evil rather than of the absolute good. 

PRINCIPLES OF POLITICAL REALISM
	Political realism believes that politics, like society in general, is governed by objective laws that have their roots in human nature. 
	It assumes that the character of a foreign policy can be ascertained only through the examination of the political acts performed and of the foreseeable consequences of these acts. 
	The main signpost that helps political realism to find its way through the landscape of international politics is the concept of interest defined in terms of power. 
	Political realism is aware of the moral significance of political actions. It is also aware of the ineluctable tension between the moral common and the requirements of successful political action.
	Realism maintains that universal moral principles cannot be applied to the actions of states in their abstract universal formulations, but that they must be filtered through the concrete circumstances of time and place. Both individual and state must judge political action by universal moral principles, such as that of liberty. Yet while the individual has a moral right to sacrifice himself in defence of such a moral principles, the state has no right to let its moral disapprobation of the infringement of liberty get in the way of successful political action, itself inspired by the moral principle of national survival. Realism, then, considers prudence—the weighting of the consequences of alternative political actions—to be the supreme virtue in politics. Ethics in the abstract judges action by its conformity with the moral law; political ethics judges action by its political consequences. 

POLITICAL POWER
WHAT IS POLITICAL POWER?
	Whatever the ultimate aims of international politics, power is always the immediate aim. States-mens and people may define their goals in terms of a religious, philosophical, economic, or social idea, and may try to further its realization through non-political means such as technical cooperation with other nations or international organizations, but whenever they strive to realize their goal by means of international politics, they so do by striving for power. 
	When we speak of power, we mean man’s control over the minds and actions of other men. By political power we refer to the mutual relations of control among the holders of public authority and between the latter and people at large. 
	When violence becomes an actuality, it signifies the abdication of political power in favour so military or pseudo-military power. In international politics in particular, armed strength as a threat of potentiality is the most important material factor making for the political power of a nations. The actual exercise of physical violence substitutes for the psychological relation between two minds, which is the essence of political power, the physical relation between two bodies, one of which is strong enough to dominate the other’s movements. 
	Political power is a psychological relations between those who exercise it and those over whom it is exercised. It fiver the former control over certain actions of the latter through the influence which the former exert over the latter’s minds. That influence derives from three sources: (1) the expectation of benefits, (2) the fear of disadvantages, and (3) the respect or love for men or institutions. It may be exerted through orders, threats, persuasion, the authority, or charisma of a man or of an office, or a combination of any others. 

THE DEPRECIATION OF POLITICAL POWER 
	The aspiration for power being the distinguishing element of international politics, as of all politics, international politics is of necessity power politics. During the 19th century, liberals everywhere shared the conviction that power politics and war were residues of an obsolete system of government, and that with the victory of democracy and constitutional government over absolutism and autocracy international harmony and permanent peace would win out over power politics and war. 
	In recent times, the conviction that the struggle for power can be eliminated from the international scene has been connected with the great attempts at organizing the world, such as the League of Nations and the United Nations.
	The situation is, however, different when we deal not with social arrangements and institutions created by man, but with those elemental biopsychological drives by which in turn society is created. The drive to live, propagate, and to dominate are common to all men. Their relative strength is dependent upon social conditions that may favour one drive and tend to repress another, or that may withhold social approval from certain manifestations of these drive while they encourage others. Thus, to take examples only from the sphere of power, most societies condemn killings as a means of taint power within society, but all societies encourage the killing of enemies in that struggle for power which is called war. 

M. Doyle, “Liberalism and World Politics.”
	The aggressive instincts of authoritarian leaders and totalitarian ruling parties make for war. Liberal states, founded on such individual rights as equality before the law, free speech and other civil liberties, private property, and elected representation are fundamentally against what this argument asserts. When the citizens who bear the burdens of war elect their governments, wars become impossible. Furthermore citizens appreciate that the benefits of trade can be enjoyed only under conditions of peace.
	Liberal states have created a separate peace as Kant argues they would, and have also discovered liberal reasons for aggression, as he fear they would. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

LIBERAL PACIFISM
	Joseph Schumpeter made a coherent and sustained argument concerning the pacifying (in the sense of nonaggressive) effects of liberal institutions and principles. He saw the interactions of capitalism and democracy as the foundations of liberal pacifism, and he tested his arguments in a sociology of historical imperialism.
	He defines imperialism as “an objectless disposition on the part of the state to unlimited forcible expansion.
	Once necessary, the war machine later developed a life of its own and took control of a state’s foreign policy: created by the war that required it, the machine now created the wars it required. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Under modern capitalism, export monopolists, the third source of modern imperialism, search for imperialist expansion as a way to expand their closed markets. Thus, the export monopolists are an atavism of the absolute monarchies, for they depend completely on the tariffs imposed by the monarchs and their militaristic successors for revenue. 
	Modern (19th century) imperialism therefore, rests on an atavistic war machine, militaristic attitudes left over from the says of monarchical wars, and export monopoly, which is nothing more than the economic residue of monarchical finance. 
	Capitalism and democracy are forces for peace. Indeed, they are antithetical to imperialism. For Schumpeter, the further development of capitalism and democracy means that imperialism will inevitably disappear. He maintains that capitalism produces an unwarlike disposition; its populace is democratized, individualized, rationalized. 
	Democratic capitalism leads to peace. As evidence, Schumpeter claims that throughout the capitalist world an opposition has arisen to war, expansion, cabinet diplomacy; that contemporary capitalism is associated with peace parties; and that industrial worker of capitalism is vigorously anti-imperialism. In addition the capitalist world has developed means of preventing war, such as the Hague Court and that the last feudal, most capitalist society—the US—has demonstrated the least imperialistic tendencies. 
	Schumpeter’s explanation for liberal pacifism is quite simple: only war profiteers and military aristocrats gain from war. No democracy would pursue a minority interest and tolerate the high cost of imperialism. When free trade prevails, no class gains from forcible expansion. 
	M. Small and J.D. Singer (1976) have discovered that there is no clearly negative correlation between democracy and war in the period 1816-1965.
	R.J. Rummel (1983) showed that “free” states (those enjoying political and economic freedom) had considerably less conflict at or above the level of economic sanction than “non-free” states. The free states, the partly free states (including democratic socialist countries like Sweden), and the non-free states accounted for 24%, 26%, and 61% respectively of the international violence during the period examined (non conclusive as data was limited from 1976 to 1980, excusing the cold war, many colonial wars).
	The discrepancy between the warlike history of liberal states and Schumpeter’s pacifist expectations highlights thee extreme assumptions:
His materialistic monism leaves little room for noneconomic objectives.
The political life of individuals seems to have been homogenized at the same time as the individuals were rationalized, individualized, and democratized; they all seek only material wealth.
Work politics are homogenized; materially monistic and democratically capitalist, all states evolve toward free trade and liberty together. Countries differently constituted seem to disappear form the analysis. 

LIBERAL IMPERIALISM 
	Machiavelli argues, not only that republics are not pacifistic, but that they are the best form of state for imperial expansion. Establishing a republic fit for empirical expansion is, moreover, the best way to guarantee the survival of a state. 
	The mass demands not to be dominated, and their veto thus preserves the liberties of the states. However, since the people and the rulers have different social charters, the people need to be managed by the few to avoid having their recklessness overturned of their fecklessness undermine the ability of the state to expand.
	Strength, and then imperial expansion results from the way liberty encourages population and property, which grow when citizens know their lives and goods are secure from arbitrary seizure. 
	Hence, this belief leads to liberal imperialism. We are lovers of glory, Machiavelli announces. We seek to rule or, at least, to avoid being oppressed. In either case, we want more for ourselves and our state than just material welfare (materialistic monism). Because other states with similar aims thereby threaten us, we prepare ourselves for expansion. Because our fellow citizens threaten us is we do not allow them either to satisfy their ambition to to release their political energies through imperial expansion, we expand. 

LIBERAL INTERNATIONALISM 
	Modern liberalism carries with it two legacies:
The pacifications of foreign relations among liberal states; a size of peace, which Kant called the “pacific federations” or “pacific union,” has begun to be established among liberal societies. Here the predictions of liberal pacifists are borne out: liberal states do exercise peaceful restraint, and a separate peace exists among them. It also offers the promise of a continued peace among liberal states, and as the number of liberal states increases, it announces the possibility of global peace this side of the grave or world conquest. More significant perhaps it that when states are forced to decide on which side of an impending world war they will fight, liberal states all wind up on the same side despite the complexity of the paths that taken them there.
International imprudence; peaceful restraint only seems to work in liberals relations with other liberals. Liberal states have fought numerous war with nonliteral states. Liberal states invade weak nonliteral states and display striking distrust in dealings with powerful nonliteral states. Neither logic of balance of power nor logic go international hegemony explains the separate piece maintained for more than 150 years among states sharing one particular form of governance—liberal principles and institutions. 
	Kant tries to teach us methodologically that we can study neither the systemic relations of states not the varieties of state behaviour in isolation from each other. Kant argues that perpetual peace will be guaranteed by the ver-widening acceptance of three definitive articles of peace. When all nations have accepted the definitive articles in a metaphorical “treaty” of perpetual peace he asks them to sign, perpetual peace will have been established. 
The First Definitive Article requires the civil constitution of the state to be republican. By this he means a political society that has solved the problem of combining moral autonomy, individualism, and social order. A private property and market-orientated economy partially addressed that dilemma in the private sphere. In the public/political sphere, one that preserved judicial freedom—the legal equality of citizens as subjects—on the basis of a representative government with a separation of powers. 
The Second Definitive Article, republics will progressively establish peace among themselves by means of the pacific federation, or union. A mutual nonaggressions pact, perhaps a collective security agreement.
The Third Definitive Article established a cosmopolitan law to operate in conduction with the pacific union. It shall be limited to conditions of universal hospitality. In this Kant calls for the recognitions of the right of a foreigner not to be treated with hostility when he arrives on someone else’s territory, and maintaining the opportunity for citizens to exchange goods and ideas without imposing the obligation to trade. 

