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Introduction
 
The theoretical framework developed in this paper aims to explain changes in the course of action of a state towards another, as indicated by its foreign policy.
[2] As such, it can be seen as a unit-level approach. However, it does not assume that the foreign policy is determined exclusively by the internal attributes of the state, neither by the external structural properties of the international system, but potentially by both simultaneously. In other words, although it refers to the behavior of an actor, the theoretical framework can be said to fit into the so-called “synthetic approaches”, which try to transcend the actor/structure dichotomy, claiming that there is no ontological unidirectional causality between actors and structures, and that both are capable of influencing each other.
[3] There is no synthetic theory to explain foreign policy, although some attempts have been made.
[4] The social theory of international politics proposed by Alexander Wendt offers a good start for developing such an approach.
[5]
 
 
A Constructivist Background 
 
Wendt’s social theory of international politics states that the interaction between actors depend on the structure of knowledge of the international system. Knowledge is defined as culture, or shared meanings, which differs from the concept of common knowledge. While the latter is a sum of individual beliefs, the former has a relation of supervenience and multiple realizability with individual’s beliefs. Culture cannot exist or have effects apart from the beliefs of individuals, but is not reducible to them.
[6] Depending on how the ‘Others’ are conceptualized, three distinct macro level knowledge structures, or cultures, develop: Hobbesian,  Lockean or Kantian. 
 
The Hobbesian culture is characterized by four tendencies: 1) permanence of an endemic and unlimited state of war, i.e. a self-help system in which survival depends on military power; 2) high death rate of actors, due to the elimination of the unfit; 3) unsuccessful balancing behavior, leading to the dominance of the strongest actor; 4) impossibility of non-alignment or neutrality. In this culture, the Others are conceptualized as enemies, which has four implications for a state’s foreign policy (norms which will be followed by the state): 1) states will tend to respond to enemies by acting like deep revisionists; not recognizing the right of the Others to exist as free subjects and trying to conquer or destroy them; 2) decision-making will tend to heavily discount the future and be oriented toward the worst-case scenario; 3) relative military capabilities will be seen as crucial (military power become the key to survival); 4)if it comes to actual war, states will not limit their own violence.
[7]
 
The Lockean culture is characterized by: 1) a situation in which warfare is simultaneously accepted and constrained, i.e. the right to life and liberty (sovereignty) of the Others is recognized although not the right to settle disputes without violence, which is only limited by ‘Just War standards’; 2) a low death rate of actors; 3) a successful balancing behavior (although it is not essential for survival), 4) the possibility of non-alignment and neutrality. In this culture, the Others assume the role of rivals, which has the following implications for the foreign policy of a state: 1) whatever conflicts they may have, states respect the Others sovereignty; 2) absolute gains override relative losses; 3) relative military power is still important but less a priority; 4) if disputes do go to war, rivals will limit their own violence, obeying ‘Just War standards’.
[8]
 
The Kantian culture is characterized by: 1) a de facto rule of law, in which disputes are settled without war or the threat of it; 2) members fight as a team if the security of any one is threatened by a third party; 3) other kinds of power than military, such as discursive, institutional and economic are more salient. Others are perceived as friends, which has the following implications for foreign policy: 1) states will settle disputes without war or the threat of it; 2) states will fight as a team if the security of any one is threatened by a third party. 
[9]
 
According to Wendt, each of the three mentioned cultures can be internalized by the actors in three different degrees, which can be seen as answers to why the actors comply with the norms of the culture in which they are embedded. The first degree of internalization is the most superficial and means that states comply because they are forced to (coercion). States have no choice but follow the norms of the culture; their behavior is thus externally, and not internally driven. In the second degree of internalization states comply because of self-interest (price). They do have an alternative, but decide to follow the norms for instrumental reasons because they think they can advance some exogenously given interest. In the third degree of internalization states comply because they want to; they see the norms as legitimate. Their behavior is even more internally driven that from the second degree on internalization, since norms construct their identities and interests; therefore, the quality of compliance is the highest.
[10]
 
