Midterm:
· Part 1: Identify and explain the significance of 4 out of 6 terms 
· Go through key terms: those that are highlighted in the text 
· Have I explained what it is, and why it is important towards international relations
· Part 2: Essays
· Broader themes 
· Don’t get yourself bogged down in details, broader themes/big picture, main concepts 
· ANSWER THE QUESTION -> don’t be obsessed with details 
	
War: Why do states resort to warfare as a means to achieve their goals? 
· Why don’t they go to war?
· Because war is extremely expensive 
· With the increase in environmental scarcities, should expect an upsurge over those resources: resource conflict 
· Critics: largely unlikely, simply because resources like water and arable land, the cost of war so far exceeds the value of resources that it doesn’t make sense 
· Example: Nile and Sudan 
· Pakistan and India 
Accidental war: do states stumble into wars by mistake?
· Occurs because of miscalculation: missed signals and poor understanding of adversaries 
· Iraq/Kuwait 1990?
· Would not invade Kuwait, security of USA, consequently, any Iraq would be too costly
· Iraq didn’t consider the security of USA as iron  clad as Kuwait did, that was not the outcome, the USA got involved and fulfilled its promise
· Is it a war that could have been avoided?
· If it wasn’t a mistake…why?
· USA sent those mix signals deliberately, Iraq emerged too powerful, security of neighbours, influential in a region, which USA considered counter productive 
· USA sent mixed signal to encourage them into Kuwait, to make Iraq go down a notch 
· Kargil crisis 1999
· Occurred after both countries tested nuclear weapons 
· Over a trivial issue, violation of line in region of Kashmir, could have escalated to a broader conflict, given the hostility of Pakistani government and Indian government 
· Neither the government of Nawaz Sharif nor counterpart in India had desire to start war 
·  It was a skirmish, over fairly quickly and ended where it began 
· How do these things happen?
· Donald Rumsfeld 
· When and before war occurs, there is often the ‘fog of war’ (after war occurs) plans for war last until the first shot is fired, after which all plans are now useless 
· Do not appear to act rationally, can be understood based on incomplete information 
· States have knowledge and things they guess about, no knowns, some things that we don’t know we can know it, known unknown 
· Movement of Al-Qaeda was a Muslim fundamentalist movement 
· What kind of unknowns might lead a country to war?
· Capabilities -> while we have come a long way to be able to gage the capabilities of states 
· Judging the military capacities of neighbouring states in the past would have been difficult because: diplomacy (leadership and etc.., is a relatively recent invention), diplomats would not have had regular access to military institutions of that state, so the diplomat could gain access to military capabilities 
· Today: 
· NSA revelations: signals intelligence, intercepting messages sent from foreign governments and individuals 
· Gage capacities
· For as long as states have existed they have always tried to gain knowledge on enemies and allies: USA has no permanent allies or enemies only permanent interests 
· The USA is not the only country that engages in this kind of behaviour, most states conduct this behaviour: what makes the USA different: they are capable of doing so on a scale that is different than other countries, capability to spy on foreign individuals is unprecedented
· The reason why President didn’t know, because the NSA was on auto-pilot, only found out because spying became counterproductive -> Angela Merkel cellphone -> problem is when you get caught spying
· Military capabilities 
· Wars require economic resources, doesn’t depend on machine guns or soldiers, but on state’s capability to support them militarily (transportation, finances etc..,)
· Counting missiles and soldiers is no longer sufficient in gaging capabilities of opponent 
· Strategic capabilities 
· can create the impression that they have the upper hand, but can also make poor mistakes, that can cost them greatly 
· resolve 
· troop morale -> how are they prepared both physically and mentally, the beginning of the cold war (example) 
· western powers primarily worried that the USSR was in ideal position to occupy entire western Europe
· more arms, than western counterparts, relatively easy time bursting through western fences and occupying them 
· the reason that they would not attack, was because the morale of the troops was so low -> effects of the WW’s and they were far from their families, could not facilitate the invasion of western Europe
· domestic support 
· states will doubt the willingness of adversary to go to war, particular when facing democracies because there is no support for it 
· state would not allow it to maintain a state effort of war 
· Syria and USA -> not getting it through Congress 
· Rally around the flag event: when society gets the impression that that an originally reluctant population, would come around and agree to a military effort -> 9/11 
· Resolve can change fairly quickly 
· Risk/return trade off -> give up a portion of their armaments 
· Downgrade Syria’s capacities 
· Credibility and bluffing 
· how can you make a bluff that you are going to go to war believable?
