Chapter II: Power Politics
Pg 73-112
I:  Realism

A reaction to Idealism

Realpolitik, Power Politics, etc.

Idealism; what is right, is right, regardless of context

The example of Mo Ti

Black is Black, White is white…..


Idealism dominated in the 1930s



Kellogg-Brand, Disarmament treaties, the League of Nations


Munich, Ethiopia, Appeasement

After WWII, a reaction to Idealism


Sun Tsu; “the art of war”, Thucydides, “the Peloponnesian War”



“The strong do what they have the power to do, and the weak accept  what they must”


Machiavelli, “the Prince”


Carl von Clausewitz “on war”



“war is politics by another means”


Alfred Thayer Mahan “the imperatives of naval power”


Hans Morganthau “no state has God on its side”

Realism became the basis of U.S. cold war policy, containment, rollback, détente, brinksmanship, deterrence, MADD, SALT, etc….


Table 2.1

Issue:



Realism


Idealism

Human Nature


Selfish



Altruistic

Important Actors

States



States, and others

Causes of behavior

Rational self-interest

Complex, personal
Nature of Inter. System
Anarchy


Community

II: Power


Defining Power


Power is the ability to compel others to do what they otherwise would not, or to not do what they otherwise would (positive and negative power)

Power is the ability to get others to conform to your will more then they conform to yours.

Examples:


The U.S. can do whatever it wants, but not everything it wants



Running with bears – everything is relative…


Power is a combination of tangibles and intangibles…



And the intangibles are real…


The circularity of the argument: power is influence, which is power.

Capabilities


Population, GDP, the Military, 
Intangibles


National Will, Leadership, Public Support, Competence, Culture, etc….

Soft Power


Influence vs. Force.  Culture, trade, désire, etc


Very hard to actually use soft power….

Estimating Power


Sun Tzu “know your enemy, and know yourself”


Very hard to do this in practice.  Japan in WWII
Book examples


Iraq vs. Iran, 1980


U.S. vs. Iraq, 2003


Ceteras Paribas;  the bigger battalions win long wars


The three best long term estimates of power

Population, GNP, the Military

Elements of Power


Power Resources – what a state can draw on over the long term



Long term


Legitimacy, Culture, etc.  Important but how to estimate?



Italy and Germany, WWII

Power Capabilities – what a state has in the form of power at the time



Military power the ultimate short term form of power


Some power is fungible, some is not 



Cash vs. Tanks


Capabilities are immediate, but narrow in scope, Resources are slow to arrive, but can be used as needed.

Land-Locked, Continental States (Russia, China, Germany)


Vs. Isolated, insular states (England, US, Japan)

Extended Example:  Japan vs. U.S., WWII

Morality as a form of power (pg 77)


Immorality as an alternate form of power

III:  Bargaining


Takes many different forms

Example:  Containment

Leverage

Fair exchange, mutual gain 


Your money or your life – (no exit option available)
Types of leverage


Positive Incentives (Carrot)

Negative Incentives (Stick)

Appeals to shared Values/Morality
Power and Leverage are related, but are not synonymous


Can power be used or not?



Example:  Saudi Arabian Oil and U.S. Military


Negotiations



Face-to-face bargaining



Often, the least important part of bargaining




Actions, words, credibility, bluffs



IR as a system of rules and etiquette




How to send messages…..

Strategies


What kind of capabilities do you build with your power?



Must spend enough to be effective



Can’t bankrupt yourself in the process



There is no such thing as perfect security – the security dilemma


Bargaining Strategies



Extreme Demands



Driving a Hard Bargain



Pre-emptive concessions – good will gestures



Fractionalism vs. Linkage



Perception and uncertainty in the bargaining process


Extended Example:  China and Taiwan



China and the U.N.



The Chinese military




Chinese prestige, and domestic interests






China and Japan, Falon Gong



Chinese Diplomatic maneuvers, and pressure



Taiwan and the U.S.




Taiwanese interests





Economic power, and potential




Taiwan and Chinese business interests (capabilities?)


Taiwanese Defense Spending




U.S. Defense Spending, the U.S. Navy




Geography….

Reciprocity, Deterrence and Arms Races

Reciprocity, response in kind



Game Theory – tit for tat


Reciprocity often requires deterrence 



U.S. troops in South Korea – a tripwire


Compellence; a strategy that only works when you have more power


Escalation; deliberately proceeding step by step….