As Wendt acknowledges, the behavioral logic of actors in the first degree of internalization corresponds to the behavioral logic advanced by Realist approaches of international relations; the one of actors in the second degree, to Liberal approaches; and in the third, to Constructivist approaches.
[11] In other words, in the first degree of internalization, actors behave as relative utility maximizers, not because they choose to do so, but because they feel forced to do so due to the anarchical character of the international system. Even if they engage in cooperative policies, they remain worried about relative gains, and will always try to increase their relative power and influence. In the second degree of internalization, actors behave as absolute utility maximizers. They act according to calculations of costs and gains of the policies expected outcomes. A state will engage in cooperative policies only in the case when it shares common interests with the target of its policy. Finally, in the third degree of internalization, actors behavior is internally driven, they act according to what they see as the appropriate behavior in the particular situation, the legitimate thing to do. The appropriate behavior is the one that is compatible with the norms of the culture one is embedded in. A state will engage in cooperation when the target of his foreign policy is defined as a friend. 
 
More than just one alternative logic of behavior, the ‘logic of appropriateness’ that defines the behavior of actors embedded in the third degree of internalization is the driven force of the Wendt’s social theory of international politics. Considering one particular culture, actors can behave according to ‘coercion’, ‘price’ or ‘legitimacy’, but changes of culture occur only when actors behave according to what they consider appropriate. For that reason, Wendt does not subsume Realism and Liberalism in his social theory of international politics; for him, the predictions advanced by realist and liberal approaches are only valid for action occurring in one kind of culture. According to Wendt, cooperation exists only when actors share a common identity; the kind of cooperation advanced by liberal and realist approaches (i.e. due to common interests or power considerations, respectively) are too instable or short-lived to be called cooperation; as he puts: “States might initially engage in pro-social policies for egoistic reasons, for example (and indeed, in a Lockean structure this is exactly what we would expect), but if sustained over time such policies will erode egoistic identities and create collective ones”.
[12] 
 
At this point, it should be emphasized that although the theoretical framework developed in this paper acknowledges the difference in the “quality” of the cooperation advanced by Constructivism, Liberalism and Realism, it does call the behavior of actors as cooperative, being the explanation for it common identity, common interests or counter-hegemonic ambitions. 
 
The approach developed in this paper, therefore, uses Wendt’s theory as a background framework to explain the existence of different contexts of action, but instead of claiming that cooperation only occurs when the partners share a common identity, it adapts this theory to accommodate a theoretical synthesis, following the example advanced by Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger in their work about regime theories.
[13] 
 
 
Theoretical synthesis
 
Hasenclever, Mayer & Rittberger explore the possibilities of a synthesis, or division of labor, among Realism, Neoliberalism and Cognitivism, within the study of international regimes.
[14] They argue that each of the three schools of thought offers a coherent and plausible vision of international regimes and is capable of bolstering its preferred interpretation with considerable empirical support, while none of this evidence is compelling, or strong enough to establish one school as a clear winner. Therefore, they suggest the possibility that the variables separately emphasized by the three schools – power, interests and knowledge – somehow interact in bringing about and shaping international regimes. 
 
The synthesis between Realism and Neoliberalism is does not pose many problems, since they are both rationalist approaches. The authors argue that each of these approaches works under a specific context of action. In the case for international regimes, the contexts are defined according to whether or not the strategic situations in which the actors behave are socially problematic, and when they are problematic, whether the actors involved are concerned with absolute or relative gains.
[15]
 
According to Hasenklever, Mayer & Rittberger, while Realism and Neoliberalism can be seen as complementary approaches, whose explanatory power depends on the context of action, weak cognitivism is seen as supplementary to both approaches, or as they say “as addressing subsequent links in a single causal chain”. 
[16] Knowledge, in the form of ideas, the cognitivist independent variable, can help shape state interests (by causal beliefs, for example), that will then shape policy outcomes, or be an intervenient variable between state interests and outcomes (operating as focal points, for example). 
[17]
 
The authors discard the possibility of including strong cognitivist approaches into the synthesis they propose, arguing that the epistemological and ontological differences underlying rationalist and strong congnitivist approaches are incompatible. At this point, the differences between the synthesis proposed by Hasenklever, Meyer & Rittberger and the one in this paper should be emphasized.
 
