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International Relations Theory
-A Worldview (From theoria, Greek: Seeing, Vision) organizing knowledge of a subject matter around concepts and principles.
IR Theory
Different views of international politics what it is (ontology), how to know it (epistemology), how to study it (methodology)
IR theories also responses to problems in the world
Theorizing is both rational and a political activity
 Types of theories
Causal Theory- concerns causal relationships, law-like generalizations. Answers “why” questions; is like natural world: empirically observable and measurable
Interpretative/Constitutive Theory- concerns meanings of actions, social construction of phenomena. Answers “how” and “how possible questions; is different from natural world: constituted by human agency and knowledge.
Critical Theory- concerned with relationship between theory and practice. It answers “cui bono” questions; is in part defined by our theory of it.
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Classical Realism
 Introduction
Realism the oldest theoretical tradition
Thucydides, Machiavelli, Hobbes, etc.
From Europe (Realpolitik, 19th c.) to the U.S. (20th c.)
Conjunctures of modern realism
Rises from WWI, WWII, To Cold War the decline through post CW begins to rise at 9/11
Realist theory and foreign policy
The rhetorical power of “realism” (vs. “idealism”)
Still to this day the most dominant theory to explain international politics
It is the way international policy makers think (instinctive to human nature)
The word realism itself creates the distinction that this is the way the world really IS not the way it SHOULD BE.
Creates powerful stand for realism as opposed to idealism because idealists are “dreamers”
I.) Statism
States- the principle actors in international relations (premise: politics is based on groups, not individuals)
States are unitary actors (“black boxes”: form of government and society are secondary)
Ruling State Ideology: no matter what internal political factors there are it does not change its international views (“you do not need to know what goes on inside the states to know how they interact between one another”) 
States are rational actors (weigh consequences of actions; maximize the “national interest”)
Sovereign state is the boundary of community (values, morality, justice, law only possible inside the state) [different position: Lebow]
The state is the highest form of ethical community 
II.) Human Nature and Morality (“1st Image”)
Emphasis on the “dark” side of human nature: selfishness, lust for power, aggression
Selfish human = self-interested states
PG 14 human nature is not reducible to merely the bad qualities but when it comes to politics  these are the qualities you need to take into account
Dual moral standards for domestic and int’l sphere
In int’l politics “might makes right”
The strong do what they have the power to do and the weak accept what they have to accept
When it comes to relations between states leaders have to be prepared to disregard ancient virtues and moralities (must do what is best to maintain order and glory of the states) while in domestic politics (inside state) it is those civic moralities that are important.
Ethics of prudence/moderation/responsibility              
Moralizing foreign policy can be harmful
III.) Anarchy and Power Politics
Anarchy in int’l politics = absence of central authority (modeled on Hobbes’s “state of nature”
Reality not only between men but among states as well
Consequences of human nature and anarchy:
Int’l politics is a struggle for power and survival:
Power: psychological vs. materialistic conceptions
Generally the size and quality of military and economy defines “power” but does not end there; Morganthow’s idea of power can go from physical to psychological control of others. 
Lebow points out that power in the psychological matter to keep in mind the need for self esteem of others. 
Power is zero-sum
Means that one states gain is another states loss
Exp: not every state can become wealth without anyone losing out
Hierarchy of issues (“high politics” > “low politics”)
Means that security and military issues (issues of survival) are more important than “low politic” issues such as social issues, human right issues, etc.
Self Help:
States must rely on their own capabilities
Alliances second-best
May be necessary at times but it is only when they have no other choice (not in their best interest to enter alliance)
Balance of Power: only mechanism of order in int’l politics (expanding power of one state checked by other states)
If one states becomes to powerful and threatens to “grandize” itself at the expense of others, the other, smaller states will form an alliance to keep that state in check.
Problems
If there is an equilibrium both sides lose (mutual assured destruction)
Security dilemma (J. Herz): individual states’ attempts to enhance their security make all states less secure 
Conflict between individual and collective rationality
Arms Race: Everyone, in fear of being attacked by each other, create their own Nuclear weapons along with newest military technologies creating a less secure world for everyone.
Cooperation difficult, alliances temporary: alliances only last as long as the threat that gave rise to them.
Alliances only made by necessity fall disintegrate when threat disappears because it does not hold value for individual states
Conclusion
Three different realisms:
Classical (1st image)
Structural (3rd image)
Neoclassical (3rd image + 1st or 2nd image)
Political and ethical questions
Is realism immoral?
Is realism conservative?
Is realism militaristic?
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Liberalism
Introduction
Origins in the European Enlightenment
Locke, Kant, Bentham, Smith, etc.
Philosophical commitments
Individualism
Self determined wealth
Freedom and equality/ human rights
Peace of mind among citizens
Privates property/ market
Disparity among citizens
Constitutionalism
Society is based on a social contract
Limited government
Government should not intervene with other sectors of the nation (Market, Economic Life, etc.)