	Perpetual peace for Kant, is an epistemology, a condition for ethical actions, and most importantly, an explanation of how the mechanical process of nature visibly exhibits the purposive plan of producing concord among men, even against they will and indeed by means of the very discord. Peace is an ethical duty because it is only under conditions of peace that all men can treat each other as ends, rather than means to an end. 
	Kant shows how republics, once established, lease to peaceful relations. He argues that once the aggressive interest of absolutist monarchies are tamed and the habit of respect for individual rights engrained by republic government, war would appear as the disaster to the people’s welfare that he and the other liberals thought them to be. 
“If, as is inevitably the case under this constitution, the consent of the citizens is required to decide whether or not war should be declared, it is vert natural that they will have a great hesitation in embarking on so dangerous an enterprise…But under a constitutions where the subject is not a citizen, and which therefore not republican, it is the simplest thing in the world to go to war. For the head of state is not a fellow citizen, but the owner of the state, and war will not force hime to make the slightest sacrifice so far as his banquets, hunts, pleasure places and court festivals are concerned. He can thus decide on war, without any significant reason, as a kind of amusement, and unconcerned leave it to the diplomatic corps (who are always ready for such a process) to justify the war for the sake of propriety.” —Immanuel Kant 

	Liberal wars are only fought for popular, liberal purposes. The historical liberal legacy is laden with popular wars fought to promote freedom, to protect private property, or to support liberal allies. He regards these wars and unjust and warns liberals of their susceptibility to them. At the same time, he argues that each nations can and ought to demand that its neighbouring nations enter into the pacific union of liberal states. 

	Alliances founded on mutual strategic interest among liberal and nonliteral state have been broken; economic ties between liberal and nonliteral state have proven fragile; but the political bonds of liberal rights and interests have proven a remarkably firm foundation for mutual nonaggression. 
	In their relations with nonliteral states, however, liberal states have not escaped from the insecurity caused by anarchy in the world political system considered as a whole. 

CONCLUSION
	Kant’s liberal internationals, Machiavelli’s liberal imperialism, and Shumpeter’s liberal pacifism rest on fundamentally different views of the human being, the state, and international relations. 
	Shumpeter’s humans are rationalized, institutionalized, and democratized. They are also homogenized, pursuing material interests “monistically.” Because their material interests lie in peaceful trade, they and the democratic state that these fellow citizens control are pacifistic. 
	Machiavelli’s citizens are splendidly diverse in their goals but fundamentally unequal in them as well, seeking to rule or fearing being dominated. Extending the rule of the dominant elite or avoiding political collapse of their state, each call for imperial expansion.	
	Kant’s citizens too are diverse in their goals and individualized and rationalized, but most importantly, they are capable of appreciating the moral equality of all individuals and of treating other individuals as ends rather than means. The mantis state thus is governed publicly according to law, as a republic. Kant’s is the state that solves the problem governing individualized equals, whether they are the rational devils he says we often find ourselves to be or the ethical agents we can and should become. Unlike Machiavelli’s republics, Kant’s republics are capable of achieving peace among themselves because they exercise democratic caution and are capable of appreciating the international rights of foreign republics. These international rights of foreign republics derive from the presentation of foreign individuals, who are our moral equals. Unlike Shumpeter’s capitalist democracies, Kant’s republics remain in a state of war with nonrepublics. Liberal republics see themselves as threatened by aggression from nonrepublics that are not constrained by representation. Even though wars often cost more than the economic return they generate, liberal republics also are prepared to protect and promise—sometimes forcibly—democracy, private property, and the rights of individuals overseas against nonrepublics, which, because they do not authentically represent the rights of individuals, have no rights to noninterference. These wars may liberate oppressed individuals overseas; they also can generate enormous suffering. Perpetual peace, Kant says, is the end point of the hard journey his republics will take. The promise of perpetual peace, the violent lessons of war, and the experience of a partial peace are proof of the need for and the possibility of world peace. They are also grounds for moral citizens and statesmen to assume the duty of striving for peace. 

Course Notes
REALISM
Principle Authors
Raymond Aron        1905-1983
Edward H. Carr        1892-1982
Hans Morgenthau    1904-1980
George Kennan        1904-2005
Henry Kissinger       1923-
Susan Strange         1923-1988
Philosophical Tradition
Thomas Hobbes       1588-1679
Niccolo Machiavelli  1469-1527

	Hans Morgenthau (born February 17, 1904 in Coburg, a small town in central Germany now part of northern Bavaria), a founding proponent of political realism, remains the central figure in international relations scholarship of the 20th century. His book, Politics Among Nations: The struggle for Power and Peace defined the field in 1948 as it heralded the post WWII paradigm shift in American thinking about diplomacy.
	Morgenthau observed that nations have interests which are furthered through the use of power to accumulate more power (military, economic, and political alliances) to further new interests (regionalization, globalization).
	He saw clearly that mass communication is an essential element of foreign policy for a democracy or even a totalitarian state. 
	He also reconciled universal principles (human rights) with a recalcitrant reality (national security) by representing their relationship as a dialectical tension. 

Morgenthau’s Six Principles of Realism
Politics, like society in general, is governed by objective laws that have their roots in human nature which is unchanging: therefor it is possible to develop a rational theory that reflects these objective laws. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

The main signpost that helps political realism to find its way through the landscape of international politics is the concept of interests defined in terms of power. This concept provides the link between trying to understand international politics and the facts to be understood. It sets politics as an autonomous sphere of action and understanding apart from other spheres, such as economics (understood in terms of interest defined as wealth), ethics, aesthetics, or religion.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

Realism assumes that interest defined as power is an objective category which is universally valid but not with a meaning that is fixed once and for all. Power is the control of man over man. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

Political realism is aware of the moral significance of political action. It is also aware of the tension between the moral command and the requirements of successful political action.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

“A prince never lacks legitimate reasons to break his promise”
—Machiavelli

Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a particular nation with the moral laws that govern the universe. It is the concept of interest defined in terms of power that saves us from moral excess and political folly. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

Realist politics is an autonomous sphere that needs to be analyzed as an entity, without being subordinated to any other sphere of human concern.  	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

Summary
Each state seeks power in order to survive. 
The objective of the state is to increase its power. 
Therefore, power is the specific expression of the national interest, national survival is paramount. 
“Realism maintains that universal moral principles cannot be applied to the actions of states in their abstract universal formulation, but that they must be filtered through the concrete circumstances of time and place.”
—H. Morgenthau
	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
DOMINANT CONCEPTS
absence of a world government
the international system is anarchic
the paradigm of IR must concentrate on the distribution of power among states

	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
5 MAIN TENETS OF REALISM
states are the primary actors
states are rational, unitary actors
relations are power based
relations are a zero-sum game
states are driven by national interests
	REALIST 
	DICHOTOMY

	Primary Global Condition
	Anarchy

	Probability of Change
	Low

	Principle Actors
	States, great powers

	Principle Actors’ Goals
	Power, self-preservation

	Predominant Interaction
	Competition and conflict

	Pervasive Concern
	National security

	Prime Priority
	Acquire military capability 

	Popular Practice
	Coercive diplomacy , the use of Armed Forces,




	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
REALIST POLICY PRESCRIPTIONS
prepare for war (if you want peace, prepare for war!)
remain vigilant (no state is to be trusted)
avoid moralism (standards do not apply to states)
remain involved (isolationism undermines security)
protect with arms (fight rather than submit)
preserve balance (prevent predominance)
prevent harmful arms races (negotiate, but arm)

REALISM AND THE COLD WAR	
The total estimates human loos of life caused by WWII was 62 million people. 37 million civilians, 25 millions military; 51 million allies, 11 million axis.[image: ][image: ] Iron Curtain, 1946
V Day, May 9, 1945


Truman Doctrine
	Helping Greece and Turkey under pressure —leftist movements within (communist resistance) and external pressure from the USSR.
	End of Pax Britanica and the beginning of Pax Americana.

The Cold War Truman Doctrine available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pD_yaNR7kHM

Zhdanov Two Camp Policy
	Formalization of the ideological and military divide 

“We should cease to talk about vague and unreal objectives such as human rights, the raising of the living standards, and democratization. The day is not far off when we are going to have to deal in straight power concepts. The less we are then hampered by idealistic slogans, the better.”
—George F. Kennan (1904-2005)

	In the late 1940s, Kennan’s writings inspired the Truman doctrine and the US foreign policy of “containing” the Soviet Union, thrusting him into a lifelong role as a leading authority on the Cold War. 
	His “Long Telegram” from Moscow in 1946 and the subsequent article “The Sources of Soviet Conduct” argued that the Soviet regime was inherently expansionist and that its influence had to be contained in areas of vital strategic importance to the United States. These texts quickly emerged as foundational texts of the Cold War, expressions the Truman administration’s new anti-Soviet Union policy.
	Keenan also played a leading role in the development of definitive Cold War programs.

	“It is clear that the United States cannot expect in the foreseeable future to enjoy political intimacy with the Soviet regime. It must continue to regard the Soviet Union as a rival, not a partner, in the political arena. It must continue to expect that Soviet policies will reflect no abstract love of peace and stability, no real faith in the possibility of a permanent happy coexistence of the Socialist and Capitalist world, but rather a cautious, persistent pressure toward the disruption and weakening of all rival influence and rival power. 
	Balanced against this are the facts that Russia, as opposed to the western world, is still by far the weaker party, that Soviet policy is highly flexible, and that Soviet society may well contain deficiencies which will eventually weaken its own potential. This would of itself warrant the US entering with reasonable confidence upon a policy of firm containment, designed to confront the Russians with unaltered counterforce at every point where they show signs of encroaching upon the interest of a peaceful and stable world.” (Sources of Soviet Conduct, 1947).

Churchill’s “Iron Curtain” Speech available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=S2PUIQpAEAQ 

FIRST PERIOD OF THE COLD WAR 
-High Cold War, 1945-1953 (Stalin Era)
-Era of confrontation
-Defining the limit of confrontation (Berlin blockade, Korean War) 
-Two camp theory (Truman Doctrine, Zhdanov thesis)
-Nuclear issue (not decisive, although it influenced decisions —Stalin’s avoidance of confrontation with the USA, during the Berlin blockade and the Korean War, nuclear weapons were deployed, but not decisive factor)
-Peaceful coexistence, 1953-1962 (during Nikita Krushchev)

	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
1955 WTO (WARSAW TREATY ORGANIZATION) BLOCK MILITARY MIGHT:
Strictly defensive alliance, 3 million soviet and East European troops, 145 divisions in the European theatre, 100 Soviet divisions or almost 2 million troops. In addition 295 000 Poles under arms, 150 000 Romanian, 145 000 Czechoslovaks, 123 000 East Germans, 105 Bulgarians, 83 000 Hungarians; in total 900 000 troops from East Europe. 