In regard to epistemology, as the mentioned authors acknowledge, the incompatibility between positivism and non-rationalism is still an object of polemic.
[18] As a matter of fact, Wendt’s social theory of international politics belong to the group of cognitivist approaches that share a positivist epistemology, in the sense of believing in hypothesis testing and objective reality; and endorsing a scientific approach to social inquiry.
[19] A synthesis including rationalist and Wendt’s Constructivism should not therefore pose epistemological problems.
 
In regard to ontology, Hasenklever, Meyer & Rittberger argue that the rationalist and strong cognitivist assumptions about the nature of actors and their relationships are fundamentally different, and "inhibit a fruitful and intellectually appealing synthesis".
[20] The theoretical framework developed in this paper acknowledges the first affirmation, but challenges the second, arguing that the differences in what can be called the actor vs. structure debate can be seen as methodological and subject to empirical analysis. Actors can behave according to either the logic of consequentiality, or the logic of appropriateness depending on the social context; these logics do not need to be seen as mutually exclusive.
 
 
Hypothesis 
 
Before presenting the synthetic foreign policy model here proposed, it is necessary to develop the hypothesis from the three mentioned IR schools of thought that it incorporates. There are several Realist, Liberal and Constructivist approaches that could be used to explain changes in the behavior of the states. This paper takes into consideration three in particular: Modified Neo-Realism, Utilitarian Liberalism and Identity-Constructivism. 
 
A brief summary of these approaches and their respective hypothesis (adjusted to test qualitative foreign policy change, i.e. from non-cooperative to cooperative policies) are described above:
 
Modified Neo-Realism
[21]
 
According to this approach, acting within the anarchic international system, states try to secure their own survival and therefore aim at keeping and extending their autonomy and their influence over other states. Their foreign policy behavior depends on their power position in the international system (independent variable), i.e. its share in certain capabilities such as GDP, military forces, territory and population, and on the polarity of the system as a whole. The better the power position of a state, the more autonomy for itself and the more influence over other states it strives for. Autonomy- and influence-seeking policies are therefore the possible values for the dependent variable. The lower the security pressures a state is exposed to (intervening variable), the more willing it will be to sacrifice some autonomy in order to gain substantially more influence over other actors. Bilateral influence-seeking policy, i.e. the attempt to gain control over the behavior of another state, is only possible in dealings with weaker states. 

 

The indicators to identify a autonomy-seeking policy are: 1)non-compliance with or the dissolution of existing obligations resulting from bilateral or multilateral international agreements; 2)the refusal to accept new obligations of this nature; 3)the refusal to transfer national material resources to international or supranational institutions, or the attempt to win back these resources; 4) the formation of an alliance against a threatening third state; 5) the refusal to accept cooperation which creates or reinforces asymmetric interdependence, i.e. dependence to the state's disadvantage. 

 

The indicators to identify a influence-seeking policy are: 1)the maximization of voice-opportunities in international organizations by increasing the state's own share in intra-organizational resources (personnel, voting rights etc.); 2) preference for those multilateral institutions (over others) which bring about the most voice-opportunities; 3)securing voice-opportunities regarding the policies of powerful states and groups of states; 4)the establishment, maintenance or reinforcement of the dependence of weaker states.
 
For Modified Neo-Realism, cooperation depends on relative-gains considerations; the higher a state estimates the danger that the other state will limit its autonomy, the less willing it will be to cooperate.
[22] Therefore, cooperative policies will necessarily be influence-seeking policies.
 