Different Levels: domestic, system, transnational various emphases, int’l law democracy, institutions, etc.
I.) States and Non-State Actors
States are important, but state behavior and interactions are affected by non-state actors
In domestic politics
Exp. Economic interest groups, lobbyists, free-lance film makers, mass media, coalition politics, ethnic groups (Quebec in Canada)
In transnational relations
Exp. Human Rights group, terrorist groups, Transnational Corporations, Investors
International organization
United Nations, NATO, IMF, European Union, African Union etc.
Premise: society prior to state/individual prior to group
Liberalism: Cobweb model vs. Realism: “billiard model”
“Billiard Model”- all the balls are the same and just clash
Cobweb model- all sorts of relations that cross national borders influence foreign policies
International Politics = inter-societal as well as inter-state relations
Challenges to the four assumptions of realism:
States not necessarily the most important actors
State action may be sparked by action of groups within the nation
States not unitary actors (internal make-up of states makes a difference)
All sorts of competing interests and cleavages within the state that influences the states action internationally
Whether the state is democracy or isn’t doesn’t matter to realist although for liberals say it makes all the difference (democracies treat each other different than communist countries)
States may not be rational actors (national interest result of political process rather than a choice)
We cannot think of states as individuals because states are made up of a whole variety of different groups 
Exp. Competition between different governmental bodies, ethnic groups, etc.
No such thing as a rational choice by a state
States not necessarily the boundary of community
Cosmopolitanism- ideally all of humanity would form a single community (Globalization)
States come together for trade and safety as well as religion or political views
II.) Human Nature: Self-Interest and Cooperation
Human beings are rational
Self-interested
Economic understanding of self-interest as opposed to realist more selfish idea
Capable of abiding by moral standards and law 
Locke’s natural law: all human beings understand and abide reason and therefore can be peaceful
Able to follow moral standards and law
Possibility of progress
perfectibility of humans and institutions
through reason
realists see human nature as stagnant whereas liberals see it as improvable 
Possibility of cooperative relations among states
III.) Qualification of Anarchy
International Relations
Lockean rather than Hobbesian state of nature
“peace, goodwill, and cooperation”
Natural law and human beings are able to observe that although there is no impartial judge so people leave state of nature and join a social contract 
State of Nature is far more peaceful
In international relations there is some kind of mutual recognition and respect of states territorial property right
Also, anarchy/the state of nature mitigated by:
“Idealism” (interwar period, cf. Wilson)
International law and organization
Solve the problem of Anarchy
Collective security
Solve the problem of war
States give up some freedoms to balance power and create peace and prosperity
World opinion
“Constitutional” Approach 
social contract among states
Functionalism (D. Mitrany, E. Haas)
Int’l integration through functional int’l organization (esp. in Europe)
Can be seen through the development of the European community starting with the “European Steel Milt.”
“Spillover” from “low politics” to “high politics”
peace not as a top down approach from constitutions and legislations but peace from a bottom up through solving all technical problems and letting the world sort itself out
“Complex Interdependence” (Keohane/Nye 1977)
Multiple channels between societies
Interstate, transnat’l, transgvt’l
Exp: OPEC and Western nations dependence of oil, USA relationship with China (T-Bonds), 
No hierarchy of issues
Make nations create decisions on their own terms without military or economic influence
Decreased fugibility of military power
Nye 1990s: “soft power”)
International cooperation likely
Military power is not always the best means to achieve ones goals because it could spark more serious problems down the line
Liberal/Democratic Peace (cf. Doyle, Russett):
Democracies don’t (i.e. are unlikely to) fight each other”
The Kantian Triangle of peace:
Republican/democratic constitution:
Institutional checks in democracies
Once people have to be asked to contribute warm bodies or taxes to a war effort they will be much more likely to support war effort (people have the choice as opposed to being forced to by a monarch)
Shared norms among democracies
States will behave very differently to another state that shares the same values than to one that does not. 
Exp. See things the same and can connect on that level
State will extrapolate the norm of peaceful resolutions with other states that hold the same democratic norms
International organization:
Organizations among democratic states much easier and smoother than states that are not democratic
exp. European Union
Economic Interdependence:
Universal law of hospitality
“Zone of peace” among democratic states
Liberal Peace II (T. Friedman, The Lexus and the Olive Tree, 1999)
Golden Arches Theory: Announced that no two countries with McDonalds has ever gone to war with each other
Has happened twice
Conclusion: The Dark Side of Liberalism
Period when liberalism really thrived was 19th century, the same time the European empires had divvied up all of Africa
Imperialism is in some ways the dark side of Liberalism
United States’ foreign policy and imperial agenda
Neo-Imperialism
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Neorealism and Neoliberal Institutionalism
Introduction
Neorealism vs. Neoliberal Institutionalism:
The IR mainstream debate of the 1980s and 1990s
Shared..