	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
THE BERLIN CRISIS 1948-1949
	One of the hottest periods of the Cold War, land and water blockade of the city instituted by the Soviet Union in the hope that Allies would be forced to abandon West Berlin. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	A one year blockade from June 1948 to September 1949, on a daily verge of an imminent conflict between the Soviet and US/UK French occupation forces. Over 2 million West Berliners were left without food and fuel. During the around-the-clock airlift some 277 000 fighter were made by the US Air Force and the British RAF. 8 000 tones was being flown in daily, more than 2 million tons of good —of which coal accounted for about two thirds —were delivered. 
	East Germany also employed automatic devices that fired bullets and triggered explosions of shrapnel when people attempted to cross the border, disturbing trip-wires.[image: ][image: ] The Wall, 1958-1989
Berlin Airlift, 1948-1949



	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
THE KOREAN WAR, 1950-1953
4 000 000 military and civilian casualties; 160 600 American, 16 000 UN allied, 948 000 South Korean, 520 000 North Korean, 900 000 Chinese; US cost of $20 billion. 

	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
THE VIETNAM WAR, 1954-1975
The war claimed between 2 and 5.7 million Southeast Asian lives. An estimated 58 132 Americans died in Vietnam, more than 150 000 were wounded, 21 000 were permanently disabled. More than 3 million America, average age of 19, served in the Vietnam war. An estimated 100 000 American fled the United States to avoid serving in the conflict. 50 000 American servicemen deserted. 

REALISM AND THE COLD WAR CON’T
	Classical theory of realism in international relations is based on a synthesis of the following principles:
IR is governed by objective laws rooted in human nature
the main signpost is interest defined in terms of power
power is a universally valid, objective category. 
	Theory in Action: Realism available at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UnKEFSVAiNQ 
	Intrinsic tension between moral considerations and requirements of successful political actions. Realpolitiks is an autonomous sphere that needs to be analyzed as an entity, without being subordinated to any other sphere of human concern. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Realism serves important assumptions: it assumes that the international system is anarchic, in the sense that there is no authority above the states capable of regulating their interactions, which is to say that states must arrive at relations with other states on their own, rather than being dictated to by some higher entity i.e. no true authoritative world government exists. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Realism assumes that sovereign states are the primary actors in international affairs, rather than international institutions, NGO’s, or multinational corporations. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Each state is seen as a rational actor who always pursues self-interest, and the primary goal of each state is to ensure its own security. In the pursuit of that security, states will attempt to amass resources, and relations between states are determined by their relative level of power in terms of military and economic capabilities. Military capabilities must be at least sufficient to deter attack, and strategic planning should be along lines of the worst-case scenario. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

LIBERALISM
Philosophical Tradition
John Locke
Montesquieu
J.J. Rousseau
T. Jefferson
A. Smith
Woodrow Wilson
Francis Fukuyama

“I would rather fail in a cause that will ultimately triumph than to triumph in a cause that will ultimately fail.” —Woodrow Wilson

BASIC CONCEPTS
-individual liberty 
-private property
-responsibility
-optimization of the world wealth is a function of a free trade
-the freedom of exchange (capital, labour, goods, services)

	From this perspective, the nation states are not the only principles actors. The state must exercise the function of a guarantor for trade and private property. The most important actors are the individuals/citizens and groups of citizens. 

KEY CONCEPTS
-the state are just one actor, among may others (individuals, groups, Bill Gates, Bono, Soros)
-international organizations are not only intergovernmental organizations but also NGOs, MNCs (including terrorist organizations)
-transnational actors could and should shape the[image: ] international landscape.
-international relations may represent a positive-sum game (everyone wins)
-IR is not only based on the concept of power (peace/conflict), but also includes economic, social, and environmental issues/concerns
-there is a place for morality is the IR realm
-an international order could be achieved through consistent multilateral efforts

MAIN THEMES
How to reconcile order (security) and justice (equality)? William Penn (1993) advocated a “diet” or Parliament of Europe:
-Proportional representation.
-Qualified majority voting 75% of the delegates.
-Separated “wills” of the states to a general will of the state acting collectively.

GENERAL ASSUMPTIONS OF LIBERAL INTERNATIONALISM 
Immanuel Kant, Jeremy Bentham
“Self restrain, moderation, compromise, and peace”
-subjecting the states to a system of legal rights and duties
-individuals are inadvertently promoting the public good
-“invisible hand” of the market
-absence of a world government

“Thus a particular kind of league, which we will call the pacific federations, is required. It would be different from a peace treaty in that the latter terminates one war, whereas the former would seek to end all war for good…It can be shown that this idea of federalism, extending gradually to encompass all states and this leading to perpetual peace, is practicable and as objective reality’s peace can neither be inaugurated nor secured without a general agreement between the nations.” —Immanuel Kant

IDEALSIM (1900s-1930s)
Objective: prevention of war
Departure from liberal internationalists:
-critical about capitalism/imperialism as a direct reason for conflict
Peace and prosperity requires consciously devised machinery
W. Wilson’s 14 points (Jan. 1918);
Open diplomacy; no more secret agreements
Free navigation of all seas
Removal of all economic barriers
Reduction of military weapons 
Impartial decisions regarding colonies 
Evacuation of all conquered Russian territory (by the German Army)
Preservation of Belgian sovereignty
Liberation and restoration of French territory
Redrawing of Italy’s frontiers
Division and self-determination for Austria-Hungary
Redrawing of boundaries and self-determination for Balkan states
 Limitations on Turkey 
Establish an independent Poland
	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
A general association of nations must be formed under specific covenants for the purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political independence and territorial integrity to great and small states alike (The League of Nations)


	After WW1, the lEague of Nations was the response to the collective security problem. Article 16 stated that all states must commit their forces to the disposal of the League i.e. aggression against one is aggression against all.

FUNCTIONALISM
The UN—The Veto System: Article 27 of the UN Charter: one of the five permanent members of the Security Council 
Important modification to the classical problem of collective security.

Ramification: cooperation in one sector would lead governments to extend the range of collaboration across other sectors. 

“The functionalist believes in the efficacy of a gradualist approach to world order with the attainment of a political federation by instalments.”
	Integration and interdependence lead to common socio-economic values and practices. Cooperation in a technical sense over non-political issues will produce “spillover” into general polity. 
	
Complex Interdependence: 
Increased linkages among state and non-state actors. 
A new agenda of international issues with no distinction between low and high politics. 
A recognition of multiple channels for interaction among actors across national boundaries. 
A decline in the efficacy of military force. 

LIBERLISM EN BREF
-states are unitary actors however interests groups, trans-national corporations, and INGOs have to be taken into consideration
-complex interdependence
-more optimistic about Its in the context of hegemony in decline 
-reduce transaction and information costs
-regulate state behaviour and promote transparency 

THE LIBERAL PARADIGM
-IR is a mixture of cooperation and conflict 
-IR must be a realm of progress and constant change
-IR is normative (universal ethical foundation) instead of anarchy 

Diminishing of military force; WMD and MAD, as a tool to solve foreign policy goals. 
Speared of democracy; instilled values of compromise
Globalization; commerce and communication 
Based on the idea of a common good

Robert Keohane (2012) argued that liberalism has indeed led to a shift in international relations with three particular advancements;
“Since the early 1990s we can observe three developments of note: an increase in legalization and moralism expressed by people leading civil society efforts to create and modify international institutions; and a decline in the coherence of come international regimes with a failure to increase the coherence of others. Increasing legalism and moralism might have been expected 20 years ago by those of us who studies liberalism; but in different ways. The increases in legalization and the recent apparent decline in the coherence of international regimes seem anomalous.”	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 


LIBERALISM AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 
-IOs are agents that promote viable international regimes
-IOs are agents that promote economic prosperity and global welfare
-IOs are agents that promote shared values and norms
-to promote a global market, via MNCs
-to promote assistance in war/for epidemics

CRITIQUES OF LIBERALISM
-too Eurocentric
-reminiscence of the classical liberal project of democracy+capitalism+individualism=universal recipe 
-too much reliance on market forces 
-critique on groups (elites) and individuals (personalities)

Week 2
June 28th, 2017
Theoretical approches to international relations; neoconservatism; neo-marxism.

Watch The Brave New World (2006)

Readings
J. Mearcheimer, “Hans Morgenthau and the Iraq War: Realism Versus Neo-Conservatism.”
	Morgenthau, along with almost all realists in the US—except Henry Kissinger—opposed the Vietnam war. Equally, almost all realists in the US—except Henry Kissinger—opposed the war against Iraq. The realists anticipated big problem before the war began; in this, they have been proven largely correct. 

THE NEOCONSERVATIVE CASE: MILITARY POWER
	The dispute about whether to go to war in Iraq was between two competing theories of international politics: realism and the neoconservatism that underpins the Bush doctrine. Neoconservative theory—the Bush doctrine—is essentially Wilsonianism teeth. The theory has an idealist strand and a power strand: Wilsonianism provides the idealism, an emphasis on military power provides the teeth. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Neoconservatives believe that there has never been a state on earth that has as much relative military power as the US has today. Importantly, they believe that America can use its power ti reshape the world to suit its interests. In short, they believe in big-stick diplomacy, which is why the Bush doctrine privileges military power over diplomacy. They favour unilateralism over multilateralism. If the US emphasize diplomacy over military force, it could not act unilaterally very often. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Neoconservatives believe that military force is remarkably effective in running the world because they believe that international politics operate according to “bandwagoning” logic. Specifically, they believe that id a powerful country like the US is willing to threaten or attack its adversaries, then virtually all of the states in the system—friends and foes—would quickly understand that the US means business and that if they cross rightly Uncle Sam, they will pay a sever price. In essence, states will jump on the American bandwagon out of fear. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Bandwagoning logic also underpinned the famous “domino theory.” According to the domino theory, if Vietnam were to fall to communism, other countries in southeast Asia would quickly follow, and then countries in other regions would begin to fall under the rule of the Soviet Union. Eventually almost every state in the international system would jump on the covert bandwagon, leaving the US alone and weak against an unstoppable juggernaut. The Bush administration thus though that it could turn the domino theory to its advantage. The Iranians, North Koreans, Palestinians, and the Syrians, after seeing the US win a stunning victory in Iraq, would all throw up their hands and dance to Uncle Sam’s tune. 
	The neoconservatives’ faith in the efficacy of bandwagoning was based on the so-called revolution in military affairs (RMA) to win quick and decisive victories (stealth technology, air delivered precision guided weapons, small highly mobile ground forces).
	A large scale occupation of Iraq would undermine the Bush administration’s plane to rely on RMA to win quick and decisive victories. In sum, the RMA was suppose to make bandwagoning work, which, in turn, would make big-stick diplomacy work, which, in turn, would make unilateralist foreign policy feasible. 