Modified Neo-Realist Hypothesis: As a state evolves towards a more powerful actor in the international scenario, it will promote a cooperative foreign policy towards non-threatening states as a means to increasing its influence in them.
 
 
Identity-Constructivism
[23]
 
Identity-Constructivism is developed by Alexander Wendt, as the driven force of his social theory of international politics. Applied to a foreign policy analysis, this approach would mimic the logic of behavior that actors follow when in a third degree of internalization of one of the three cultures of the international system. As seen before, actors in this degree follow the norms of the culture in which they are embedded because they see norms as legitimate. 
 
In order to analyze an actor’s behavior, the systemic variable ‘distribution of knowledge‘ is transformed into the ‘knowledge position’ in the international system.
[24] The knowledge position of an actor in the international system is determined by its role position. The role position can be the one of  ‘enemy’, ‘rival’ or ‘friend’, according to which kind of culture the actors are embedded in. 
[25] The indicators of the independent variable role position are the following: 1)enemy: no respect of sovereignty, attempts to conquer or destroy the enemy; 2)rival: respect of sovereignty, settlement of disputes possibly with the use of violence 3)friend: respect of sovereignty, settlement of disputes without the use of violence, and fight together as a team if the security of any is threatened by third parties.

According to Identity-Constructivism, structural change, or cultural change, occurs when actors redefine who they are and what they want.
[26] Changes in foreign policies occur with changes in the role position of the target state (independent variable). A cooperative foreign policy will develop, therefore, when the role change is from rival to friend, what occurs in a process of collective identity formation.
[27] 
 
Identity-Constructivism Hypothesis: As the role-position attributed to the target state changes from rival to friend, the state will promote a cooperative foreign policy towards it. 
 
 
Utilitarian Liberalism
[28]
 
According to Utilitarian Liberalism, foreign policy is a ‘net gain-seeking policy’ (dependent variable) as determined by the interests of their societies (independent variable). The term societal groups includes all the organized societal actors involved in the foreign policy decision-making process; i.e. not only societal actors in the narrower sense, such as private actors (companies, business and labor interest groups, etc.) but also societal actors in the wider sense, such as political and administrative actors. 

 

All actors are defined as rational utility maximizers, they all strive for gains, which can be material (income) or immaterial (power), in order to safeguard their survival. As a result of the interaction of the domestic actors in the process of interest intermediation, they create policy networks with a certain structure. Each actor’s capability to assert its preferences in the process of foreign policy making is determined considering their relative dominance in the domestic policy network.
[29] 

 

The analysis of a foreign policy network proceeds, therefore, in three steps: first, the organized private and political administrative actors involved in the policy network must be identified, then, their foreign policy preferences must be ascertained; and, finally, those actors who are capable of dominating foreign policy decision- making must be identified on the basis of the network structure. The organized actors are those who show evidence of interaction in the form of communication (hearings, consultations, exchange of information) and/or coordination or cooperation (division of labor, exchange arrangements, bargaining processes) in a policy field or in relation to a certain policy. 
[30] 

 

The preferences from the organized actors can be informed by a theoretically-deductive method that assumes that these actors choose their preferences in order to maximize their income or power.
[31] These preferences are the following: 1)political actors: being re-elected and not delegating power to international institutions. In case of a conflict, the former takes precedence over the latter; 2)administrative actors: maximizing power and financial resources in order to preserve or increase their significance as executive organs for political actors' programmatic decisions. In case of a conflict, the former takes precedence over the latter; 3)companies: maximizing profits; 4)economic pressure groups: assuring the highest income for the pressure group's members, and maximizing power. In case of a conflict, the former takes precedence over the latter; 5) social and political advocacy groups: obtaining  success in achieving their organizational purpose, usually an intangible aim, such as pollution reduction, promotion of human rights, etc., and increasing power. In case of a conflict, the former takes precedence over the latter.

