THEORIES OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
A More Detailed Look:

· Overarching Question: Does Theory confuse or enlighten?
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Questions for Consideration
· OR more specifically: what does and does not each theory of IR explain about the current (post Cold War ) world?

· Pitfalls of realism/liberalism/constructivism

· Are the distinctions between these theories artificial; in what ways do we observe divergence or convergence (refer to Walt 1998 and Snyder 2004)?
· In other words, are the theories of IR rivals or are they in some ways complementary?

· Another Overarching Question: Is a theory of International Relations possible?

Morgenthau, (as a classical realist), (1970) cites Pascal: “the history of the world would have been different had Cleopatra’s nose been a bit shorter”.

Waltz defines theory as “depiction of the organization of a domain and of the connections among its parts” (1988, 615).

How do these two views differ vis-à-vis the status of theory in understanding the relations between states?

TYPOLOGY OF THEORIES OF IR

	Dimension of Int’l system
	Realism
	Liberalism
	Constructivism

	The nature of the system 
	Anarchy ( Hobbesian)
	Anarchy but doesn’t imply war (Lockean)
	Anarchy is what states

Make of it (Kantian)

	Role of Military Power
	Hi 
	Low
	low

	Primary actors
	States
	Not just states, but also int’l institutions (IOs) 
	States&IO s& ideas/norms

Transnational actors

	Focus of Theory
	Outcomes 
	Outcomes
	Process/Change

	Level of conflict
	Conflictual

Zero-sum world
	Cooperation is possible,

Positive-sum & mixed sum world
	Cooperation possible

Through preference change

	Barriers to cooperation
	Cheating and relative gains
	Cheating 
	Lack of ideational consensus

	Effect of interdependence 
	Causes conflict
	Produces cooperation
	Cooperation 

	Level of cooperation
	Low, alliances are temporary
	Higher: IO s instrumental in facilitating cooperation
	High 


REALISM AND ITS MANY DISTINCTIONS
	DISTINCTIONS
	Classical versus Neorealist
	Defensive versus Offensive

	Type

of

Realism

-------------------
	Classical Realism

(Morgenthau)
	Structural / Neorealism

(Waltz)
	Defensive
(Walt, Van Evera)
	Offensive
(Mearsheimer)

	Assumptions about states’ preferences
	- human nature

- material power &expansion
- security
	self-preservation

       OR(uncertainty)
world domination
	- security (fear)

- status quo
	material power ( security

^ fear ^

	Expected state behavior
	- Expansion

- Balancing (prudence)
	Unknown
	Balancing (to maintain status quo)
	Expansion (sophisticated relative power maximization)

	Expected systemic outcomes
	- Hegemony

- Balance

	Balance
	Balance
	- Balance

- Regional heg.

- Global heg.

	Polarity and

Stability 
	Multipolarity

More stable


	Bipolarity more 

stable
	
	

	From whence cometh conflict?
	Human nature: lust for power draws states into conflict as each strives for power 
	Self-help nature of anarchic system induces conflict as each state tries to survive 
	“possibility” of revisionism – misperception (security dilemma). All states inherently

status quo
	Latent revisionism – may exist at a potential time (uncertainty ( insecurity); (all states inherently status quo, but structure and uncertainty require revisionist actions)


� thanks to Prof Dai at Univ of Illinois for providing an altered version of the typology here. Also borrowing from Grieco 1988; Wendt 1999