THE NEOCONSERVATIVE CASE: WILSONIAN IDEALISM
	The idealist strand of neoconservatives’ theory of international politics focuses on promoting democracy. They believe in democratic peace theory, which says that democracies hardly ever with each other (The End of History, Francis Fukuyama).
	Following 9/11, the neoconservatives reacted to this problem by arguing that the root of the problem (terrorism) was the almost complete absence of democracy in the middle east.
	To call the Bush administration conservative, at least in its foreign policy, os mistake. It was pursuing a radical foreign policy, regardless of what one thinks of its merits. The bottom line is that the neoconservative theory of international politic that moved the invasion of Iraq has a power based strand which emphasis big stick diplomacy and bandwagoning logics, and an idealist strand that calls for spreading democracy across the middle east and maybe even the entire globe. 

HANS MORGENTHAU AND THE REALIST CRITIQUE OF NEOCONSERVATISM
	Realists do not believe that we live in a bandwagoning world. On the contrary, realists tend to believe that we live in a balancing world, in which when on state puts its fist in another state’s face, the target usually does not throw its hands in the airs and surrender. Instead, it looks for ways to defend itself; it balances agains the threatening state. Thus realists predicted that Iran and North Korea would work harder than ever to acquire a nuclear deterrent so as to immunize themselves from American power. 
	Morgenthau, not surprisingly, thought that the domino theory was hooey. He understood that the fall of Vietnam would not have a cascading effect in southeast Asia, much less across the globe. Realists tend to believe that the most powerful political ideology in the face of the earth is nationalism, not democracy. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Realists thinks that nationalism usually makes it terribly costly to invade and occupy countries in areas like the middles east. People in the developing world believe fervently in self-determination, which is the essence of nationalism, and they do not like American or Europeans running their lives. In short, realists thought from the start that it was foolish in the age of nationalism to think that the US could invade and occupy Iraq and other countries in the middle east for the purpose of altering their political systems in ways that would make them friendly to America. There is little doubt that Morgenthau saw nationalism as a potent political force and that, more that any other factor, it drove his opposition to the Vietnam war. 
	The North Vietnamese and the Viet Kong (the guerrilla forces in South Vietnam) were motivated mainly by nationalism, not communism, and that they would invariably view American troop in the midst as colonial occupiers whom they would fight hard to expel.

REALISM, DEMOCRACY, AND AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY
	It is relatively easy for a powerful country like America to conquer states in the developing world. The real trouble comes once the US own the country it has overrun, and the Americans are seen as occupiers and face an insurgency; which the RMA is largely useless in combating. In short, occupation stokes nationalism, which leads to insurgency, which undermines any hope of making bandwagoning logic work, which undermines big-stick diplomacy. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	If a misunderstanding of nationalism is the first problem with the idealism of the neoconservatives, the second is that democracies, for all their virtues, do not always pursue benign foreign policies. When it comes to foreign policy, democracies are not always the white hats that President Bush and his neoconservative supporters make the out to be. For example, it is often argues that Iran under Saddam Hussein was especially evil because it used chemical weapons abasing both Iran and the Kurds in the 1980s. However, at the time, the US was providing Iraq with overhead sate little imagery so that is could use its chemical weapons more effectively against the Iranian army. Also, American bombers pulverized German and Japanese cities in WWII, killing about a million Japanese civilians, being the only country in the world that has used nuclear weapons against another country. 
	As Morgenthau clearly understood, it is often difficult to distinguish between good and bad guys in international politics, which means that there is likely to be much resistance to America’s big-stick diplomacy, since many poor people around the world are likely to view the Bush administration as a bully, not a liberator.
	There is another problem with democracies portraying themselves as the white hats in the world: it encourages them to go on crusades to crush non-democracies and transform the world into one giant zone of democracies. There are many reasons to think that spreading democracy with military force is not an effective way to build democracy i places like Iraq where there is little experience with that form of government, or any other place for that matter.
	Morgenthau was not opposed to making Vietnam democratic. He just thought that Vietnam was not ready for democracy and American efforts to impose it on that country would ultimately fail, regardless of US intentions. Even if the enterprise would have been successful, there is no guarantee that peace will break out. Democracies as well as non-democracies like having numerals deterrent, and both kinds of states support terrorism when it suits their interests. 

HANS MORGENTHAU
	He emigrated to the US in 1937 and taught at the University of Kansas before moving to the University of Chicago in 1943. There he wrote his defining work, Politics among Nations: the struggle for power and peace (1948), which influenced post-1945 American diplomatic thinking as deeply as George Kennan influenced its national security ideas. 
	His “six principles of political realism” sought to identify the conditions of rational political actions in there international arena. His concept of interest defined in terms of power led him to make a sharp distinction between the desirable and the possible in order to analyze political acts performed and the foreseeable consequence of these acts.
	He likened the difference between international politics as it actually is and a rational theory derived from it to that between a photographs and a painted portrait. The photograph shows everything that can be seen by the naked eyes; the painted protein does not show everything that can be seen by the naked eye, but it shows, or at least seeks to show, one thing the naked eye cannot see: the human essence of the person portrayed. 
	Morgenthau highly valued prudence, the weighing of the consequences of alternative political actions. His ides led him to sharp warning abasing and vehement opposition to, US military involvement in Vietnam. 
	The concepts of power and interest that underpinned Hans Morgenthau’s political realism were instruments of his efforts to identify the autonomy of the political sphere. He was profoundly aware of the moral significance of political action: how you use power, in the service of what principles. And power brings certain duties as well as certain restraints. 

C. Krauthammer, “The Neoconservative Convergence.”
	The Post-Cold-War era has seen a remarkable ideological experiment: over the last fifteen years, each of the three major American schools of foreign policy—realism, liberal internationalism, and neoconservatism—has taken its turn at running things. (A fourth school, isolationism, has a long pedigree, but has yet to recover from Pearl Harbor and probably never will; it remains a minor source of dissidence with no chance of becoming a governing ideology.) There is much to be learned from this unusual and unplanned experiment.
	The era began with the senior George Bush and a classically realist approach. The very phrase the administration coined to describe its vision—the New World Order—captured the core idea: an orderly world with orderly rulers living in stable equilibrium. The elder Bush had two enormous achievements to his credit: the peaceful reunification of Germany, still historically undervalued, and the expulsion of Saddam Hussein from Kuwait, which maintained the status quo in the Persian Gulf. Nonetheless, his administration suffered from the classic shortcoming of realism: a failure of imagination.
	For the balance of the 1990’s, for reasons having nothing to do with foreign policy, realism was abruptly replaced by the classic liberal internationalism of the Clinton administration. It is hard to be charitable in assessing the record. Liberal internationalism’s one major achievement in those years—saving the Muslims in the Balkans and creating conditions for their possible peaceful integration into Europe—was achieved, ironically, in defiance of its own major principle. It lacked what liberal internationalists incessantly claim is the sine qua non of legitimacy: the approval of the UN Security Council. Otherwise, the period between 1993 and 2001 was a waste, eight years of sleepwalking, of the absurd pursuit of one treaty more useless than the last, while the rising threat—Islamic terrorism—was treated as a problem of law enforcement.
	Then came another radical change. By a fluke or a miracle, depending on your point of view, because of the confusion of a few disoriented voters in Palm Beach, Florida, this has been the decade of neoconservatism. Bismarck once said that God looks after fools, drunkards, children, and the United States of America. Given the 2000 presidential election, it is clear that He works in very mysterious ways. In place of realism or liberal internationalism, the last four-and-a-half years have seen an unashamed assertion and deployment of American power, a resort to unilateralism when necessary, and a willingness to preempt threats before they emerge. Most importantly, the second Bush administration has explicitly declared the spread of freedom to be the central principle of American foreign policy.
	As Fouad Ajami wrote in the Wall Street Journal on May 16, upon returning from a visit to the region:

The insurgents will do what they are good at. But no one really believes that those dispensers of death can turn back the clock…By a twist of fate, the one Arab country that had seemed ever marked for brutality and sorrow now stands poised on the frontier of a new political world.

	The elections’ effect on the wider Arab world was likewise both immediate and profound. Millions of Arabs watched on television as Iraqis exercised their political rights, and were moved to ask the obvious question: why are Iraqis the only Arabs voting in free elections—and doing so, moreover, under American aegis and protection? The rest is so well known as barely to merit repeating. The Beirut spring. Syria’s withdrawal from Lebanon. Open demonstrations and the beginnings of political competition in Egypt. Women’s suffrage in Kuwait. Small but significant steps toward democratization in the Gulf. Bashar Assad’s declared intent to legalize political parties in Syria, purge the ruling Baath party, sponsor free municipal elections in 2007, and move toward a market economy.
	As the Lebanese Druze leader Walid Jumblatt, hardly a noted friend of the Bush Doctrine, put it in late February in an interview with David Ignatius of the Washington Post:

It’s strange for me to say it, but this process of change has started because of the American invasion of Iraq. I was cynical about Iraq. But when I saw the Iraqi people voting three weeks ago, 8 million of them, it was the start of a new Arab world. The Syrian people, the Egyptian people, all say that something is changing. The Berlin Wall has fallen. We can see it.

	Draw a distinction between a more expansive and a more restrictive neo-conservative foreign policy. I called the two types, respectively, democratic globalism and democratic realism.
	In short, the Bush administration—if you like, neoconservatism in power—has been far more inclined to pursue democratic realism and to consign democratic globalism to the realm of aspiration. This kind of prudent circumspection is, in fact, a practical necessity for governing in the real world. We should, for example, be doing everything in our power, both overtly and covertly, to encourage a democratic revolution in Iran, a deeply hostile and dangerous state, even while trying carefully to manage democratic evolution in places like Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and Pakistan. Indeed, the behaviour of the Bush administration implies that in practice, the distinction between democratic realism and democratic globalism may collapse, because globalism is simply not sustainable.