Epistemology (IR as ”science”)
Essentially agreed that international relations should be studied like a natural science 
Deductively- postulate assumptions 
Nomological- there is a sense of law 
Assumption that social world can be studied like the natural world
Ontology (anarchy, rational state actors)
Both groups accept that states are rational actors
Methodology (esp. game theory)
Both neorealism and neoliberalism weigh pros and cons through peace and war
I.) From Classical to Structural to Neoclassical Realism
Type of Theorizing:
Classical Realism: concentrate on interpretation and understanding (statesmanship)
Structural Realism: Concentrates on causal explanation (regularities in the int’l system)
Neoclassical Realism: Concentrates on causal explanation (system patterns and foreign policy)
Level of analysis (“image”) and “independent variable”:
Classical Realism: 1st- Lust for power in the human nature
Structural realism: 3rd- Structure of the int’l system (anarchy, distribution of capabilities)
Neoclassical Realism: 3rd+1st or 2nd- System structure and individual perception or sate type
Outcomes (“dependent variable”):
Classical Realism: Foreign policies of state
Structural Realism: Systemic outcomes conflict and cooperation
Neoclassical Realism: Systemic outcomes and foreign policies
Power is..
Classical Realism: an end in itself
Structural Realism: a means to an end
Neoclassical Realism: a means
International and Domestic politics are..
Classical Realism: similar in their dynamics
Structural Realism: Different (anarchy vs. hierarchy)
Neoclassical Realism: different, but is be considered together
Approach
Classical Realism: Historical and practical; concern with moral dimensions of politics
Structural Realism: “science” of international politics
Neoclassical Realism: “scientific” and historical/empirical
II.) Neorealism: Further Consequences of Anarchy
International System consists of
Structure: 
Anarchy
Absence of centralized authority in Int’l Relations is a primary element of the structure
Anarchical structure of international politics- privileges self- interests of states over collective interest and make cooperation unlikely
Self-interested state behavior not a consequence of human nature

Distribution of power/capabilities
Means the balance of power
Number of great powers/ “polarity”: most important determinant of peace/stability and war/change in int’l system
Multipolarity  (1648-1945)
(Morgenthau): Facilitates operation of BOP; conflict intensity lower; but: risk of miscalculation
Bipolarity  (Cold War)
(Waltz): Balancing “efficient”; conflict intensity higher more calculable; but: risk of accidental war
Unipolarity/Hegemony  (post-Cold War?)
(Mearsheimer): Great-power challenge unlikely; but: risk of imperialism
Unit: 
rational states (esp. great powers) 
Source of change in international politics
Offensive Realism (Measheimer)
States maximize power (i.e. pursue hegemony)
Balancing inefficient (“buck-passing”)
Aggressors win wars: conquest pays
Constant intense security competition
Purely structural theory
Defensive Realism (Waltz)
States maximize security (I.e. pursue “appropriate amounts of power”)
Balancing works
Defense advantage: conquest is costly
Restraint better to ensure survival
Needs theory of foreign policy
Goal: 
explain how structural causes affect systemic outcomes (esp. likelihood of great-power wars)
A system: an emergent reality which means the sum can not be reduced to its parts
III.) Neoliberal Institutionalism: Cooperation under Anarchy
International cooperation:
Process of intergovernmental policy coordination with the expectation of mutual benefits (no automatic harmony of interests)
Collective action problem
Manifestation in international institutions (international regimes and organizations)
Hegemonic stability theory (Kindleberger, Krasner):
Hegemonic sponsorship of int’l institutions through provision of collective goods and side payments 
(e.g. Pax Britannica, Pax Americana)
Robert Keohane, After Hegemony (184)
Hegemony is conducive to the emergence of int’l institutions; these can persist even after hegemony because they..
Stabilize expectations
Set standards of behaviour and monitoring procedures
Reduces transaction costs
Create transparency and reduce information asymmetries.. all of which is valued by states
R. Axelrod, The Evolution of Cooperation (1984):
Simulation of repeated Prisoners’ Dilemma game proves possibility of cooperation under conditions of..
Reciprocity/tit-for-tat
“Shadow of the future”/iteration
Issue linkage
Can be tradeoffs between issues
Conclusion
Int’l institutions are intervening variables btw. The distribution (ind. Var.) and int’l outcomes and state behavior (dep. Variables), but problems:
Cheating/defection
Absolute gains vs. relative gains
Exp. Which scenario for annual GDP growth would you choose?