· Taliban -> immediately after the attacks, the Bush Admin. Demanded that they hand over Osama Bin Laden to face the music and to dismantle all Al-Qaeda training facilities 
· Had they taken the legitimacy that America was going to actually invade, they may have considered their options differently 
· Iran and the USA -> more steep threats will encourage Iran to go to the negotiating table, because the threat is credible 
· The main problem with credible threats, because sometimes you have to make good on your bluff, because a country will call you out on it, and you may lose your credibility later 
· South Vietnam -> no significance to the West or in general; why did they go in…because they needed to sustain their credibility, Taiwan, Korea, Japan would consider the legitimacy of their threats 
· Tying hands, making statements like this is a red line, take various steps to make it believable, 
· Preventing War 
· How can war be prevented?
· Bush doctrine-> W. Bush -> justification for attacking Iraq -> Iraq was not a direct threat to the USA, did not pose as a direct threat to the region, and said it would attack Israel, why was this war justified?
· USA viewed itself as being authorized to engage in preventive war, even though it was not a direct threat to the USA at that time, prevent them from becoming a threat 
· Preventive war not considered legitimate in International Law 
· Fought without just cause 
· Carries all the evils that go with regular wars 
· Those who engage in it can be dragged into the international criminal courts 
· Pre-emptive war -> distinction between the two 
· State of war is threatened or imminent 
· You do not have to wait until the other side attack, you can gain the first strike advantage by attacking first 
· How imminent does a strike have to be, to constitute a proper threat to war 
· Iraq was definitely not an imminent threat to the USA, maybe to others in the region, but definitely not the USA 
· Indivisible goods: shared control 
· Cannot be divided, cannot reach compromise on those good 
· Conflict over Palestine -> certainly, Israeli government sees it as possible to divide those good, the Palestinian authorities say that it is not possible 
· Shared control is particularly difficult, between those two that must share 
Domestic Politics and War 
· Wars have domestic reasons, the industries that are supplying states with the means to have war -> they are profit seeking and are therefore interested in the ongoing of war 
· The existence of such groups, if wars are so costly and the benefits of war so small, why do they occur not on a regular basis 
· Realists to a greater or lesser extent, strident in domestic factor regarding war 
· What explains the permanence of war in IR?
· 3 different categories: 
· Calls them images: 1) leaders, wars are caused by political leaders, certain political leaders have a predilection for war, therefore are the cause of war 2) regime type, what type of government does the state have? 3) because of imbalances in the international system -> trumps the other two
· States are rational actors, the leaders are not necessarily rational, quite the contrary
· Humans are unique in their ability to rationalize what they want 
· Notion of bureaucracy 
· Max Weber 
· States even with their bureaucratic systems are not rational, they are rational because they have no other choice than to be rational 
· USA engagement in Iraq is not rational: can Kenneth Waltz explain that?
· Waltz in explaining -> absence of threat, allows policy to become capricious 
· Had not luxury to make decision, because there was no other threat, there was no threat that could ensure that they would be rational 
· States are not always ration, foreign policy is not always rational, like people like Waltz would suggest 
· Rational Actor Model -> Graham Allison -> perceptions on the Kennedy Administration during Cuban Missile crisis -> rational actors, and different approaches, hierarchical organizations, wherein information flows upwards, leader has access to all relevant information, top down manner
· States do not always go through the rational actor model 
· Bureaucratic politics model: particularly relevant in situations, in which a policy situation is not relevant enough for involvement with Chief executive (i.e. President, Prime Minister, etc..,)
· Compromise results, not the same as rational which could be caused by not compromise 
· Suboptimal for the goals that they wish to achieve 
· Irving Janis -> subjected rationality of human beings to diff experiments, ex. Common assumption that there is safety in numbers, less safe in number
· Conformity within groups, rarely leads to rational outcomes, instead it leads to ‘group think’ -> particular state acts in rational or irrational manner depends on the actions of the leader (the guy on the highest rung of the ladder) -> leaders who tend to surround themselves around ‘yes’ people (those who always agree with the leader, no opposing ideals) -> those who have opposing opinions tend to keep their mouth shut, the chances of the policy being adopted is much higher 
· ‘Group think’ doesn’t always lead to disaster, a powerful leader could be correct, and forcing everyone in line to support that idea
· So if individuals are not rational and are influenced by external forces, than what are those forces?
· 1) regime types -> extremes (dictatorships etc.., various forms of democracy (president system, parliamentary system))
· Democratic peace theory 
· More diffuse a political system, the less likely it will go to war, 
· Bureaucracy 
· States are not a single bureaucracy, rather consist of a bunch of other bureaucracies, ministries etc.., -> inherently develop own subculture and interests and function to purport those interests and subculture 
· Compete with each other over funding, and ability to promote people in their ranks 
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