R. Cox, “Gramsci, Hegemony, and International Relations: an Essay in Method.”


Course Notes 
NEOREALISM 
	A theory developed by Kenneth Waltz in which states seek to survive within an anarchical system. Although states may seek survival through power balancing, balancing is not the aim of that behaviour. Balancing is a product of the aim to survive. Because the international system is regarded as anarchic and based on self-help, the most powerful units set the scene of action for others as well as themselves. These major powers are referred to as poles; hence the international system (or a regional subsystem) at a particular point in time, ay be characterized as unipolar, bipolar, or multipolar.
	Power is more than accumulation of military recourses and the ability to use them  to control states. Power is the combined capabilities of states (hard and soft power). Power gives a state a position in the international system, shaping the behaviour of that state. 
	The structure of the international political system is defined first but its organization principle, which is anarchy. Some people would think of that as a disorganizing principle, but it’s a principle that tell s one how the major units of the realm relate to one another. The relations is one of anarchy, as opposed to hierarchy. It’s not an ordered realism. It’s not a law bound realm. It’s an anarchic realm in which the various units have to figure out for themselves how they're going to try to live with one another, and how they’re going to pursue, specifically, and manage, ultimately, their own security worries. 
	It is described as a realm of self-help: if you don’t so it for yourself, you cannot count on anybody else doing it for you. They may help, they may not.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NwC4XziSvrA

	The second defining principle is by the distribution of capability among those units, with the more capable ones, of course, shaping the realms, posing the problems that the other have to deal with. The analogy there, of course, is between international politics on the one hand and oligopolistic sector of an economy on the other hand. It’s not a purely competitive realm. It’s one in which the major actors, those of greater capability, set the scene in which the other must act. 

	Due to anarchy
	States always prepare for conflict

	Main Priority
	Security goals

	International Cooperation
	Rare and frail

	Leaders and States
	Intentions of decisions makers are not important but capabilities of states are

	IOs and Regimes
	Tools of state




“Men, led by passion, are drawn into conflict. Instead of being mutually helpful, they behave in a manner that is mutually destructive.” —K. Waltz

CRITIQUES OF NEOREALISM
-ignores the importance of culture, traditions and identity
-no viable explanation of the end of the Cold War
-does not properly explain cooperation of states and the role of institutions (EU, WTO, IMF/WB, OECD, NATO)

REALIST EVOLUTION OF THE DEFINITION OF POWER
What is capability? What is power (soft and hard)?
Geopolitics
Material Criteria
-geography
-natural resources
-industrial capacity
-population
Human Criteria
-the national character
-the national “moral fibre”
-the quality of the diplomacy
The State of Military Preparedness
-principle critique; confusion between power and force i.e. between objective and the means. 

Distinction between Power and Force
Raymond Aron’s redefining of power; the process of “homogenisation” of the elements in the following categories:
-the territories occupied by the political unites (states)
-the availability of the resources/materials
-the knowledge to transform them into weapons
-the # of men and the art of transforming them into soldiers
-the capacity of a collective actions and the discipline of the combatants
-the solidarity of the citizens facing confrontation 
	Aron used the concept of will to solidify the available means making a transition from power defined as means, to power defined as objective. Power for Aron is international relations: the capacity of a political unit (state) to impose its will on other states. Power is not absolute but rather a function of human relation. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

Criteria for Definition of Power
-capacity to do
-prevention to do
-refusal to do
	No longer the political domain but also the economic and cultural domain. Deterritorialization of the power; quantifiable measure. The GDP become the main referent. Internationalization of the enterprise. 

Joseph Nye — Hard Politics: the power of brute force (unpopular option)
  Soft Politics: gentle power (cooperation). The power of persuasion. Universality of the culture of a country become the principle support for its power. 

The concept of Structural Power
Susan Strange
The relation between the classical realist school and the international environment after the Cold War; power integrates the traditional criteria of domination explained by Aron, and the concept of “soft power” by Nye. Power relied on the economic and financial dimension based on the mobilization of factors of production. 

Structural Power: 
-the capacity to offer, refuse, or to threaten security (the structure of security)
-the capacity to offer, to refuse, or to ask credits (the financial structure)
-the capacity to determine the localization, the mode, and content of manufactured production (the structure of production)
-the capacity to influence ideas and beliefs (the knowledge structure)

NEOCONSERVATISM
“Wilsonianism with teeth” —Mearshiermer 

	American foreign policy has been largely controlled during George W. Bush’s tenure by a group of hard-liner ideologues who them themselves “neoconservatives.”

INFLUENTIAL NEOCONSERVATIVES
Vice President Dick Cheney
Defence Secretary Donal Rumsfeld
Deputy Defence Secretary Paul Wolfowitz
Undersecretary of Defence for Policy Douglas Feith
Lawyer, Advisor, and Chief of Staff to VP Dick Cheney Lewis Libby

	Neoconservatism is a contested IR phenomenon in modern politics. Is is a coherent theory of international politics? It is limited to descriptions of policies and maintains a limited illumination of underly ontology.
	Mearcherimer’s definition: a distinct political movement—blending of military power with Wilsonian idealism.

THE PROJECT FOR THE NEW AMERICAN CENTURY
	PNAC was launched by Kristol and Karen in 1997, shortly after their publication of an article in Foreign Affairs magazine entitle “Towards a Neo-Reaganite Foreign Policy” in which they called for Washington to exercise benevolent global hegemony to be sustained as far into the future as possible. 
	PNAC is a non-profit educational organization dedicated to a few fundamental propositions: that American leadership is good both for America and for the world; and that such leadership requires military strength, diplomatic energy and commitment to moral principle: PNAC intends, through issue briefs, research papers, advocacy journalism, conferences, and seminars, to explain what American world leadership entails. It will also strive to rally support for a vigorous and principles policy of American international involvement and to stimulate useful public debate on foreign and defence policy and America’s role in the world. 
	PNAC Mission: substantially increase US military budget, guarantee US military superiority, secure strategic energy supply for the US economy, control vital energy regions; the Middle East, Caspian Sea, Eurasia. 
	PNAC Membership: it was in the spirit that the two co-founded PNAC, whose charter was signed by leading neoconservatives, including Cheney’s future Child of Staff, Lewis Libby; Rumsfeld’s future deputy, Paul Wolfowitz; Bush’s future top Middle East aide, Elliott Abrams; his future ambassador to Afghanistan and Iraq Zalmay Khalilzad; Rumsfeld’s future top international security official, Peter Rodman; American Enterprise Institute (AEI) Richard Perle; Florida Gov. Jeb Bush; as well as Cheney and Rumsfeld themselves. 
	PNAC Documents: “Rebuilding America’s Defences” and “Present Dangers,” bot published in 2000 to influence the foreign policy debate during the presidential campaign that year—were based to a great extent on an infamous “Defence Planning Guidance” (DPG) draft produced under Cheney when he served as secretary of defence under President George H.W. Bush in 1992. That paper, which was developed by then undersecretary of defence Wolfowitz, Libby, Khalilzad, and the current deputy national security adviser J.D. Crouch, with assistance from Perle and other like-minded defence specialists called for the benevolent domination by one power (the US) to replace collective internationalism. Washington to ensure that domination, particularly in Eurasia to prevent the emergence, by confrontation if necessary, of any possible regional or global rival.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	PNAC was the first to call publicly (in 1998) for Washington to pursue regime change in Iraq by military means in conjunction with the Iraqi National Congress of Ahmen Chalabi, who would later play a key role in the propaganda campaign against Saddam Hussein in the run-up to the 2003 invasion.
	PNAC letter sent to Bush, Sep. 20, 2001: called for the ouster of the Taliban, a war on al-Qaeda, to wage a broader and more ambitious “war on terrorism”, cut off the Palestinian Authority under Yasser Arafat, take on Hezbollah, threaten Syria and Iran, oust Hussein regardless of his relationship to the attacks or al-Qaeda. 

“It may be that the Iraqi government provided assistance in some form to the recent attack on the United States, but even it evidence does not link Iraq directly to the attack, any strategy aiming at the eradication of terrorism and its sponsors must include a determined effort to remove Saddam Hussein from power. Failure to undertake such an effort will constitute an early and perhaps decisive surrender in the war on international terrorism.” 

The letter was signed by 38 member of the predominantly neoconservative Washington echo chamber, many go whom—especially Kristol, Kagan, Defence Policy Board members Perle, Woolsey, Eliot Cohe, Centre of Security Policy president Frank Gaffney, former Education Secretary William Bennett, syndicated columnist Charles Krauthammer, and Foundation for the Defence of Democracies director Clifford May.

OIL AND MILITARY REPRESENTATION IN THE MIDDLE EAST  
	The US has over 700 bases in130 countries. As of April 2005, 146 000 US troops that were actively serving in Iraq special forces were fighting in the “war on terrorism” in Afghanistan, Pakistan, North Africa, and the regions.
	US government openly threatens Syria and Iran while covertly supporting coups. protests, and uprisings in other countries, such as Venezuela and Kyrgyzstan. Washington defends its military expansion and intervention in the name of fighting terrorism and spreading democracy. 
	As critics often point out, these interventions probably increase the threat of terrorism. The patten of US interventions does not show support for democracy either. As a prominent study by the Library of Congress has shows, US interventions tend to have undemocratic results. Often they instal tough military regimes that pay little heed to their people, privileging cozy relations with Washington and support for its economic and geostrategic interests. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

US MILITARY REPRESENTATION[image: ]





















US WAR ON TERROR
	By 2005, the “axis of evil” had become the outposts of tyranny and included Zimbabwe, Cuba, Belarus, Burma, Iran, North Korea.
	The neoconservative agenda focused on asserting US power through:
unilateral action
withdrawing from international institutions
marginalization of international organizations
pursuit of aggressive paths towards democratization of developing areas, particularly the Middle East
	American’s war against al-Qaeda, a nonstat[image: ]e actor, and Iraq
“The dispute about whether to of to war in Iraq was between two competing theories of international politics: realism and the neoconservatism that underpins the Busch doctrine.” —Mearsheimer
	This policy confronts many questions r.e. legitimacy, international law, security, alliances, global order, etc. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nUCwCgthp_E 

“Once weapons were manufactures to fight wars. Now wards are manufactures to sell weapons.” —Arundhati Roy

US HEGEMONY, NSSA
Pre-emption
“It is a matter of common sense and self-defence. America will act against such emerging threats (terrorists and WMDs) before they are fully formed” —National Security Strategy, 2002

Unilateralism
Indicates American’s right to act independently, in the event of multilateral solutions are exhausted 

Military Preeminence
Advocates the straightening of America’s armed forces and maintaining their position as the supreme power. 

Extending Democracy
Liberty and security to all regions of the world.

CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER
	American Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist and political commentator, and physician. In 2006, the Financial Times named him the most influential commentator in America. In the lead article in Foreign Affairs, 1990 title “The Unipolar Moment” Krauthammer coined the term “unipolarity” to describe the world structure that was emerging with the fall of the Soviet Union.

“When under attack, no country is obligated to collect permission slips from allies to strike back.” —Krauthammer

	We are in for abnormal times. Our best hope for safety in such times, as in difficult times past, is in American strength an will—the strength and will to lead a unipolar world, unashamedly laying down the rules of world order and being prepared to enforce them. 
	Compared to the task of defeating fascism and communism, averting chaos is a rather subtle call to greatness. It is not a task we are any more eager to undertake than the great twilight struggle just concluded. But is is just as noble and just as necessary. 