 

The most dominant actor is determined by a analysis of the domestic policy network. The assertiveness of actors in policy field networks are determined by the level of private actors' mobilization, the degree of concentration of power in the political- administrative system in a policy field, and on the independence of political- administrative from private actors. 
[32]
 

The manifestation of the dependent variable net gains-seeking foreign policy will depend on the degree of strength of the societal interests, which can be analyzed according to the following indicators: 1)strong societal interests exist if the dominant actor in a monopolistic network has highly pronounced preferences; or the majority of dominant actors in a pluralist or corporatist network have highly pronounced preferences for the same option for foreign policy action; 2)medium-strength societal interests exist if the dominant actor in a monopolistic network has low-intensity preferences; or the majority of assertive actors in a pluralist or corporatist network have low-intensity preferences for the same option for foreign policy action; 3)weak societal interests exist if the dominant actor in a monopolistic network is not mobilized situatively; or there is no majority of actors with the same preferences of at least low intensity in a pluralist or corporatist network.  Only in the first two cases will utilitarian liberalism allow any statements 

about the foreign policy. In the last case, when there are only week societal interests, the foreign policy is not determined by societal interests, since the society is indifferent to the various options for foreign policy action.
[33]
 

 
To sum up, in the utilitarian liberal view, foreign policy is determined by the interests of those societal groups who are able to dominate the foreign policy decision-making process. Foreign policy changes are, consequently, a function of changes on the preferences of dominant actors, or from changes in the composition of the set of dominant actors in each issue-area network. Changes towards cooperative policies are expected to happen when the new dominant actors share common interests with the dominant actors of the target state of the policy. 

 
Utilitarian-Liberalist Hypothesis: As the constellation of domestic interests of a state changes towards shared common interests with the target’s state dominant domestic interest groups, the formers foreign policy will become cooperative towards the latter.
 
 
 
 
 
 
A synthetic approach to foreign policy
 
A table representing the proposed theoretical framework, and the methodology to apply it to case studies can be seen in the following:
 
 
Table 1: A synthetic approach to foreign policy
 
Degree    Role Position

enemy


rival


       friend
of internalization          (Hobbesian culture)      (Lockean culture)
             (Kantian culture)
of the culture


1st  (coercion)
         t0           t1
        t0         t1          t0       t1

 
Mod.Neo-Realism
        A1          B1
      C1         D1   
    E1  
F1
ind.var.: power position












2nd   (price)

 
Utilitarian Liberalism


      A2            B2
    C2           D2
    E2             F2


ind.var.:interests






 
3rd  (legitimacy)






      
 
Identity-Constructivism 

                        A3          B3         C3     D3     E3         F3          

ind.var.: role position 

 
 
 
If we consider all points in Table 1 (A1, A2, etc.) as specific foreign policies, than all arrows (A1-B1, etc.) indicate foreign policy changes from the first observed period of time (t0) to the second (t1). The arrows from points As to Bs and Es to Fs represent quantitative changes towards rapprochement. The ones from  Bs to As and Fs to Es represent changes of movement away from the target state. The arrows from Cs to Ds represent qualitative changes from non-cooperative to cooperative foreign policies, and the arrows Ds to Cs from cooperative to non-cooperative policies.
 
The arrow C1-D1, for instance, represents a situation in which the foreign policy was non-cooperative in t0, and became cooperative in t1, and the reason for this change is that the state relative power in the international system increased, from t0 to t1, in a way that allowed it to promote cooperative policies towards non-threatening states in order to increase its influence in them. The arrow C2-D2 represents a change towards a cooperative foreign policy due to the fact that the dominant societal interest groups of the state became to share common interests with the dominant interest groups of the target state. The change towards cooperation indicated by the arrow C3-D3 was caused by a process of collective identity formation, in which the state became to see the target-state as a friend.
 