Rationality


States are single entities that can think, and be coherent


States have national interests that they pursue


States can perform cost-benefit analysis


And a fourth assumption;  intersubjective preferences

The above are obviously simplifications, but they are all reasonable

Power in IR is analogous to money in economics


Cetera Parabis, States want more power rather then less

The four assumptions above allows multiple paths to the same goal



Explain the prevalence of strategic behavior, etc.



Intersubjective preferences;  i.e. “tastes” are the same…



Ideology and personality now take a back seat to power relationships

Game Theory


Originally a branch of economics, models situations as games….
Example of a game:  the India-Pakistan game 

	India
	Pakistan

	
	
	Co-operate 

(don’t Build Weapons)
	Defect

Build Weapons

	
	Co-operate 

(don’t Build Weapons)
	India 3

Pakistan 3
	India 1

Pakistan 4

	
	Defect

Build Weapons
	India 4

Pakistan 1
	India 2

Pakistan 2


The above game has


Two players, single iteration game


Symmetrical payoff matrix


Simultaneous move game

PD type payoffs (vs.co-ordination game, cooperative game, chicken, etc.)


Known preference ordering
Problems with game theory


A game for everything…


Difficult to construct games with

asymmetric payoffs

Multiple Players

Many iterations, often not simultaneous

The International System


Realists assume an anarchical system



Nobody around to enforce rules and norms



Thus, one must rely on oneself (and allies) for enforcement of rules

Alternative beliefs; world government, shared norms, binding agreements

Norms


State Sovereignty – just stay out of other peoples business



This is becoming a harder thing to do all the time



Examples;  U.N. human rights committee, U.S. and Burma, etc.


Territorial basis



States as territorial units in early medieval Europe




Alternate models;  form/function based states 




Example:  the U.S. Military today, Catholic Church 1500


The security dilemma



A form of PD game; realists assume it is unsolvable

Balance of Power

Balancing states



Vs. Bandwagon effect – picking the winner


Balancing power, vs. balancing threats


Role of alliances


Status quo vs. revolutionary powers


Risk adverse vs. risk takers

The Great Powers and the Middle Powers


U.S., China, Japan, Germany, Britain, France and Russia

And the middle powers


India, Brazil, also Canada, Turkey, S. Korea, Mexico, Iran


And many more…..

Power Distribution (Neo-Realism)

Neo-realism, or structural realists


Believe power relations determine everything

Zero, Negative and Positive sum worlds


Domestic relations, structures, etc., often a result of international world



Reverse the causality that many others believe


Uni-Polar World


Bi-Polar World


Multi-Polar World

Issues of Neo-realism

Status quo powers, vs. transitional or revolutionary powers


Transitional powers and large wars


Multi-polarity leads to peace (negative sum game)



Empirically false


Bi-polarity leads to peace (zero sum game)



When it does break down, boy does it break down


Uni-Polarity leads to peace



Yes, while it lasts, but see transitional powers and preventive wars

Hegemony


Britain post 1815, the U.S. post 1945


Hegemony usually follows a great war




Usually, after war, power slowly equalizes over time


Hegemony leads to peace (see next chapter)


Hegemonic powers provide some of the functions of world govt.




And tyranny is often preferable to anarchy



Rules of law, deterrence, free trade, currency, etc.


The U.S. as a Hegemonic Power



Ambivalent, to say the least



Internationalism vs. Isolationism



Unilateralism vs. Multilateralism



Morality vs. Realism

Alliances


Formalized agreements between countries



Usually based on common interests (not values)



Often, based on common threats


Less often, powers are in alignment with each other

Alliances can be enduring, or fluid, depending on circumstances



Pacta sunt servanda – do as is written



Breaking them is not costless (reputation)


De Gaulle “treaties are like roses and young girls.  They last while they last”



Alliances are based on interests, long or short




Nixon and china, Molotov-Ribbentrop pact, U.S.and Talebon




Alliances can change – so prepare for worst



Alliance cohesion




Strategic vs. operational alliances





Burden sharing


Alliances of equals, vs. client states

Important alliances


NATO – formed in 1949


An attempt to maintain wartime cooperation



An operational as well as a strategic alliance



America in, Russia out and Germany down



Survived end of the soviet union



Bosnia in 1994, Afghanistan today


NATO’s great power disparity



Europe’s planned rapid reaction force


Eastward expansion



Eastern Europe vs. Western Europe


U.S. Japanese Security Treaty
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