The Trinity Orthodoxy
Main assertions:
The old bipolar world would beget a multipolar world with power dispersed to new centres in Japan, Germany (and/or “Europe”), China and a diminished Soviet Union/Russia.
Domestic American consensus for an internationalist foreign policy should substantially be restored.
In the new post-Soviet strategic environment the threat of war would be dramatically diminished. 

	According to Krauthammer, all three of these assumptions are mistaken
The immediate post-Cold War world is not multipolar. It is unipolar. The centre of the world power is the unchallenged superpower, the US, attends by its Western allied.
The internationalist consensus is under renewed assault. The assault this time comes not only from the usual pockets of post-Vietnam liberal isolations (e.g. the churches) but from a resurgence of 1930s-style conservative isolationism.
The emergence of a new strategic environment, marked by the rise of small aggressive states armed with weapons of mass destruction and possessing the means to deliver them (Weapon States), makes the coming decades a time of heightened, not diminished, threat of war. 

	What we have today is a pseudo-multilateralism: a dominant great power acts essentially alone, but, embarrassed at the idea and still worshipping at the shrine of collective security, recruits a ship here, a brigade there, and blessings all around to give its unilateral actions a multilateral sheen. The gulf is not more a collective operation than was Korea, still the class case study in pseudo-multilateralism. Why the pretence? Because a large segment of the American population doubts the legitimacy of unilateral American action but accepts quite readily actions undertaken by the “world community” acting in concert. Why is should matter to Americans that their actions get a Security Council nod from Deng Xiaoping and the butchers of Tiananmen Square is beyond me. But to many Americans it matter. It is largely for domestic reasons, therefor, that American political leaders make sure to dress unilateral actions in multilateral clothing. The danger, of course, is that they might come to believe their own pretence.

UNIPOLAR MOMENT CONCLUSION
	American preeminence is based on the fact that it is the only country with the military, diplomatic, political, and economic assets to be decisive player in any conflict in whatever part of the world it chooses to involve itself. 

HISTORY REPEATS ITELF?
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VOINBs8eOdk

“The empires of the future are…the empires of the mind.” —Sir Winston Churchill

“An intelligent hell would be better than a stupid paradise.” —Victor Hugo

Should the US be bound by international law and be accountable to transnational regimes and institutions?
Does the US need to focus on courting European support in order to gain legitimacy in its role as global hegemon?

Neoconservatism rests on two principle assumptions:
American exceptionalism 
A will to “engage” hostile regimes
	The American notions of freedom and democracy that characterize the American political system constitute the very core of there powerful idea of American exceptionalism.
	The Founding Father of the American Federation envisioned a political mission with liberty and freedom as its rock-bottom ideals. Belief in the uniqueness of the American political system—a distinctive nation and superior to all other nations on earth. In practical terms, it meant an American mission of promoting freedom and democratic rights throughout the world. 
	Should human rights be expanded through the application of force? From 1801 to 1904 America used force 101 occasions in the name of liberating other peoples from the yoke of despotism (Cox, 2003).

NEOCONSERVATIVE SUMMARY
	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
Strengthen American defence to support global leadership
	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
Expand the empire of liberty and freedom, democracy, and free market (if necessary by fighting. 
	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
Replace/Liquidate regimes or organizations hostile to American values and interests. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7o6VKD1Eg-8
	
Who is the beneficiary of this policy? The world order/the whole of humanity? Peoples living under authoritarian anti-democratic regimes? States (USA/UK)? IOs (NATO)? MNCs (KBR, Boeing)? Focus groups?

NEO-MARXISM 
The evolution of the Marxist approach
Theory of the Dependence (Latin America)
World Economy (Centre-Periphery)

DEPENDENCY THEORY, MARXISM
	A micro approach which begins in the 1960s-1970s and has a distinct sociological focus

Best Known Authors
Henrique Cardoso
Enzo Faletto
Dos Santos
Andre Gunter Frank
Samir Amin

	An historical condition which shapes a certain structure of the world economy such that it favours some countries to the detriment of others and limits the development possibilities of the subordinate economics…a situation in which the economy of a certain group of[image: ] countries is conditioned by the development and expansion of another economy, to which their own is subjected (Theotonio Dos Santos, Dependency Theory)
	The core of the dependency relation between the centre and periphery lays the inability of the periphery to develop an autonomous and dynamic process of technological innovation. Technology—as a result of the Industrial Revolution—is at the centre stage of the economic inequality. Many dependency theorists advocate social revolution as an effective means to the reduction of economic disparities in the world system. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	The core/centre countries controlled the technology and th systems for generating technology. Foreign capital could not solve the problem since it only led to limited transmission of technology, but not the process of innovation itself. 
	Key characteristics: international division of labour—skilled workers in the centre, unskilled in the periphery—when discussing key features of dependency. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Pessimistic visions vis-à-vis the development of the “Third World Countries:”
Dependency theory posits that the cause of the low levels of development in less economically developed countries (LEDCs) is caused by their reliance and dependence on more economically developed countries (MEDCs) i.e. the LECDs are undeveloped because they rely on the MEDCs.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
Dependency theory asserts that LECDs will remains less developed because the surplus that they produce will be siphoned off by the MEDCs—under the guise of multinational corporations. There is, as such, no profit left for reinvestment and development	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

ELEMENTS
-permanency is a disadvantageous status quo
-the capitalists adopt effective strategies ti exploit the poor periphery 
-these strategies are based on a complex nexus of local political/military/junta/cultural elite
-the capitalists in the centre allow the gain of power by the local elites
-rigid political environment means no chance to organize for civil unrest,[image: ] dissidents, revolutions.  





FUNDAMENTAL FACTORS 
Social Organization; the amount of hard currency, come from export sector, based on archaic production, controlled by a small traditional (quasi feudal) oligarchy (no viable prospects for middle class and internal market).
Monopoly; monopolist market environment export of raw materials. The external capital “controls” the domestic market forces in the periphery. 
Transnational Loyalty; interiorizing the external interests—local elite—comprador bourgeoisie—harmonizing the interest of the dominant class in the core country with the interest of the dominant class in the peripheral countries. Class-centred not national-centres loyalty.                           	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

DEPENDENCY THEORY CRITIQUE
The development of many Asian economies serves as an empirical contradiction to dependency theory. 

WORLD ECONOMY APPROACH, MARXISM
	Immanuel Wallerstein offers a new system approach to the IR realm. The state centric model is inappropriate to explain core-periphery dichotomy. The unit of analysis is the capitalist system itself—not the state (the global international operating market, the capitalist world system).	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	USA, Third World economics, the socialist USSR, China, and Cuba are considered “capitalist” because they trade in a world market. He treated the world as the main unit of analysis. He refined the dependency theory model to describe the history of world capitalism. In WSA, the core exploits the periphery; the semi-periphery is an intermediate stage, both exploring the periphery and being exploited by the core. 
[image: ]


















STAGES OF THE EVOLUTION OF THE WORLD ECONOMY
The Point of Depart (1000)
-new level of agriculture; agro-market
-urban, monetary, and commercial expansion
The Launch of the World Economy (1000-1450)
Two centres:
-Netherlands (Bruges, Anvers), Northern Germany
-Italy: Genoa, Venice (Italian trading post empire), Supremacy of the southern centre.
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Towards a Global Hegemony of Europe (1501-1800)
-the great discoveries
-commercial revolution
-beginning of colonization in Africa by Portugal
-discovery of there American continent in 1492 by Spain
-Netherlands, the centre of the world commercial activity, navy 600 000 tones, 50 000 sailors, financial centre of the world.
The Triumph of Great Britain Pax Britannica (1815-1914)
-development of the low scale artisan
-intensive agriculture
-centralized state with a Parliament 
-industrial revolution
-colonial expansion
-naval supremacy translating into commercial superiority
The Hegemony of the USA (1945-)
-the end of WWII
-the Marshall Plan and the Cold War
-the end of the US-Soviet rivalry
-globalization[image: ]


















MAIN TENENT OF MARXISM
Relations based on class struggle
Capitalism is primary mode of production
Relations driven by economics
Rich oppress and exploit the poor
State and IOs are tools of the oppressor

NEO-GRAMSCIAN APPROACH 
A theory of hegemony 

“I’m a pessimist because of intelligence, but an optimist because of will.” —Antonio Gramsci

	Gramsci’s intellectual work did not emerge in the light of day until several years after WWII, when the PC began publishing scattered sections of the Prison Notebooks and some of the approximately 500 letters he wrote from prison. 
	Some of his terminology become household words on the left, the most important of which, and the most complex, is the term “hegemony” as applied to the twin task of understanding the reasons underlying both the successes and the failures of socialism on a global scale. 
	Among these conditions were the rise and triumph of racism and the disarray on the left that had ensued as a result of that triumph. Also extremely pertinent, not theoretically and practically, were such terms and phrases as “organic intellectual” “national/‘popular” and “historical bloc” that effectively constitute new formulations in the realm of political philosophy. 

ROBERT COX AND THE THEORY OF HEGEMONY
	It is based on Gramsci’s writings that in the early 1980s Cox developed a critical theory of hegemony, world order, and historical change. An emphasis is placed on the construction of hegemony, which is initially established by social forces occupying a leading role within a state, but is then projected outwards on a world scale. 
	According to Cos, hegemony is understood as an”expression of broadly-based consent” manifested in the acceptance of idea and supported by material resources and institutions. 
	The concept of hegemony is based on the preponderance of power (soft) manifest in:
	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
-intellectual leadership

-moral leadership
-universal interests
-extension beyond the state realm
	Therefore, hegemonic order is possible based on the following mechanics:
	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
-building consensus

-participation by the subordinated groups to the dominant classes pretending to represent them
-structures of hegemony (legitimizing the new hegemonic and the national policies
	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
-institutions helping to establish the rules and rights of the behaviour os states 

-universally accepted norms
-transnational actors (facilitating the growth of social support and establishing material conditions)

	Hegemony is therefore a form of dominance, but it refers more to a consensual order so that “dominance by a powerful state may be necessary but not a sufficient condition of hegemony.”