According to the model proposed in this paper, in order to explain a foreign policy change in a case study, one would have to find out ‘which arrow represents it’. For that purpose, in the first place, one would need to identify in which culture the foreign policy is taking place. This can be done by an analysis of the indicators as shown in table 2. After knowing in which culture the foreign policy is taking place, one would need to know why the state complies with the norms of this culture, i.e. in which degree the norms are internalized. This can be found by an analysis of the three hypotheses indicated in table 3. Finally, depending on the degree of internalization, it is possible to assess the probability of the foreign policy change to last and deepen. The deeper the norms are internalized, the highest the probability of the change to last and deepen.
[34]
 
Table 2: Cultures/social contexts in which a foreign policy take place

 

	Culture
	Hobbesian
	Lockean
	Kantian

	Implications for foreign policy (norms which states will follow)
	1) states will tend to respond to enemies by acting like deep revisionists; not recognizing the right of the Others to exist as free subjects and trying to conquer or destroy them; 2) decision-making will tend to heavily discount the future and be oriented toward the worst-case scenario; 3) relative military capabilities will be seen as crucial (power becomes the key to survival); 4)if it comes to actual war, states will not limit their own violence.
	1) whatever conflicts they may have, states respect the Others sovereignty; 2) absolute gains may override relative losses; 3) relative military power is still important but less a priority; 4) if disputes do go to war, rivals will limit their own violence, obeying ‘Just War standards’.
 
	1)states will settle disputes without war or the threat of it; 2) states will fight as a team if the security of any one is threatened by a third party.


 

 

 Table 3: Degree of internalization of norms of the culture/social contexts

 

	Degree of Internalization 
	First (most superficial)
	Second
	Third

	Characteristics
	States comply because they are forced to, because they perceive the international system as anarchical. They have no choice but follow the norms of the culture. Their behavior is thus externally, and not internally driven. They behave as relative utility maximizers, not because they choose to do so, but because they feel forced to do so.
 
	States comply because it is in their self-interest. They do have an alternative, but decide to follow the norms for instrumental reasons, i.e.,  because they think they can advance some exogenously given interest. They behave as absolute utility maximizers, acting according to calculations of costs and benefits of the policies expected outcomes. 
 
	States comply because they perceive norms as legitimate. Their behavior is then even more internally driven that from the second degree on internalization since norms construct their identities and interests; therefore, the quality of compliance is the highest. States act according to what they think is the appropriate behavior in the particular situation, which is the one that is compatible with the norms of the culture one is embedded in..

	Hypothesis
	As a state evolves towards a more powerful actor in the international scenario, it will promote a cooperative foreign policy towards non-threatening as a means to increasing its influence in them. 
	As the constellation of domestic interests of a state changes towards shared common interests with the target’s state dominant domestic interest groups, the foreign policy will become cooperative.
 
	As the role-position attributed by a state to another changes from rival to friend, in a process of collective identity formation, the state will promote a cooperative foreign policy towards the target state.


 
Conclusions

 
The theoretical framework developed in this paper allows us to see that the foreign policy of states can be conditioned by both their internal properties, such as the dominant domestic societal actors, and the structural properties of the international system, such as the distribution of knowledge and distribution of power, depending on the culture, or social context, and the degree of internalization of the its norms.  
 
The framework allows us to escape from the ‘testing of competitive theories’, and to see the major IR theories not as alternative or mutual exclusive, but as complementary. Each one works under different circumstances, the fact that one works in a specific case study does not prove or disprove any theory, but signs the degree of internalization of the norms of the culture in which the actor is embedded in. Actors internalize different norms in different degrees. It is possible that states share their identity regarding certain aspects, such as democracy; have only common interests in other issues, such as trade; and have hegemonic or counter-hegemonic ambitions in other issues, such as foreign investment. In other words, according to the theoretical framework here proposed, it is not expected that all foreign policies of a specific state are better explained by the same approach. Since different policies are decided by different actors and under different contexts of action, each policy may follow a different logic.  
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