Canada: 2%, China: 4%
Canada: 7%, China: 20%
Design int’l institutions so as to facilitate bargaining and preclude defection (e.g.  through monitoring/review and dispute resolution mechanisms, cf. Sterling-Folker)
IV.) Neorealism vs. Neoliberal Institutionalism Conclusion
Neorealism
Anarchy: meaning and consequences
 Conclusion

October 4, 12

Between/Beyond Realism and Liberalism: English School
Introduction
Between political philosophy, int’l law, and world history
Between/beyond (or synthesis of) realism and liberalism
“Theory” according to the ES: Priority of…
Interpretation over explanation
Understanding the intersubjectively shared norms you need to take the interpretative approach
Conceptual frameworks over testable hypotheses
Try to understand international relations on their free caricature types
Cultural and Nomrative contet over abstract assumptions of rationality
as opposed to the rationality assumption, more to understand norms and theories as well as values 
Main actors: States (but focus on “statesmen” and diplomats)
No strong assumption about human nature
Key Concepts of the ES: “International Society”
(=anarchy+society; Bull1977)
yes there is no hierarchy in world politics but there is rule
Main Concerns
Formation, development, and expansion of int’l society/-ies
Institutions of international society
More in the sense of social institutions
Diplomacy
War
The balance of Power
Great power management
Institution Of law
Underlying problems of world politics: order and jutice
Two aspects of ES theory: I. Structural, II. Normative
I.) Structural Theory: Order in World Politics
Three Traditions of Int’l Thought/ Three Dimensions of Int’l Politics
The Evolution of (European) International Society
Christian int’l Society (15th-17th cent.): most univesalists
Christians identity vs. non-Christian outside; individuals as rights bearers under natural law; no sovereignty; no inst. Except diplomacy
“European” int’l society (18th-19th cent.): Mostly int’list
Sovreignty; fundamental institutions of diplomacy, balance of power (BOP), war, great powers, (Positive) int’l law; “standard of civilization”
A way to make a case for superiority of nations with rule of law and other standards (all European)
Global int’l society (20th-21st cent.): realist or univ’list
Culture of Western modernity; no agreement on bearers of rights: states vs.individuals; renaissance of natural law (human rights); confusion btw. Law and morality; devaluation of BOP & diplomacy
Neo-medievalism?
A system with overlapping authorities/loyalties
Diplomacy has in many wys been supplemented by international administration
League of Nations, United Nations, etc.
Institutions in International Society
II.)Normative Theory: Justice in World Politics
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Constructivism
Introduction
“The social construction of reality” (Berger and Luckman)
Does not mean, in philosophical terms..
 1.) anti realism – they do not deny the is a real construction (military or economic material) but that we can only understand these things by taking iin the norms and rights behind them. Material world is always in a context of ideas, norms, rules, and conventions
2.) voluntarism- not the idea that people can just change the world at will. It does restore an agent of normalcy where state actors are the puppets of higher forces (speaks to restore agency)
Sociological approach to international relations (inspired by Hegel, Marx, Durkheim, Weber, Giddens, Habermas, etc.)
Point out two, Weber and Giddens.
Meta-Theory rather than substantive IR theory: focus on meanings, practices norms, ideas, communication, culture.
Urges you to look for meanings, practices, norms, rules, ideas, etc… the things that make up social life.
Is a common sense approach to IR
Exp: Wendt uses in writing – the fact that the United Kingdom has a couple of hundred nuclear weapons  and North Korea has at best 10 but this means something extremely different to the United States for one case as the other
Is a social sphere like other social spheres has norms, conventions and rules in order to work properly
The English School: a precursor to constructivism
Seeks to broaden the idea of social structure 
The “agent-structure debate” in IR Theory:
In relation to neorealist ways of thinking about the structure of International Politics
unlike in neorealism where actors are determined by structure of international system argued that actors create the social structure of the international system
the structure of the int’l system is material and ideational
Structure constrains and enables action
N. Onuf (1989), A. Wendt (1992): “constructivism”
Third main approach to IR behind Liberalism and Realism
Even in the United States about a third of IR scholars consider themselves constructivist scholars (huge growth in the last 20 yrs)
In Germany constructivism is the dominant approach to IR
Context: disciplinary debate in IR; end of the Cold War
There are rules to IR that must be followed. Anarchy is what the states make it to be
End of Cold War created a huge change in IR, constructivism states that actors can change the structure of the world (in this case IR) 
Different types of constructivism
Modern/Post Modern
Positivist/Post Positivist
I.) Actors and Practices
States and Non-Actors
No clear distinction on who is the main actor in IR
Mostly about states
Same point as Marxists make about actors 
Agency is an effect of practice 
Cannot be assumed or given by states but are ade in a very real way
Exp: “people are what they do”
Practices constitute (“make”) actors and social structures
Exp: war makes states”… and the state-system (.. but mutual recognition also “makes states”)
War of independence of British Colonies against empires to become United States of America
II.) The Social Structure
II.) Human Nature
Constructivists claim that human nature is a process of the mode of production (or a variable)
Red traffic Light example
Mutual understanding to stop at redlight for your safety and you would hope everyone else does the same 
No essence, but different models of human agency
Human Agents as
Rational Choice Theory- homo oeconomicus: pre-social, atomistic utility maximizes
Constructivism: homo socialis: social beings guided by rules, norms, shared understandings
Actors’ interests are 
Rational Choice Theory- exogenous: given by constraints of the social/material environm’t
Constructivism- endogenous: emerge in interactions, rel.ships, & through socialization
Logic of Action
Rational Choice Theory- “logic of consequences” (based on costs/benefits)
Constructivism- “logic of appropriateness” (based on rule-following and identity)
Social Structure
Rational Choice Theory-merely regulates actors’ behaviour
Constructivism- constitutes actors’ identities and interests
III.) The Social Structure of International Politics
1.) “Anarchy is What States Make of It” (Wendt)
Anarchy does not inherently imply selfish interests
Practices and interactions of states actually shape the anarchy
Benign Anarchy- Relationship between USA and Britain
Menign(?) Anarchy- Relationship between USA and North Korea
Anarchy has no reality outside the practices that sustain it
Distributions of capabilities is constructed by social interests
Self-help, the balance of power, and the security dilemma are not automatic consequences of anarchy, but social institutions created by processes of interaction among the states (Wendt)
Exp: North Korea/UK nuclear missile influence on the USA (Military)
Exp: Japanese/Chinese relationship change because of controversy over islands, destroy trade between them
Actually means different things in different relations 
Practices of states shape and are shaped by the (social) structure of (security) identities and interests in int’l relations
Different structures of identities and interests yield different security systems/anarchies
Security Systems
“enemies”- competitive- Hobbesian
“Neutral”
“ally”
Hobbesian anarchy can be transformed through..