CONSTITUTED HEGEMONY SPHERES OF ACTIVITY 
Social Relations of Production; are the starting point for analyzing the operation and mechanisms of hegemony. Here production is understood in abroad sense and cover the production and reproduction of knowledge and the social relations, morals, and institutions that are prerequisites to the production of physical goods. 
Forms of State; State powers rests on the underlying configurations of social forces. It refers to the way in which leading social forces within a specific national context establish a relationship over contending social forces.
Hegemonic Social Class; the construction of an historical bloc cannot exist without a hegemonic social class. Yet once hegemony has been consolidated domestically it may be expanded beyond a particular social order to move outward on a world scale through the international expansion of a particular mode of social relations of production. 

HEGEMONIC PERIODS
1845-1875
Britain is the centre of the world economy. British supremacy; comparative advantage (technological), free trade, gold standard, military (naval) supremacy. Britain held the balance of power in Europe and was able to enforce obedience by peripheral countries to the rules of the market.
1875-1945
Destabilized balance of power in Europe leading to WWI and WWII. Free trade superseded by protectionism and gold standard abandoned. Fragmentation of the world economy into economics blocs. 
1945-1965
US established the new hegemonies order, more “sensitive” than Pax Britannica
1965-
Towards a post nation state hegemonic order; social, economic, and political structure.

“World order should be expressed in universal norms, institutions and mechanism which lay down general rules of behaviour for the states and for those forces of civil society that act across national boundaries, rules that support the dominant mode of production.” —Robert Cox

MECHANISM OF HEGEMONY AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 
-IOs embody the rules which facilitate the expansion of world orders (framed to promote economic expansion)
-IOs are themselves products of the hegemonic world order
-IOs ideologically legitimate the norms of the world order (they define policy guidelines for states and legitimate practices at the national level)
-IOs co opt the elites from peripheral countries (the process of tansformismo)
conversion of loyalty by local technocrats working for the WB, IMF from national to IO centres allegiance
transactions with the core ONLY is the interests of the local elites are guaranteed
-IOs absorb counter hegemonic ideas
-social protection welfare, “do it yourself” social programs in the peripheral counties

	Antonio Gramsci developed Karl Marx’s analysis of ideology. He addressed the failure of the revolutionary upsurge which has sept western Europe in the wake of the 1917 Russian Revolution. He argues that the failure of the worker to make an anti-capitalist revolution was due to the successful capture of there workers’ ideology, self-understanding, and organizations by the hegemonic (ruling) culture. In other words, the perspective of the ruling class had been absorbed by the masses of workers. In ‘advanced’ industrial scotties, hegemonic cultural innovations such as compulsory schooling, mass media, and pop culture, had indoctrinated workers to a false consciousness. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Instead of working towards revolution that would truly serve the collective needs, workers in ‘advanced’ societies were listening to the rhetoric of nationalist leaders, seeking consumer opportunities and middle class status, embracing an individualist ethos of success through competition, and/or accepting the guidance of bourgeois religious leaders. 
	The ruling class was for Gramsci like the mythical centaur —half man, half beast. It rules through the use of state coercion and through the consent of those over whom it ruled. In tsarist Russia civil state coercion was dominant. In western Europe the ruling class relied for most of the time on consent and had variety of institutions within civil society which acts like a complicated series of earthworks surrounding a great fortress. In bot East and West, the state relied on repression and consent to rule. 
	Gramsci did not contend that hegemony was either monolithic or unified. Instead,  hegemony was portrayed as a complex layering of social structures. Each of these structures have their own mission and internal logic that allows its members to behave in a way that is different from those in different structure. Yet, as with an army, each of these structures assumes the existence of other structures and by virtue of their differing missions, is able to coalesce and produce a larger structure that has a larger overall mission. This larger mission usually is not exactly the same as the mission for each smaller structure, but it assumes and subsumes the. Hegemony works in the same manner. 
	Each person lives their life in a way that is meaningful in their immediate setting, and, to this person the different parts of society may seem to have little in common with him. Yet taken as a whole, each person’s life also contributes to the larger hegemony of the society. Diversity, variation, and free will seem to exist since most people see what they believe to be a plethora of different circumstance, but they miss the larger pattern of hegemony created by the coalescing of these circumstances. Through the existence of small and different circumstance, a larger and layered hegemony is maintained yet not fully recognized by many of the people who live within it.  
	In such a layered hegemony, individual common sense, which is fragmented, is effective in helping people deal with small everyday activities. But common sense also inhibits their ability to grasp the larger systemic nature of exploitation and hegemony. People focus on immediate concerns and problems rather than focusing upon more fundamental sources of social oppression.

Gramsci identifies two types of intellectuals: traditional and organic
Traditional intellectuals are those who do regard themselves as autonomous and independent of the dominant social group and are regarded as such by the population at large. They seem autonomous and independent. They give themselves an aura of historical continuity despite all the social upheavals that they might go through. The clergy are an example of that as are the men of letters, the philosophers and professors. These are what we tend to think of when we think of intellectuals. Although they like to think of themselves as independent of ruling groups, this is usually a myth and an illusion. They are essentially conservative allied to and assisting the ruling group in society.

Organic intellectuals are the group that grows organically with the dominant social group, the ruling class, and is their thinking and organizing element. They were “produced” by the educational system to perform a function for the dominant social group in society. It is through this group that the ruling class maintains its hegemony over the rest of society. 

“The mode of being of the new intellectual can no longer consist in eloquence … but in active participation in practical life, as constructor, organizer, "permanent persuader" and not just a simple orator…" —Gramsci, 1971

“Theory is always for someone and for some purpose.” —Robert Cox

“Experts are just trained dogs.” —Albert Einstein

	More recently, many scholars have argued that the complex events of September 11, 2001 were instantly and deliberately conflated with “The War on Terror," a tool with which George W. Bush exploited nationalism, racism, Christianity, and fear so as to pursue corporate profiteering in the energy sector, armaments, telecommunications, and other key sectors.

NEOCRAMSCIAN EN BREF
Hegemony is the process of reinforcing:
-ideas; dominant ideology, specific political order
-material conditions (specific mode of production)
-universal culture
-collective images of the world order via organic intellectuals discourse
-institutional guardians IMF, WTO, WB
The dominant class: the hegemonic social class

	
	Realism
	Liberalism (Idealism)
	Marxist Revolutionary

	Human Nature 
	egoist
	altruist
	humans are moral; society is immoral

	Natural Law
	law of the jungle
	irrational
	struggle

	Objective
	order
	values
	justice

	Means
	power
	laws, universal principles
	revolution

	Actors
	states
	individuals, groups
	social class

	Motivation
	fear, security
	idealism, rationalism
	a “just” society

	Traditional References
	Machiavelli
Hobbes
Realpolitik
Canon politics
Cold War
	Rousseau
Jefferson
Wilson
Liberal Pluralism
Internationalism 
	Kant
Radicalism
Universalism 




Week 2
June 30th, 2017
Alternative approches to international relations. 

Reaction Paper #1 (5%)
George W. Bush, “The National Security Strategy of the United States of America.”
	“a single sustainable model for national success: freedom, democracy, and free enterprise." (96)
	“the duty of protecting these values against their enemies calling is the common calling of freedom-loving peoples across the globe and across the ages.” (	96)
paternal big brother complex. 
	“to defeat this treat we must make use of every tool in our arsenal—military power, better homeland defences, law enforcement, intelligence, and rigorous efforts to cut of terrorist financing.” (96)
	“all allies of terror are the enemies of civilization.” (96)
	“the only path to peace and security is the path to action.” (98)
	“we will actively work to bring the hope of democracy, development, free markets, and free trade to every corner of the world.” (98)
At what point does sovereignty exist if the US is committed to enforcing free markets on all countries of the world whether they want them or not. These values are not intrinsically good or evil. 
	“freedom has been threatened by war and terror; it has been challenged by the clashing wills of powerful states and the evil designs of tyrants.” (99)
	“promote the balance of power that favours freedom.” (99)
	
I. Summary 
	“The US national security strategy will be based on a distinctly American internationalism that reflects the union of our values and our national interests. The aim of this strategy is to help make the world not just safer but also better. Our	goals on the path to progress are clear: political and economic freedom, peaceful relations with other states, and respect for human dignity.” (100)	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

II. Champion Aspirations for Human Dignity 
	“defend liberty and justice.” (100)
	“America must stand firmly for the nonnegotiable demands of human dignity: the rule of law; limits on the absolute power of the state; free speech; freedom of worship; equal justice; respect for women; religious and ethnic tolerance; and respect for private property.” (100)
Unless of course they willingly supply our country with oil or other essential resources. 
Speak out honestly about violations of the nonnegotiable demands of human dignity using our voice and vote in international institutions to advance freedom,
Use our foreign aid to promote freedom and support those who struggle nonviolently for it, ensuring that nations moving towards democracy are rewarded for the steps they take.
Make freedom and the development of democratic institutions key themes in our bilateral relations, seeking solidarity and cooperation from other democracies while we press governments that deny human rights to mov toward a better future.
Take special efforts to promote freedom of religion and conscience and defend it from encroachment by repressive governments. (101)
Not all democracy are the same/western

III. Strengthen Alliances to Defeat Global Terrorism and Work to Prevent Attacks Against Us or Our Friends
	“The enemy is not a single political regime or person or religions or ideology. The enemy is terrorism” (102)
The war on terror like the war on drugs, you can’t fight and win an abstract idea. This presumes the idea that terror can be defeated, that there can be an end but i am not so confident. What this statement truly allows for an endless war with no sight ever end. There will always be terror in the world. 
	“It will be fought on many fronts against a particularly elusive enemy over an extended period of time.” (102)
	“The United States will continue to work with our allies to disrupt the financing of terrorism.” (102)	
Direct and continuous action using all elements of national and international power. Our immediate focus will be those terrorist organizations of global reach and any terrorist of state sponsor of terrorism which attempts to gain or use weapons of mass destruction (WMD) or their precursors
Defending the US, there American people, and our interests at home and abroad by identifying and destroying the threat before it reaches out borders. While the US will constantly strive to enlist the support of the international community, we will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our right of selfdefense by acting preemptively against such terrorists, to prevent them from doing harm against other people and our country.
Denying further sponsorship, support, and sanctuary to terrorists by convincing or compelling states to accepts their sovereign responsibilities. We will also wage a war of ideas to win the battle against international terrorism.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
Using the full influence of the US, and working closely with allies and friends, to make clear that all acts of terrorism are illegitimate so that terrorism will be viewed in the same light as slavery, piracy, or genocide: behaviour that no respectable government can condone or support and all must oppose.
Supporting moderate and modern government, especially in the Muslim world, to ensure that the conditions and ideologies that promote terrorism do not find fertile ground in any nation. 
Diminishing the underlying conditions that spawn terrorism by enlisting the international community to focus its efforts and resources on the areas most at risk.
Using effective public diplomacy to promote the free flow of information and ideas to kindle the hopes and aspirations of freedom of those in societies rules by the sponsors of global terrorism. (102-103)
Maintain the realist idea that states are primary actors, working against states which are not the terrorist organizations but whom are residing inside of it.