Sovereignty(mutual recognition of state identities, e.g. diplomacy)
Institutionalized cooperation (emergence of collective identities and interests, e.g. EC/EU)
A relationship can grow from what used to be mutual interests in solely material gains
“Critical strategic practice” (identity transformation, e.g. Gorbachev’s “New Thinking”)
2.) Norms, Institutions and World Culture
“Liberal constructivism”:
Structural and Behavioural change in international politics (e.g. end of the Cold War, arms control) has ideational and normative as well as material dimensions
Interest in processes of the emergence, diffusion, and institutionalization of cultural scripts (e.g. rationality, legality, statehood) and global norms (e.g. human rights, environmentalism, “corporate social responsibility”)
Attention to communicative processes as well as behaviour around norms
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Feminism and International Politics
Introduction
Invisibility of women in international relations and IR
Freminism in IR is about
A.) Women (e.g. of war on women)
B.) Gender (e.g. reliance of warfare on gendered theories and practices)
Gender= social construction of masculinity and feminininty (as relational and hierarchical)
Two Critiques of representation: 
A) (under) representation of women in (official) pol. Positions 
B) gendered (mis)representation of international politics
Background
Tradition of political practice (19th cent. Abolitionism, suffragism; 20th cent. Peace movement)
These are just North American example
Feminist philosophers
Olympe de Gouges, Mary Wollstonecraft and Virginia Woolf
Different feminisms: liberal, constructivist, Critical, postmodern, postcolonial
I.) Women as Actos and Feminist Critique
Marginalization of Women
A.) on “summit of power” (some exceptions); women in NGOs, social movements
B.) in accounts of international politics (mainstream IR theory; conventional history, mass media)
Make women/gender visible
(e.g. women’s “backstage” roles in the “private sphere: diplomatic wives; militaries and sexuals services, cf. Enloe)
Leading goal for women is to make that invisible role they make in international politics visible
Dilemma: women as “victims” vs. agency of women
Feminist critique: mainstream conceptions of actor (states. Individuals) are gendered
(e.g. rationality vs. emotions, autonomy vs. attachment)
The attributes that rationalist theory characterizes states are gendered (States act in masculine ways, this is what is valued
II.) Human Nature: Equal, Male/Female, Socially Constructed
Gendered assumptions about human nature in mainstream theories
Alternatives:
Liberal Feminism: (e.g. Condelissa Rice)
 equality in international politics the same irrespective of men or women as decision-makers
If you put the woman in the position of a man in a position of political leadership the role will not change and nothing else will change
Standpoint Feminism:  (e.g. Hillary Clinton)
different biology (nature) and/or 
Women give child birth and that is there form of human connection while men cannot get this biological human connection so they will be more drawn to activities military activities or war where men can get a feeling comradory  
The idea that human nature is not uniform (e.g. there is violent side but also caring and nurturing side)
different socialization (nurture) to different practices if women are decision-makers; different knowledge
Greater valuing of interdependence on the part of girls and valuing of independence on boys
Critical/constructivist/postmodern/postcolonial feminism: 
No claims about “female” difference; focus on effects of gendered constructs; “intersectionality” of gender with other identitities and structures of power/exclusion (e.g. class, race)
Argue that if you take too seriously into feminism then other minority identities will fall below
III.) International Politics: A Men’s World?
Anarchy/state of nature is a gendered construct
In the state of nature females are no where to be found but in order to continue in the state of nature women are needed
Argue that the idea that anarchy automatically leads to self help and security dilemma is made up by men and that there is a nurturing and caring side to it as well as the violent
Gendered hierarchy/Patriarchy as the “structure” of international politics
Feminists say that if it isn’t anarchy then what overall structure the politics is a gender hierarchy
Most feminists would want to argue that international polticsi does not have one hierarchy but a coming together of many micro hierarchies
Gendered hierarchy of issues: high politics (masculine) vs, low politics (feminine)
This very way of thinking of issues in International Politics is a gendered way of thinking in the world (Higher politics more important than lower politics)
Critique and reconceptualization of mainstream concepts (e.g. power, security)
Argue that power in a sense can be empowerment (a means to achieving something together)
Women tend to be overrepresented among the casualties (victimized by war more than men) if you make your military stronger to enhance security it actually lessens security for women; argued among feminists
1.) International Poltiics: Differential Effects on Women
Examples: the end of the Cold War; IMF structural adjustment programs; U.S. invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq
Effects on women (personal/economic) security; political participation and representation; economic and educational opportunities; reproductive health
Unicef did research this and received negative results. Life did get worse (In Afghanistan, education has gotten better for women but overall security has gone down)
2.) Gender Constructs and (International) Politics: Critique and Alternatives
Gendered conception of public/international sphere (as masculine; e.g. war, diplomacy, work) despite its actual dependence on the (“feminine”) private/domestic sphere
“The personal is political/international”
(political dimensions of the private sphere)
“The political/international is personal
(politics beyond “official” polit. Institutions) 
For these political entities the people leading them/taking part in them must uphold themselves in order to guarantee national security and that everything works as it should
Exp. Bill Clinton forced to step down from presidency for having an affair
Gender and Security
Traditional conceptions and practices of security may lead to insecurity (esp. for women)
Security practices are gendered (e.g. war, nuclear strategy, peacekeeping)
Reconceptualization of security: from state security to social, economic, personal, ecological security 
Gender and political economy
The division of labor is gendered
(not a mere effect of market forces or class structure):
what counts as work; what work is paid/unpaid
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Post Colonialism
Introduction:Postcolonialism (PC)
Diversity of origins
(geography, culture, politics, discipline, theories)
PC not (and not intended as) a univocal theory
Two main claims/concerns:
1.) Enduring relevance and legacies of European colonialism and imperialism (since 15th cent.) for global politics
2.) Critique of Eurocentric/Western worldviews and pluralization/ “globalization” of theory, history, and experience
to show that there is not just one way to look at international relations (it is very “Americentric”)1
Political Background
Haitian Revolution (1791-1803)
Slave Revolt
Informed/empowered by French Revolution
Pan-Africanism (since 1900)
Involved intellectuals from certain African countries and took form of several international conferences where attempts were made to form a pan African consciousness
Decolonization (Post-WWII)
An attempt for African countries, with the aid of the United States, to form identities for themselves
Non-Aligned Movement (since 1961)
Countries across Europe taking sides either communist or capitalist (Cold War alignment)
Theoretical background
Western (political) philosophy: critique (e.g. Locke, Kant, Hegel, Marx, Tocqueville, J.S. Mill, Rawls) and borrowing (e.g. Marx, Gramsci, Foucault, Derrida)
Marxism: (esp. dependency theory) inherent relationship btw. Development and underdevelopment, and btw. Europe/the West and the (post-)colonial world.
Poststructuralism: (and feminism) concerns with representation, power/knowledge (e.g. Orientalism), ethics
Contest Western universalism and explore alternative experiences and world orders (also Crit. Theory, cf. Shani)
Important the way we speak about other countries
Orientalism- a style of thought that tries to explain one thing by what its not 
“indigenous” knowledges and traditions: (without essentialization or mere reversal of the Eurocentric hierarchy of knowledge) (cf. Shani)
“The Importance of Being Ironic”
Krishna 1993; Grovogui 2010
Took a lot of violence to bring unification
Europe instigating a unification of the world through violence, intimidation and cultural differentiation 
“The Danger of a Single Story”
C.N. Adichie
I.) Agency: “Can the Subaltern Speak?” (G.Spivak)
Recovery of agency of postcolonial peoples and states, but skepticism about “heroic” (covereign, autonomous) accounts of agency
Attention to identity and culture without essentialization
Assume all other identities into homogeneous National identities
“Natives essentialism” vs. strategic essentialism
essentialize indigenous identity as superior
II.) Human Nature
Western concept of human nature is not neutral, but inherently differentiating
e.g. Greek vs. Barbarians, Christian vs Heathen, Civilization vs Backwardness
Human Nature is Plural
Human nature is not just what Hobbes is telling us but is nurturing and caring as well and there might even be other dimensions of human nature that are not captured by the dominant Western Narrative
III.) Poscolonialism, IR, and International relations: Some Examples
Global hierarchies of “civilization:, race, class, and gender amidst anarchy and underneath (“equal”) sovereignty and international law (cf. Anghie)
Before there was the assumption there was sovereignty and before that there was cultural superiority
Not a problem of order but a problem of cultural difference
Beginning of modern international relations
Restres a sense of agency
Europeans had a role in international law
Europe’s encounter with “the Other” steeped in European philosophy and Christian Theology
Sepulveda-Las Cases debate in 1551
Debate was steeped in assumption on Western Philosophy
Sepulveda argued that native people were barbarians and had to be dominated by their European superior
Las Cases argued against that for the humanity of the new world and hat they had all the attributes of civilized people (government, religion, language, economy) and that the only thing that they lacked was the TRUE religion (Christianity)
Would not be a problems because the Romans and Greeks did not at first embrace the gospel
Vitoria and international law (cf. Anghie)
Idea of the state of nature (Social contract theory, contemporary IR theory) = product of the European encounter with the New World
State of nature as the “other” of European political order
In the beginning all of the world was like America
State of nature needs to be overcome and civilized as well as the people who reside there if necessary through violent means
Locke’s labor theory of value= justification of colonialism
World is given to the advanced and industrious and ownership is proven by what is done with land 
Better for land to be cultivated by sugar and tobacco then lay baron 
World War I and racism 
W.E.B. DuBois
“The Souls of White Folk,” 1920:
“This is not Europe gone mad…  this is Europe.”