IV. Work With Others To Defuse Regional Conflicts
The US should invest time and resources into building international relationships and institutions that can help manage local crisis when they emerge. (104)
The shortest section. 

V. Prevent Our Enemies From Threatening Us, Our Allies, and Our Friends With Weapons of Mass Destruction 
These states:
Brutalize their own people and squander their national resources for the personal gain of the rulers.
Display no regard for international law, threaten their neighbours, and callously violate international treaties to which they are party.
Are determined to acquire weapons of mass destruction, along with other advanced military technology, to be used as threats or offensively to achieve the aggressive designs of these regimes.
Sponsor terrorism around the globe.
Reject basic human values and hate the US and everything for which it stands. (105)
	“At the time of the Gulf War, we acquired irrefutable proof that Iraq’s designs were not limited to the chemical weapons it had used against Iran and its own people, but also extended to the acquisition of nuclear weapons and biological agents.” (105)
	http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=4996218
Proactive counterproliferation efforts. We must defend and deter against the threat before it is unleashed. We must ensure that key capabilities—detection, active and passive defences, and counterforce capabilities—are integrated into our defence transformation and our homeland security systems. Counterproliferation must also be integrated into the doctrine, training, and equipping of our forces and those of our allies to ensure that we can prevail in any conflict with WMD-armed adversaries. 
Strengthened nonproliferation efforts to prevent rogue states and terrorists from acquiring the materials, technologies, and expertise necessary for weapons of mass destruction. We will enhance diplomacy, arms control, multilateral export controls, and threat reduction assistance that impede states and terrorists seeking WMD, and when necessary, interdict enabling technologies and materials. We will continue to build coalitions to support coalitions to support these efforts, encouraging their increased political and financial support for nonproliferation and threat reduction programs. 
Effective consequence management to respond to the effects of WMD use, whether by terrorists or hostile states. Minimizing the effects of WMD use against our people will help to deter those who posses such weapons and cannot attain their desired ends. The US must also be prepared to respond to the effects of WMD use against our forces abroad, and to help friends and allies if they are attacked. (106)
	“we must adapt the concept of imminent threat to the capabilities and objectives of today’s adversaries.” (107)
	“The US has long maintained the option of preemptive actions to counter a sufficient threat to our national security. The greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction—and even more compelling the case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves, even if uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the enemy’s attack.” (107)
To support preemptive options, we will:
Build better, more integrated intelligence capabilities to provide timely, accurate information on threats, where they may emerge. 
Coordinate closely with allies to form a common assessment of the most dangerous threats.
Continue to transform our military forces to ensure our ability to conduct rapid and precise operations to achieve decisive results. 

IX. Transform America’s National Security Institutions to Meet the Challenges and Opportunities of the Twenty-first Century

	“We must strengthen intelligence warning and analysis to provide integrated threat assessments for national and homeland security. Since the threats inspires by foreign governments and groups may be conducted inside the US, we must also ensure the proper fusion of information between intelligence and law enforcement.” (109)
Prism.

Neta C. Crawford, “The Slippery Slope to Preventive War.”
	“soon after the September 11, 2001, attacks, members of the Bush administration began equating self-defence with preemption.” (111)
	“The National Security Strategy makes a questionable leap, however, when it assumes that “rogue states” also desire to harm the Unites States and pose and imminent military threat. Further, the administration blurs the distinction between “rogue states” and terrorists.” (111)

I. A Defensible Self
	“As Richard Betts has argued, “When security is defined in terms broader than protecting the near-term integrity of national sovereignty and borders, the distinction between offence and defence blurs hopelessly…Security can be as insatiable an appetite as acquisitiveness—there may never be enough buffers” The large self-conception of the US could lead to a tendency to intervene everywhere that this greater self might conceivably be at risk, for example, losing access to markets.” (113)

II. Threshold and Conduct of Justifies Preemption
	“if fear justifies assault, then the occasions for attack will potentially be limitless” (113)
	“The threshold of evidence and warning cannot be too low, where simple apprehension that a potential adversary might be out there somewhere and may be acquiring the means to do the US harm triggers the offensive use of force. This is no preemption, but paranoid aggressions.” (114)
	“Fear os possible future attack is not enough to justify preemption. Rather, aggressive intent, coupled with a capacity and plans to do immediate harm, is the threshold that may trigger justifies preemptive attack. We may judge aggressive intent if the answer to these two questions is yes: have potential aggressors said they want to harm us in the near future or have they harmed us in the recent past? Are potential adversaries moving their forces into a position to do significant harm?” (114)
	“potential adversaries may feel the need to look after their own defence against their neighbours or even the US. We cannot assume that all forces in the world are aimed offensively at the US.” (114)

III. The Risks of Preventive War
	“Preemption is only prudent if it is limited to clear and immediate dangers and if there are limits to its conduct—proportionality, discrimination, and limited aims.” (115)
	“Some states may defensively arm because they are afraid of the preemptive-preventive state; others may arm offensively because they resent the preventive war aggressor who hay have killed many innocents in its quest for total security.” (115)
	“instability is likely to increase.” (115)
	“There is great temptation, however, to step over the line from preemptive to preventive war, because that line is vague and because the stress of living under the threat of war is great. But the temptation should be avoided, and the stress of living in fear should be assuages by true prevention—arms control, disarmament, negotiations, confidence-building, and the development of international laws.” (116)
You can’t take back war and start diplomacy. You have to always begin with diplomatic options if the threat is not extremely imminent. 
	
Readings
A. Wendt, “Anarchy is What States Make of It, The Social Construction of Power Politics in Marc Genest.”
D. Campell, “Poststructuralism.”
J. Tickner, “Man, State, and War: Gendered Perspective on National Security.”

Course Notes
CONSTRUCTIVISM
 	More of an approach rather than a fully fledged theory. Its disciples propose a variety of perspectives and pursue quite different agendas.
	Tries to explain structure and agency dichotomy, revises fundamental international relations concepts like power, national interest, justice, IOs, allies, competitors, enemies.
	The international relations realms is anarchy—objective reality or manifestation of specific historical and strategic pattern with an emphasis on identity and belief systems.
	Constructivist theory rejects the basic assumption of neorealist theory that the state of anarchy is a structural condition inherent in the system of states. States are still self-interested, rational actors with varying identities and beliefs that mold sensibility patterns. A states objective is survival, power, wealth.

	Alexander Wendt born in 1958 in Mainz, Germany is one of the core social constructivist scholars in the field of international relations. He has held academic positions at Yale, Dartmouth, University of Chicago, and is currently the Ralph D. Mershon Professor of International Security at the Ohio State University. 

“Anarchy is what states make of it.” —Alexander Wendt
	That is, anarchy is a condition of the system of state because states in some sense choose to make it so. Anarchy is the result of a process that constructs the rules or norms that govern the interactions of states. The condition of the system of states is a result of the process by which states and the system of states was constructed. It is not an inherent fact of state-to-state relations. Thus, constructivist theory holds that it is possible to change the anarchic nature of the system of states.	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 
	Wendt purposes two basic tenets of constructivism:
that the structure of human association are determined primarily by shared ideas rather than material forced.
that the identities and interest of purposive actors are constructed by these shared ideas rather than given by nature.
	Constructivists rely on such insights to emphasize the importance of ‘meaning’ and ‘understanding’.[image: ]



















CONSTRUCTIVIST PHILISOPHICAL TRADITION
Immanuel Kant; argues that we can obtain knowledge about the world, but it will always be subjective knowledge in the sense that it is filters through human consciousness. It is beyond a doubt that all out knowledge that begins with experience. Intuition and concepts constitute the elements of all out knowledge, so that neither concepts without an intuition in some way corresponding to them, nor intuition without concepts, can yield knowledge. Always recognize that human individuals are ends, and do not use them as means to your ends. Live your life as though your every act were to become a universal law. 

Max Weber (1864-1920); he emphasized that the social world (the world of human interaction) is fundamentally different from the natural world of physical phenomena. Human beings rely on ‘understanding’ of each other’s actions and assigning ‘meaning’ to them. In order to comprehend human interaction, we cannot merely describe it in the way we describe physical phenomena, such as a boulder falling off a cliff; we need a different kind of interpretive understanding, or ‘verstehen’. Subjective understanding is the specific characteristic of sociological knowledge. 

Ideologies: a systemic set of doctrines or beliefs.

Normative Beliefs: beliefs about right and wrong; values and standards of behaviour or conduct. 

Causal Beliefs: beliefs about cause-effect relationships (often expressed in theories)

Policy Prescriptions: specific programmatic ideas that facilitate policymaking by specifying how to solve a particular problem. 

	Constructivism does not make general predictions/forecasts. It does not predict which individuals will be placed in positions to affect state policy (political elite/focus groups) nor does it predict which ideas will specifically be shares, nor does it predict among whom the ideas will be shared. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kYU9UfkV_XI

CONSTRUCTIVISM EN BREF
Constructivism is a structural theory of the international system that makes the following core claims:
state are the principle units of analysis for international political theory
the key structures in the states system are inter-subjective rather than material
state identities and interest are an important part constructed by these social structures, rather than given exogenously to the system by human nature [as (neo)realists maintain] or domestic politics [as neoliberal favour]. 

	Wendt recasts the realist/liberal debate as an argument over the determinant of state action in the international system i.e. whether state action is influence by a) structure (anarchy and relative power) or b) process (interaction and learning). 
	He argues that self-help and power politics do not follow other logically of causally from anarchy; if they exist, it is due to process, not structure. 
	State identities and interest are shapes and transformed within the international system rather than (as the realists believes) existing as erogenous variables. 	Comment by Georgia Dalgleish: 

	Under constructivism, China’s future emergence could be constructed as another emerging soviet-union like threat or another emerging market depending on future contingencies, which in turn affects the predictions regarding other states’ future behaviour.

http://vimeo.com/7653189

	Traditional Aboriginal values are at odds with the capitalist doctrine. Neoliberal capitalism values individualism, competition, wealth and accumulation; while Aboriginals value community and reciprocity. Aboriginals value ‘the whole’, nature is spiritual and divine. Wealth accumulation is a crime agent divinity, ‘the whole’.

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8iRVTYWrAX0&feature=related

www.youtube.com/watch?v=kYU9UfkV_XI 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YkwoRivP17A 
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