The way Europe was experiencing Europe in WWI is what many other people have experienced Europe in general
WWI part of a larger imperial struggle underpinned by ideas of racial superiority
Problem of the 20th century = “problem of the color-line”
Japan attempted to write Racial Equality clause in League of Nations in 1919 and Wilson shut it down
Attention to temporality (history, colonial memory) and spatiality (relations , flows vs. fixd entities in international relations
Exp.: 1854 vs. 1956 as the beginning of the Suez Crisis (Grovogui)
“diffusion” of international law (Anghie)
International law is a European invention and then became diffused out to the rest of the world (general consensus)
International law developed as a result of European and Non-European (Anghie)
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International Political Sociology (IPS)
Introduction
Modernity, international relations, and sociology’s curious absence from the third (or fourth) IR debate
Preceding debates 
1st debate: Liberalism vs. Liberalism
2nd debate: Classical vs. rational
3rd debate: Positivism vs. Post-positivism
Always been a consideration that international relations is part of modernity or modern society
IPs as the umbrella for critical IR approach
Seen as part of larger trends in modernity and sociology in the beginning of the Third Debate
“Bridge” between sociology and IR: The “Middle Ground”
1.) Behavioural and (neo-)functionalist theorists
An attempt to build a bridge between approaches that people who act rationality and communities
2.)English School (int’l & world society)
Key concept of the English School is the concept of International Society & World Society
Shared rules and shared institutions
WS- society of individuals and their moral values, views, etc.
3.) Constructivism (sociology = IR metatheory)
Wendt’s constructivism: beginning with a critique of Waltz categories of states in state system
State action is shaped by structure but as well states shape structure 
“Anarchy is what you make of it”
… but the “bridge” not considered to be part of IPS
Varieties of IPS
Critical constructivism (incl. Habermas’s TCA)
Historical Sociology (Tilly, Giddens, Mann, etc.)
Sociological Institutionalism (Meyer et al.)
Network Theories
Theories of world society (Luhmann) and world risck society (Beck)
Foucauldian approaches
Continental political thought (esp. Schmitt, Agamben)
I.) Historical Sociology
Materialist form of constructivism concerned with the mode of coercion, extraction, and destruction
Large scale in terms of time and space
Give back to the approaches a sense of importance of history
“Path dependence”
HS considers interaction of 
*the state = linchpin btw. (a) and (b): “Liberal” account of domestic politics + realist account of international politics
States mediate international society as well as domestic society
Exp: Relationship between US and China
A.) relationship btw. State and society with..
State and society in US very different from that in China which influence different state policies. US reflects interests and values of society whereas China attempts to shape society’s interests and values
B.) relationship btw. State and state system/global division of labor
Imperials in China, bad time, effected China’s relation with European post imperialist countries and Later US as well
Against realism: 6 Principles of HS (Hobson 1998)
History and change: denaturalization of the state and anarchy
Multi-causality: e.g. political, military, economic, ideological sources of power (Mann)
Many things can influence a state to be shaped in a certain way
Domestic-international linkages
How society interacts with the state and state system
Relative autonomy of states and classes
HS points out that the autonomy of the state as an international actor is aways restrained by domestic influences
Continuity and change in int’l politics
Much more committed to the idea that fundamental change is possible
State autonomy/capacity is a function of state-society relationships
States are not just given as autonomous actors but strained to their domestic society
State Capacity derives from:
A.) state concentration (federal vs. unitary)
B.) Infrastructural reach (bureaucracy & surveillance)
C.) State autonomy/embeddedness from/in society
But: rejection of state-centrism due to consideration of state-society relationship
II.) World Polity Theory: Liberal IPS
Institutional (regular and organized) character of transnational political developments, i.e. the world polity, shapes and is shaped by emerging world culture
WPT and constructivism:
A.) Life cycle of world-cultural frames: transnational emergence, international diffusion, and national (domestic) internationalization
B.) Beyond mere “cultures of anarchy:” world cultures of all social structures
The state (and its organizational expressions) as a product of world culture
Isomorphism/homology despite different functional requirements
Even states that don’t need certain things they will have them because they are “requirements” of being a state
Rather than standing in a zero-sum relationship, states, IGOs and INGOs evolve in mutually reinforcing ways
World-Cultural Principles propagated by INGOs:
Universalism
Assumption that human beings everywhere have same needs and aspirations
Individualism
Rational Voluntarisitc Authority
People seek authority that provides their needs
Rational progress/development (incl. rationalization of “irrational” resistance)
That states, especially irrational, will be very reliant on organizations
World citizenship: egalitarian, democratic, HR
Basic assumptions of individual as the primary unit (rights and obligations of the individual)
Exp.
Women’s activism; population policy
III.) Governmentality: Poststructuralist IPS
“Minor” IPS vs. IPS as Grand Theory
This one is minor where as the two other are Grand Theory
Tries to engage much more locally and historically specific way
Foucault and governmentality
Derived from European context
Walters/Haahr (2005): analytical (1,2), and historical (3) meanings of governmentality
(3) Foucault’s history/genealogy of governmentality: 
Governmentality = recasting of sovereignty through convern for health, wealth, and welfare of  the population, specifically:
Pastoral Power
Pastless care for individual souls and flocks of believers as a precursor for modern form of governing people and population
Raison d’Etat: police + military-diplomatic techniques of balance of power
First break through of Governmentality
Police- concerned with processes of production, consumption of public health, education, and morality
Military-diplomatic techniques- balance of power, war, international law, diplomacy organize international conduct (much like English School)
Liberalism (markets, utility, globalization)
(18th cent. Enlightenment) Believed that “Raison d’Etat” was not an efficient way of governing and that giving the people new techniques governing freedom would be more efficient
Neoliberalism (inst. Frameworks for competition- these neither exhaustive nor “stages,” but a repertoire of modes of governing)
(20th cent.) A form of political intervention that doesn’t intervene directly in economic activity but that there is structure around markets creating incentives 
(1) Governmentality as practices and techniques for  the conduct of conduct others and of oneself
refers to directing and regulating the activities of someone else and oneself
(2)Governmentality as political rationality or mentality of government (problematization of subjects, objects, and knowledges of government)
Institutions (States, IGOs, etc.) = effect of multiple governmentalities
Governmentality vs. constructivism:
From ideas as variables to denaturalization

From legitimacy to terrain of politics
Critiques:
Only applicable to liberal spaces
Politics beyond governmentality
Because rights conflict and contestation out of international politics
Conclusion
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II.) Transformational Approaches: The Return of IR Theory? (3) Hardt and Negri’s “Empire” : Marxism + Posctstructuralism
Background:
Debates of (U.S.) imperialism (esp. on the Left)
Post-Cold War international politics and globalization
Extremely successful novel 
“An attempt to update the Communist Manifesto
Premises 
Globalization not only economic and cultural, but also political
New quality of globalization (based on information economy) has spelled the end of (sovereign-state) imperialism
Argument: Empire…
Is the political correlate f globalization and a new, decentralized and global form of sovereignty (power over the exception)
Emergence of a new form of global sovereignty
Has emerged in reaction to resistance by “the multitude” (decolonization; dissidents; new social movements)
No longer the nation state alone that exercises sovereignty
Is based on a mixed constitution and divided sovereignty 
I.E. a metaphorical globalization of the U.S. constitution
Marxist Influence
Globalization and Empire -> base and superstructure
“Old” Capitalism
Material; creation of wealth
If capitalism changes from this form 
1.) Imperialism
coercive, territorial, centralized
“New” capitalism
informational; biopolitical prod.
1.) Empire
disciplinary, deterritorialized, decentralized
Poststructurlalist influence
Empire’s power = “Biopower” (Foucault)
Techniques of economy, differentiation, normalization
1.) “Society of Control”
generalization of discipline, democratic forms of command
Power and resistance: power ubiquitous, but simultaneously new possibilities for liberation by the “multitude”
The postmodern proletariat
Occupy was seen as a resistance movement based on different kinds of concerns and resistance
Manifestations:
UN = juridical superstructure for “just wars” 
E.G. Gulf War 1991; humanitarian interv. 1990s; Libya 2011
Biopolitical production in information ecoomy = base
Empire’s biopower in global governance
Incl. states, int’l organizations, and global civil soviety
Resistance in global justice/ Occupy movement, Arab Spring
Contribution: Political Theory of globalization
Problem: Return of (U.S.) imperialism
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